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TOL ALASKAN

Gompiimenti o]

REP. TERRY MARTIN

THE GOVERNOR REPLIES.

Re Removal of Executive Office.
Sitka, Alaska, March 13, 1905
F,A. LaVanlette, John Olds,Dr.P.
Shackleford, committee of Ju—
neau Chamber of Commerce,

Juneau Alaska.

Gentlemen:-1 beg leave to ac—
knowledge the receipt of your com-—
munication of the 1st instant with
the enclosed copy of your letter to
the Honorable Secretary of the
Interior.

At the time of the revision of the
code by the Senate territorial com-—
mittee, 1in 1900 , a citizen of Juneau
hod an opportunity at one of its
sittings to tell the senators how 1in—
significant a place Sitka was and how
inconvenient and far out of the way
Its location was for doing business.
Its lack of mail
ially emph;- ed. At that vet
time this same gentleman was the
means of staying off the contract
for carrying the local mail fronm
Juneau to Sitka for a year.

There was no opportunity to
present the other side of the ques—
tion of removal before the commit—
tee reported to the senate.

It is clear therefore that the
spirit and latent of the at. of
congress of June 6, 1900 1is that
government shall own its grounds
and buildings thereon and by no
possibility 13 this an 1incorrect
sumption.

You say that the absence of the
surveyor-general from Juneau has
been and 1is a cause of a great deal
of dissatisfaction to persons who
are Interisted In the proceedings of
the land department, or who are
Interested in the proceedings of the
district court 1In Juneau, when
confronted with land matters.

OQut of thirty eight mineral sur—
veys which were noted upon during
this past year Tfive w*»re in the

mining district (Juneau),
five Berner % bay, four Ketchikan,

the

as —

facilities was espec—banks

April 1, 1905

three in Porcupine, two each

Cape Nome, Cook inlet and Wrang-—
ell, one at Sitka arid fourteen in
Valdes; and of the forty surveys
under soldiers additional home—
stead rights, twenty-three are from
Yakutat and places west of it and
four are from Juneau, five

from Fanler bay and the remaining
eight from other places in southeast
Alaska.

It would appear then from
these figures that the people of
*al,dez have more reason for com-
Dlafrit. t.h- nx the dissatisfied ones at
Tuneau.

The Fresident has authority to
rix the location of the land office.
He can move it from Sitka to
Juneau and within one or two years
le may order it to Valdez or Fair—
IT the dlIstri t is to have but
bne office.

The office of surveyor-general for
he state of Washington is at Olym-
uia and there are seven land offices
vithin 1its borders. Tri Oregon the
surveyor-general 1is at Portland and
all its six land offices are scattered
bver the state and none 1in Portland”
In California the surveyor-general
Is at San Francisco and there are
en land offices; Nevada has the
jurveyor-general®s office at Reno
ind the land office at Carson
ultyjthe argument that the two
bfflces should be In the same place
Is not valid nor is It based up-
>n the practice of the land depart—
ment .

It 18 true that terms of court are
ield by Juneau, but they are clso
icld at Skagway and at Ketchlcan
ind the law provides that the
\ttorney-General may for cause,
hange the place of residence
bf the Judge of either division of the
ourt.

It Is probable that the residence
bf the Judge of the third division
nay soon be changed from Eagle to
airbankc. A combination of



unforseenevents might make it
desirable to change the residence of
the Judge of the first division back
to Sitka. It is not necessary

nor imperative that the land
officers, the surveyor-general and
the judge should reside in the same
town.

The cry against Sitka in 1900
does not held good today. It has
become, by reason”of its location
the cable center connected with
Juneau with Seattle and with Val—
des. There 1is mail connection
with Juneau by steamer Georgia
every six days; the Pacific Coast
company sends two steamers a
month; the Northwestern Steamship
company sends two vessels each
month via Sitka to western parts
and reuurnjand the Alaska Com-—
mercial company sends one steam—
er a month via Sitka to Kodiak.

The cry of isolation no longer car —
ries force.

There 1is another argument for
lefting officers remain at Sitka
ur.til suitable grounds and build-—
ing? thereon at Juneau are owned
by the government: it 1is that of
the protection of their records from
fire. Juneau has a good water
system and her fire brigade is re—
markably prompt and successful in
combatting fires, but not withstand—
ing the Insurance companies charge
a very high rate for what few risks
there are willing to accept. There

is a risk of fire In Sitka but between

the two places the chances are
much in favor of the latter es—
pecially since It has Just complet—
ed a water system with strong pres—
sure .

Very few of our people under—
stand what an Important library
we are gathering for the district.
Moat of the bookt are now kept In
the Sheldon Jackuon Museum of
Natural History and Ethnology-

hlb is the nearest fire-proof build—

ing In Alaska. The walls and floor
are of thick grout and the roof of
heavy galvanized 1iron. There is

very little wood for the fire to
take hold of.

The desirableness of Sitka“"s
location and climate might be

pleaded as a fitting place for the
location of the offices of the
district.

For these reasons | do not deem
it for the best interests of the
government to nove the offices of
the surveyor-general and governor
from Sitka to Juneau at the present
time and shall so advis; my De—
partment .

Yours very resptctful™".y,
John G. Grady,
Governor of Alaska
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SKAGWAY AT IT AGAIN

Understanding that Senator Geo.
E. Perkins of California, has been
working fo: "the retention of tne
capital of Alaska at SitSa, the busi—
ness iiien of Juneau and Skagway
have taken no uncertain exception
to his course, and have addressed
to him protests decalring em—
phatically that they consider such
action as he is understood to have
taken to be inimical to tho best in—
terests of Southeastern Alaska.

In the Skagway protest It is
stated that it is impossible to dis—
associate the public position of the

senator from that of his private posi—

tion in the Pacific Coast Steamship
Company, which has a service to
Sitka.

The Skagway protests have been
forwarded to the senator. The
signatures at the bottom of the
document represent thirty-five of
the leading and most Important
business firms of Skagway. The
protest void of superscriptions and
signatures follows:

"We the undersigned merchants
of the city of Skagway, Alaska, are
in favor of the removal of the
capital of Alaska from Sitka to
Juneau, Alaska. We expressed our®
desires in this natter through our
delegates at a territorial convention
held in Juneau, and later at a toss
meeting of the citizens of Skagway
held February 3» 1900, copies of the
resolutions passed at which were
duly forwarded to you. Also, the
facts being personally known to
you that the removal of the capital
to Junes-l would be a great con—
venience and the saving of nuch
time and expense to the men of this
city desirous of doing any legal
business, we feel bound to express
our surprise at the iwsitlon you
have taken in regard to the same
in the United States senate, which
amounts to an opposition of such re—
moval "od a disregard of the wishes

of the peor®e of Skagway.
"P.rther, it must also be within

your personal knowledge that the
people of Southeastern Alaska,

with the exception cf Sitka, is in
favor of the removal of the capital
to Juneau and that your position

in regard to the same is in direct
opposition to the will of the people
of this whole section.

"Under these circumstances it is
scarcely possible to disassociate
your public postlon as senator
from your private position as head
of the Pacific Coast Steamship Com—
pany, and we must therefore regard
the latter as representing interests
which are inimical to those of this
port ?nd those of Southeastern
Alaska and take action accordingly.
For the consideration of such action
we have hereunto signed our names
this ninth day of April, 1900."
Daily Alaskan.

It certainly is surprising that
Senator Perkins should have the
audacityibf express an opinion of
his own, and more especially an
opinion that is not in accordance
with the egotistical ideas of the in—
habitants of Skagtown.

You poor, benighted, selfcentered
inhabitants of a omed city, don"t
you realize that - -nator Perkins,
or any one else for that matter,
knows that you want tlie capital
where it will be most convenient
for you, regardless of the rest of
the Territoi*y.

Bat on the other hand don"t you
know that Senator Perkins was in—
terested in Alaska belore you really
knew tha It was inhabitable for
any one but Esquimaux and years
before Skagwaycontained any*
thing but Capt. Moore"s residence
and a few half starved Slwashes.

Don"t you realize that Senator
Perkins kr»ow3 that while Skagway
and Juneau are at the present time
the most populous towns In Alaska,
and have more official business
than the rest of Alaska combined,
that they are on the decline.

That the Westward portions of



the Territory are developing very
rapidly, that the U.S. government
is going to put in a telegraph and
railroad line from Valdez to the
Yukon, Which will draw all the
American traffic from Skagway,
that the English are already working
on a telegraph line to connect
to Dawson through their own ter—
ritory, that they are diligently
striving to get a port of entry some—
where near Skagway and if they
don"t succeed they will build a
railroad from the south to connect
with the one already being built in
their domain.

If you were not so comoletely
wrapped up in your own i* :erests
you would see that the center of pop—
ulation of Alaska is rapidly mov—
ing west and that if the government
was justified in moving the capital
at all it would be to move it west
and not east in close proximity
to the bounary line.
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April 5, 1979

The Honorable Ray Metcalfe
House of Representatives
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99-"11

Re: Capital Relocation
Proposal

Dear Representative Metcalfe:

As you requested, we have reviewed your proposal
to see if it conflicts with the FRANK Initiative.

It appears that your proposal does conflict with
the FRANK Initiative. Moreover, it appears that it also
conflicts with the requirements of the original Capital
Relocation Initiative, and portions of the Alaska Constitu—
tion, as well.

To begin with, the proposal contemplates a committee
of the legislature to negotiate "all agreements" with the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough and, 1in effect, plan jointly with
the borough the development plans for the new capital. As a
general proposition, negotiating agreements and preparing
development plans are things done to carry out a law and are
not acts of making law. This means that they are not
legislative function and that they may not constitutionally
be performed by the legislature or its committees. Vesting
the legislature with an executive power not given to it by
the constitution 1is unconstitutional. Bradner v. Hammond,
553 P.2d 1 (Alaska 1976). This is the reason tKat the
legislature created an agency in the executive branch to
plan for the capital move. AS A4.06.200-260.

The original Capital Relocation Initiative required
the legislature to provide for the planning of the new
capital. AS 44.06.160. The legislature provided for a new
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capital planning commission and its functions in AS 44.06.200-
260. Your proposal to have this planning done jointly by a
legislative committae and the borough conflicts with the
initiative™s mandate and the statute®s express provisions.
Legislation would be required to amend the existing Jaw.

With respect to the FRANK Initiative, the problenm
is that youi proposal does not take into account the inter —
locking nature of that initiative and the statute establishing
the New Capital Site Planning Commission. Your proposal
would supersede the commission®s plan with a plan to be
agreed upon jointly by the legislature and the borough. The
FRANK Initiative requires voter approval of a bond issue fr *
all the bondable costs of relocation to a capital city as
determined by a commission created by the legislature to
plan the move. Under present law, the legislature has
mandated that the only "plan" that 1is acceptable 1is one
which, in essence, duplicates the facilities of the present
capital city. In order to supersede that requirement, an
amendment to AS 74.06.230 or to the FRANK Initiative or to
both 1is necessary. In other words, 1if theie 1is no statutory
amendment, the borough®s commitment to pay all the costs
under a new plan would not suffice. It would have to commit
to (and arrange for) payment of all the costs under the
commission®"s existing plan 1in order to relieve the state
from that burden and thereby nullify the effect of the FRANK
Initiative.

I would be happy to Jiscuss this matter further
with you at your convenience.

Yours very truly,

\

Av*¥*um M. Cross y
Attorney General

AMG :as
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MEMORANDUMWM March 9, 1979
SUBJECT: Capital Move Concept
(Work Order No. 6821)
TO: Representative Mike Miller
FROM: Kenneth E. Vsssar / /-

Legislative Counsel.S“T

You have requested a le?al opinion relating to the "Capital
Move Concept"™ outlined the rough draft of an agreement
between the Matanuska-Suci,na Borough and the state which
you have furnished us. At the outset, |1 think it is
appropriate to discuss the FRANK initiative and the effect
of any attempt to avoid it.

I would have to approach any plan which would attempt to
provide Tfor the relocation of the capital without the ex—
penditure of state money with a skeptical attitude as to its
viability in the courts. Such a plan must avoid any expendi—
ture of state money for the physical relocation of the present
functions of state government and must also avoid 1incurring
any obligation on the part of the state .o pay any state

money at any time in the future for such physical relocation.
Even assuming that such a plan does exist, any prognhosis as

to the viability of thj plan comes with a very large caveat,
which will be explained in the following paragraph.

