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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORAKPOM March 11, 1981
SUBJECT: Veterans and public records
(SSfeB 7"
T0: Senator Brad Bradley
FROM: Thomas A. Sofo

Legislative Counsel

I understand that there has beta some question regarding the
category of veterans which are covered by AS 26.10.070(b) as
amended in this bill. Apparently, it has been suggested
that inclusion of a specific reference to the Territorial
Guard would be appropriatf. After reviewing the relevant
statutes from 1955 through the present time, 1 am of the
opinion that the organized state militia, particularly as
defined under AS 26.05.030(d), is a reference which can be
used to cover the Territorial Guard. In fact, AS 26.05.100,
which describes the state militia has, in the past read that
the governor may organize a "Territorial Guard™ to be used
during the time when the National Guard or Naval Militia is
not available. Subsequent amendments throughout AS 26.05
have used Lie term "state militia"™ as the current reference.

However, 1in order to avoid any potential confusion, it is
possible to insert the words "Territorial GumTi or" bef?re
the phrase "organized state militia" in line of page of
SSSB 72. I think it can fairly be argued that the Terri—
torial Guard is already included by implication, the
suggested amendment would merely serve to alleviate possible
confusion. It can also be argued with equal force that the
Territorial Guard was in fact the "organized state militia"
at the time it existed and that the failure to include it 1in
the present definition (AS 26.05.030) is merely because it
no longer exists. You will note that the organized state
militia reference in the present bill does not state that we
are limited to the present definition of organized state
militia contained in AS 28.05.030. But rather than get
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Senator Brad Bradley
Page 2
March 11, 1981

Ainvolved in the nuances of that particular legal argument,
Tthe simplest procedure” would urobabiv be the addition of a*<l
reference to the Territorial Guard in this bill. ~

ITf you have any further questions regarding this matter,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

TAS.-1jb
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POSITION PAPER

SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 72 am

"An Act relating to veterans and public records.”

This bill amends Sec. 26.10.070 to provide that a veteran may record
his armed forces separation report at a recorder"s office. The recorder’s
fffice will transmit copies of chese records to the Bureau of Vital Statistics
in Juneau. A file of these records will be maintained by the bureau. A
copy of a record will be made and transmitted under the provisions of

Sec. 09.25.173.

It is anticipated that this service can be assumed by the Bureau of Vital
Statistics without negative impact. The Department of Health and Social
Services recommends passage of Sponsor Substitute! for SenateiBill.Jfo. 72 m.

// /" lut/Lil -o

goan P. Brooks, $tate Registrar
Bureau of Vital Statistics

| /£ 1%/

Approved by;
HeTen D. Beirne f

Commissioner

Recommended by:

Dote:
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. REQUEST

Dill/Roolution No.  sponsor Substitute For Senate Bill
Jjtle  An Act Relating to~Veterans and Public Records"

Requested by

Il. FISCAL DETAIL Qepartment of Health and Social Sevices

Agency Affected

RE

No.

72.

am

Date

Program Category Affected Aorrimstrative Services
BRU, Program, or Subprogrnm(s) Affected Vital Stat

istics

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

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

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82

100 PERSONA | SERVICES "o-U-
200 TRAVEL -0-
300 CONTRACT! IAI -0-
400  COMMODITIES -0-
500 EQUIPMENT -0-
600 i AND & STRUCTURES -0-
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. -0-

-0-

TOTAL
0

EUNDINCr  (Thousands of Dollars)

GIliN EE.AJL_F.im
FEDERAL FUNDS T

I£L

OTHER w nccii v Rind Source)

POSITION.)

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

1. ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management O i v i s i

Modify“by® DA s (1T-28-79) '‘Aoval~rs
Page of

FY 83

Prepared by:'}$-£4 /

on/ O f fi
Pnme Sponsor (FirstLegislator Named) Department of Health &ocial

«!*,

* Bdgt

FY 84 FY 85
c e P H
Services
<






COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
FURTHER: FINANCE
4/3/81
) Date:
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on ;11 has had CSSB 86(R1?)

"An Act relating to relocation of the state capital, and repealing
and reenacting thﬁ_ law enacted by initiative popularly known as the

"FRANK Initiative ﬁo provide for the determination of the costs of
csnita.l relocation.

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

f ] do pass [ 1 donot pass
[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)
- ) [ 1 same title
[ 1 replace with CS for C S > g I ) [ 1J new title
and recommends h R C mi f iTh j oO° S
(| AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note

[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
m Hbm(f
t\
\
CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



PAID ADVERTISEMENT

RANDOLPH REPORTS

N ey

The capital move issue has,
become such a destructively
negative issue that it must be
permanently resolved. One
way or the other by the voters
in November 1982. Jw .v

"I'M CONVINCED THAT IT
WILL PROVIDE FOR MORE
REPRESENTATIVE, EFFICIENT
AND, LESS EXPENSIVE
GOVERNMENT"

I am strongly in favor of the
move because I'm convinced
that it will provide for more
representative, efficient and,
in the long run less expen-
sive government/There is a
very significant added cost in
real dollars to both the public
and the private sector in hav-
ing the capitol in Juneau. Mil-
lions of dollars are spent each
year simply getting there. The
substantial expense, keeps
many ordinary citizens from
participating in government
thus giving bureaucrats and
special interests an abnormal
amount of influence:

Eighty percent of the people
live in or near the .railbelt
area. | believe it's important
to locate the seat of govern-
ment where it is easily acces-

sible to them. No major in-
dustry trying to market a
commodity or service to Alas-
kans .would establish its
headquaraters in Juneau. It
just wouldn't be smart busi-
ness! o

Tho major industry
TRYING TO MARKET A
COMMODITY OR SERVICE
TO ALASKANS WOULD Es
TABLISH ITS HEAD-
QUARTERS IN JUNEAU "

I'm convinced that we can
pay all the legitimate public
cost of moving the capital
and retrieve the investment

in  reduced governmental
cost, increased  fficiency,
and more representative
government.

More important than where
the «.apitol is, however, is to
settle the issue once and for
all! This has been our most
devisive issue for over a
decade and its time we put it
behind us.

This issue has caused tens of
millions of dollars to be mis-
allocated in the past and un-
less the issue is settled, will
cause hundreds of millions to
be misallocated in the future
both by pro-movers and anti-
movers in their quest to gain
support.for th®ir positions.

If the total cost of this strug-
gle could be accurately com-
puted not only in dollars, but
in the effect it's had on other
legislation over the years, it
would be appalling. Almost
every major piece of legisla-
tion over trie past 12-15 years
has been affected to one de-
gree or another by this issue.

"IT TOOK 30 DAYS TO OR-
GANIZE THE HOUSE THIS
YEAR AND ITS STILL NOT
FUNCTIONING WELL"

Also, efforts to organize the
legislature are always built.
around the- capitol move
question. It took 30 days to
organize the House this year
and it's still not functioning
well, largely because of the
capital move issue.

If not resolved,-this issue will
cost far more over the next
five years than the capital
move itself will cost!

The only way to resolve the
issue permanently is to con-
stitutionally  dedicate the
capital to a location. | have
introduced HJR 31 which if
passed would place a consti-
tutional amendment before
the voters dedicated the capi-
tal either to the new location
or to Juneau. This will allow
both the pro-movers and the
anti-movers the opportunity
to make their best arguments
one last time, and will allow
the voters to settle the issue
one way or the other perman-
ently in November 1982.

S 4

I sincerely hope that many of
you on both sides of this is-
sue will join in supporting
HIP jI sn that after the vote
on November 2, 1982 this
problem will be behind us,
and we can move on to other
important issues.

Sponsored By:
Committee to nominate Randolph for
Governor, Anchorage,

6701 E. toh Avenue, Anchorage, Alaska
99504.






COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE

FURTHER: FI..A

Date
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on STAVi: AFFAIKS has had css3 121 (sA)ar

"Ar Act. relacin:?. to r. state o'rice complex at And orv.-.c; uul *rovi iti
*ov un c fccctivk! >Tate ™

under consideration and reports it back as follows:

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

[ ] same title
[ 1 replace with//CS for / /~i ( [ =] new title

and recommends

[ 1] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [.\] New Fiscal Note

[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
I
(hairman

Il 60 (Rev. 3/"1)
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FROM: Bo* Boll.iswor th
DATE: June 9, 1981
SUBJECT: Scattered Ilocation of State Employees 1in Fairbanks

There are currently approximately 1000Stateemployees,
excluding the University, working in theFailaanks area,
They are located 1in 15 different buildings scattered
throughout the area, with several miles between them.

The Department of Natural Resources has two (2) buildings,
The Governor has three (3) buildings and Health and Social
Services has four (4) buildings. This scattered approach
not only is inefficient and costly but 1is also a di service
to those that the Government was formed to serve.

Reports show that consolidating Government, employees into
one- location will greatly improve public service and pro—
vide significant long-term savings. The savings will come

.in the form of reductions 1in support personnel, transporta—
tion costs and energy expenses and increased productivity
through better efficiency and the use of shared facilities.
This type of consolidation will make government more access—
ible and therefore, more responsible.

By continuing to have our Government offices scattered around

Fairbanks, we are encouraging inefficient, inaccessible and
unresponsible Government. Senator Fischer has said that SB
124 could be used as a blueprint for other cities, such as

Fairbanks. We should not only use SB 124 as an example for

Fairbanks, but also as the vehicle to start consolidating our
State offices 1in Fairbanks.

A report entitled "Facility Needs and Recommended Plan-0f-
Action" prepared for DOT/PF, analyzes the need for State
office space in communities throughout Alaska. This report
states that two of the areas with the greatest need for

State office facilities in the near future are Fairbanks and
Anchorage. It recommends that the State build a facility 1in
Fairbanks with 60,000 net square feet and the ability to be
expanded to 160,000 square feet. The additional space should
bi= built to support the long range expansion of departments
that would benefit from combined facilities. It states,

further, that construction of the additional space in Fairbanks

is currently a safe investment.
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ALENDMENT

in the HOUSE:

15:

16:

21
22-

23:

25:

26:

20-

13:

CHS15 124

JIOUSE BILL Ho.

gY:

Rl Li 2o\ tih

SENAII: BILL Ho, 124

Line:
DeleEg Dig word "a", change "complex"
to "complexes".
Prior to "Anchoraye" 1insert "Fairbanks
and™.
After "of" delete "metropolitan Anchorage
and of southcentral Alaska™ and replace
with "the Railbelt area".
Insert "Fairbanks and"™ prior to "Anchorage".
Delete "Metropolitan™ a. i insert "Fairbanks
and" .
After "complex 1in" insert "Fail banks and".
Change to read "those communities".
Delete "Anchorage State Office Complex™ and
insert "Fairbanks and Anchorage State Office

Complexes".

