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Mr. John Curtis, Executive Director,
Alaska State Housing Authority

P.0. Box 80 -
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Dear John:

g Tl e

Yesterday | was sorry not to have time to accompany Chuck Morton, Miller Lutton, <~
and Al Robinson of our office during their meeting with you, George Briggs,and
Kay Snyder on a proposed allocation of LIPH and Section 8 funds for FY 81.They
have told me of their mutually satisfactory visit with you, and this letter

confirms our understanding of the tentative agreements reached. Please refer to
the table of figures given _you.

1. In the METRO area of Anchorage, you would prefer 25 Section 8 Existing
units for handicapped persons.This would require $131,733 In Contract
Authority using the distribution you requested of 20 1-BR and 5 2-BR
size units. This would leave $116,119 of the $247,852 total for family

units. It would permit 18 units if distributed in 9 2-BF., 6 3-BR, and
3 4-BR sizes.

2. In the NON-METRO areas, we will leave the 40 units for the Kodiak LIPH

project rebuilding at $264,688. We can use the small balance elsewhere
if not needed in Kodiak. oot

3. In the NON-METRO areas, at your request we have reduced the Section 8
Existing funds to $64,572 for 10 units in Ketchikan instead of 20.

This leaves $709,576 of the $744,148 total available which is equiva- =
lent to 114 units of 2-BR size units or 99 3-BR size units. You indi—

cated you could possibly use some or all these funds for a program in
the Mat-Su Borough.

We would appreciate hearing from you within five days whether (1) the above
described dollar assignments would be satisfactory as well as the unit size
distributions, and (2) the Mat-Su Borough proposal you have made can be re-
sonably justified by the housing needs of families under the income limits
and Ln housing meeting the Section 8 standards. |If some or all of these
funds are not needed, we may be able to exchange them within HUD for much

needed LIPH or Indian housing funds for back- up applications and requests we
have from Native housing authorities.

Thank you for your kind cooperation.

Sincerely,
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~ METRO AREA (Anchorage SMSA) . ’ - =G,
, s -VYNly ;. FY. Fund assignment LT e . fE" r Fe.3"2664.000,$
. : 1. Indian Housing <« * v s T csrTiRNLE
- .""."Cook Inlet HA "V e
* 4V- 25 units.- AWOR
30 units - elderly
= 2. .Section 8 V.F* 4. . : 331.372;;
A" New/sub rehab. VI 83,720 -. v V{i..-:v
Unassigned - 13 units 83.720.v--F/ F* , - )
. B. Existing ro. *
=V. /6 handicapped 76,356 v A ,247’852 e MY C2
Ty Unassigned - /7D units 171,496 K-r ‘M 2 - e o
Mo * -
NON-METRO AREAS e
FY Fund assignment $6,158,600
% - 1. Indian Housing 585 units - new 4,488,172
\Na'h A... Arctic Coast - 135units $1,032,345
- B. Central - 265 units 2,024,652
> SiT C. Southcentral - 125 units 969 .134
D. Southeast - 60 units 462:041
. 2. LIPH - new 298,000
C. Southcentral 298,000
*\I&—ﬂ- ASILA - 40 units Kodiak $264,688
Af - Unassigned - 5 units 33,312
3. Section 8 ~ 1,372,428
jIM-i A. New 598,280
(1) FmHA 200,000
Petersburg - 24 units 146,941 o/';eee
Unassigned - 6 units 53,059 A
M (2) Other 398.280 e
Juneau - 50 units 398.280
N . B. Existing 774,148
?—ﬁf- (1) Ketchikan - 70 units 130,068
'i4° (2) Unassigned - 1<} units 644,080

j‘{'.o Source: HUD 185.1. No. 10-HA-06-81-06, dated January 15, 1981.
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Our comments Tfollow: 3.

ASHA has proposed legislation providing for a $15 million J .
construction fund for family and handicapped housing as well
as $15 million for senior citizen housing. The funds would

be for grants or loans to municipalities or non-profit 1.
housing corporations to assist in financing the projects.

As justification for creation of the two funds, ASHA cites

our recent*audit report where we stated: v :

ASHA should seek additional funding

nh e“to allow utilization of all federal =
allocations for low or moderate in-
;come housing in Alaska. el

This reconmendation was directed at a situation in which

ASHA had Ilost two federal allocations (HUD) in 1977, totalling
$3.5 million, because of a shortage of funds to cover the
difference between federal allowable costs and actual
construction costs of two projects. Our recommendation
suggested ASHA obtain funds to cover these types of situations

through: h$ N fl& w3

1. Direct State appropriations o> o
2. Sale of general obligation bonds
>.3. State grants (In two 1instances a project was saved
through grants from the Department of Community

anc™ Regional Affairs®™ Senior Citizen Housing " e “¢
Program.