In the ordinary review of statutes, a court will apply the
law in accordance with the literal meaning of the words used
in the statutes unless there 1is some ambiguity which requires
it to go behind the words of the statutes and look at the
legislative intent. The phrase "State money may be expended,™
as It 1is used 1in the FRANK initiative, appears to be unam-—
biguous, and so it would be fair to assume that a court would
apply the law strictly in accordance with the language 1in

the initiative under normal circumstances. Thus, a plan
which does not. involve the expenditure of any state money,
now or in til future, Tfor the physical relocation of the
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present functions of the state government might be expected
to survive a FRANK initiative attack. However, the magnitude
of the issue and the fact that this is an initiative rather
than a legislative enactment would take the interpretation

of this Jlanguage far from normal circumstances, and a court
might go beyond the litera7 interpretation of the words used
in the initiative and examine the purpose behind the words.

IT this were the case, the court would surely give some weight
to the "Purposes"™ section of :heinitiative. That section
includes the following language:

It is the purpose of this act to insure that the people
of Alaska will have the opportunity to make an intelli—
gent and objective decision on relocating the capital
with all pertinent data available to them concerning

the costs to the State.

Since it would be only of relatively mild interestto the
people to know the costs of the move after the move had begun,
and since it would leave little room for decisior making by
the people at that point, 1 would assume that a court would
view this purpose as applying before any move began. It
would follow that a court could interpret the language of

the initiative to actually mean that no movement of the
present functions of state government may begin before the
required bond issue election.

Turning now to the "Capital Move Concept,”™ 1 would like to
begin with a summary of my perception of the plan. Since

the concept does not appear to present all the details of

the plan, this summary and the following analysis may in—
clude some assumptions on my part relating to those details.
Under the plan tlic borough would select from, or trade borough
land for, a minimum of 6,2A0 acres of state land at the re—

location site. The existing provisions of law relating to
borough selections and exchanges of Jland are fount! in
AS 29.18.205 and 29.18.209. In return, for the selection

or trade, the borough would prepare a basic site plan for
the capital city and finance and construct a building for
use as a part of the total state office complex. When tie
huilding is completed, it would be turned over to the state
for occupancy, and the borough would be allowed to ehargp
rent on the building in an amount sufficient to cover debt
service on a portion of the bonds Issued by the borough for
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the project. The state would provide rights of way to the
borough for the construction end would establish an appro—
priate body to consult with the borough. The borough would
return title to lands it receives under the agreement to the
state if (1) the borough 1is repaid for all its expenditures;
(2) any bonds issued by the borough are retired or assumed
by the state; and (3) the borough regains entitlement to
selection of an equal amount of land.

Before getting into an analysis of the concept in relation
to the FRANK initiative, | have some comments about the
selection and transfer of land under AS 29.18.205. That law
allows boroughs to select vacant, unappropriated and un—
reserved state land within their boundaries. Under the
terms of the 1974 initiative (AS 44.06.130), the land from
which selections would be made under the concept submitted

is classified as reserved use lands. Therefore, it is in-—
eligible for selection under AS 29.18.205 absent some legis—
lative action. It appears, however, that the land would be

eligible for a land exchange under the authority of AS 29.-
18.209. The exchange would uave to be for land owned by the
borough of equal value to the stat® land. The determination
of equal value would be incumbent upon the director of the
division of lands and the commissioner of natural resources.

The following paragraphs relate to the "Capital Move Concept”
on a paragraph-by-pnragraph basis with specific attention to
the relationship of the concept to the PRANK initiative.

1. As noted before, this paragraph will require a land ex —
change rather than a municipal selection. In order to Tfulfill
his statutory duties (which cannot he contracted away), the
director will be required to determine whether there is a
public 1interest to support the exchange and whether the land
offered by the borough 1is of approximately equal value to
the land urfered by the state (including the non-monetary
value of public benefits). It. addition, the director must
ive notite of the exchange to the governing body of the
[orough under AS 38.05.305 and to the public under AS 38.-
5. 345. Finally, .*hile AS 29.18 requires a survey to be
conducted or paid for by the municipality for municipal
selections under that chapter, it does not expressly require
the municipality to survey or pay for the cost of a survey
of land proposed to be exchanged.
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The director®"s duties, particularly those relating to the
giving of notice, appear to require the expenditure of some
state money. Thus, the FRANK 1initiative prohibition could
apply to this section. In the absence of statutory require—
ments relating to surveys, the state may be required to pay
for the survey of the land subject to the exchange; this
would be prohibited by the FRANK initiative.

2. Since this paragraph relates solely to planning by the
borough, there would appear to be no FRANK initiative~
questions.

3. Since this paragraph relates solely to financing and
construction of a building by the borough, there would
appear to be no FRANK initiative questions.

4. This paragraph requires the state to provide rights of
way to the borough for construction of necessary access
roads and other infrastructure sterns to be built by the
borough. This 1is a power granted to the director under

AS 18.05.330. IT the application 13 made 1in accordance with
regulations promulgated ander AS 38.05.330, it appears that
there would be no required expenditure of money for the
granting of the rights of way.

5. Under this paragraph, the state would be required to
establish an appropriate body to consult with and coordinate
the work of the borough to ensure compliance with the agreed
plans. I am not sure how this body would be established;
however, it appears that its duties would require travel and
per diem allowances and possibly salaries. These obviously
will require the expenditure of state money. Again, the
FRANK 1initiative may prohibit this expenditure.

6. After the completion of the building, the borough will
turn it over to the state to permit meetings of the legis—
lature in the building. The borough, s months after ~
completion of the building, will charge che state rent based
upon the proportionate amount of revenue raised by the sale
of bonds for the construction of the building.

There are t,To questiors with regard to this paragraph. First
the obligation to pay rent would require an expenditure of
state money. The obligation to maintain and operate a munici

pal building leased to the state for state purposes would
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also require an expenditure of state money. Either of these
expenditures could be violative of the FRANK initiative.

The ultimate question would be whether they are expenditures
for the physical relocation of the present functions of state
government or whether they are expenditures for some other
purpose. This could be the ambiguity that would justify a
court"s decision to look at the purpose of the initiative
rather than relying on a literal interpretation of the words
used in the initiative.

The second question also relates to the FRANK initiative.

It seems that tying rental payments to an amount sufficient

to cover debt service on a portion of the bonds equal to the
ratio of borough expenditures on the building to total borough
expenditures raises a strong argument that the borough is
acting as a "straw man"™ for the purpose of the bond 1issuance.
It could be argued that there 1is very little difference between
the state 1issuing the bonds itself and the state contacting
to pay the debt service on the bonds used to construct the
building. A court, even if it found the payment of rent
permissible under the FRANK 1initiative, could determine that
tying the rent to payment of the bonds 1is impermissible.

7. This paragraph provides that, if the borough 1is repaid
for its expenditures and if the bonds issued by the borough
are retired, the borough will return the land it receives
under the agreement to the state.

In order to accomplish this, the state could assume or pay
off any a ™ -iints outstanding on the bond issuance; and 1
assume it would be the state that would reimburse the

borough for its expenditures. Of course, none of this can
happen until the FRANK initiative requirements are satisfied,
amended or repealed.

8. This paragraph appears to have no FRANK initiative
repercussions.

In conclusion, it would appear that, 1if | have understood
the plan you have presented to us correctly, the plan could
not be implemented without violating the provisions of the
FRANK 1initiative.

KEV;jdn
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March 22, 1979

The Honorable Samuel R. Corten
The Honorable Patrick Camey
House of Representatives

Eleventh Alaska State Legislature
Pouch v

Juneau, Alaska 99S11

Gentlemen:

Hollowing our recent opinion concerning the Mat-Su
Borough proposal for the capital move, you asked that ve
review for you what legally valid steps couic new be taken
by the administration tc -elocate the capital, and further,
what legislative action might facilitate the process. As 1
told you, 1ir. an area as sensitive and as controversial as
the capital move, | do not want tc be in a pos"tion of
analyzing proposals that have not been made cr even suggesting
proposals without the intensive research that the proposals
would recuire oner to being sanctioned bv thi! office.
However 1 can outline lor you at this time the tasic legal
framework that will have to be followed, and conment hifk t iv
on possible legislative action.

At present mere are mree major statutes vnicn
cent: :1 any executive artier. on the capital mcve issue. The
»ewH ,as the cneinal ..-..native massed in 197A. That
ir.itiattve requirec mat me sea: cr government te relocated
unde r a plan set forth ir. the initiative Sue ctfically .
Certsin lands were to he identified as potential capital
sites by a capital selection cocci tree. The voters were
then to select one of three possible sites, all of which had
t0 Ccr.tain at .refit 100 square miles of 1 d either owned or
to be acquired by the state. The land was then to be placed
tr. a "reserved use" lar.c designation. The _r.itiative Tfur the:
provided that a: the next legislative session roilo-wing the
selection of a site, the legislature should provide for the
planning of a new capital city, inducing the construction
of "necessary" state and public facilities. The initiative
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contained no clarification of what state and public facil—
ities would be "necessary,” leaving that"question for future
legislative resolution.

Consistent with the directive of the initiative, a
Capital Site Selection Committee was appointed by the
Governor and three pos;ible sites were selected. The voters
tnen chose one of the three and the state has set aside the
lands required in "reserved use" land designation. The
legislature then continued along the course directed in the
initiative cy passing a bill (AS 1d.06) setting up the
Capital Site Planning Commission. In the course of that
action, a conrlict developed in the leg* slature over whether
or not"to give the commission freedc i to plan any particular
type cr capital that the commission sight fmc appropriate,
cr, In contrast, whether to specify at the outset the size
or the new capital city for which the ccmmissicn was required
to plan. The decision of the legislature was to instruct
the~commission to plan for "the development of those facilities
public and private, described in the Capital Siie ”“election
Committee Report dated December 11, 1976." AC Ad.06.230(j)-
mcse "tac_uties,” described in a report previously submit—
ted to tne legislature, Sére for a city with a core of
puclic employees approximately 6,000 in number anc a total
city or aoout 30,000 people, we reviewed the legislative
history anc purpose of the Capital Site Planning bill in an
opinion which was rendered to the commission two vears agg-
I am appenGing a COPY of that otir.ion tc r.is letter since
it reviews 1in detail*the nature he legislative dispute
anc the manner m wr.ic'r vt was resolved. The key feature of
tne resolution was thit he legislature chose to settle the
issue cr the site cr tr.e can-al itself rather than leave it
to :ne ccmmiss.cn, ar.r sc it is written directlv into the

Tr.e Tit dircg Commission then embarked upon its
work, eventually presenting the legislature with the requested
plan. In tr.eir planning documen-, the Commission made
certain ccst estimates among rhtr an estimate that it would
ccsr approximately 1.. tillicr. cellars just to construct the
public facilities required in the new capital. The report
was cetatet ay the legislature, and eventually :esultec 1in
that body passing a bond issue of over 900 million dollars,
subject or ccurst tc voter approval, tc begin construction!
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At the seme election at which the proposed bonds
were pieced before the voters, e second initiative, the so-
called PRANK Initiative, also appeared on the ballot. That
initiative reouires that no money be spent for relocating
tne xunctions or fovedkk®Aat until the full "bondable costs”’
of the capital move neve been approved. A.s we noted 1in an
opinion issued lest year, "bondable costs"” refer to all
costs capable of being bonded--in other words, costs which
could be bonded es opposed to those that actually, would be
bonded. The reasons for that conclusion are set forth in
the previous opinion and | won"t repeat them here other than
to tiore met the wording of the initiative is straight forward
and that 1its clear meaning will require the full approval of

all potential capital cos: cr tne move ct a minimum oerore
any state money can be spent on the project.

~ne PRANK 1ir.it*ative also contained wording which
tiec- tne term "bondable costs"” to a specific capital plan.
The initiative refers :c the bondable costs for® a capital
site as determined by "e commission created bv the legisla—
ture to plan the relocation.” The Capital Site Planning
Ccm_.:ssion 1is, cr course, the only such commission ever
created, ar.d at least tne magnitude of 1i1ts "plan" was pre—
ordained by tne legislature. That plan, 1In essence, assumes
mat tne racmties cr the present capital vil* be duplicated

elsew.nere and. tc nc one ¥ surprise, the cost of doing chit
is very high.