After "complex in"
Fairbanks and".
Change "complex" to

After "located in"
Fairbanks and".

insert "The City of
read "complexes".
insert "The City of

"complexes™ in

in

Change "one" to two"
Change "complex" to
places.

After "core area of"
Fairbanks and".

After "to the state
Change "complex"™ to

insert

both

"The City of

insert

"complexes".

“"Fairbanks and"
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

. POUCH C
OFFICEOF THECOMMISSIONER JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

465-2200

June 8, 1981

Honorable Mike Miller
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Miller:

As a follow-up to our telephone conversation Re: SB 124, Anchorage
Office Complex, I am forwarding the attached information as requested.

I do support SB 124 as a means to collect regional government in
Anchorage into one efficient-serviceable center with net returns to the
Tilaska taxpayers of millions of dollars.

The combinement will have no adverse effects on either Juneau or
the controversial capital move issue.

I realize that you have co-sponsored similar legislaULon that would
address lease-purchase options for other parts of Alaska and 1 do
support that direction.

Historically, we tend to design, construct and operate our major
office facilities and assume government growth on the basis of prior
year performance.

The record will show that all too often our growth-capacity
predictions are not well founded and the sprawl of government
immediately takes place.



Honorable Mike Miller
Page 2 June 8, 1981

Private sector development under the lease option should be faster
and overall more economical and provide grcwth flexibility.

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard and be assured I am ready
to answer any further questions you may have.

Respectfully,

Commissioner

WRH/mjc

cc: Honorable Jim Duncan
Speaker of the House
Jerry Reinwand

Attachment
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

l. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.. House CS for CS for Senate Bill No. 124
Ti'de State Office Complex at Anchorage
Requested bv Fischer Date June 12, 198T~

II. FISCAL detail

Agency Affected _ Department of Administration - All Agencies
Program Category Affected Genera. Services & Supply
BRU. Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected_ Leasing & Facilities Management

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in Mie analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (ThousanJs of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 35 ,FY 36
1Of) PERSONAL SERVICES a1.7 52.5 57.7 63.5 69.9
.wu tp avrr 0 f.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
300 .CONTRACTUAL 2,200.0 3,268.8 4,387.1 7,580.4 6,066.6

% COMMODITIES
EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL . 2,(11)0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

——zrtr*—r—

77648.9  SYTATTE

GENERAL FUND 252.7 3371.3 4449.8 7648.9 6141.5
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

** SEE NOTE 2.000.0
POSITIONS
FULL TIME 1 1 1 1 1
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I1l.  ANAL.VSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section Il1)

$2,000.0: These funds have already been requested in the Executive Capital Budget (Pg. 216)
These funds have been requested by DOT/PE and may require an amendment to allow the
Department of Administration the ability to use these funds. Both agencies should work
together on this common goal. The study did indicate that in some locations it may be more
advantageous to construct and own instead of lease. AIll options should be considered.

See attached page for detailed analysis. The exact fiscal impact of this bill is difficult
to analyze at this time, but if all locations are thoroughly studied during FY 82 a
detailed Budget should be provided for TY 83.

IV. DATE June 12, 1981 PREPARED BY

AGENCY Administration - General Services
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2250
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named) Sen. Vic Fischer
Office of the Governor. Keith Speck'ing
33-001 (Rev. 12/3C)



LOCATION

Planning &
Design:

Anchorage
Barrow
Bethel
Juneau
Fairbanks

Kenai/
Soldotna

Ketchikan
Kodiak
Kotzebue
Nome
Palmer
Sitka

Wasi1lla

SUBTOTALS
MOVING COSTS
PHONES
FURNITURE

TOTAL

HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 124

ESTIMATED

SQUARE FOOTAGE
NEEDED

426,000
4,200
10,000
70,000

60.000

20,000
10,000
14,000

4,000
10,000
13,000

9,000

10,000

760,200

sq-

sq.-
sq.-

NN

ft.

s F AR F R AR

FISCAL YEAR OR FIRST YEAR SPACE

FY 82 FY 83 FY 84

2,000.0 $400.0 $ 350.0

1,625.4
1,176.0
57.6
15.1
2.4
122.4
60.8
16.2
30.0

$2,200.0 $1,700.8 $2,155.1
84.0 66.0

84.0 466.0

1,400.0 1,700.0

$2,200.0 $3,268.8 $4,387.1

FY 85 FY 86

$ 300.0 $ 350.0
3,250.8 3,250.8
83.2

117.6

698.4

25.2

$4,274.4 $3,801.6
70.0 14.2
8/0.0 314.2
2,366.0 1,436.6

$7,580.4 $6,066.6

1 Leases will not expire in many locations for a number of years. New facilities
need to be acquired to coincide with lease expiration dates.

will
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13
14

15
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19
20
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22

POSITION TITLE

Leasino Officer |
TYPE OF r-osr ION STAFF MONTHS

e s — *

TYPE OF EXPENDI'iURE

PERSONAL SERVICES:
SALARY 2,640/mo.

BENEFITS .1579

FICA TUOTT

HEALTH INs 150 x 12
TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

COMMODITIES

EQUIPMENT

OTHER
TOTAL COST

RP No.

31,680
5,002
Ny

1,800
W’
1!
i
05

CODE FUNDING SOURCE

FED RCPT5.
GF MATCH.
GEN FUND

1 A RCPTS.
PGM RCPTS

orntn

CONTINUATION
_ADniTJQN

Administration

agency

pen

POSITION-

V,m

(o] REQUEST TOR MEW
7

PCN No.

U 8f.

AMOUNT

H = O
oo b

1.8
‘S777-

47.7

oilUY

PROGRAM ...

COMPONENT

a

justification:

There are currently only two leasing officers for the
entire state. These two leasing officers are responsible
for over 324 leases statewide, in addition they are re—
sponsible for the management of 60 state owned facilities
along with 90 contracts for building care, janitorial
services, sewage/pumping, litter barrel service for state
parks and snow removal for state owned facilites.

This position will provide the needed additional time to
the leasing officers to properly plan for the maximum
utilization and efficiency of state owned and leased
facilities.

Centralized Administrative Services

. General Services

Purchasing

FY §2

REVISED

of DATE

»

b

RANGE/STEP BARG. UNIT. LOCATION i APPROVE UIMNAPfL j
18A G Juneau A GOV:'*
PRIORITY FORM 12 PAGE/LINE

/ mm v...w _7.
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GENERAL GOVERNMENT CERiPu'EM Or ToA:iSpOP.TAT10'; A'I0 PUBLIC FACILi" IES

Statewide Space Planning Pilot Station School Cost Overrun

This will fund detailed programming PRIORITY: 32-1 These funds are necessary to allow PRIORITY:
and site selection/acquisition for the completion of the Pilot Station
office and warehouse space improve- REQUEST: 2,000.0 School , which was previously funded REQUEST: LJ00.3
ments in the following areas: at an inadequate level, - h

FUNDING: GF FUNDING: Gc
Anchorage 250.0
Juneau 250.0
Fairbanks 200.0
Bethel 3C0.0 BEGIN: 7/31 BEGIN:' 7/31
dome 300.0
Kotzebue 200.0 COMPLETE: 5/32 COMPLETE: 12/31
Statewide 5C0.0

OISTRICT: 4,7,17. DISTRICT: 13

So 21,22

OP. COST/YR: -0- OP. COST/YR: -0-

Fquipment Replacement, FY32 Statewide facilities Improvements, State 1 .jipment Fleet

This funds the scheduled replace- PRIORITY: 32-1 The Department may allocate these PRIOLITY: 82-2
ment of approximately 500 pieces funds am.oung any of the eight
of vehicular equipment during REQUEST: 11,278.1 specified piejects requested in REQUEST: 200.0
FYs2. their detailed capital budget.
FUNDING: HWCF These projects totaled 251.3. FUNDING- GF
DCGIN: /31 BEGIN: /31
COMPUTE: (/82 COMPLETE:  6/82
DISTRICT: DISTRICT:

OP COST/YR OP. COST/YR



* . " THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

twelfth legislature

FISCAL NOTE

. REQUEST REVISED
Bill/Resolution No. Committee Substitute for Senate Bill No. 124
Title State Office Complex at Anchorage
Requested bv Fischer Date May 20. 1981

Il. FISCAL DETAIL.
Agency Affected Department of Administration-All State Agencies
Program Category Affected"5enera 1 Services & Supply
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Leasing & Facilities Management
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
compt it in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITUI S (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 781 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY .85 ,FY£B
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
onn CONTRACTUAL ?nn n 9nn n 9.77A & 6,250 R
400 COMMODITIES

200  EOUIPMF.NT
600 LANE & STRUCTURES

8o  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND Z(DO Z(DO 2.725.4 5.250.8 5.250.8
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)
FY 82 FY 83 Fy 84 FY £5 FY %

Planning & Design ?<n\.0 200.0 100.0  -— -

Office Space Lease (1) 1,625.4 3,250.8 3,250.8

Telephone (2) ~ 400.0 800-0 800.0

Systems Furniture (3) 600.0 1-200.0 1,200.0

TOTAL $200.0  $200.0 $2,725.4 $5,250.8 $5,250.8
IV. DATE Mav 20. 1981 PREPAREDB Y Cprgp Flgee
AGENCY Administration - General Services* & Supply,

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2250
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/30)
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NOTE:

ANALYSIS NOTES

Office Space Lease

Assuming a 430,000 gross square foot building, fcr over 1,000
employees, (subsequent development may provide more space) approxi—
mate cost for such a structure is estimated in excess of $50,000,000,
excluding land.

Estimated cost per net square foot $2.38 - less ST.75 average

cost of current leases by FY 84 = Additional cost; for lease

space $.63.

$.63 x 430,000 net square foot x 6 months. (Assumes occupancy
January 1, 1984.) = $1,625,400.

Assume 3.5% Increase Annually

Calculated for 6 months Tor FY 84 and 12 months thereafter.

Telephones

Lease purchase of telephone system (purchase price $3,000.0)
(800,000 per year - 6 months = $400,000

Calculated for 6 months FY 84 and 12 months thereafter-.