Each of these three alternatives would provide for legislative
scrutiny of any proposed subsidy. The first and second
alternatives would require ASHA to include the details of

any project needing a subsidy in their budget request, and

the Legislature would then have the opportunity to review

each project and either approve or disapprove. The third
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legislative review since any
grant funds would be part of the affected;department s
budgetdsubmission. "A $30 million appropriation to ASHA,
would allow ASIIA to directly subsidize any project

without legislative approval. Federal funds allocated to <~

review process. If a project v/ere disapproved,"™ that"-would
expression;of legislative intent -that it!not

two funds would unnecessarily remove from ~

lon®elafMm. rnnt-rnl .tht> inuor <> rnmni St-af(s <Fimic- fnr

The Authority®s proposed legislation regarding the sale of

bonds "and notes 1is in accordance with recommendations contained .K":*
.audit, report. ) . - V- ;1 - y WV
<ty
Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
S Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
Veils K
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STATE OF ALASKA 54 DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT
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March 25, 1981

The Honorable Vic Fischer
Chairman, State Affairs Committee
Senate, State of Alaska

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischeri o/

Pursuant to your request at the hearing held Tuesday, the 24th of
this month regarding SB 231-235, enclosed please find a listing
of anticipated senior, family and handicapped projects throughout
the State. The listing details the location, cost and potential
source of funding for the projects in total.

Several assumptions are critical to the analysis of the attached
lists. Those assumptions are:

1. Square footage cost 1is estimated an average $95.00 per square
foot. Naturally, cost differentials- exist between urban and
rural construction, however, economies of scale on a larger
project should offset the greater cost of smaller projects
and therefore meet the average.

2. Based on rates available in the current tax exempt bond
market and present fair market rents as set by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), we
anticipate thai approximately 1/3 of the total cost would
be required as a State subsidy at time of construction and
2/3 could be covered by direct HUD/Farmer®s Home loans/bonds
or tax exempt bonding by ASHA.

3. The list was determined based upon projects that have been
proposed, anticipated demand as evidenced by ASHA®"s waiting
lists in our existing projects and the current activities
and plans of Regional Housing Authorities.

4. Projects listed have yet to be analyzed for actual financial
feasibility and therefore represent estimated needs only.

5. The lists were alphabetized and no priority has been given
to the projects. -

6. Square footage estimated for senior citizen housing is 625

square feet for one bedroom units as recommended by the
Juneau senior advisory group (our latest senior project).

fEIEPHONE 1907)275-76£3 BOX 80 ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99510



The Honorable Vic Fischer -2- March 25, 1981

7. Square footage estimated for family”and handicapped housing
is 1,067 square feet for mixed, two, three and four bedroom
units. Presently ASHA has twenty-seven handicapped units in
our senior projects.

Mr. Chairman, as | testified on Thursday and again on Tuesday the
Alaska State Housing Authority (ASHA) 1is capable of administering
the Senior Citizen Housing Development and Construction Fund and
the Family and Handicapped Housing Development and Construction
Fund. Our cooperative efforts with the seniors, family and handi—
capped needy can be demonstrated by those projects which we suc—
cessfully own and manage presently. Our only responsibilities at
ASHA, as differentiated from other departments, are the production
and management of housing. Creation of the Funds as outlined 1in
SB 232-235 can materially assist the efforts of ASHA and the
Regional Housing Authorities 1in meeting the needs of low to
moderate 1income housing for seniors, families and the handicapped.