Since the cos_s determined by the Capital Site
tanning Commissicn were ry previous cirection jf the legis—
lature tne costs ot a specified size capital city, the
pecr®e cr Alaska, when they adopted the PRANK Initiative,
imp ccly stated tr.at the bonc*ble costs™ cf a move to a
cutv c: size oe Tirst approvec be;ere any state money
stent m rc.c I mention this now for two reasons.
rtrst. m reviewing what nondable costs"™ must be first
approver (cr perhaps. if net approved, at least alleviated
trrougn construction cr capital facilities by some ether
entity mar. ip; state), there is an established figure Which
governs any analysis. It. .ess and until the "commission
established ry the legislature”™ 1is giver, authority tc plan
tor a different size capital, and iIn fact coes so*, the "PRANK
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piarmed capital city. Moreover, ever, if the legislature

will remain mere until changed by legislative action. As a
practical natter, 1 assune that if there were the votes to
amend tne legislative act pre-ordaining the si/.e of the
azy, there would probably also be the votes tc amend.the
~/~a~-ve “he legal implications cf amendment may be
oirrerent. Tne legislature is complete.** fr-"e tc do what it
wishes with its previously adopted acts, but initiatives may

:.-t be repealed fcr two years.* Alaska Const., art. XI, &b
§9CtFW: _essence a receai c: the basic intent cf
ir._uifei_ve, it mgnt rule e amendment invalid. A discussion
cf the _eg*l pry¥nciples o zr.is cecision mav 3e

fo-und in barren y Thomas , 566 P.2d ~00 (.-.las. 1977), a case
which 1involved an amendment net considered to be a reoeal.
Tnere IS nc way ¢ prec_ctmg tne mure conclusion oc a
court o: this 1issue with certaintv. ne oes mat can be
saic is mat 1t would create a legal issue 1f and when it 1is
cone.

The Mat-Su plan previously reviewed by this office,

as well as the resolution recentiv introduced in the Housg

e OriL by menselves . assume any legislative action
ar.encmg past statutes cr initiatives. o legislative
artier, i1s ta.*er., there are sertcus legal problems with
almost anything the aemir,istret lcr. by itself would inititre

area. All those legal orcbiens stem frcm the fact
mat anym m g dene ry the executive branch tc relocate the
capital 1s going tc cos: some money, ar.c the FRANK Initiative
iIs a direct statutory prcr.iciticr. aga r.se the executive
tranca. s spending mat more; = The tasic message which 1
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long as the Initiative remains undiminished on the
books it will not be sufficient for ":he borough to simply
play a role in constructing a new ca;eital site-.-it will have
tc play the only role. At the least™ the borough would have
to build all the reguired oublic fac:ilities since that would
be the absolute minimal definition cf "bondable costs"™ as
the term appears in the initiative, If the borough were
willing to do that (at a cost estimatec by the Planning
Commission at ever a billion dollars), then there is a real
possibility that the state could spen.c funds for a move,
since then there would be nc "bendab ie costs"™ left to aoorove
I say this with some reservation, sir.ce mere 1is aosoiuteiy
no judicial precedent tc rely upon ir. this analysis, and
cr.ce we cepart from tne plain meanmg cf the statute and try
to predict ihe legerh validity of capital move plans never
realty contentiatec by he initialive, we are cf necessity

m a rea_n ci uncertaintv.

During the recent meeting in the Governor®"s office,
you asked that 1 net only point out the legal problems which
confront a present effort toward a capital neve, but also
suggest tc you a possible ccurse cf action which might be
relieved tc carry out the intent c: the original initiative,
"he prcblen 1is, cf ccurse, thit the original 1initiative has
subsequently beer, amerced -~ -la.iy tne voters rrovicec
that the capital should begin tc move in 1960, but then, in
adopting the ?r«ANK Initiative, the voters decided, in effect,
mat the capital should not move <7 all until the voters hac
approved the full bor.cable costs oz the move. Tnere is no
longer ar.v requirement that anything be done -~y 1980; the
operative caie 1is now the date of voter apprcv*!.

IT the state is to cc any mere or. this issue
without ciretil;* affronting the will cf the people as expressec
ir. the PRANK Initiative, it will be necessary tc amend
existing law The resolution presently pending in the House
vculc net have the effect cf law. Tr.e Governor would still
be bound by the same statutory constraints expressed in. the
initiative and pner law, ever, were the resolution tc pass.
Vh.tat would be required are statutes amending the legislature”s
directicr. to the Plant"rg lemmissicn ar.C specifically author—
izing the executive branch to tend fur.is to plan for a
different sett cf rcve These new statutes, which would

impliedly ar.enc the PRANK Initiative, would provide a valid
basis cr. which tne expenditure cf state mor.ev could be
wus tified.






©S5>A35XNaEXT OF bw v i

oncicrw inc'H-i cunpm cjch r.-sun umst.
o ¥ JPUHtUV $Ssu
=t August; 9, 1977
Mr.- Charles Behlke * * m/
Chairman *, © 7T ye= .

New Capital Site Planning Commiésion
310 "K" Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99301

*

Re: Commission®s Powers
and Duties

Dear Mr. Behlke:

I have beer, advised that the New Catital Site

& Commission desires «.n opinion concerning its basic

powers and duties. The opinion request has arisen in the
context at a debate ever the extent tc which the Commission
may plan, various capital site alternatives. Specifically
ycu have asked whether the legislation establishing the
Planning Commission directs the Commission tc plan for a
particular type of new capital or whether there 1s discretion
within the Com.ission to suggest various alternatives and
plan for those alternatives.

The legislation establishing the Kew Capital Site
Planning Commission is Cn. 67 SLA 1977, now AS AA.06.200-260
(attached hereto as Exhibit A). That legislation is specific

as to the responsibility of the Planning Commission. The



law provides:

"The purpose of the commission is to

prepare 2 detailed plan for developmu it

cf the capital site within the guidelines

enumerated in this chapter.” AS 44.05.230(a)
The "de “riled plan for development of the capital site”” is
defined 1n the same section as meaning:

"...the development of these facilities, public

anc private, described in t.he Capital Site Selec—

tion Committee Retort dated December 11, 1S76."
AS 44.06.230 (j)
The public ad private facilities described in the Capital
Site Selection Committee Report are those of 2 city of
30,C00 residents, including 5,960 central stare employees.
(Catital Site Selection Com. itt.ee Report, 233-290, appended
hereto at Appendix 3)

The specifically assigned function of the Cvatrdssiori,
then, 1is rc plan for a new capital c;»y of 30,000 residents.
iicreover. this appears tc be the single plan the Comrni .sion
iIs authorized tc initiate since the language of the act
repeatedly indicates that only one plan was contemplated by
the legislature. For 1instance, AS 44.06.230(a) provides
that

"The purpose tre con.-? ssion 1s to prepere

a’2Ttuiiec. rlan for development of the capital

site Zeithin t're guidelines er.ur.eiated 1in this
chapter. ;r.-s detailed doveicomer.t plan shall

be completed r.o later than !larch 15, 1978 and

shall re r:ce subject tc oubltc input during

its form.ulat .cn. Following completion of the

plan, the c<-.-.mission shall r.ahe public present;

tior.s of 1t throughcut the state.”” (emphasis
*dr.ed)
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k= Subsection (b) of the sair;i section provides:
~ The detailed development pier, shall 1include,

C; but need not be limited to, the following elements:
* government facilities, community faci'ities,

transportation, public utilities, communication *
! facilities, commercial and industrial develop—

ment, residential development, resources, 2nd

environmental aspects. It shall include pro—
visions addi ssing each element in terms of 1its
social and economic impact. The plan should

also address governmental jurisdictions, 1including

statements as to the appropriate planning and

development authority and recommendations as to
the forms and powers of the local government.

The commission shall also develop a planning

and implementation work urogram." (emphasis

added)

Formulating that single "detailed development
plan® contemplated by the act will, cf course, require
intensive study and analysis, to say nothing cf a major
commitment of finenetcl reso <rces. The C.omr.isston , for
enasple, must plan for government and community Tfacilities,
transportation modes, public utilities, conrrunications
facilities, 1industrf *1 and residential developments. AS

06.230. Analysis must be mace cf tre social, economic

and environmental inpact of each asoect of the plan. Id.
7h  Commission must perform physical and geo-technical site
specific analysis er.d related mapping for the planned city,
AS 44.06.230(c). It must determine environmental and tie
permits necessary for construction of the capital (AS 44.06-
?30(h”~, conduct cost analyses including proposed construc—
tion schedules (AS 44 230(f)), 1i1nvestigate funding alter—

natives, and submit a recommended financial plan to the
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legislature no later than February 1, 197S. And this list

is not all inclusive--it is only a partial indication cf

the enormous effort which must be undertaken, fcr the planning
of the. new capital city specified by the legislature.

In addition to its basic obligation to develop the
plan for a city cf 30,000 people, the Commission is also
authorised to do certain other things. Specifically AS
44.06.230(d) provides:

The commission shall conduct an analysis cf
the opportunity for the reorganizing and re—
gionalization of state government, and develop
a list of executive agencies which are expected
tc be located in the capital. This list shall
include the offices tc be moved, the number of
personnel to be employed in these offices, and
the ancicicatsd recurred office space fcr that
number of persons. This list shall be used for
capital site planning purposes only, anc is not
binding as to which executive agencies may be
located i1n the capital. The cc:m:isslon shall
then ceve.cn a relocation phasing plan.”

AS 44.0%$.230(d)

Apparently this settlers has been cited as authority for the
Commission to expand its efforts sc as tc actually plan fcr
a variety of possible capital sites. I see absolutely no
justification for that cosition. Tor if one reviews the
history cf ch. 67, it becomes clear that the legislature
never 1intended subsection (o) to bf any more chan a minor
djunct tc the separately cefin:d primary purpose of the
Commission, & primary purpose that was established through
direct legislative consideration and resolution of what that

primary purpose should be.



Mr. Charles Behlke -5- August 9, 1977

Cif. 67 began as S3 27, a copy of which 1is attached
as Appendix C. The original bill contained no mention of
the specific size of the city to be planned. It only required
that the Commission "prepare a detailed plan for development
cftf the capital site within the guidelines enumerated in this
chapttr.™ The bill went on to state that "the éetailed
development plan shall 1include, but need not be limited to,
the following elements: community facilities, transportation,
public utilities, commercial and industrial development,
residential development, water resources, environmental
csreczs  tere was nc more specific definition of the type
cf oltr. required for the capital city contained 1ir. the bill,
and in particular no reference tc the type cf capital city
envisioned by the Capita. Site Selection Committee 1In its
report.

IT SB 27 had remained unchanged, there 1is no
question but that the Commission would have been free to
exercise s opinion as to the site plan .t felt would best
accommodate movement of the capita] . Hut the bill did not
remain unchanged. It was replaced .rich a State Affairs

Committee Substitute. Thar measure also contained no

specific direction as tc. the size city to be planned, only
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repeating the requirement that a "detailed plan™ be prepared.
However when the State Affairs Ccmr.ittee Substitute was
debatedon the floor of the Senate, an effort was cade to
attend the bill so as tcput in the provision which ultimately
became AS 44.0S.230()J), a definition of "detailed plan for
development of capital site.” As you might imagine, the
debate over the inclusion cf the new definition section was
intense. Senator Crsir.i, who opp sed the amendment, perhap*
most clearly stated the reasons fcr that opposition in these

words:

"The problem 1s, section (J) in particular,
is locking wusir. into a r acept tut forth
by a group «crpeople a couple cf years ?.9o
fcr soma time in the future. We have 1in
the State Affairs version a look at the
concept of decentralizecion of state govern—
ment. That i.e., putting “bre regional store
governmental centers in different parts cf
the state rather than having everybody 1in
cne centra®, location. l think this is a
good 1idea. however, this i1dea 1is r.ct whac
was coresiv«c cf in the Selection Committee
hepcrt dated December 11, 1976, and tc do
that would really thwart the part of the
version of the bill we are adopting."”
(Senate Debate cr, CSSb 27, April 1, 1977)

In the face of this strcr”™ opposition, the
arsr.dment passed. 11 to 9. The* amended State Affairs version
was then passed unnr.inoualy ar.d sent to the House. There,

It was replaced by a nouse versic * of the bill, which

deleted the specific h.rectior as :o0 the size of the city
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and substituted a more flexible formula by which the Ccnmission
would come up with a number of step-by-steo plans for move —
ment of the capital. The House version was not accepted by
the Senate and was returned to the House to determine whether
that body would accede to the Senate version of the bill.

f
After two days of debate, which focused precisely on the
issue posed now by the Commission, the House by a?22-18 vote
accepted the Senate version.