Modular Furniture

Lease purchase of modular furniture (purchase price $6,000.0)
$1,200,000 per year - 6 months = $600,000

Calculated for 6 months FY 84 and 12 months thereafter.

Land Acquisition: Funds have been included in the Capital budget
for the acquisition of one block of land in downtown Anchorage.
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FISCAL NOTE

. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. House Bill No. 511

Title Relating to State Office Facilities
Requested bv  Rogers Date April 16. 1981

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Administration
Program Category Affected General Government
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected General Services - Administration _
(Note: Ifmore than one budget component kaffected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FYy 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 35 ,FY 86
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 47.7 52.5 57.7 63,5 69.9
200 TRAVFI
300 CONTRACTUAL 2,000.0 3,068.8 1,661.7 2,329.6 815.8
- — =
500 EC'IPMENT
600 L-. .J & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL w 3,121.3 1,719.4 2,393.1 885.7
*x 2, |O

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 47.7 3,121.3 1,719.4 2,393.1 885.7
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

** See Note 2,000.0
POSITIONS
FULL TIME 1 1 1 1 1 1
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

lIl. ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

** $2,000.0: These funds have already been requested in the Executive Capital Budget
(Pg. 216). These funds have been requested by DOT/PF and may require an amendment

to allow the Department of Administration the ability to use these funds. Both
Agencies should work together on this <emmon goal. The study did indicate that
some locations it may be more advantageous to construct and own instead of lease.
All options should be considered.

See attached Page for detailed analysis. The exact fiscal impact of this bill
difficult to analyze at this time, but if all locations are thoroughly studied
during FY 82 a detailed Budget should be provided for FY 83.
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LOCATION

Planning &
Design:

* Anchorage
Barrow
Bethel
Juneau
Fairbanks

Kenai/
Soldotna

Ketchi kan
Kodiak
Kotzebue
Nome
Palmer

Si tka

Wasilla

SU3TOTALS
MOVING COSTS
PHONES
FURNITURE

TOTAL

1 Leases will
will

* See SB 124 - This location is already L mg studied.
FY 84.

ESTIMATED
SQUARE FOOTAGE
NEEDED

426,000* sq. ft.

4,200 sq.
10,000 sq.

70,000 sq.-

NN

60,000 sq.

20,000 sg.
10,000 sg.
14,000 sq.-
4,000 sq.
10,000 sq.-
13,000 sq.

9,000 sg.

+oF o FFF A

10,000 sq.

F'-‘

234,200 sqg.

HOUSE BILL 511

FISCAL YEAR OR FIRST YEAR SPACE

WILL BE REQUIRED

FY 82 FY 83 FY 84
2,000. (H $ 200.0 § 250.
1,176.0

57.
15.
2.4
122.4
60.
16.
30.
$2,000.0  $1,500.8  $ 429.
84.0 66.
84.0 66.
1,400.0 1,100.
$2,000.0 3,068.8 1,661.

0

opo

not expire in many locations for a number of years.

FY 85 FY 86
$ 300.0 $ 350.0
83.2
117.6-
698.4
25.2
$1,023.6 $ 550.8
70.0 C .2
70.0 14.2
1,166.0 236.6
2,329.6 815.8

New facilities

need to be acquired to coincide with lease expiration dates.

Building to be completed by



POSITION TITLE RANGE/STEP  BARG. UNIT. LOCATION o1SAIgj -

lgasj.nn_Qfficer 1 10A G Juneau
TYPE OF POSITION 4 STAFF MONTHS. RP No. PCN No. PRIORITY FORM 12 PAGE/LINE
PFT 1 12
TYPE OF EXPENDITURE AMOUNT JUSTIFICATION:
PERSONAL SERVICES: There are currently only two leasing officers for the
satary  2,640/mo. 31,680 entire state. These two leasing officers are responsible
BENEFITS AB79 5,002 for over 324 leases statewide. In addition they are re—
FICA r%rT 17942 sponsible for the management of 60 state owned facilities
HEALTH INs. 150 x 12 1,800 along with 90 contracts for building care, janitorial
TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 40.4 services, sewage/pumping, litter barrel service for state
TRAVEL 1.0 parks and snow removal for state owned facilites.
CONTRACTUAL 4.0 . L . . o i
ﬁ COMMODITIES 5 This position will provide the needed additional time to
12 EQUIPMENT 05 1.8 the .easing officers to properly plan for the maximum
13 OTHER utilization and efficiency of state owned and leased
14 TOTAL COST T77T fa lities.
%> it~ M | i
AQENCY ., Administration PROGRAM Centralized Administrative Services
General Services FV 82
BRU
Purchasin
J2 REQUEST fOR NEW COMPONENT g
POSITION. y REVISED

DATE



GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Statewide Space Planning

This will fund detailed programming
and site selection/acquisition
office and warehouse space

ments . the following areas:
Anchorage 250.0
Juneau 250.0
Fairbanks 200.0
Bethel 300.0
Nome 300.0
Kotzebue 200.0
Statewide 500.0

Equipment Replacement,

This funds the scheduled
mcent of approximately 600 pieces
equipment during

of vehicular

FYs2.

PRIORITY: 32-1
REQUEST: 2,000.0
FUNDING: GF
BEGIN: 7/81

COMPLETE: 6/82
DISTRICT: 4.7,17,

20 21,22
OP. COST/YR: -0-

priority: ®7?-1
request- 11,278.1

FUNDING:____ HUCF

deginl____ 7/81
COmEIET  6/82
PiSTRICT;

OP. COST/YR:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES

Pilot Station S

These funds are necessary to allow
the completion of the Pilot Station
School, which was previously funded

at an inadequate

Statewide Facil

The Department may allocate

chool Cost Overrun

level.

ities Improvements,

funds arnoung any of the eight
specified projects requested
fheir detailed capital budget.

These projects

totaled 261.3.

these

In

State

pnioniTY; 872-2
REQUEST: 1.100.0
FUNDING: GF
BEGIN: 7/31

COMPLETE:  12/8!
DISTRICT: 18

OP. COST/YR: -0-

Equipment Fleet

PRIORITY:  82-2

REOUEST: 200.0
FUNDING: GF
BEGIN; 7/31

COMPLETE:  6/82

O'STRICT:

OP. COST/YR



Associated Press story dated 5/7/81 (Anchorage)

Commissioner Hudson is quoted as saying the total costs
to the state will be between $50 million and $75 million.

-size of the buildingSwill be between 426,000 and
700,000 sqg feet by 1995

-"perhaps five different buildings... a multi-building
complex with lots of green, open space...the tallest
will be eight stories high"”

-state will buy a 2 block parcel in downtown Anchorage
and within six months purchase option on a 3rd block
Cost to the state for land will be $14 million.

-the complex will have "a cafeteria , barbershop, small
post office branch, fitness center, or private day
care center"

—2,000 employees will be housed.

-Construction will begin in 1982 and take ?7 months with
completion scheduled for October 1984.



- MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

10

fhom

Honorable Jay S. Hammond date: Hay 15, 1301
Governor

FILE NO:
TELEPHONE NO 465-2200

Commissioner W. R. Hudson\J\ subject Anchorage State Office
Department of Administration Complex

We have just concluded the final phase of a comprehensive study to
determine the feasibility of developing a consolidated State Office
Complex .n Anchorage, Alaska.

The final draft report was delivered to our Project Advisory Committee
on May 6, 1931 and culminates over one year"s informal stuly by this
Department and five months of formal study by CCC-HOC of AnTio"age.

The final report is expected within two weeks and will bo forwarded
to your office and made available to the public upon request.

Because of the late date of Uie present legislative session and the
critical need to secure funds ft site procurement, market surveys,
design specifications and otlici final development documents, 1 am hereby
presenting t™'. essence of that final report, seeking your approval and
assistance in securing passage of SB 124 and appropriation of -*8,50n,000
outlined in the revised fiscal note submitted for SB 124.

In summary, the consultant found Tie longstanding practice of
securing space on the lowest cost, without consideration for agencies,
public access and other viable life cycle cost analysis to be inefficient
and of low public service.

Further, the report concludes that the consolidation or most Anchorage-
based employees will greatly improve public service and produce significant
long-term savings.

Savings can he realized in eduction of support persomel, increased
productivity, reduction of official transportation costs, mproved
internal communications, lowered energy costs, and a myt iad of shared
common Tfacilities such as mail, central duplication, word processing,
hearing facilities, data processing, libraries, storage areas, etc.



Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor
3age 2 May 15, 1981

The study recommended the State purchase two and possibly three
full city blocks, preferably from an eight block area in the Central
Business District (CBD) bounded by 7th Avenue to the north, 9th Avenue
to the south, C Street the east and G Street to the west.

It recommends we seek h26,0Q0 gross square feet of Class A office
space, with 1,000 parking spaces provided below grade to be developed on
State provided land by a private developer secured on a competitive
basis on a lease/purchase plan.

The three blocks recommended were to be adjacent to each other and
suitably for expansion of projecteJ employee/space needs to 1995, conceivably
as many as 2,800 employees and over 600,000 GSF of space.

The report recommends specific actions that must imminence as soon
as possible if wo are to commence construction next year and obtain
occupancy by late 1984.

Several significant developments have occurred since cur last
advisory group meeting and my most recent briefing to you and the Budget
Review Committee. I met in Anchorage yesterday with our consultants,

Mr. William I Cies and Thomas J. Curnes, both direct representatives of
Mr. Bunker Hunt.

Mr. Cies outlined various development plans by Hunt in Anri“orage,
all of which would effectively block +he State®s multi-block multi-
building complex envisioned for the above .4 7?ted downtown area.

As a result of this new awareness it was determined that we should
modify oilx plans to call for a twin tower complex of the above 426,000
gross square foot size, to be constructed on one clock, not two.

future expansion can, therefore, be achieved by leasing space from
the announced office development that would Lake place immediately
adjacent to our structures.

The overall cost will be even more favorable to the Stalle and the
initial cost would reduce from $14,350,000 to approximately YBt500,00Q

Significantly, the study showed the current policy of procurement
of fragmented space continued to projected increases for 1985 would
accelerate to approximately $7,247,646/year compared to $8,873,295/year
under a projected lease/purchase arrangement.

IT consolidation did achieve the annual operating cost reductions
of a minimal $1.5 million year as anticipated, we see annual costs
nearly at break ewve. 1in the first year or two. I believe we will
achieve greater cost ""eductions, perhaps as many as 100 man/years reduction
in support services.



Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor
Page 3 May 15, 1981

I believe consolidation will have no appreciable effect on the
existing office market, will greatly improve public service, will produce
long-term results (twenty years) that will deliver a significant complex,
with expansion capabilities, at less long-term costs that are present
practice.

Private industry development and operation via the leased arrangements
will avoid growth in government and produce the needed facilities faster
and believe cheaper.

The CBD location will afford public access to all levels of government,
federal, local and State.

Finally, failure to proceed with consolidation will require we
expand our fragmented policy and continue our inaccessible, nonservice
profile in Anchorage.

1 strongly urge passage of SB 124 and appropriation of the necessary
$5 million site procurement monies.

lo date, my staff and | have completed with your help and support,
one of the more comprehensive, time demanding studies, perhaps ever
produced in one short year.

This lease/purchase concept is new and 1 believe a revolutionary
alternative to the traditional State design - construct and operate
model .

1 <im prepared to present our finding in detail to the Legislature
or any other recommended body.

It is significant to note that we received only one negative comment
in this entire highly visable process.

Attached are several pertinent cha\";lets, cost data forms and
information made available to the press on May 7, 1981.

Will1I/mjc
Attachments



ANCHORAGE REGIONAL OFFICE COMPLEX

W. R. Hudson, Commissioner
Department of Administration

February 10, 1981

Few people are aware that the total State employee base for
Anchorage 1is greater than any other city in the State

including Juneau - the Capital City!

The peak employment base, which usually occurs during the

summer months may reach 4,500, executive, legislative and

judicial employees.

With the University of Alaska, Anchorage, you can add approxi—

mately 1,000 more employees to that number.

Juneau and Fairbanks by comparison have a base of approximately

4,000 and 1,000 respectively,

While the above 4,500 figure represents the maximum number of
employees, the real, full-time work force, as reflected on

the payroll would be close to 4,033 employees.

Of those 4,033 Anchorage employees, about 2,3n0/2,1">00 are
classified as Executive branch office types. 1he remainder

are executive employees, staffing the Pioneers®™ Homes, API,



jails, McLaughl,n Youth Center, the airport, Public Safety

Troopers, high/ay maintenance, Data Processing, communication
%% 4

technicians, and those Anchorage base permanent staff for the

Legislature and Judicial System.

These 2,300 employees are now occupying almost 375,000 square
feet of leased office space, located in over seventy different

offices all over the Greater Anchorage area.

With the exception of the Department of Labor, no other depart—
ment has all its divisions or functions collected under one

leased roof or even in one part of town.

Most departments, with the exception of the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities and the Department of
Public Safety, both of which arc in Slate-owned facilities,

are scattered in six or more separate locations.

Ibis fragmentation not only r lales inefficiency, costly
duplication and loss in prod ../ity, it also does a dis—

service to the very public it is supposed to serve.

VA have conferred with all known interested parties, includ—
ing each of our sister department heads, the Municipality of
Anchorage, Anchorage Jorough Assembly, Lite Downtown Anchorage

Association, individual legislators and many others.



Approximately five months aoo, we selected the firm of CCC
Architects and Planners 1in association with Jim Steinmann

& Associates to address the more specific aspects of the
issue such as facility design, site details, cost variables,
special facility needs, public convenience features, imple—
mentation plans, compatibility and compliment to local
community plans, geophysical concerns, physical considera—
tions, 1impact on the downtown community and impact on the

private office industry in general.

This combining of offices is aimed primarily at improving
public service, making government more accessible, and

therein accountable.

With the proper complex downtown, the Anchorage populace and
all those rural Alaskans coming into Anchorage will find all
levels of government in “=e location, within walking distance
of each other instead of all about town at great publie cost

and inconvenience.

lhe cost for a new complex developed to the State"s speci—
fication and dedicated largely to SLate functions will cost
more 1in lease payments than now paid out in existing leases,
but that cost will be greatly offset by cost reductions, |
believe iIn excess of $1,500 000 per year in greater efficiency,

and avoidance of duplication.



TREND:

CAPITAL MOVE

IMPACT :

The trend toward regionalization 1is very evident and with

the proper facilities will continue.

4

It is*"obvious,1more regionalization could better serve the
major population center of Alaska.

i
The development of our new Capital City in Willow will have
an effect more on the® size of the Anchorage facility than
I*
anything else., I\

Some studies show approximately 1,000 of the 2,300 office
/

employees in Anchorage being transferred to Willow to join
1
the 2,500 Juneau central employees. It this were true,”
and further, if the future growth of government v/ere largely
central as opposed to regional, these factors would limit

the future added space’needs in Anchorage.

It is important to note,jhowever, that all projections in

this study represent only 70 percent of anticipated space
1

needs by 1985, thereby to accommodate the possible move of

some Anchorage employees to Willow.
i

By this means we believe cur space requirements represent

minimal needs by 1985 regardless of the Capital move.

If the Capital remains in Juneau, | see the greatest expan—
sion in employment on a regional as opposed to central basis
and litfia growth in Juneau®s work force while major growth

takes place in Anchorage, demanding more space.



SITE SELECTION PROCESS

There are three phases of the site selection process. At the end of each
phase, the Consultant and the Project Advisory Committeee reviewed the
work together and incorporated changes in criteria and criteria weights
as agreed to by the group.

A
\/e began by selecting five general areas within Anchorage which had
adequate land to house such a facility. These areas are: CBD,
Merrill Field/Glenn Highway, Midtown, Tudor and Boniface, and Dowling
to Dimond. A set of criteria and relative weights for each criteria
were developed. Each of the five areas was scored according to the
weighted criteria. The CBD ranked number one. The criteria used covered
such items as access, utilities, land availability, geological data,

transit, etc. The committee concurred with the results.

Phase IlI was concerned with analyzing the CBD to determine the three

or four best sites for the State facility. V/e began with 140 blocks

and were able to quickly pare these down to 32 blocks for further
in-depth analysis. Another set of criteria and criteria weights was
developed. This time, the criteria was used to compare and score

each block for such things as transit, predeslrian and car accessibility,
parking, scale, seismic, utility availability, amenties, etc. Each
block was scored; the highest scoring blocks were paired; and the top
five two-bloc!: sites were determined. These sites were then evaluated
according to estimated cost and a score/cost ratio was developed for

each site. In both of these exercises, the final three recommended



alternative sites rated the highest. Again, the Project Advisory

Committee reviewed the process and concurred with ti.e results.

During the final ptiase of the site selection process, we evaluated each
recommended site in termsof urban design features, access, proximity
to amenities, economic features, and site acquisition considerations.

There was no attempt to rank the final recommended alternative sites.

We, the Consultant, believe each of the recommended sites could house

such a facility and this facility would compliment the CBD.



ANCHORAGE STATE OFFICE BUILDING

PRELIMINARY BUILDING OCCUPANCY PROFILE
DEPARTMENT

1 Office of Governor
2 Administration
3. Revenue
4. Education
5 Health & Social Services
6 Commerce & Economic Development
7 Natural Resources
8 Pub lic Safety
9. Environmental Conservation
10. Community & Regional Affairs
11. DOT/PF
12 Legislative Audit
1985 Subtotal Agency Space - NSF
Building Support Space
Subtotal
1985 Gross Square Feet (85% Efficiency) W/out Parking
1995 Projected Square Feet Needs
Parking Below Grade
1 level - 500-550 Spaces 170.000 Gross Square Feet

2 levels ” 1,000 Spaces 340.000 Gross Square loot

NSF (1955)

10,640
14,205
34,875
6,344
20,899
63,943
137,392
2,720
8,800
14,730

2000
322,548
40,000
362,545
1.800
428.000
543,150

639.000
2.800

NSF
Personnel

GSF

NSF
GSF
Personnel



ANCHORAGE STATE OFFICE BUILDING

COST ANALYSIS

Costs for 1985 Building * Size 426,000 GSF
(W/0ul Parking) $ 65,000,000
Parking Costs (2 Levels @ $8,000,000 Per Level) $ 16,000,000
Total Cost to Developer $ 81,000,000
Land Acquisition and Utilities 14,000,000
Assumed Project Cost $ 95,000,000
Project Cost Net Square Feet $ 223

(Building Cost.s Include Contingency for Inflation,
Developer Costs and Design)

ASSUMPTIONS:

k Scale of 322,548 Net Square Feet (426,000 gross square feet); 1,800 personnel
, 35 percent Parking Allocation
3, 40,000 NSF Lease/Special Space Not Included
4, No Parking Revenues
5, .10.5 Percent Financing
No Land Cost Included

RenF Annual Break
Basis Cost Even
Current Situation 260,000 NSF $3,380,000*
Projected .1985 (with current
lease situation) 345,126 NSF $7,247 ,646*
Lease/Purchase With Parking 322.548 NSF $8,873,295 6 Years
Lease/Purchase No Parking 322.548 ISF $7,676,642 1 Year

"Annual cost estimates do not include the anticipated operating cost reductions
achieved Jy consolidation.

A conservative savings of 1.5 million annually is anticipated by consolidation.
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Alaska State Legislature

Senator Vic Fischer « Pouch V « Juneau, Alaska 99811 « (907) 465-4954

M EMORANTDUM

TO: Speaker and Members ause of Representatives
FROM: Senator Vic Fischer

DATE: June 4, 1981

RE: SB 124, Anchorage State Office Complex

I ~"licit your support for enactment of SB 124 during this
session.

The bill will provide the foundation for consolidating offices
spread over 60 locations around Anchorage into a down town complex
that will better serve the public, greatly increase efficiency of
state government operations and save the state money 1in the 1long
run.

SB 124 addresses a longstanding neec for state government in the
greater Anchorage area. It requires the administration to develop,
through the private sector, on a lease/purchase basis an office
complex in Anchorage, to house, 1in a central 1location most of

those office type employees assigned to serve the regional needs

of Anchorage.

Land for the complex will be acquired by the state, and the state
will own the entire facilities under the proposed lease/purchase
arrangement. Funds for land acquisition have been included 1in the
Senate"s capital budget through allocation of discretionary funds.

The project 1is being closely coordinated with municipal plans and
private development. SB 124 has been endorsed by the Anchorage
mayor and assembly, Chamber of Commerce, and many others. The
attachments 1indicate that the development will not negatively
affect the private office rental market.