Thank you again for your patience and cqnsideration during the
hearings- Should you have any further questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

/Games M. Crawford
Deputy Executive Director

JMC :gd



LIST OF PROJECTS

VS
PROJECTS ANTICIPATED FOR SENIOR CITIZEN HOUSING

NAME OF COMMUNITY NUMBER OF UNITS
1. Anchor age 120
2. Bethel 24
3. Chugiak, Eagle River 24
4. Fairbanks 40
5. Homer 30
6. Ketchikan 25
7. Juneau 20
8. Petersburg 24
9. St. Mary's 8
10. Valdez 20
11. Wasilla 20
12. Wrangell 20
13. Regional Housing Authorities 375
TOTAL 750

Assuming the need for 750 unitsof seniorcitizen housing, the
estimated cost is as follows:

750 units X 625 square feet X 1.2 common

area X $95.00 pet square foot = S 53,437,500.00

Land cost at $3,000 per unit (assume some

donations) 750 X $3,000 = 2,250,000.00

Fees for architects, engineers, etc. (8%

construction) ® 4,275,000.00

Contingency and cost of bondissuance,etc. = 2,200,000.00

Interim interest (assume have money year

before project completion) = 2,300,000.00

ASHA administration (may be more or less

for Regional Housing Authority projects) 3,000,000.00
TOTAL $67,462,500.00

TOTAL STATE HUD/FARMER"S

ESTIMATED DEMAND CONSTRUCTION SUBSIDY HOME OR ASHA FINANCING

$ 67,462,500.00 $22,465,012.50 $44,997,487.50



LIST OF PROJECTS

ESTIMATED FAMILY AND HANDICAPPED DEMAND

NAME OF COMMUNITY NUMBER OF UNITS
1. Anchorage 125
2. Bethel 50
3. Cordova 20
4. Fairbanks 75
5. Juneau 50
6. Kodiak 75
7. Kenai/Soldotna 50
8. Nome 50
9. Sitka 24
10. Valdez 25
11. Regional Housing Authority demand 594
TOTAL 1,138

Assuming the need for 1,138 units of family and handicapped
housing, the estimated cost is as follows:

1,138 X 1,067 square feet (mixed two, three
and four bedroom units) X 1.2 common area

X $95.00 per square foot = . $144,505,944.00

Land cost at $3,000 per unit = 3,564,000.00

Fees for architects and engineers, etc.

(8% construction) = 11,560,475.00

Contingency and cost of bond issuance, etc. = 11,500,000.00

Interim interest (assume have money % year

before project completion) = 12,000,000.00

ASHA administration (may be more or less

for Regional Housing Authority projects) 8,100,000.00
TOTAL $191,230,419.00

Assuming total cost of $191,230,419.00

TOTAL STATE v HUD/FARMER™S
ESTIMATED DEMAND CONSTRUCTION SUBSIDY HOME OR ASHA FINANCING

$191,230,419.00 $63,679,729.53 $127,550,689.47
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Lisa Parker

Administrative Assistant
Representative Samuel Cotten
Pouch B

Juneau, AK 99801

RE: ggftgl ££#

Dear Ms. Parker:

Attached i1s a list of funding proposals which the Senior
Citizen Housing Development Program has received.

Sincerely,

Louise Crane
Housing Administrator

Enclosure:
SCH DEVELOPMENT FUND

cc: Charles Willis
Administrative Assistant
Representative Samuel Cotten

James Kelly,
Administrative
Senator Patrid

Peter Frecrer
Administrative Assistant
Representative Jim Duncan



Communities which now are planning housing under seed money
grants from the Senior Citizen Housing Development Fund:

ESTIMATED $ REQUIRED

COMMUNITY UNITS FOR CONSTRUCTION
Wasilla 20-214 $2,400,000
Wrangell 20 - 24 2,400,000
Juneau 24 1,200,000
St. Mary"s 8-10 1,000,000
Petersbury 24 1,300,000

Communities which are preparing application for seed money
planning grants are:

Homer 48 4,800,000
Metlakatla 8-10 1,000,000
Kodiak ?

Communities which require additional funding to leverage federal
funds committed to the housing are:

Ninilchick 10 1,400,000
Kenai 24 1,080,000
Anchorage 30 500,000

Communities which will request 100% state construction financing
are:

Chugiak - Eagle River 24 4,000,000
Tyoniak 10-15 pr ﬂmé&%ﬁuﬁh

TOTAL $22,580,000



Why 25 million dollars? And why all State funding? The
answers are to meet statewide housing needs of the elderly
and to permit us to determine our own eligibility rules. \We
can not do this by using part HUD money.

HUD Section 8 defines eligibility: for persons 62 and over
and mentally and physically handicapped adults, that 1is, 18
years and over. The needs of these three groups are not the
same and their life styles differ.

Alaska is not providing suitable housing facilities for the
semi-independent elderly. Appropriate housing for the
frail, or at-risk elderly, 1is not only an Alaskan concern.
It is a national concern.