The debate on the measure in the House 1. helpful
because 1t makes it clear beyond question that the legisla—
ture by its action sought to resolve this issue of whether
the Commission should be required .c tier, fcr cn.ly one tyoe
of city cr whether 11t should be free to plan fcr alternate
types of capital sites. For instance, Rep. Gotten, a pro-—
ponent of the House version, analysed the differences between
the Senate and the House versions ir. these terms:

"So what the sens e bill calls fcr i1s a

detailed development plan of a city of

30,000 people, and that ™ gonna be the

bottom lino and that"s gonna be what people

are gor.r.a be able to pcirr. to ar.c say here"s

what your capital city 1is going to look

like, we"ve already determined that that"s

what it"s going to look like, and v;e already

have a pretty good idea of what the costs are

going to be. I think the IHouse] State Affairs

version taker a little cifferert approach...

ir. that they accept the fact that the whole

capital can"t be moved right away, and 1iViere's

going tc be sr. initial development ..¢
(House Debate, May 10. 1977)
hep. Bradley, who was a major author of the House version,

responded to Rep. hike Millar®s (of Juneau) advocacy of the
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Senate bill Dby responding:
"So Mr. Miller said that the way we follow
the law 1s to lock in 30,000 people by 1990.7"
(House Debate, May 10, 1977)
And finally, Rep. Cotten again, who led much cf the debate,
commented:

"And 1 just, 1 think 1t"s important to make it

clear to people that the decision on what size

the capital 1s gcir.g tc be has already been

race by the Site Selectl!on Committee of a

couple years ago. Anc that"s the difference

between the Senate bill and the House State

Affairs ere which allows fcr a little more

latitude and it isn"t quite: so specific as to

what exactly the capital 3 going to consist of.

(House Debate, May 1C, 1977)

Frorjor.er.ts cf the House version argued that the
CommissiGr. should r.ot be ®iccxeo m™ rc a particular size
city--that 1ir was better planning procedure to let them have
a freer hand. Proponents or the Senate version countered by
suggesting that in the end. what kir-d of a city would be
required would involve a controversial political decision
and that the legislature, as elected representatives, should
make the decision in the bill creating the Commission. 1
mean to intimate r.c opinion as tc which of these arguments |
believe most sound. The point 1 do wish to make 1is that tre
Ser.a"e view prevailed, and that it settled the 1issue.

reliance on subsection (c) as justification for
crewing up alternate plans is really nothing more than an

effort to resurrect the settled debate on this 1issue. Ac no

tine during the deb: te was it ever, remotely svggestc-d that



subsection (d) was even at 1issue when the basic decision as
to single or alternate plans was made. Tnat 1issue was
decided head on by a fight over whether the Commission
should be specifically told to draw one plan or alternate
plans. Subsection (g) in contrast was a part of a whole *
series of duties given the Comission subsidiary "to its
basic planning function. For 1instance, subsection (d)
requires the Commission tc list the offices to be moved and
to develop a relocation phasing plan. Since the Commission
must pla.i for a city of 30,000 people with approximately
6,000 state employees, the "list" and the "phasing pl«n*"
must apply to that type cf city. The mandate cf the same
section that the Ccmmissitr. conduct on "analysis of the
kui.K. A *-. _-.a reorganizing anc rczicna ltcatten or
state government...."™ can be re."d as also relating exclusively
to an assumed capital city of 30,000, but 1 believe it
probably gees further than that. The required plan fcr a
city cf 30,000 1s obviously to be made un» er the assumption
of the present governmental structure, but an analysis for
reorganization can go into new areas. It could, for 1instance,
explore the prospect cf constitutional change which would
perm.it a difierer.t type ;r government structure, or operation.
It could suggest alternates to a capital city containing
approximately 6,000 central state employees, dependent upon
whether 1ts reorganization and regionalization Etudies

indicate that such a.cernatcs wou? } f<& feasible-. But that



Mr. Charles Eehlke 10- August 9, 1977°

type of analysis i1s a far different thing from doing the
detailed design and engineering studies to plan for a nev;
city. That detailed work, by legislative directive, trust be
restricted to the prescribed city of 30,000 people.

Put simply the Commission may analyze and, we
assume, recommend various alternate .types of capital cities
based on reorganized cr regionalized governmental structures.
Bur the Commission ™ basic resources, financial and other—
wise, must be spent iIn developing a detailed plan fcr a city
based on our preseit organization of government--a cicy
described by the Capital Site Selection Committee anc mandated
by the legislature. That i1s what the basic financial appro—
priation to this group is fcr--that i1s what the legislature
PESNICY rwe e WE AV I T e o TRA GG EM™

| at* sure there ere members on the Connission who
will strongly disagree with what the legislature has done,
just as thsre will be Ccmm.iss icr.ers whc would defend the
legislative decision. But the wtscom of that decision 1is an
iIssue for the voters, nor fcr this Commission. The choice
has been mace, and l believe it should guide rhe Commission
In 1ts procedures.

I tier, to otrerd the Ccmm.issicn meeting cr. Friday
so | can be available tc discuss this matter end am*

ethers you may raise. 1 alsc hope to be able to revie*.;
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with the Commission ways in which this office may be cf
assistance to the Commission or i1ts members as you handle
this difficult and controversial assignment. I look forward

to seeinr you then.

Yours very truly,

Avrunm Gross
Attorney General

g 55
Attachments
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resources, pj'jhc vorVs. revenue, co-mrunity end . nnl
cfreirs cr their designees, o.*» state senator c'r.c.;*. by the
president oi th* senate, nr.d ore stcic- representitl.ve
chosen by the rpeaV.er of the house shall serve as nonvoeing
ex officlo c.«rsberc of the ce—i.rsion.

(c) “he members are entitled to receive 5>1C0 per da7
for their service on the ectr.issicn and pa: dien .*.nd travel
expenses at authorised by lev.

Sec. ii.Ci.220. )SET:::C C* TM2 CQfOfISSTC::.  The
rer.bets shall elect a chairman art vice-chairman fro: ccnr.g
c'r.ci: acaatrita'.;, Tne governor shall call the first meet-
ing cf che cc~itsi.cn vachin 15 days after appointment ¢
the members. A majority of the irir.bers constitutes a
quorum for ccr.ducting business and exercising Che pcvers of

Tre cc:  L&JI stall me at the coll o
the chairman, at the r«;ut;: of ansjerity of tha member*,
cr at a regularly scheduled tire is cecemlined by the
member*,

Sec. ii.05.220. TIANCSI: &Z?AILES DZVsLOPJCIi? PLUS;
DUTIES C? COANdISSIOIS. (c) The purpose of the cotmission 1is
to prepare a detailed plan for development of the capital
site vi*hin the guidelines enumerated’ in this CMhptor. -

Tin* detailed development plan shell be completed no later
than Kirch 15, 1S7S sr.d shill be rice subject to public
input during its ic— -latter., “cllev;rs® ccrpleticn of the
plan, the commission shall mlie o.llic presentations of it
throughout the stats.

Cc) Tre detailed development plan shall include, but
r.otd not be limited to, the follc-mg alcrtrtr: ‘c.ammenmt
iacilizies, community facilities, transportation, public
utilities, cc~Lt-.icctier, facilities, cc— rrtial a-.d in-
dus*fitl dtvsl?,.m*r,t. residential develop:ere. rcsaurcus.
and cr.vircr.rer.tti aspects. It shill include provirions
ocirariir.g tut- element ir terms of its rotial r.ni etonomie
imrtrt. Tot pier should also suites* governmental juris-
dicric-s, ir.riucirg rretamin;s a5 to the appropriate

rlamir.* tnd development a-tr.crity and :etc= niuttont as
to f * forms ar.j pu.tr; c¢f t*i lets) rnver-mt'.. Tre
ccmtits see:, shell alto ievilrp a plr,- .. ~srd i~<icr=n:*tion
2ru p*chih Jik

ft) The tcmmirricr. shell LR |
tetanic'l site.syscif:£ ar.J teisuti rupp .nr

() Tr* cemritsion shall conduct on jL-.cTy.*£; 6t the

c.ppcrtuniry fct the rctrger.it.ng rd tcgioreirra tion of
Jttt* gove.-mm*::, dr <1* * Its: of c»«:uriv« agcr.tves
vhtch t.ze t* ci lc:*-t«” in ?2%e o.pltcl. This lint
ihtl! include the oiflijj tc be the rur.h»r r,; pit-
sc-.r.el tr r* cmrlcyed t* r.vi &f'teti. ard I** Pnrivipoicd
requdrai office nar>: ftt fit n.itsr cf persons. This
[itt tr.sll r» -sat fcr :npiju & plor.ninp purpo'.ti only,
u-.d it rr: tfdi-g t! to 1 s1;r.vtlye.-.cica rj; be
otcted in _:: tspittl. ttm -0 .tti shili nror. cavtlop
t re.ee* tor. ¥G P.g-.

O =
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(e) The ccr.m'.ssic-n shall, no later than Karch 15,
1972, rcetrriend to ths legislature the type of development
entity which would be responsible for capital city develop,
cent as veil as the pavers er.d authority viiith should be
vested in this davelapreat entity.

(f)  Tr.c corm.Ir-f shell conduct a cost ar.jlysis
i.hich inducts prcpsn-d conscruttian schedules and relitcd
cos: studies including but not limited to construction
costs and escalation, energy efficient construction, end
life c>cle costing itifOuting epirsrior.s and maintcnanaa
corts. The ecmmlsjicn shall also prepare fimr.cing analy-
sis including th* investigatior. of funding aicea-r.arives aad
submission of a rtccmntnced financial plan to the legis-
lature nc later than TVjrusty 1, 1577T-

(g) The commission shill investigate th* possibility
c. using existing facilities currently ir. th* star* vhich
could t«rve as a cur.structicn cimp and try fixtures cr
equipment r.ecessiry to operate the camp for tne construc-
tion cf th* capital. Th* commission may accept the facil-
ities. fumiahings, and equipment as * conation to the
state cr it may execute an option on tois property.

(h) Hi* ce=i*cicn shell determ.irsi th* environmental
and us* permits ntaessiry fat the cornst-rutticr. o: the
capital and shall reccmmsr.d to the legislature *ny possible
citnsds expedltf this Jtrotuss vhi.lt ptoteeri'-g tne
enV| nmentm quality of

(i) Th* ccrmis sic-- cay urterrtie c:a-r artiviries as
arc aptrerriat* to rarry out itt turns:tens, irdoiing cut
ret lin.ed to ir.vesv.gsttrg it.* most acrnnical and
peditious means of procurer*:.:, construction method: ¢cn-
strutticn alternatives, end labor costa.

(J) Ir. this static'', "detailed plan .cr development
if cepitsl site" naan* t'a* e'eveitprer.t of those facilities,
public and private, dtscti'od -n. chr Ctpittt Site Se'.ictrrn.
Ccri:zt*s hcprrr drted iecc-hirt 11. \z~6 T-einitial ani

overall :ite iperific e*.*1f :*rt ylf.n be prcss.-.tei
to Ir>r leg.sliturt ra liter . Kirch 15, 1573,

r.t SR I «» V\}\l *  » ..r.e<. CY"««"
tIEHIS thit > o uni &:vircasin til IrpLet
on Jdtenvi>*-§ i ir:c.»r ard the City and Sorovg

of -*ovoin atcerrfir.it vita £ar:'.rall pted t>i<n.', tdi

SFor opretedurt). thoeoassrst.rorr ﬁhuTl trphailx* tr.*
effete cf gavf.'vw tti rirraertcn ©On al.* ittns listed ir.
this staticn.