This bill has absolutely no bearing on the capital move, since it
is being designed for those regional employees who will always be
there to serve the needs of the Anchorage area.

The concept embodied 1in SB 124 may veil serve as a blueprint for
meeting expanded office needs in other Alaska cities, such as

Fairbanks, Kenai, Nome, and Kodiak.

Thanks for your support of SB 124.

attachments )
Committees; Suite Affairs, Chalrman; Resources, Vice-Chairman; Health, Education &. Sociul Services



"MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO

FROM

Honorable Jay S. Hammond DATE. May 15, 1981

FILE NO

TELEPHONE NO 465-2200

o i subject:  Anchorage State Office
Department of Administration Complex

We have just concluded the final phase of a comprehensive study to
determine the feasibility of developing a consolidated State Office
Complex in Anchorage, Alaska.

The final draft report was delivered to our Project Advisory Committee
on May 6, 1981 and culminates over one year"s informal study by this
Department and five months of formal study by CCC-HOC of Anxhorage.

The final report is expected within two weeks and will be forwarded
to your office and made available to the public upon request.

Because of the late date of the present legislative session and the
critical need to secure funds for site procurement, market surveys,
design specifications and other final o velopment documents, 1 am hereby
presenting the essence of that final report, seeking your approval and
assistance in securing passage of SB 124 and appropriation of *8,500,000
outlined in the revised fiscal note submitted for SB 124.

In summary, the consultant found the longstanding practice of
securing space on the lowest cost, without consideration for agencies,
public access and other viable life cycle cost analysis to be inefficient
and of low public service.

Further, the report concludes that the consolidation of most Anchorage-

based employees will greatly improve public service and produce significant
long-term savings.

Savings can be realized in reduction of support personnel, increased
productivity, reduction of official transportation costs, improved
internal communications, lowered energy costs, and a myriad of shared
common facilities such as mail, central duplication, word processing,
hearing facilities, data processing, libraries, storage areas, etc.



Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor
Page 2 May 15, 1981

The study recommended the State purchase two and possibly three
full city blocks, preferably from an eight block area in the Central®
Business District (CBD) bounded by 7th Avenue to the north, 9th Avenue
to the south, C Street to the east and G Street to the west.

It recommends we seek *’6,000 gross square feet of Class A office
space, with 1,000 parking spaces provided below grade to be developed on
State provided land by a private developer secured on a competitive
basis on a lease/purchase plan.

The three blocks recommended were to be adjacent to each other and
suitably for expansion of projected employee/space needs tc 1995, conceivab
as many as 2,800 employees and over 600,000 GSF of space.

The report recommends specific actions that must commence as soon
as possible if we are tc commence construction next year and obtain
occupancy by late 1984.

Several significant developments have occurred since our last
advisory group meeting and my most recent briefing to you and the Budget
Review Committee. 1 met in Anchorage yesterday with our consultants,

Mr. William H. Cies and Thomas J. Curnes, both direct representatives of
Mr. Bunker Hunt.

Mr. Cies outlined various development plans by Hunt in Anchorage,
all of which would effectively block the State®s multi-block multi-
building complex envisioned for the above stated downtown area.

As a result of this new awareness it was determined that we should
modify our plans to,call for a twin tower complex of the above *126,000
gross square foot size, to be constructed on one block, not two.

Future expansion can, therefore, be achieved by leasing space from
the announced office development that would take place immediately
adjacent our structures.

The overall cost will be even more favorable to the Stajte and the
initial cost would reduce from $14,350,000 to approximately ~8,500,000

Significantly, the study showed the current policy of procurement
of fragmented space continued to projected increases for 1985 would
accelerate to approximately $7,247,646/year compared to $8,873,295/year
under a projected lease/purchase arrangement.

IT consolidation did achieve the annual operating cost reductions
of a minimal $1.5 million year as anticipated, we see annual costs
nearly at break even in the first year or two. I believe we will
achieve greater cost reductions, perhaps as many as 100 man/years reduction
in support services.



Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor
Page 3 May 15, 1981

I believe consolidation will have no appreciable effect on the
existing office market, will greatly improve public service, will produce
long-term results (twenty years) that will deliver a significant complex,
wich expansion capabilities, at less long-term costs that are present
practice.

Private industry development and operation via the leased arrangements
will avoid growth in government and produce the needed facilities faster
and believe cheaper.

The CRD location will afford public access to all levels of government,
federal, local and State.

Finally, failure to proceed with consolidation will require we
expand our fragmented policy and continue our inaccessible, nonservice
profile in Anchorage.

I strongly urge passage of SB 124 and appropriation of the necessary
$5 million site procurement monies.

To date, my staff and I have completed with your help and support,
one of the more couprchensive, time demanding studies, perhaps ever
produced in one short year.

This lease/purchase concept is new and 1 believe a revolutionary
alternative to the traditional State design - construct and operate
model.

I am prepared to present our finding in detail to the Legislature
or any otr."™r recommended body.

It is si mificant to note that we received-only one negative comment
in this entire highly visable process.

Attached are several pertinent chartlets, cost data forms and
information made available to the press on May 7, 1981.

WRH/mjc
Attachments



ANCHORAGE REGIONAL OFFICE COMPLEX

W. R. Hudson, Commissioner
Department of Administration

February 10, 1981

Few people are aware that the total State employee base for
Anchorage is greater than any other city in the State,

including Juneau - the Capital City!

The peak employment base, which usually occurs during the
summer months may teach 4,500, executive, legislative and

judicial employees.

Vith the University of Alaska, Anchorage, you can add approxi—

mately 1,000 more employees to that number.

Juneau and Fairbanks by comparison have a base of approximately

4,000 and 1,000 respectively.

While the above 4,500 figure represents the maximum number of
employees, the real, full-time work force, as reflected on

the payroll would be close to 4,033 employees.

Of these 4,033 Anchorage employees, about 2,300/2,500 are
classified as Executive Branch office types. The remainder

are execui !ve employees, staffing the Pioneers®™ Homes, API,



jails, McLaughlin Youth Center, the airport, Public Safety

Troopers, highway maintenance, Data Processing, communication
M «

technicians, and those Anchorage base permanent staff for the

Legislature and Judicial System.

These 2,300 employees are now occupying almost 375,000 square
feet of leased office space, located in ove> seventy different

offices all over the Greater Anchorage area.

With the exception of the Department of Labor, no other depart—
ment has all its divisions or functions collected under one

leased roof or even in one part of town.

Most departments, with the exception of theDepartment of
Transportation and Public Facilities and the Department of
Public Safety, both of which are vn State-owned facilities,

are scattered in six or more separate locations.

This fragmentation not only creates inefficiency, costly
duplication and loss in productivity, it alsu does a dis—

service to the very public: it is supposed to serve.

We have conferred with all known interestedparlies,includ—
ing each of our sister department heads, the Municipality of
Anchorage, Anchorage Borough Assembly, the Downtown Anchorage

Association, individual legislators and many others.



CURRENT: Approximately five months ago, we selected the firm of CCC
Architects and Planners in association with Jim Steinmann
& Assgéiates té address the more specific aspects of the
issue such as facility design, site details, cost variables,
special facility needs, public convenience features, imple—
mentation plans, compatibility and compliment to local
community plans, geophysical concerns, physical considera—

tions, 1impact on the downtown community and impact on the

private office industry in general.

FACTORS: This combining of offices is aimed primarily at improving

public service, making government more accessible, and

therein accountable.

With the proper complex downtown, the Anchorage populace and
all. those rural Alaskans coming into Anchorage will find all
levels of government in one location, within walking distance

of each other instead of all about town at great pub-1ic cost

and 1nconvenience.

The cnst for a new compl x developed to the State®s speci—
fication and dedicated largely to State functions will cost
more in lease payments than now paid out in existing leases,
but that cost will be greatly offset by cost reductions, 1
believe in excess of $1,500,000 per year in greater efficiency,

and avoidance of duplication.



TREND: - The trend toward regionalization 1is very evident and with

the proper facilities will continue.

It is*obvious,” more regionalization could better serve the

major population center of Alaska.

J
CAPITAL KOVE The development of our new Capital City in Willow will have

IMPACT: an effect more on the\fize Of the Anchorage facility than

anything else, o\

Some studies show approximately 1,000 of the 2,300 office
employees in Anchorage being transferred to Willow to join
the 2,500 Juneau centréi employees. It this were true,

and further, if the future growth of government were largely

central as opposed to regional, thes™ factors would limit

the future added space’needs in A,.,Jorage.

It is important to note,{however, that all projections in

this study represent only 70 percent of anticipated space
t

needs by 1985, thereay to acco..tmodate the possible move of

some Anchorage employees ?o Willow.

\

By this means we believe our space requirements represent

minimal need by 1985 regardless of the Capital move.

IT the Capital remains in Juneau, | see the greatest expan—
sion in employment on a regional as opposed to central basis
i

and little growth in Juneau®s work force while major growth

takes place in Anchorage, demanding more space.



SITE SELECTION PROCESS

ooe *

There are three phases of the site selection process. At the end of each
phase, the Consultant and the Project Advisory Committeee reviewed the
work together and incorporated changes in criteria and criteria weights

as agreed to by the group.

We began by selecting five general areas within Anchorage which had
adequate land to house such a facility. These areas are: CBD

Merrill Field/Glenn Highway, Midtown, Tudor and Boniface, and Dowling

to Dimond. A set of criteria and relative weights for each criteria
were developed. Each of the five areas was scored according to the
weighted criteria. The (B ranked number one. The criteria used covered
such items as access, utilities, land availability, geological data,

transit, etc. The committee concurred with the results.

Phase Il was concerned with analyzing the CBD U determine the three

or four best sites for the State facility. We began with 140 blocks

and were able to quickly pare these down to 32 blocks fcr further
in-depth analysis. Another set of criteria and criteria weights was
developed. This time, the criteria was used to ccmpare and score

each block for such things as transit, predestrian and car accessibility,
parking, scale, seismic, utility availability, amenties, etc. Each
block was scored; the higbp'.t scoring blocks were paired; and the top
five two-block sites were determined. These sites were then evaluated
according to estimated cost and a score/cost ratio was developed for

each site. In both of these exercises, the final three recommended



alternative sites rated the highest. Again, the Project Advisory
Committee reviewed the process and concurred with the results.

During the final phase of the site selection process, we evaluated each
recommended site in terms of urban design features, access, proximity
to amenities, economic features, and site acquisition considerations.