Dr. Robert Butler, Director of the National Institute on
Aging, has stated repeatedly that 25% of the elderly persons
in nursing homes do not need that level of care. Unnecessary
placement results in trauma for the person and exorbitant
expense for the one who pays the cost.

$4,000 a month 1is the cost 1in Juneau.

$6,000 a month in Anchorage.
Are the frail elderly to become paupers because their state
has not provided a better plan of care? A plan to meet
their needs! With the cost of nursing home care skyrocketing,
who can afford unnecessary placements?

Claude Pepper, our grand old man 1in Congress, 1in Public Law
96-234, suggested doing something with congregate housing
and services. A plan of this type 1is becoming a reality in
Juneau.

We are building a residential environment around congregate
housing. A gerontological architect as consultant is design—
ing built-ins for 3,000 sq. ft. fc" ancillary services, as
parallel bars, whirlpool bath, nurse®s examining room with
fixtures and supplies. A program of physical, speech,

and occupational therapy will be provided for; also kitchen
equipment with items for proper nutrition and holistic

health approach, ceramics, stress counseling, etc.

When this SB3.11 passes, "State funding can provide subsidized
rent as a fourth of the tenant®s adjusted 1income.

Alaska 1is ready for this plan. Alaska has three statewide
health and social services programs. The Department of
Health and Social Services, Public Health Services, and the
Native Corporations have the personnel resources to develop
this plan throughout Alaska.



In connection with this appropriation, Alaska needs a
statute to provide the authority to the Department of Health
and Social Services and Community and Regional Affairs to
work together to create a residential environment around
congregate housing for the frail elderly who do not live 1in
their own homes. It will help the elderly to maintain
control over their own lives and not be placed unnecessarily
into a wheel chair with resulting loss of control.

OTHER HOUSING THAT MEETS SPECIAL NEEDS.

Alaska set a precedent in 1959 for the elderly with special
needs. For instance, a family that believed in the values
of an extended family, asked the Department of Welfare for
help in keeping a blind grandmother in her daughter®s home.
The Department increased the monthly old age assistance
check for a period of months to provide materials for the
sons to build a special room for grandma. This was her room
in which she could move about without fear of misplacement
of i1ts furnishings. She kept her artifacts near her and
continued to work at her skills with skins and beads. This
was less expense for the State and less trauma for the aged
grandmother. Her sons constructed her room to meet her
special needs.

RECOMMENDATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, 1in 1979 during

five hearings of the State Council on Services to the Elderly,
two issues stood above the rest for special attention: the
need for improved and expanded home support services, and

the need for a single agency to coordinate all of the programs
for the aging, and set priorities.

S13311 can provide home support services 1in congregate
housing in their own communities.

I recommend this bill be passed.

Dove M. Kull, MSW, ACSW
Chairperson of the Senior Citizen Advisory Board of the
Mayor and Assembly of Juneau
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A SURVEY e
OF
THE HOUSING NEEDS

OF
ALASKA®S ORTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAPPED

Prepared December 20, 1980
by John F. Schlicting
Chief of Planning and Research

for
The Orthopedically Handicapped Action Group
2220 Nichols Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99504



The level of services available to Alaska®s disabled population has

always lagged behind that available to disabled persons residing 1in

most other states. This gap has been especially apparent in the area
of housing for the disabled. However, the fact that a need exists
does not by itself identify how that need can best be satisfied. In

order to attack the problem effectively, planners must be able to

answer a multiplicity of questions. Some areas of concern include the

transportation needs of disabled persons in Alaska, the degree to

which architectural barriers constitute a problem, and how much

disabled persons can afford to pay for housing. In order to obtain

answers to these and other questions, the Alaska Division of

Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR), at the request of the Anchorage based

Orthopedically Handicapped Action Group (OHAG) surveyed orthopedically

handicapped present and former DVR clients. This survey was conducted

by mail during the summer of 1980. It asked questions concerning

handicapped 1individual®s preferences with respect to housing,

information concerning the source and level of their income, and

finally, their opinion as to what their needs were and what they felt

was needed in the way of housing for the severely disabled.

Study Approach

Data was collected via a mail survey of 400 clients and former clients

of the agency, who were served during the period from October 1, 1979

to May of 1980. Clients to be surveyed were selected on the basis of

being both orthopedically handicapped and severely disabled. The



tself consisted of one mailing of questionnaires. Owing to
time constraints surrounding completion of the survey a second
mailing was not attempted. However, a total of 157 out of the 400
qguestionnaires were returned. This represents a response rate of
almost 40%, which 1i1s nearly double the 19 to 25% rates typically
observed with mail surveys. Indeed, 1in view of the high response rate
on the first mailing, it is arguable that a second mailing would not

I

have generated significant additional responses. This 1line of
reasoning would postulate that the vast majority of the surveyed
individuals who were likely to respond in fact did so on the first

mailing since the response rate in question, 1in fact, approximated

what one would normally expect after serveral mailings.