«*c at CLHC  tireezve  71* remr-cirlvo i s.bjet:
to >» 1 ncut.vi Cadnii  ft CS jI »¢) a  firii.. g b. ft
legislature

£xt. ¢: OLlio  Ar::lvr: to ci-Mirncu. o Th*

L R L R Tes s pimeyadty >
o it f, ItkFf err.i\ sqpport
roittj, 30 ey flls< ;s m* -quIta*ltwat Vi
i.-*%%.: sr* tciiitr, |t!.;: .a

cc— .n.en may also inffctcaj ticn. vhich it

koK
lef.
* Y4

o

L

»

—



(b) The ecrccirsion shell t'cvelc? an appropriate
procedure in ordvr to select eor.pttcn: fires to develop the
cler.tnts involved in the cepitel site development plan
vichin the rise tzr.zi called for in set. 210 of this chap-
ter.

Sec. At.06 260. RIPC3TS. Th* ccmuissior. shall report
cn its vorV every site earths. This report snail he dis-
tributed to the gcverT.cr, presidir.5 officers of the leyic-
Iitbure. chief justice cf tne suprtr.e court, end the general
pub!

* Set. 2. AS 23.50.203(5) is attended by ecdir.j * ne- sub-
pscesreph to reel:

icev Cepital Sit* ?[*rs-~Axi Ccmissioo
(AS Ct.C6.2C:-).

* Sec. 3. This Act tests effect irzatdieie.T ir. accordance
vith AS 01.10.070(c).

Ci:T=

/pjre.vd t, iht Ccverrc; Jl-v 28, *577
Actutl Iffectlv# Cate 2., 1877

- =+
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CHAPTER 4: CAPITAL CITY PROGRAM
Bcckground
During the course of the site selection process, o series of projections
leloting to the size of the populction and the program requirements for a
new copitol city were developed. The purpose of this analysis wos threefold,
0 First, the projected progrcm requirements were used to determine
v/hether or not cdequcie lend crea wcs available ct alternative
sites for ccpitol city development,
c Second, populction end progrcm requirements were ‘ised to
ceter-r.ne the transportation o.nd utility li.Aoce requirements
ct alternative sites,
o Third, the projections rove been uscc to analyze the pctentic!
czer.crr.”.z case ct alternative sites pcter.tjcl secondary

employment opportunities).

Ultimately, tne square toatcge butldinc rjpyiremen*, highway ortd utility
requirements were used to ccne:cke construction cost. for copitol city
Cfvelcpmert ct five yecr intervals. (A discuision of these costs relative

to the three recommended sites included in Chapter 5.)

The project.cn cr copitol city progrcm require-;c s wo* bases! cri liiterviews

v/ith Sfcte Crqgcr*"“ent Commissioners, ¢ review of previously published



reports, existing Stcte government fccilities end requirements of o new copitol
locotion, os well os computer assisted employment and population projections
developed by Homcn/McDowell Associctes in conjunction with Dr. George
Rogers cf tr.e University of Alaska. These projections ere derived from the

r
University of Mlcska Institute or Social, Economic and Government Resecrch
(ISEGS) Model of State Economic growth using Juneau's 1974 economy as a
base, or.d tc-ie into ccco-jnt existing Sicfe central government positions in
Juneau together with the increcseo Stcte government employment ond
secondary employment anticipated to result from projected growth in state

revenues. These populction cr.d employ - nt projections ere included ir

Tcbie 1which follows.

InitiaIIy, the cnotysis or empXymenf, pcpulctia.n end spcce requirements
V.0os determined for ¢ ccpitcl fit cn> location. K'cCr the ersc of the sire
selection study some dif,e*er>ces cmong sire: were identified; but these
proved to be inSignificcr.t. In consequence, the square footage requirements
for the three recommended sites were cssumcc! to hr identical. Site

specific differences between the length of highway!, rcil end POWES



CHAPTER 4: CAPITAL CITY PROGRAM
Bcckground
During the ccurse cf the site selection process, o series of projections
relcfing to the srze of the populction end the progrcm requirements for a
new copitol city were developed. The purpose of this cnclysis was threefold,
0 First, the projected progrcm requirements were used to determine
whether or not cdecucte lend orec wos ovailcble of clferncfive
sites for ccpifo! city development,
e Second, populction end progrcm requirements were used to
determine the transportation end Uti”ty linkage requirements
alternative sites.
o Thho, the project:ons hove been used to crclyze the potential
o UhCmUn >C \ 5e]| PMMCO"IM 5¢cOMMluCry

employment opportunities).

Ultimctely, the square footage building requirerrer.1, highboy cind utility
recuircme-ij were used to ccr.erc'e ccnstrjctic- cost. fcr ccpi*crl city
development c) five yecr intervals. (A discussion of these costs relotive

tc t , three recommenced sites included in Chapter 5.)

The pxc.ecticn cf copitol city progrom requirements was based cr. interviews

with Stcte Department Commissioners, ¢ review of previously published
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TABLE |

CAPITAL CITY EMPLOYMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

» MV -
1980 1?S5 1990
SECTOR-
PRIMARY EMPLOYMENT r
o Government
3,760 5,030 5,920
© Federol® 315 315 315
3
¢ Contract Construction 570 650 820
e Mecnufccturinc 140 165 200
Tofcl primery 4,785 o, 170 7,265
SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT
9 Municipal Government? 660 825 990
© Services 4,650 6,025 7,075
Total Secondary”5 5,310 6,850 8,065
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 10,095 13,020 15,330
TOTAL POPULATION7? 19,785 25,520 20, W5

Stcte central position. Projected cf State rciv'-rnment grow*!, ;afes, ISEGft.
Projected ct Statewide Federal government growth rotes, ISEGR

Projected ct Stctev.-ide construction growth rotes, ISEGR.

Projected of Stdewide rr.cr.u'ccturirc growth rc*cs, ISEGR.

Projected at Sicte per cup!to municipal erg' .r.er.t for 197X.

projecred ctprimary employment to secondary employment rctio of 1:11.
Projected cf employment to population rctto of 1;1.96.

~N o U A WN

if.CE: Komar./,,‘cDowel | Astoria*** in cooperat'cn v.iih Dr. G ?
Institute of Social, Economic, end Government Reiecrc'r, University
c? Alcs'<c.

EXHIBIT N O .45



Copitcl City Development Procron

Progrcm requirements for the new ccoitcl city were developed on the bcsis of
accepted planning stcndcrcs ond the previous experience of the consultants.
As oc'ditioncl bcckup, the Stcte Department of Administration provided
figures on stcte owned one’ leased spoce by Department in three cities —
Fcirbrnks, Anchorcce one Junecu (see Tcble C in the Appendix). Hie'
roll wing table presents the ccpitcl city progrcm requirements penercted

by the ISEGR 1c30 population project of ?0,009. Induced in the tcble ere
notes cnc standards applied to the populcrion employment figures to arrive
at the necessary square toctcge requ’remenfs. Sire specific requirements

cf highway, roil end powe* linkages ore else included for ecch cf the three

recommended sites.
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TVPE OF FACILITY

C ovcmmecenl Buildings
Stoic

t fcdorol

c Municipal/Be.....".

[lousing

o Single Fondly

(Detached 1fi00sq, ft.)

0 Single Family

(Allacluvl 1200 sg. It.)

0 Multi-Family
(900 -q. ft.)

o Mobile Homes
(700 sqg. fl.)

TAnNiif i

CAPITAL CITY PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
1980 ECONOMIC BASF PROJECTIONS

NO. OF PERSONS
(EMPLOYERS, PUPILS,
POPUIATION)

3,760 employees
31S emrloyces

660 rn ployocs

EXHiniT MO

SI7TE OF FACILITIES
(Squorc F'ccl)

9/10,000
70,750

66,000

7.375.000

3.957.000

1, 100,000

467,000

7,902,000

NOTES/STANDARDS

250 sq. fl.Zemployee
250 sq. fl./employee

100 sq. fl .Zemployee

Dislrib. of Housing Tyj

Single Family dclolclu
20% - 1320 d.u.

Single Family attached
50% - 3,325 d.u.

Multi "Fomily
20% - 1,320 d.u.

Mobile Home
10% - 660 d.u.
100% -6,596 c7.u.



TABLE Il (Conf)

CAPITAL CITY PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
1900 ECONOMIC BASE PROJECTIONS

NO.OF PERSONS
(EMPLOYEES, PUPILS,

TYPE OF FACILITY POPULATION) SIZE OF FACILITIES NOTES/STANDARDS
o (Square Peel) u 6,5V5liouseholds —
School Building; 9 3 persons/household —
» students per household —
0  Prc*“5chool 495 pupils (ossumcs 75% 32,670 Pre-School 0.1
in facililies)
o Elementary 5,775 pupils 527,500 Elcmonlary 0.0
0 Junior High 7,640 pupils 330,000 Junior High 0.4
0 Senior High 3,995 pupils 411,075 Senior 1Jigh0.5
Tolnl 1.0

Number of Community
College Students --
Assume Juneau Example

Communily College 150 pupil; 70,175 ], Ft, Per Student
Pro-Scltool 66
Elementary 100
Junior High 125
Senior High 125
Communily 125
College

o



TABLE 1l (Conl.)

CAPITAL CITY PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
9fl0 ECONOMIC RASE PROJECT, ONS

NO. OF PERSONS
(EMPLOYEES, PUPILS,
IY TL9JLINLIIY POPULATION) 1[2E OF FACIUTIES NOTES/STANDAROS
(Square Feet)
ReciMfilion Buildings

> Library/Community
Kccrcolion Rui Idinrj 25.000

Hcollb Core Buildings

0 llospiIn| (lncwdm.g. Hospital requires minimi,
long term bed facility) population of 30,000.
| bed/500 people +
3 long lerm beds/1000
people. 900 yq. fl.
000 sq. fl./long term
beds.

o  Clinics 10 doctors 10,000 Clinic “ 1doctor /
2000 people equals 10
doctors. Assurr: 1000

sq. ft./docloi.
Commercial Buildings 19,7H5 population 695,000 £ 35 sq. ft./person.
Industrial Buildings MO manufacturing 60,000 (IP 430 Jg. fl./mfg.

employees employee






Q)

HOUSE
.................... FURTHER: FINANCE
1718780
Date: -N V-85
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on STATE AFFAIRS has had DiCR L v

"Relating to a study of the feasibility of reset ;ling Indo-Chinese
refugees iIn Alaska.

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports 1t back with the following recommendations:

[ 1] do pass [ ] donot pass
( 1] do pass with attached amendments(s)

[ [\ ] same title
(\D replace with CS for i m /| (] new title

and recommends
(] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” Il ] New Fiscal Note
( 1 reports 1t back without recommendation

( 1 referred to the Committee

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

T\{ﬂ'u r!nll' n )

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



PROGRAM SUBJECT SECTION
AFDC-1RAP INTRODUCTION 3700 - 3701

3700--INTRODUCTION

The Indochinese Refugee Assistance Program, IRAP, was designed t;
Congress several years ago to provide cash and medical asristance
to needy Indochinese Refugees (Vietnamese, Cambodians, l.accians,
"boat people"™, etc.) who do not qualify for regular AFDC, SSI, APA,
and Medicaid coverage but who are needy as defined by the standards
and policies of the states”™ AFDC programs.

IRAP rovides 100% federal funding for cash and Medicaid benefits
and fi administrative costs, instead of the 50% federal, 50% state
funding for regular AFDC and Medicaid cases. Even though over 300
Indochinese refugees have been settled in Alaska since refugee
resettlement started, only three cases have been given assistance
to date. Now, many individuals and community groups in the State
are actively seeking to sponsor and bring 1in new refugee families.

The FW is increasingly more likely to encounter refugees seeking
assistance.

Many refugees have undergone prolonged stress and frequent extreme
life changes. In addition to being unfamiliar with American customs
and perhaps even being afraid of government officials, they may he
unable to read, speak, or understand our language. For all these
reasons, the EW should depend wherever necessary upon the family®s
sponsor. Sponsors can serve as primary verification sources,
authorized representatives, translators, etc.