There was no attempt to rank ,the final recommended alternative sites.

We, the Consultant, believe each of the recommended sites could house

such a facility and this facility would compliment the CBD



ANCHORAGE STATE OFHCE BUILDING
PRELIMINARY BUILDING OCOUPANCY PROFILE

DEPARTMENT NSF (1985)
1. Office of Governor 10,640
2. Administration 14,205
3. Revenue 34,875
4, Education 6,344
5. Health & Social Services 20,899
6. Commerce & Economic Development 63,943
7. Natural Resources 137,392
8. Public Safety 2,720
9. Environmental Conservation 8,800
10. Community & Regional Affairs 14,730
11. DOT/PF 8,000
12. Legislative Audit 2.000
1985 Subtotal Agency Space - NS 322,548
Building Support Space 40,000

Subtotal 362,545 NS~

1.800 Personnel

1935 Gross Square Feet (05% Efficiency) V,'/out Parking 426.000 G&+

1995 Projected Square Feet Needs 543,150 NSF

639.000 G+

2.800 Personnel

Parking Below Grade

1 Level
2 Levels

500-550 Spaces = 170,000 Gross Square Feet
1,000 Spaces = 340,000 Gross Square Feet



ANCHORAGE STATE OFFICE BUILDING

QOsT ANALYSIS
Costs for 1985 Building * Size 426,000 GSF
(W/Out Parking) $ 65,000,000
Parking Costs (2 Levels @8,000,000 Per bevel) $ 16,000,000
Total Cost to Developer $ 81,000,000
Land Acquisition and Utilities 14,000,000
Assured Project Cost $ 95,000,000
Project Cost Net Square Feet $ 223

(Building Costs Include Contingency for Inflation,
Developer Costs and Design)

ASSUMPTIONS:

1. Scale of 322,548 Net Square Feet(426,000 gross square feet); 1,800 personnell

2. 35 percent Parking Allocation

3. 40,000 NSF Lease/Special Space Not Included

4. No Parking Revenues

5. 10.5 Percent Financing

6. No Land Cost Included *
Rent Annual Break
Basis Cost Even

Current Situation 260,000 NSF $3,380,000*

Projected 1985 (with current

lease situation) 345,126 NSF $7,247,646*
Lease/Purchase With Parking 322,548 NSF $8,873,295 6 Years
Lease/Purchase No Parking 322,548 NSF $7,676,642 1 Year

*Annual cost estimates do not include the anticipated operating cost reductions
achieved by consolidation.

A conservative savings of 1.5 million annually is anticipated by consolidation.






pjF B

0 rrgs

bvVrBEJi);
ilid Governmental Office Building © Retail /Office Above EXHIBIT T
173 . Multi-Story Office Building &1 Multi-Story Retaii Existing Land Use
Multi-Family Housing 'I'' Project'80’'s Site
113 Hotels B Bus Station

uid Public Parking Garage P Public Off-Street Parking Lot



2-B9LH

/

JAYS. HAMMOND. GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

; pouch C
OFHCECFTHECOMMISSIONER 7  JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

465-2200

June 2, 1981

Honorable Vic Fischer
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

I am strongly urging your support and passage of SB 124, which
would provide for development of a viable State Government Center in the
Greater Anchorage Area.

SB 124 furthers a plan put forth back in 1970 to combine in one

location all levels of government for greater public convenience and
serviceability.

With the already existence of those regional federal offices and
the location of most municipal offices dewntewn, the State complex is
long overdue.

The historic practice of accepting leasing space wherever available
on a low cost basis only, has served good purpose over the years, but is
no longer acceptable from a service to the public viewpoint or economic

consideration new that government numbers in Anchorage exceed the 4,000
mark.

SB 124 carplirrents a plan for combinement that | proposed to
Governor Hamrond over one year ago and is borne out economically by a

just concluded formal study performed under contract by CCC-HOC of
Anchorage.

That study identifies the needs by 1984 to house approximately

1800 regional based State employees of about 426,000 gross square feet
of office space.



Honorable Vic Fischer
Page 2 June 2, 1981

The needs assessment purposely excluded any employee now housed in
State-owned facilities, institutional facilities, or those who may be
relocated to the new capital in Willow, and, therefore, will have no
bearing on that important but sensitive issue.

It is my considered belief that ecmbinement of State offices in a
location that compliments the plans of our largest host city will reduce
the operational costs of State government by at least $1.5 million and
possibly as much as $2.5 million each year.

It will cost more in the first five-six years as we will be
developing a center for specific needs of government and greater service
to Alaska®s largest population base, but will over the long hand cost
less than tiie present fragmented practice.

In the final analysis, the State will own its own facilities, can
provide for expansion as it occurs and be a good neiglilor in the
process.

We have pursued this plan with great deliberrteness and in full
public view to avoid any oversight of legitimate expressions of concern.

We have considered all known plana by the host city and made them a
part of our planning process to assure complete compatibility.

Private development was chosen as an alternative to State design,
construct and operation, as a way to aclaieve canpetitivcness,
cost-efficiencies, maintenance of the local tax base and constraint of
government growth which surely will result whenever the State undertakes
a multi-million dollar project.
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Honorable Vic Fischer
Page 3 June 2, 1981

We intend to purchase the needed site to assure its proper
interaction with other government agencies and the ability to stimulate
full corpetitive interest fran the several anticipated major developers.

The attached letter to Governor Hammond is self-explanatory aad
will provide a great deal more specific information on the project.

I expect to have the final report from CCC of Anchorage very soon
and will make copies available upon request.

Since all of our existing leases except the Department of Labor
building, which we haw excluded from our office complex, will roll over
in 1984, it is imperative we / mpt to break ground next construction
season to avoid extending pr .major leases and more important to
avoid the oostly effects of x. nation - now estimated at approximately
$5-S million each year for a project of this size.

IT 1 can answer any further questions or provide any additional
information, 1 am at your call.

W. R. Hudson
Commissioner

WRH/mjc
cc: Honorable Jay S. Haiutond
Honorable Jalmar Kerttula
President of the Senate
Honorable Jim Duncan
Speaker of the House
Keith Specking
George Elgee
Commissioner Robert W. Ward
Attachment



Honorable Vic Fischer
Page 3 June 2, 1981

We intend to purchase the needed site to assure its proper
interaction with other government agencies and the ability to stimulate
full ccnpetitive interest frcm the several anticipated major developers.

The attached letter to Governor Hammond is self-explanatory and
will provide a great deal more specific information on the project.

I expect to have the fineil report frcm CCC of Anchorage very soon
and will make copies available upon request.

Since all of our existing leases except the Department of Labor
building, which we haw excluded from our office carplex, will roll over
in 1984, it is imperative we attempt to break ground next construction
season to awid extending present major leases and more important to
awid the costly effects of inflation - now estimated at approximately
$5-6 million each year for a project of this size.

IT 1 can .answer any further questions or provide any additional
information, I am at your: call.

W. R. Hudson
Commissioner

WRH/mjc
cc: Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Honorable Jalmar Kerttula
President of the Senate
Honorable Jim Duncan
Spetiker aJ: the House
Keith Specking
Geoirge Elcjee
Commissioner Robert W. Ward
Attachment
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COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
FURTHER:
mm m
Date:
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on_ has had CfSB j.!6(SA)ai'
’An Acr relating ) ouer.'mo' iurial al.lowane.es.
under consideration and reports it back as follows:
[ ] dopass [Jdoriotpass
[ ] do pass witn attached amendments(s)
_ same title
[ ] replace with CS for new title
and recommends
[ ] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent" [ ] New Fiscal Note
[ ] reports it back without recommendation
[ 1] referred to the ' Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVINr
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMLNDATIONS:
CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 3/81)



Duncan & Miller
HB 308

Sec. 1-5; 26-29

Cption 4 years for 1 Teacher®s
Retirement

Sec. 21-22; Sec. 23 Repealers
Ditto Public Employees

Sec. 6. State Active Duty
Status Add employee for Usab—
ility and death benefits-

Sec. 7. Require Adjutant
General upon appointment:
5 yrs Alaska Guard
Hold Federal Grade
Complete C&G Staff and War
College

Sec. 8; 25 National Guard
Advisory Board Established

Sec. 9,10,11,14,15 Adds Naval
Militia to definition retirement
tyjof

Sec. 12 & 13 Index monthly
retirement program to Alaska
longevity Bonus

Survey on SB 74

For 511 Against 142

Member of Retirenent System
142 Non-members 510

Not specific in survey

For 573 Against 120

For 615 Against 62

In old Bill SB 74

For 629 Against 38
Stated as an increase to
$125

Bradley, Hohman, Kelley
SB 262

Sec. 8 compares to Sec. 2
except adds "after 31 Dec 39"

Sec. 9 same as Sec. 3

Sec. 10 Sec. 4
Sec. 11

Sec. 12 H Cat* 91
Sec. 13." 0 G¥ve 08

Except interest frcm 1981
versus 1980

Sec.414 Sec. 23
Sec. I,Sec. 2 change-69
to 71? Balance same as
Sec. 11

Do not inc>
per Sec

to AS 47.45.01

Governor®"s &Euller®s Bill

HB 243 & SB(5V

Not Covered

Sec. 8 same as Sec. 23
Repealers

Sec. 2 same as Sec. 6

Sec. 4 same as Sec. 15



Sec. 16 sio’Fed Bay

& Allowance Stater
per diem i"B ate
active
It***'

Ttr& sr

Sec. 17 provides Alaska's
Workmen®s Ccrrpensation

(AS 23.3C> for injury or
disability to and from Active

duty Q

pr .
Sec. 18, 30 State Dept.
Beenlistment Bonus Program

Sec. -19 Ed suppo.rt 75%
(Increase from 50%) Includes
?s add retired members

its cjL*v*aJjl

Sec. 20 establish Senior
BQTC Prc~”

Sec. 29 provides benefits bo
survivors under® Sec. 26, 27,
28,29

In old bill SB 74

In old bill SB 74

Better Benefits
For 666 Against 43

See,, 5 same as 16 Sec,
HB 388

Sec. 6 same as Sec. 17

Sec. 7 f,Jyeas Seo. 20

Sec. 15 same as Sec. 26
Sec. 16 " " Sec. 27
emits survivors of persons
died Sec. 29

Sec. 1 definition same Sec. 3
Adds "regardless of whether
lielfiled an application -

etc AS 26.05.224 (d)

Sec. 4. Earlier service
covers all former guardsmen
elinirates Jan 1, 69 restric—
tion

Sec. 1 just basic Fed Pay"S

Allowances not less than

$65.00 indexed: Note lowest
state per diem is new $60.00

"s

Sec. 2 s 3 (Abbreviated)

Sec. 5 same as Sec. 18
Sec. 7 same as Sec. 30

Sec. 6 only adds retired
members

p4 Sw



Omitted



THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENT(S) HAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL,
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THE PRECEDING DOCUMENT(S) MAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL.



ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRES RELATING TO S.B. 74

This questionnaire was sent out to the approximately 2,900 members of
the Alaska National Guard. The membership included all Guard members,
including Army, Air, Naval Militia and a few retired Guard members.

The questionnaires were sent out by the Legislative Council, in groups,
to the various National Guard Units in the State. It appears, due to

the number of completed questionnaries returned, that the distribution
methods used by the various units varied in that some units had a high

response rate, while others had as few as one response.

In the future, time could be set aside for completing this type of
survey, especially if it could affect the various members of the Alaska
National Guar..1,

In spite cf the foregoing, a statistically sufficient number of com-"

pleted questionnaires were returned to indicate attitudes of Guardsmen
toward S.B. 74 and related .".afters.

Following is a synopsis of the questionnaires by question:

The first question asked was not numbered.
Place of employment?

Anchorage - 381 responded, listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 43; City/Borough 16; Federal 192 (it appears the
-majority .of these .Federal employees..are full-time technicians with the
National Guard); Private Business 75 and Other 55.

Juneau - 34 responded, listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 11; City/Borough 3; Federal 9; Private Business 7
and Other 45. i~

First Scout Battalion - 33 resi>onded, listing places of employment as
follows:

State Agency 5; City/Borough 3, Federal 4; Private Business 6and
Other 27. e

Second Scout Battalion "m159 responded, listing places of employment as
follows:

State Agency 25; City/Borough 19; Federal 18; Private Business 19
and Other 78.

Third Scout Battalion - 33 responded, listing places of employment as
follows: 1

State Agency 1; City/Borough 7; Federal 4; Private Business la 1
Other 20. *



Kodiak - 1 responded, listing place of employment as Private Business.
Fairbanks - 21 responded, listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 4; City/Borough 1; Federal 5; Private Business 5and
Other 6.

Kenai - 9 responded, listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 1; City/Borough 0; Federal 0; Private Business land -
Other 1.

Sitka “ 3 responded, listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 1; City/Borough 0; Federal 0; Private Business 1 and
Other 1.

Palmer -4 rgsponded/ listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 1; City/Borough O0; Federal 1; Private Business 1
and Other 1.

Ketchikan - s responded, listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 1; City/Borough 1; Federal 1; Private Business 5and
Other O.

A number of questionnaires listed no unit or community wj th
designation - 28 responded, listing places of employment as follows:

State Agency 7; City/Borough 1; Federal 6; Private Business 6 arid
Other 9.

5 retired Guard members responded, listing places of employment as
follows:

State Agency 0; City/Borough 4; Federal O0; Private Business land
Other O.

In the following questions, there are differences in the figures, due
mainly to the fact that some respondents did not answer all questions.

The total number of respondents to the first question (unnumbered) was
772, with the fi llowing breakdown:

State Ager. y 100; City/Borough 57; Federal 240; Private Business
133 and Other 242.

Question Number 1, "Timein the Guard”, had 723 respondents with the
following breakdown: less than six years in the Guard 393; Seven to 12,
years in the Guard 153; 12to 20 years in the Guard 92 and over 20
years 1in the Guard 85.
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Question Number 2, "Will you stay in the Guard", had 692 respondents
with the following breakdown: Yes 653; No 39.

Conclusions:

In looking at the first question, it appears that a large number of the
responding group are federal full-tinie employees-of the Guard.

Questions Number 1 and 2 taken together, indicate that about half of 1" :
members have been in the Guard for at least seven years which indicates
that the Guard program is well accepted from the members point of view.
Also, the first six years are critical in this type of program, and
=retention for more than six years appears to be fairly good in the
Alaska Guard, which keeps the more seasoned, better trained individuals
in the system, and judging from responses to Question 2, will continue.
Since training is probably the single most expensive part of the Guard
Program, retention makes tha program cost effective.

=Questions Numtart: 3 and--4 indicate that information on various Guard
programs 1is disseminated to "The Field” in a highly satisfactory manner.
Emphasis has been placed on this part of the Guard program by the
Adjuntant Generals Office and the Recruitment and Retention Section of
the Department of Military Affairs.

Question 5,1"which<s made-up of five parts, indicates that better
benefits are a definite consideration in retention. The main consid—
eration appears to be reenlistment bonuses which give an individual a
lump sum payment for "Contracting™ to remain in the Guard for a
specified amount of time beyond their obligation, in various increments.

"The second major concern appears to be a better-rstate retirement for
Guardsmen. Since the Guard belongs to its respective state until needed
for national emergencies, the Guard can be and has been of great benefit
to Alaska, such as in the cases of the 1964 Earthquake, the Fairbanks
Flood, the Juneau Alaska Airlines Crash and a number of civic programs
too numerous to list, this is an area in which the State can reward its
#ational Guardsmen for giving up weekends and other sacrifices they make
to the benefit of Alaska.

In addition, since the beginning of our nation, the National Guard, or
Minutemen/Militia has been utilized in time of national need such as the
Revolutionary War, World War Il, Korea and so on.

Question 5d, Other, covered many areas that Guardsmen wanted in addition
to those specified. The main need spoken to was for better loan programs,
including home loans for Guardsmen. This was followed by a free ferry
trip a year, then free license plates for Guardsmen.

— "Question 6 indicates that-most Guardsmen support the Permanent Fund,

specifically in the form of SB 1.

Question 7 indicates that the majority of Guardsmen favor tieing the
State Guard Retirement, now available, to the Longevity Bonus Program,
which would provide for periodic increases without having to request
e£pecial"l'egi'sl'ati:oil'from timcrto time. The current Alaska Guard



Retirement Program provides that a member that conpletes 20 years of
Alaska National Guard service, is eligible to recieve $50 per month for
each year they spent in the Guard.

Questions 8, 9 and 10 are directly related and will be analyzed to—
gether. These questions cover a major portion of SB 74 which deals with
credit for years of Guard service toward the Public Employees®™ or Teachers®
Retirement Systems. The Bill provides that in lieu of the State Guard
Retirement, a member may opt to recieve one year of credited service for
each four years in the Guard by relinquishing their Guard Retirement.
Actuarially, this could be of benefit to the State, while providing a

"=good retirement option to the Guardsmen. Under the existing Guard
Retirement Program, a Guardsman completing 20 years of Alaska Guard
Service, would be eligible to recieve fifty dollars per month for 20
jears, for a total of $12,000." Under SB 74, if a"Guardsman chooses to
take the 4 to 1 credit towards Public Employees®™ or Teachers®" Retire—
ment, they must relinquish this $12,000. The average State employee or
teacher contributes approximately-$1,*000 per year into the system, which
means that under the proposal, the Guardsmen will be paying three times
the average for each year of credited service.

Although only about twenty percent of the respondents are presently
members of the Public Employees®™ or Teachers® Retirement Systems, about
eighty percent favor this concept, with the majority of comments to
these questions stating that they would prefer one year of credited
service for each two years in the Guard, which while doubling the credit,
would _till actuarially give the Retirement System dou’le the average

contribution.

Although few respondents now belong to the Public Employees® or Teachers®
Retirement Systems, it is logical to assume that given the dynamic
conditions in Alaska and the emergence of new boroughs and municipalities,
it is highly conceivable that in the future, more and more Guardsmen
could become members. In addition, the training that they recieve, at
federal expense, in leadership and a multitude of administrative areas

* could make them"highly dcsixeable state or municipal employees with a
great deal of valuable training and experience.

Most respondents indicated that they would be willing to talk to their
legislators in favor of SB 74.

*Question®“ll,“indicates‘that the majority of respondents favor special
educational assistance for Guardsmen, and feel that this type of program
would enhance retention and recruitment in the Guard.

Question 12, which 1is related to question 11, indicates that most
Guardsmen would further their education if assistance were available.

Question 13 is made up of four parts, a through d.
Question 13a, again indicates strong support for the retirement option =

of one yjar credited service for each four years in the Guard, with main
commc* * _gain stating that credit s’ould be one year credited services



for each two years in the Guard. Again, responses overwhelmingly sup—
port this plan, although only 20 percent of the respondents now belong
to the Public Employees™ or Teachers™ Retirement Systems.

Question 13b, overwhelmingly supports the concept of a National Guard
Advisory Board to the Governor consisting of officer and enlisted
Guardsmen whomre mot employees of -the Department of Military Affairs.

Question 13c, supports the recognition of a statewide National Guard
Association comprised of officers, enlisted and former Guard members.

Question 13d, overwhelmingly supports the concept that the next Adjutant
General lave-aminimum of five years-in the Alaska National Guard. The
concensus of the comments indicate tlat since this is Alaska"s National
Guard, an Alaskan Guardsman should head it.

Question 14, shows 581 of the respondents support SB 74 in general, and
Question 15 shows 34 respondents do not support the Bill in general.

Finally," SB 74 was the result of many years of input from present and
past Guardsmen, and according to the results of the questionnaire,
reflects the needs and wishes of the 2,900 members of the Alaska National
Guard and their families.
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Original sponsors: Bradley, Bennett,
Dankworth, et al

1 IN THE SENATE BY THE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
2 HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 146 (State Affairs)

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to veteransl burial allowances.”

7 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

8 * Section 1. AS 26.10 1is amended by adding a new section to read*.
9 Sec. 26.10.080. BURITIAL ALLOWANCE. (a) Upon application by the
10 personal representative or heirs the division of veterans®™ affairs,shall
1 pay a burial expense allowance not to exceed $750 for burial/] of a vet—
12 eran who was a resident of the state at the time of death.
13 (b) Burial paid for under this section may not be ina cemetery or
14 in a portion of a cemetery used exclusively for theburial of paupers.
15 (¢) A burial allowance may be paid for a person otherwise eligible
16 under (@) of this section even if that person dies while temporarily
17 absent from the state.
18 (d) In this section "veteran" means a person described in AS 18.-
19 56.101.
20
21
22 +r>
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

-1- HCS CSSB 146 (SA)
LA-L 20A



Original sponsors: Bradley, Bennett, Offered: 5/15/81
Dankworth, et al Referred: Finance

IN THE SENATE BY THE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 146 (State Affairs) am
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to veterans®™ burial allowances."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Sec. 1. AS 26.10 is amended by adding a new section to read:

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

Sec. 26.10.080. BURITAL ALLOWANCE. (a) Upon application by the
personal representative or heirs the division of veterans® affairs shall
pay a burial expense allowance not to exceed $500 for burial of a vet—
eran who was a resident of the state at the time of death.