3701--DEFINITION OF INDOCHINESE REFINICU.S

(@) For the purpose of IRAP, a refugee is defined as a Cambodian,
Vietnamese, or Laotian national who has fled from and cannot
return to his country due to persecution or fear or persecution
because of race, religion, or political opinion. Under this
definition, the following individuals shall be eligible to
apply for assistance under the refugee assistance program:

(1) An individual who has parole status as indicated hy an
INS (Immigration and Naturalization Service) Form 1-04.

(2) An individual who has voluntary dupnrturc status as
indicated hy Form 1-04.

(3 An individual who has conditional entry status as indi—
cated hy Form 1-04.

(4) An individual who was admitted to the United States with
permanent resident status on or after April 8, 1075 (the
dote on which the President designated Vietnamese and
Cambodians to ho refugees under the Migration and Refugee
Assistance Act), as indicated by Form 1-151 or 1-551.



PROGRAM SUBJECT SECTION
AFDC-IRAP DEFINITION 3701 - 3702

3701- DEFINITION OF INDOCHINESE REFUGEES - Continued
f . S« * |
(5) An individual who has permanent resident status as a
result of adjustment of status under P.L. 95-145 as in—
dicated by Form 1-151 or 1-551.

(b) A family may be composed of refugees and non-refugees:

(1) The entire family can be IRAP-eligible even if one or
more of the dependent children were bom in the U.S., as
long as the parents are both refugees.

(2) Refugees and their children who have an 1-94, 1-151, or
1-155 are IRAP eligible even when they are married to (or
N they are natural children or stepchildren of) a U.S.
citizen, but the IRAP family unit cannot inolude the
needs of a U.S. citizen.

3702--PRIOR PROGRAM RESOURCES

The IRAP program is intended to cover refugees who arc not eligible
for AFDC, Medicaid, APA, nnd SSI. Intake process steps on refugee
cases are us follows:

(;») Determining if eligibility exists for AFDC and Medicaid.
(Examination of the citizenship status will 1identify the
family as Indochinese Refugees if they are not already known
to be.) If regular AFDC eligibility oxists, treat the case as
a normal AFDC-Medicaid case. Do not apply any special factors
of the IRAP program except for case reporting to Central
Office (Sec. 3707#H).

If AFDC-Medicaid eligibility exists for only some of the

family members, the ineligible family members should be treated
as potentially eligible for IRAP. * second application is not
needed to determine IRAP eligibility for tho remaining family
members.

(b) If no Medicaid and AFDC eligibility exists, examine the situ—
ation for APA and SSI eligibility. |If the applicant appears
to be aged, blind, or disabled, take an AFDC application and
an APA application. Refer ihc applicant to SSI to make
opplicat ion.

Do not apply the APA procedures of taking an AH-3 or AD-2 form
and opening the APM case. Instoad, de ermine the IRAP case if
it nects IRAP eligibility requirements. Provide IRAP assistance
until SSI eligibility is determined. If SSI denies, continue
the IRAP assistance. If SSI a, proves, on | tho IRAP cCase and

use the APA application to open a normal APA case.



PROGRAM . SUBJECT SECTION
AFPC-I1RAP PRIOR PROGRAM RESOURCES 3702 - 3703.3

3702--PRIOR PROGRAM RESOURCES - Continued

If not all the family members are aged, blind, or disabled,

the other family members, if they are IRAP-eligible, are
included in the IRAP case while the SSI application is pending.
If the SSI case is approved, they remain in the IRAP case and
the APA-SSI eligible person(r® 1is removed.

(c) The Food Stamp Program is not a prior resource, but a separate
program. As with any normal case, IRAP applicants should be
referred to FSP. If they choose to make application, follow
the normal requirements of the Food Stamp Program in deter—
mining eligibility.

(d) IRAP 1is a prior resource to General Relief. Since AFDC income
standards are higher than GR income standards, cither the
refugee family will be AFDC or IRAP eligible or it will be
ineligible for AFDC, IRAP, and GR. GRM coverage 1is provided
to IKAP-Medicaid eligiblcs just as is done for regulur Medicaid
cligibles.

(e) Any refugee who is eligible for AFDC and loses AFDC coverage
because of his failure to comply with any AFDC program re—
quirement will not be eligible for IRAP. This same restric—
tion applies to APA-SSI eligible refugees.

3703--ELIGIBILITY FACTORS

3703.

3703.

3703.

The IRAP program follows most of the eligibility factors of the
AFDC program. However, there are certain significant differences
on certain factors. This section lists those differences. The FW
will apply all AFDC requirements not discussed as exceptions 1in
this s.Ttion to all IRAP cases.

1--CITIZENSHIP OR PERMANENT ALIEN STATUS

The difference between ILAP and AFDC are listed in Sec. 3701.
There arc no other differences.

2--RESIDENCY
AlIl the requirements of AFDC residency apply to the IRAP program.
3- AGE

Mono of tho AFDC age requirements apply. IRAT eligibility does not
depend on the presence of children under 18 in the home. IRAP
eligibility can exist if there ore no children at all in tho house—
hold. Neither age nor deprivation arc factors of IRAP eligibility.



PROGRAM . SUBJECT SECTION
AFDC-1RAP ELIGIBILITY FACTORS 3703.4 - 3703.9

3703

3703.

3703.

.4--LIVING WITH A SPECIFIED RELATIVE

(a) None of the specified relative requirements of the AFDC pro—
gram -apply to the IRAP program.

(b) The IRAP assistance unit must be made up of all eligible
refugees who reside together under one roof. Temporary ab—
sence policies of regular AFDC apply.

(c) If an IRAP unit lives with a regular AFDC unit, and/or an
APA/SSI unit, 1income and resources are separated as 1is done in
AFDC-SS1 households. Questions involving complex household
and program mixes should be referred to Central Office if
prudent judgement isn"t sufficient.

5 -SOCIAL SECURITY ENUMERATION

Enu leration must be completed for IRAP eligibility to exist. All
of the regular AFDC enumeration requirements apply, except that
IRAP Medicaid will be denied for a failure to enumerate.

6--CHILD SUPPORT ASSIGNMENT AND COOPERATION

These two AFDC requirements apply only to cases in which there is
at least one child under 18 and the child(rcn) have at least one
parent who is absent from the home but who is living in the United
States.

3703.7--WIN/WORK REGISTRATION

The WIN program requirements do not npply to any IRAP case. How—
ever, IRAP has its own work registration requirements which are
somewhat similar to those of the WIN program. These work registra—
tion requirements are discussed in Sec. 3704, below.

3703 .8--RESOURCES

3703

All the regular requirements for AFDC resources npply to the IRAP
program, except that any resources, including cash, personal prop—
erty, and real property that any applicant claims remains in Vietnam,
Laos, or Cambodia will be considered unavailable. No such resource
will be counted against the AFDC resource limits.

- 9-INCOME

All the regular requirements for AFDC income apply to the IRAP
program. All 1items or services that are pro lcd in-kind by spon—
soring persons, groups, Or agencies are not counted as available
income. Any »""» h contributions are counted as available
income.



PROGRAM
AFDC-IRAP

SUBJECT SECTION
WORK REGISTRATION 3704 - 3/04.2

3704--WORK REGISTRATION

Each

employable member of the IRAP assistance unit must register

for employment and must accept an employment or training oppor—
tunity in order for IRAP eligibility to exist.

3704.1- EXEMPTIONS FROM REGISTRATION

Those who must registei do not include the following:

@

()

©

(D

©

Note
IRAP

A person under 16, or under 21 and attending school full-time,
or 21 and over and attending school or training as approved by
the EW;

A person who is 1ill, incijacitated, or over 65;

A person whose presence in the home is required because of
illness or incapacity of another household member;

A mother or other caretaker who 1is caring for a child under 6;
and

A mother or other caretaker of a child when the non-work-
cxempt father or other non-exempt adult relative in the home
is registered for work and has not refused to accept employ—
ment without good cause.

that an inability to communicate in English does not exempt an
applicant from registering for work.

3704.2--REGISTRATION PROCEDURES

@

(b)

Each IRAP applicant or other member of tho potential assistance
unit who is not exempt must fill out an ES-511 form at initial
application and at each 6 month review. The 511 1is completed
and submitted exactly as is done for Food Stamp applicants.

(See Work Registration sections of the Food Stamp Manual.)

If all IRAP mandate y registrants have also npplicd for Food
Stamps and registered under tho FSP, these registrations are
accepted as meeting the IRAP requirement. (Note, however,
that the Food Stamp and IRAP programs do not exempt tho same
classes of people.)

If and when tho Department of Labor finds that an applicant or
recipient has failed to accept or pusue work, it will notify
the DPA office just as is done in the Food Stomp work regis—
tration process.



PROGRAM

AFDC-I1RAP

SUBJECT SECTION
ADDITIONAL WORK REQUIREMENTS 3704.3 - 3704.4

3704.3— ADDITIONAL WORK REQUIREMENTS

In addition to the requirement to register for work and accept
appropriate work, the following special requirements apply:

@

()

Applicants

An employable (non-exempt) refugee cannot have voluntarily
quit in order to qualify for IRAP assistance, nor can he have
refused to apply for or accept an appropriate offer of employ—
ment. This requirement applies only for the 30 consecutive
calendar days prior to the first effective date assistance was
or would have been granted.

Recipients

No non-exempt IRAP recipient can voluntarily quit in order to
continue to receive assistance, nor cun ho refuse to apply for
cr accept an nppropriuto offor of employment or employment-
related training.

3704.4--SANCTIONS

@

(b)

Applicants

(1) Applicants who are n“t exempt and who fail to register
will be denied assistance. If the person who fails to
register is the only caretaker relative or adult in the
household, but other members nre IRAP-eligiblo, the needs
of the adult arc removed from the grant. A protective
payee is established as is done for CSEA and WIN cases in
the regular AFDC program. Wien the person registers, the
case is returned to normal status.

(2) If the applicant refuses to register and he or she is the
only person in the grunt, tho application is denied until
the client registers and reapplies.

(3 In the case of applicants who fnil to meet the requirements
of 3704.2(a), above, the application is denied if it is a
single person application or th*™* grant is reduced nnd a
payee established if other pers ns in the household are
eligible. The denial or penaltv/*wiyee Is applied for 30
days or until tho person meets the requirements of
3704.2 (a), whichever is later.

Recipients
Recipients who fail to meet the requirements of 3704.3

above, or who fail to register or reregister for work nre
treated as follows:



PROGRAM SUBJECT SECTION
AFDC-1RAP SANCTIONS 3704.4 - 3704.5

3704 .4- SANCTIONS - Continued

(1) Within 7 days of receiving notice of a failure to comply,
the client must be informed of the consequences of non-
compliance. This should be done in person, 1if possible.

(2) If the employable refugee recipient continues to refuse
an offer of employment or training, assistance will be
terminated 30 days after the date of his original refusal.
The refugee is given at least 10 days written notice of
the termination of assistance and the reason for it.
This sanction shall be applied in the following manner:

l. If the assistance unit includes other individuals,
then the grant shall be reduced by the amount in—
cluded on behalf of that refugee. If the employable
refugee 1is a caretaker relative, assistance will be
provided to the remaining members of the assistance
unit through a protective payee.

I1. If the individual 1is the only individual in the
assistance unit, the; grant shall be terminated.

I1l1. The refugee™s sponsor, or the voluntary resettlement
agency where there is not a sponsor, will be notified
of the action taken.

IV. A decision by the refugee to accept employment or
training, mad at any time within tne 30 day period
after the date of the original refusal, shall result
in the continuation of assistance without interruption
if the refugee continues to meet the income require—
ments for continued assistance.

V. An employable refugee may reapply for assistance 30
days after the termination of assistance because of
refusal to accupt or continue employment or training.

3701.5--"APPROPRIATE WORK" AND TRAININC* STANDARDS
(a) The EW will not impose sanctions if the recipient refused a
job or cpiit a job which bad one or more of the following
features:
(1) Tho wages were less than Alaska®s minimum wage;

(2) The hours of work exceeded those customary to the occupat ion;

(3) The job was vacant due to strike, lockout, or other labor
d isputo;



SUBJECT SECTION
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 3704.5 - 3704.6

3704 _.5--"APPROPRIATE WORK AND TRAINING~””STANDARDS - Continued

(49) The client was or would have been required to work for an
employer contrary to the conditions of his existing
membership in the union governing that occupation.

(b) The following exceptions are added to the four points above
 for work, and they algg apply to training assignments:

(1) The job or training assignment is not related to the
physical or mental capability of the client to perform
the task on a regular basis; (Medicaid win cover the
cost of getting any medical or psychological evidence
necessary to decide if this exception is approvnble);

(2) The daily commuting time to and from home and work or
training site (and child care center, if necessary)
normally exceeds 2 hours;

(3 The work or trnining site is in violation of applies! le
federal, state, or local health or safety standards; or

(4) Assignments are made which discriminate on grounds of

age, sex, race, creed, color, handicap, or national
origin.

(c) The following training or schooling activities are considered
"appropriate”. IRAP clients will continue to meet the require
meats of 3704 a., be eligible for assistance while engaged in
these activities:

(1) The client is 21 or over and attending college full time,
and will finish his or her degree in one year or less; or

(2) Tho client of any age is participating in a full-time
training program which 1is, the the EW*s judgement, de—
signed to mako the client employable within one year or
loss.

701 .6— SPECIAL TRAINING REQUIREMENT
IRAP recipients who are employed less than 100 hours per month have
an additional work/training requirement they must meet 1in order to
continue to be IRAP-oligiblo: they must also be participating in
part-time training, such as English language or skill training.
This requirement applies only if:

(@ such training is available at no cost; and

(b) .ho training is appropriate (as defined hy 3704.51.



program SUBJECT SECTION
AFDC-I1RAP WORK REGISTRATION 3704.V - 3706

3704.7--WORK REGISTRATION HEARINGS

Unlike the WIN work registration process in the regular AFDC progranm,
in IRAP work registration, all decisions that affect the client"s
grant or eligibility status are made by the Eligibility Worker.
Therefore, all these decisions are covered by the DPA fair hearing
process.

The IRAP caseload is very small, tho work registration requirements
are complex, and there is considerable room for the EW to exercise
prudent judgement. For these reasons, the Worker is encouraged to
consulthis supervisor and the CO IRAP Program Officer before
applying sanctions to any recipient. t

3705--NEED STANDARDS AND MAXIMUM PAYMENTS

(a) For the following types of IRAP units, the maximum payments
ornl the need standards nre the same. "Adult"™ means any person
IB and over, and "child" means any person under 18.

(1) Adults Only; $200 for each of the first two adults, $50
for each additional adult.

(2) Children Only: The AFDC-ANI standards and maximums
npply.

(3 Adults and Children: The AFDC-/MI standards and maximums
apply, except thnt $200 is added for the second adult and
$50 for each additional adult.

(b) All related persons living in the some household who nre IRAP-
cligible should he placed in one case. Because of the unique
features of the IRAP program and the differences in payment
levels from AFDC levels which arc introduced by covering
additional adults, the EW should use his prudent judgement in
order to provide IRAP cash and Medicaid assistance to all

needy eligible refugees. Unusual household compositions may
ho encountered; consult Central Offico before establishing the
case.

3706--CASE EXAMPLES:

(1) A mother nnd 3 children under 18 apply. All 4 claim to be
Chinese, but thoir INS forms show they nre Cambodian Nationals.
(Many eligible refugees may so identify themselves.) No
income and resources.

This in a regular AFDC case, not at. IRAP. Tho payment is $450
n month.



PROGRAF SUBJECT SECTION
AFUC-I1RAP CASE EXAMPLES C706

3706- CASE EXAMPLES - Continued
(2) A father, mother, her father, and 5 children, ages 9, 11, 14,
18, and 20 apply, with no income or resources. All are refugees

from Laos.

This is an IRAP case with 3 children and 5 adults:

1 Adult + 3 children » $450
2nd Adult at $200 ®  $200
3 Additional Adults ($50 cach)= $1F20
Standard and Maximum = $$00

3) |If, i. example (2), above, the family has a baby after resettling
in Alaska. Even though the baby was born in the U.S., it can
be added to the case:

1 Adult + 4 Children = $500
2nd Adult ut $200 *= $200
£ Additional Adults S

$170

(4) In example (2), above, assume the father is a U.S. citizen.
He cannot be included in the IRAP case, but his wife and his
rifeapchildrcn are still IRAP-eligiblo. The case is budgeted

this way:
Mother ¢ 3 children B $450
2nd Adult « $200
2 Additional Adults e $100

$750

(5) Assume in example (2), above, that the grandfather is 67 years
old. lie is referred to SSI nnd fills out an APA application.
Nevertheless, the case is established exactly as it wns in
example (2). When he notifies DPA that he"s become eligible,
his APA case is opened and ho 1is removed from tho IRAP case.
The IRAP case is then rebudgeted for 4 adults nnd 3 children:



PROGRAM SUBJECT SECTION
AFDC-I1RAP > CASE EXAMPLES 3706 - 3708

3706--CASE EXAMPLES -Continued

1 Adult and 3 Children $450

\ +2nd Adult $200
" 3rd and 4th Adults $100
$750

3707--ESTABLISHING THE CASE

(a) Both IRAP-AFDC and IRAP-only cases are established exactly as
if it was an AFDC case. It is coded on the BAF as a regular
AFDC and Medicaid case (Code 15 for Medicaid). However, there
is one additional step that must be taken in all IRAP cases,
includin” those that are AFDC cases in which one or more
recipients are Indochinese refugees:

At the time of opening, an extra copy of the BAF (xerox or
pink) must be sent to Central Office, marked to the attention
of the IRAP Program Officer. This copy is essential to
provide CO with the information it needs to claim the 100%
federal funding given to each "IRAP-only case" and the addi—
tional 50% for AFDC-IRAP cases.

The opening BAF, and the initial field warrant, if any, show
"IRAP-only case" or "IRAP-AFDC case"™ in the remarks area.

Unless the case file is clearly marked as an IRAP case, Workers
who later encounter the case file may believe it to be a
regular- and incorrect--AFDC coso. New cases should be marked
IRAP or IRAP-AFDC on the fi.e tab, by a special 3"x5" index
card stapled to the outside of the file, or any other marking
as determined by the RAPM or office supervisor.

3708--CASE MAINTENANCE

All AFDC case maintenance activities and requirements npply to all
IRAP coses except as specified in Sec. 3703. However, in each case
maintenance activity that produces a BAF change- of any type- CO
must be sent an extra BAF copy, marked "ATTN: IRAP Program Officer".

All RAFS have "IRAP-only case™ or "IRAP-AFDC case" entered in the
remarks section.









(7) COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
2, 7/80
FURTHER:
1
Date: 7?' 7 - S O
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on STATE AFFAIRS has had HCR A7

"Requesting all branches of state government to cease authorization of
travel to states which have failed to ratify the Equal Rights
Amendment to the U. S. Constitution.”

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

| T do pass ( 1 do not pass

( 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)

_ ) same title
|1 replace with CS for j new title

and recommends

( 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent" ( 1 New Fiscal Note
( 1 reports 1t back without recommendation
| 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
i yu <.
"S&KY. Brrazlk JjIa
"ol m

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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Hacans.Smith.Brown .Erwin & C ibbs

CHARLES HAGANS TELEPHONE 276-529%*

EE?TVMO E/: SRM(I)TV\II-IN 310 K Street, Suite 704 AREA COOE 907
ROBERT C. ERWIN ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

SANTORO M. GIBBS
RICmaRO L waller
LINOA M.O'BANNON

March 5, 1980

The Honorable Margaret Branson
Alaska State Lejislature

House of Representatives

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Margaret:

Thank you fcr attending our political skills
conference for women in Anchorage this past weekend. This
letter is written on behalf of Women for Political Action
in order to indicate our support of the house concurrent
resolution #47 encouraging state employees to boycott those
spates, which have not yet ratified the equal rights amendment.
It s the official position of Women for Political Action
thac state employees should not attend conferences or
conventions in those states which have not yet ratified the
equal rights amendment and we support house resolution #47.
Women for Political Action is an Anchorage board group
which has recently affiliated with the National Women's
Political Caucus. We have well over 100 active members.

Very truly yours,

Linda O"Bannon

LO/viIm
cc: Tho Honorable Bill Parker






COMMITTEE REPORT

)
HOUSE
2/18/80
FURTHER:
Date: 71
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on TTATI7T AFrAIRS has had

"Relating to the Ninilchlk scenic wayside. ™

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)

reports it back with the following recommendations:

|)(] same title

j * do pass [ 1 do not pass
[ | do pass with attached amendments(s)
LV replace with ¢S for Hctd 5:A7 J new title
and recommends (: A (3 £> Do pft S>»
[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent"” ( 1 New Fiscal Note
( ) reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RtCOMMENOATIONS:
li
Ls CHATRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



Subject:

Situation:

General:

Damage:

»

1/14/80

Ninilchik Wayside, Project No. 530444-1

Subject wayside was upgraded with State and Federal funds during the
1979 construction season. Construction was interrupted just short
of final completion on October 5, 1979 as a result of a 22.3 foot,
tiue ccupled with six foot waves striking the beachline at 5< left
of perpendicular (waves were from N 60 W). Wind was recorded on
site as SE at 8 mph. Another 21.9 foot tide with 5 foot waves
occurred on October 8, 1979. Waves struck the beach at 10 right of
perpendicular (waves from N 45= W) and the wind was recorded on site
as North at 30 mph. Damage occurred as noted below to the beach
portion of the wayside. Photos 1, 2, 3, and 4 are of the project
prior to completion and prior to October 5, 1979.

Reports are that the waves broke on the primary beachline and that
the water carried on over the top of the elevated beach during the
high tide in thin sheets and ran down its backside to the slough
behind. Considerable damage appeared to have resulted to the pri—
mary beach itself through erosion of sand and beach grass from its
face and deposition of sand inland along the backside of the beach
berm. The water level in the slough (abandoned channel of the
Ninilchik River) rose to an approximate elevation of 25.7 feet.
Some pr*tion of the high water of the slough resulted from the
ovcrwash but most probably entered through the abandoned mouth of
the Ninilchik River which is at an approximate elevation of 23.2
feet. This abandoned mouth is south of park property approximately
900 feet and is located on borough property believed to be con—
trolled by the school.

Parking Lot

Construction efforts on the parking lot consisted of forming a low
profile parking area from imported pit run gravel to minimize pos—
sible flood damage while still providing a stabilized base upon
which to maneuver vehicles. Concrete bumpers and steel posts were
also used instead of the typical wood designs ogain to minimize
damage in case of flood The parking lot was flooded both by the
high water from the slo- _ and the sheet overwash from wave action.
High water from the slough was relatively calm and caused no damage
to the lot. However, the sheet overwash (»ee photo 020) deposited
sand on approximately 67% cf the width of the parking lot for its
entire length. Depth of deposition ranged from 0.1 feet to approx—
imately 0.5 feet. A combination of deposition and scour occurred
around approximately 75% of the 80 concrete Jumpers and four steel
pipes along the beach edge were undermined with two others also
receiving erosion damage.



Entrance Road

The previous 250 foot entrance road to the site was located on the
beachline. New construction under this project consisted only of
scarifying the existing road surface, widening approximately 2 to 4
feet on the inland side and topping with approximately 0.4 feet of
pit run gravel. Widening did not occur on the beach side of the
road (see photo 04 which was taken just prior to October 5 high-
water). Wave action and overwasb completely destroyed the entrance
road.. Photo 05 clearly shows this.

Latrine 01

This structure was affected by both overwash and high water from the
slough. Backwater from the slough was approximately three feet up
on the building and the fiberglass vault flooded. The only damage
which occurred was minor undermining of its concrete pads and the
loss of crushed aggregate walkway material from around the struc—
ture. Sec photo 06 and 07. (Note: This latrine flooded again on
October 8, 1979).

Latrine 02

This structure is 2.8 feet higher in elevation than Latrine 01.
During the peak high water on October 5, 1979 it too flooded from
the high water of the slough but the only damage was to the gravel
walkways. (Note: This latrine did not flood on October 8, 1979).

Other Miscellaneous Facilities

Both bulletin boards were undamaged. However, we removed the one
nearest to the beach and will relocate next season. Steel pipes
delineating the edge of the cul-de-sac and the gate at this location
were not damaged.