(b) Burial paid for under this section may not be in a cemetery
or in a portion of a cemetery used exclusively for the burial of paupers.

(c) A burial allowance may be paid for a person otherwise eligible

under (a) of this section even if that person dies whila temporarily
absent from the state.

(d) In this section "veteran" means a person who 1is serving in a
branch of the armed services of the United States or a person who has
served in a branch of the armed services of the United States and was

honorably discharged. - >

-1- CSSB 146(SA) am
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Original sponsors: Bradley, Bennett,
Dankworth, et al

IN THE SENATE BY THE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 146 (State Affairs)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to veterans®™ burial allowances."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 26.10 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 26.10.080. BURIAL ALLOWANCE. (a) Upon application by the
personal representative or heirs the division of veterans® affairs shall
pay a burial expense allowance not to exceed $750 for burial g¥h;»9et—
eran who was a resident of the state at the time of death.

(b) Burial paid for under this section may not be ina cemetery or
in a portion of a cemetery used exclusively for the burial of paupers.

(¢) A burial allowance may be paid for a person otherwise eligible
under (a) of this section even if that person dies while temporarily
absent from the state.

(d) In this section "veteran™ means a person described in AS 18.-

56.101.

Delete (d) on lines 18 & 19 and use old version'(d) In this section "veteran"
means a person who is serving in a branch of the armed services of the United
states or a person who has served in a branch of the aremd services of the United
States and was honorably discharged.” and add language similar to language in
AS 18.56.101.

-1- HCS CSSB 146 (SA)
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Original sponsors: Bradley, Bennett, n ij [itu . 1
Dankworth, et al
IN THE SENATE BY THE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

2 HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 146 (State Affairs)

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to various benefits and allowances
7 resulting from military service; and providing for an
8 effective date."

g BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

U * Section 1. AS 14.25.060(c) 1is amended to read:

i (c) The total military service claimed may not exceed five years.
19 The total Alaska National Guard and Alaska Naval Militia service claimed
13 may not exceed five years. The combined total of outside”™ [AND] mili-
1 tary, and Alaska National Guard and Alaska Naval Militia service may
15 not exceed 10 years, except that, if entry into the armed forces 1is
16 immediately preceded by membership service and within one year after
17 discharge is continued by membership service, that service will not be
18 counted for purposes of determining the applicability of the 10-year
19 limitation on the combined total of outside”™ [AND] military, and Alaska
20 National Guard and Alaska Naval Militia service. The combined total of
o1 outside, military, Alaska National Guard and Alaska Naval Militia, and
- Alaska BIA service may not exceed 15 years.

23 * Sec. 2. AS 14.25.100(a) 1is amended to read:

y (@ A member who served as an active member of the armed forces
. of the United States may receive credited [CREDITABLE] service under
26 this system up to a maximum of five years. Each 12 months of military
- service equals one school vyear, and lesser military periods will be
28 determined for credit purposes in a proportionate ratio to a year. To
B receive credited [CREDITABLE] service under this section, the member

LA-L 20A
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l. REQUEST e
Bill/lResolution No. SB 146
Title An Act Relatino to Veterans* Burial A llowances,

Requested By:Bradley, Bennett, Dankworth, Kellly, Mulcahy, . . . Date 2-4-81

II. FISCAL DETAIL # N
Agency Affected Dppartmpnt of Cormprrp & Economic Development
Program Category Affected Frononrir Dpyplnpment
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Hivision of Veteransl Affairs
(Note: If.more than one budget component is affected, separate ,'ine-item amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)

+ EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 .FY 84 FY .85 .FY 86
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 1.9 2.1 2/2 2.4 2.6 2.8
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL .5 5 . .6 .6 7 0% 7
400 COMMODITIES
500 EOUIPMFNT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES y
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. isn.n 155.0 15fi. O 16CL.Q. 165.0 170.0
B 0 [ ] i
TOTAL . 152.4 157.6 158.8 163.0 168.3 173.5

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 162.4 157.fi— 16R a .163-0 . L-158.3 173.5

FEDERAL FUNDS n n n o . - 0 0

OTHER (SDecifv Fund Source) D 0 . n 0 0 0
POSITIONS

FULL TIME .0 . n . . N D _ 0 0

PART TIME 0 n n .D . 0 '

TEMPORARY N W on n n 0 mn

IIl. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

The following statistics were used: Death rate of 3.9 per 1.000 residents (Vital Statistics)
Population growth 1970-1980 = 3.24S per year (Dept, of Labor-Research & Analysis) ’
Estimate of 70,000-77,000 veterans in the State.

npflfh rate x estimated veteran population = 273-300 deaths per year.
"Estimate ot JW deaths times "»bw per claim = $150,000 in claims.

An estimate of 30 minutes per claim by an Accounting Clerk 11l was used with some postage
and telephone charges."”

These costs are being budgeted separately from the Veterans' Revolving Loan Fund and

will require funding from the General Fund.
Fia-rc February 9, 1981 . PRppARPN rv Don Hostak» Director
IV. DATE Anrxirv department ffT~COlianil,Cb~& EtUJiuii.ic Develops

A e 4bb-2555 DivisToirbf t AT
Original: [eglslatlve Finance IJ]I-Pd’I\\’IVEr_ Wisolr veterans PIrs

cc: Budect and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. HCSCSXB 146 (SA) Proposed _
Title An Act relating to various benefits and allowances resulting trom

military service; and providing for an effective date.

Requested bvColletta(CS) Bradley. Bennett, Dankworth.pate 1/18/82(CS) 2/4/81(orig)

I1. FISCAL DETAIL .
Agency Affected Department of Commerce & Economic Development
Program Category Affected Economic Development
BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected Pivision of Loans and Veteransl Affairs
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

Fy 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY &6 Fy 87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 2.6 2.8 2.5 3.4 3.6 3.3
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL 5 5 .6 .6 A v

400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC. 157.5 164.0 170.0 176.0 182.5 189.0

TOTAL 160.6 167.3 173.5 180.0 186.8 193.5

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 160.6 16773 173.5 130.0 "18"618" 153.5
FEDERAL FUNDS -0-
OTHER (Specify Source) -n-

POSITIONS
FULL TIME -0-
PART TIME -0-
TEMPORARY -n-

Il. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section IIIl)

The following statistics were used: Death rate of 3.9 per 1,000 residents(Vital Statistics)
Population growth 1970-1980 = 3.247, per year (Dept of Labor - Research & Analysis)
Estimate of 70,000-77,000 veterans in the State including an additional 4,000

Ak Natl Guard members w'th 5 years or more service (Adjutant General's office)

Death rate X estimated veteran population = approx 315 deaths for FY 1983
Estimate of 315 deaths X $500 per claim = $157,500 in FY 1983 claims

An estimate of 30 minutes per claim by an Accounting Clerk 111 was used with some
postage and telephone charges.

These costs are being budgeted separately from the Veterans' Revolving Loan Fund.

BASED ON WCRK DRAFT CF SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY SEN 6QLLETTANdated TV1~2)

IV. DATE 1/29/82 prepared by DOrHlostakTmrecto?"
agency Department of Commerce & Economic Development
original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2555 Division of Loans and

cc: Budget and Management  Or 465-2510 Veterans' Affairs
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)









COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
FURTHER: JUDICIARY
®)
3/3/82 vy [/
Date: I
/
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on  STATE AFFAIRS has had <wW

"An Act relating to election campaigns and to the composition and
responsibilities of the Alaska Public Offices Commission; and providing
for an effective date."”

under consideration and {-amajority- of-ine-tommi tie e-)-( the- committee )~
reporis it back with the following recommendations:

[ ] do pass [ ]do not pass

[ ] do passwith attached amendments(?)
C\ Jsame title
[ 1] replace with CS for [ ] new title

(
and recommends

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

[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING /[ MEMBERS HAVING

DO PASS , OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

C i
S BT
» f()/o
ALy, VP
’ CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



AMENDMENT

OFFER"ED IN THE HOUSE: Ey: state Affairs
Tn,Sorkdraft CS HOUSE BI| . N()| CSsS 1,7
SENATE BILL No.
Page: Line:

delete all of Sec. 27. and Sec. 29 on pages 12 | 13.

Add all language in MB 89 an First odd new sections 7&8relating to
School Boards and to Charter Commissions with parallel language.

Page 5, lines 4 &5, 11 & 12 change $250 to $500 -

Page 15, dJ&ete l4res 1 - 5 making the rest of the bill consistent with 1 yr.
statutue of limitations.

Combine HBe79anqugage regarding moving the duties of the AROC to the
office of Elections from HB 796 and put it in 3B 167.

H 70



James A. Poor
Mayor

Perry D. Lovett,
Manager

Donna M. Sherby,

Clerk I Treasurer

Council Members
Don Narrance
Jay lynum
Itichard Groff
H.J Knpchak
Garry Purvis
Joe GuiulLthoh

Box 1210 602 Railroad Avenue
Cordova, Alaska 9957-1

Phone: (907) 42-1-3237
or 424-3238

"The Friendly City"

March 4, 1982

Representative Ray Metcalfe, Chairman
House State Affairs Committee

Pouch V (M5 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

RE:  HI/796
Dear Representative Metcalfe:

The Cordova City Council at its regular meeting held on
March 1, 1982 voted unanimously to oppose HB 796 which
would require elected and appointed municipal officials to
register as lobbists.

Small communities such as Cordova cannot afford the services
of professional lobbists but must rely on the City Manager
and Council members to represent the city's interest. This
has been a traditional method of doing business since
statehood. To require elected and appointed officials of
small communities to comply with the lobbists reporting
procedures would create insurmountable hardships and would
virtually eliminate the grass roots input to the legislature.

The City of Cordova is on record as being opposed to HB 796.
Very truly yours,

Perry D.d‘owxc
City Manager

cc. Senator J. Kerttula
Representative B. Cato
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