Corrective Actions Taken After High Water On October 5 and 8, 1979:

D

2)
3)

Sand was cleaned off the parking lot and cul-de-sac areas and de—
posited 1in roughly the same location as the original entrarce road
only inland a few feet. The material was graded smooth for very
little effort. Cost was approximately $1000. Our in-house con—
struction crew worked only very briefly on cleanup. Six parking
units nearest the beach were abandoned though the concrete parking
bumpers have yet to be removed.

Both latrines were pumped.

Four steel pipes and one bulletin board were removed.

Subsequent High Water Problems 6 Resultant Damage:

On December 3 and 4, 1979 approximately 22 foot tides and 60-70 knot
winds again hit the Ninilchik area. The on ”* damage believed to
have occurred to the wayside facilities was undercutting of the 250
foot entrance road, which lost approximately six foot of its width,
and erosive damage to three or four steel pipes and erosion and
undercutting of one of the previously abandoned parking stalls (see
photos f7a and 015). It appears also that the primary teach between
the parking lot and the water was further eroded.



North of the wayside, the existing beach spit road, which is located
in front of Ninilchik Village and services the harbor and fisheries
processing facility, received somewhat extensive erosion narrowing
it to approximately 12 feet (see photo #°s 16 and 17). This road
was not coi:tructed by nor ever maintained by the Division. The
property upon which it is located was recently ILMA"d to the Divi—
sion as public recreation land.

Recommendations:
Prior to the formulation of recommendations we await a study of the
frequency of flooding for the wayside area which is being conducted
by the Corps of Engineers. This report should be completed within
the next two weeks.
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© ' Chip pfiniicritin February 12, 1536

Director
piLE »*0: 5500-390-13
trie™HOmt Z;p
ftaU. Trotr-aa A. Vodng / susjE.r: Hinilchik Uaysttie

Chief, Park Design and Construction

Our present plans for work ot Hiirflchik Uaysidt; uftrly spring -includr t/'*
following:

1) Install water well In the upper campground are« (approx. $12,000
to $10,000)

2) Fire-grade beach parking lot surface and dress up bumper logs.
(«ppn>x. $1,500)

3) tvs-grade nnd ccsnpact 250 font access rond (epprox. £500)

d) Pt?rp latrines and add fill around concrete cads, an northerly latrine
(approx. $750}

5) Install all signs not previously installed (approx. $250)

1 re:<y.tnnnd that our work be kept to a mininon because of the croo®s vulr.irabillty
Storm action. For this reason, | do not Intend to add naw gravel Sttrfeclnj 10

tne entrance road or latrine walkways. Such surfacing would cost approximately

$1,000 more. GOT/PF maintenance forces assisted us last yonr after the flctnbtr

Strom by furnishing a road grader to withdraw jand on the parking lot. P* th*n

contracted to have the sand removed. 1 am hopeful that DOT/PF will again assist

us by furnishing a road grader and roller for approximately five hours for Ifcrcts

2 and 3, above.Bill Rieth visited the site just last Friday and reports that

th.j parking lot surface is still in relatively good shaue but fine grading would

be beneficial.

(k-r cwn construction crew w<ll dreas up buwper logs, add fill around latrine ar.,i
install signs fit an «tii-ated cost of 51,000. Latrines arc planned to bo jwjted

as a norwil operations andralntcnar.tc function. However, contractual fu?:d-; *rs
slin and an additional S503> would be helpful.

Frcstot project balance Is approximately $16,000 which Is sufficient to do tne
wall. Tp he safe, we should have an additional $2,000 tc S3.0GO nnre fcr iterr*
2 thru 5. Yearly maintenance costa could easily run this high and should tw
considered.

I»e have also rxpar(en:»id ero”k-n fclor.o the trtll/st"*pp fr<<. the 1%up."r vuvirbtti d
to the V/i"jr a-ca. Vc jr? presently in?i;ir,g Into ¢Ms siU"at*pn. Aediti,«,el
funds will probably I »egi*ircd.

R’Y :tui
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STATE
of ALASKA

T0; fChip Dennerlein “
irector

FROM: onat A. Young ”" |
Chief, Design & Construction

Proj ect

Totera Bight Viewing Platform
Ninilchik Well

Deep Creek Boat Ramp

Chilkat Ranger Station
Mirror Lake Wayside

DATE: 7 February,
FILENO; 5110
telephone NO: 274-4676

SUBJECT: Contracts

Advertising
Date

1-23-80
2-6-80
2-18-80 (estimated)
3-3-80 (estimated)
2-28-80

1980

Bid
Openining

2-22-80
2-29-80
3-18-80 (estimated)
4-3-80 (estimated)
3-31-80
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COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
2/26/80 FURTHER:
Date:
Hr. Speaker:
STATE AFFAIRS HCR 57
The Committee on has had

Relating to preparation and distribution by the division of budget and
uanagetient, Office of the Governor, of a personnel procedures manual.

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

| M do pass [ 1 do not pass
t ] do pass with attached amendments(s)

1 same title
( i replace with CS for j new title

and recommends

AND attaches a "Letter of Intent" [ 1 New Flscal Note
reports 1t back without recommendation

referred to the Committee

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

n— im zm r
H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



. REQUEST CW T - 1 ’ ’
Bill/Resolution No. SCR 49 _  HCR 57
Title Prepare & Distribute; Personnel Procedure Manuals
Requested by  Senator Mulcahv Date_
tv.*rfr «

II.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Administration

Program Category Affected Teneral Government

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Personnel

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate linc-itcm amounts and funding for each
component in the analy sis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

. .
4 wxoo M N e Eyo0 FY0L Y02 FY 83  Fys8l

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES »

500 EOUIPMENT
600 LAND A STRUCTURES

.700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL 0 0. 0. -0-

FUNDING (Thousand: of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS *

FULLTIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY , -

[1l.  ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions. Section II1)
Written procedures required of the flvlslon of P *sonnel pursuant to the
State Personnel Act currently exist and would only rtHulre minor modification
to Incorporate instructions Issued by the Division of Budget and Management
pursuant tc the Executive Budget Act.

o\ ~ *r- * \

#
IV. DATE .PREPARED BY Jiidy Crondaiil
o AGENCY AdmInl s.tratiaa. -
Original: Legislative F nance rilONE 465-2277 w
(o103 Dudsct and Manattcmenl

Pyme Sponsor (First Legislator Named) senator Ray
"ice of the Governor

33-001 (Rev. 12/78) Keith Specking
Rod Mourant



JUNEAU.

JUasha State 1S™gislaiurB

BLUE RIBBON COMMISSION ON THE Senator_BiII
STATE PERSONNEL ACT Chai rman
Pouch AG/Mail Stop 0123

ALASKA Juneau, Alaska 99811

(907) 465-4442

TO: Senator Bill P.ay, Chairman

FROM: Teresa B. Cramer, Administrative Assistant
DATE: February 27, 1980

RE: House Concurrent Resolution 57

Relating to the preparation and distribution by the Division of
Budget and Managment, Office of the Governor, of a personnel
procedures manual.

House Concurrent Resolution 57 implements Recommendation 9 of
the Blue Ribbon Commission®s Report to the Alaska Legislature by
requesting that the Division of Budget and Management prepare and
distribute a procedures manual for use in the classification and re—
classification process.

Before a new position can be filled, the Division of Budget and
Mangement must authorize the expenditure of funds for the salary and
the Division of Personnel in the Department of Administration must
classify it. The department in which the position occurs is re—
sponsible for preparing the documents to support these activities.
There are no written guides for the departmental personnel to use 1n
that preparation. This Concurrent Resolution asks the Division of
Budget and Management to prepare a procedures manual for the use of the
departments 4n this process.

There are some areas in the establishment of a new position or
the reclassification of an existing position over which both the Division
of Personnel and the Division of Budget and Management appear to have
Jurisdiction. This overlap can lead to confusion for the departmental
staff responsible for preparation of the documents. The confusion can
lead to delays in establishing the position and therefore to delays
In Implementing new programs. Where time Is of the essence, these
delays can frustrate the purpose of legislatively enacted programs.

Therefore tne conrnifsion recommends that the legislature request
the Division of Budget and Management to prepare a<iu distribute a
procedures manual to assist the departmental personnel officers and
program managers In the steps necessary to establish a new position
or to reclassify an existing position. The manual should identify
which agency to consult when questions arise.

TBC:sp

Ray






COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
FURTHER: JUDICIARY
1/2%*
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on STATE AFFAIRS has had HIJR U

Relating to the ratification of an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States defining Congressional representation and voting
rights for residents of the District of Columbia.

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports 1t b"ck with the following recommendations:

|K) do pass [ 1 do not pass
[ ] do pass with attached amendments(s;

{ ““) same title
| replace with CS for n U \.1 M j new title

and recommends

( 1 AND attaches a "letter of Intent"” I 1 New Fiscal Note
( 1] reports 1t back without recommendation
( ] referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
00 PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
\I v £
/ fl/7 -r- //
i i ft oll.l

f
v Wz iJ/ / /
4

T hAirW
H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



. ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

Legislative Affairs Agency /  REGIONAL INFORMATION OFFICE

Pouch Y - State Capitol 1024 West 6th Avenue
Juneau, Alaska 99611 Anchorage, Alaska
99501

(907) 278-3668

LAA 11
(Rev. 4-29-77 K)



Alaska

SUBJECT: H R 4, SSHIJR 2 - RATIFICATION, U. S. CONST. AMENDMENT - D. C. REPRESENTATION
IN CONGRESS
COMMITTEE: HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS (MILLER, Fuller, Gardiner, Parker, Eliason, Martin,
Mrccal fe)
DATE: Friday, February 9, 1979
TIME: 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. A.S.T.
SITES PARTICIPATING: Washington, D. C. and any sites which generate witnhesses
CONFERENCE MODE: audio
LocATIOi..  LIO UAA ADVISED, CONFIRMED
Extra bills ordered no
MODERATOR Register prepared ILL
NOTES: PUBLICITY:
Committee will be making contacts. INVITATIONAL
Washington, D. C. witnesses may include Date Quantity
a representative of Rep. Walter Fontroy"s
office (delegate from D. C.) and Tom PSAs J /7 . > 0
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t 279-5622
* 272-8561
V 694-2719

VW 274-1052

277-6397
I 279-9437
272-3456

276-7070

V 272-9591
/ 344-2522
1/ 344-9622
«243-1300
272-3456
272-/461
276-3000
2/7-2655

2/8-4631

344-9915

- ANCHORAGE

ANCHORAGE TIMES
ANCHORAGE DAILY NEWS
EAGLE RIVER STAR

ALASKA ADVOCATE

KENI TV News
KIMO TV News
KTVA TV News

KAKM

KHAR, KKLV News

KYAK, KGOT News
KFQD News
KANC News
KBYR News
KENI Radio News
KSKA News

KJ77 News

KHVN News

Alaska Radio Network

Clint Andrews, Mike Todd, Connie Godwin

Stan Abbott

Howard Weaver / .

Patti Drewery, Andrew Holt
John Valentine
Steve Lamar

Larry Makinson

Actualities

Sherida Hughes

Dan Conlter, Barbara

Don Byron C'SU

Peter Bie

Sarge McClintock

Lynn Roberts, Brad Parker
Jim Tiyhe

Bill Hampton

Clay Shelton

Gordon Parker, Hilary Hilscher

272-7041



Alaska State Legifcoturc $

TELECONFERENCE
HEARINGS

February 7, 1979

Contact: Judy Hopkins
278-3668

PUBLIC SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENT

Run through 10:00 a.m. FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 11979

PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON MU F 1 mm OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE U. S. CONSTITUTION
DEFINING CONGRESSIONAL REPRESENTATION AND VOTING RIGHTS FOR THE RESIDENTS
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IS INVITED Bi THE HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE IN A TELECONFERENCE STARTING AT 11:00 a.m. FRIDAY, FEBRUARY

9.

AREA RESIDENTS INTERESTED IN PRESENTING TESTIMONY OR OBSERVING THE HEARING
CAN PARTICIPATE AT THE LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION OFFICE, 1024 WEST SIXTH

AVENUE. WITNESSES SHOULD REGISTER IN ADVANCE BY CALI ING 278-3668.

XXXXX

Legislative Information Office . 1024 West Sixth Avenue . Anchorage , phone 278-3668