Processing of survey responses was accomplished using the Division of
Vocational Rehabilitation®s GNAT micro computer system. Data from the
survey forms was coded and transferred onto summary sheets. It was
then entered into the computer where it was stored on a floppy disk.
This allowed 1investigators great flexibility in terms of retrieving
and manipulating data. It also preserved survey data in a readily
retrievable, relatively permanent form so that it can be easily used
by future researchers. Statistical <calculations such as mean and
standard deviation as well as various statistical tests were
accomplished using both the GNAT and an Alpha 325 Scientist desk top
programmable calculator. Which machine was used was determined

largely by the availability of software for a specific application.



Results

Jata given below is for Alaska, statewide, Anchorage and statewide

less Anchorage. The possibility of breaking out data for Fairbanks

was considered as well. However, with a total of only 23 respondents

from that community it was not felt that meaningful conclusions could

be drawn concerning housing needs of Fairbanks®™ total orthopedically

handicapped population. The results are presented as percentages of
total responses on an 1item. This 1is because there is no reliable
information <currently available concerning the total disabled

population statewide or sub-populations thereof residing 1in the
various communities around the state. As a result it was impossible
for us to develop gross estimates for any of the items covered in the
survey. Assuming the sample reflected by our respondents is in fact
representative of the orthopedically handicapped population in terms
of their response to our survey, the percentages given here should
reflect the proportion of the total orthopedically handicapped

population in terms of the item 1in question.

In any case, survey data 1is presented below in the order that it
appeared on the questionnaire and 1is followed by a brief discussion.

The flrst question dealt with 1income..

Respondent®s 1Income Status
Percentages Statewide Anchorage Rest of State

Receiving 83% 87% 78%
Mot Receiving 17 13 22



Percent of Respondents Having Income
Receiving Various Types *

Type Statewi de Anchorage Rest of State
Wages 29.2% 30.4% 27.9%

Aid to Disabled 18.5 21.7 14.8
Social Security 37.6 36.7 38.6

AFDC 5.4 7.2 3.3

Food Stamps 15.4 17.4 13.1

Other 24.2 26.6 21.8

* Percentages given above will add to more than 100% because some
respondents received more than one type of 1income.

Monthly 1Income
For Persons Reporting Income *

Income Amounts Statewide Anchorage Rest of State
Maximum $3200 $2500 $3200
Minimum 25 25 200
Average 796 736 868

* The 1income amount question was optional. Ninety-one persons

responded statewide, fifty-one of whom resided in Anchorage.

Of the group of Individuals who responded to our survey, 83% statewide
indicated that they were in fact receiving income. This percentage
was slightly higher for Anchorage (87%) and slightly lower for the

balance of the state (78%).

However, while a majority of the persons surveyed reporter., receiving
income, only a relatively small number of those reported wages as
being included in their income. Of those clients reporting income
statewide, only 29% indicated they were receiving wages. When the
number of persons receiving some form of wage and salary income 1is

applied to total respondents, one finds that roughly 24% were in fact



conversely, approQimately 76% of

total resp:-dents were unemployed when surveyed.

For those clients receiving non-wage 1income, the majority indicated
that this came in the form of transfer payments from Social Security,
Aid to the Disabled or Aid to Families with Dependent Children.
Indeed Social Security payments were the most common form of income
cited with 38% of respondents having income, reporting Social

Security payments as comprising some or all of it.

In terms of average income amount, persons who responded to that
question on the survey listed monthly incomes which, for the most part
lagged significantly below the average for Alaska®"s working
population. Statewide, respondents indicated an average income of
less that $800 per month. Comparatively, the estimated average
monthly wage for Alaskan non-agricultural wage and salary workers

during 1979 was $1741, according to statistics compiled by the Alaska

Department of Labor. *

0Of those respondents who 1indicated that they were working, roughly 60%
were engaged in competitive employment Another 20% were employed in
a sheltered work setting, while the balance were engaged in another

form of employment (i.e., self employed, unpaid family worker, etc.)

Public transportation in most Alaskan communities 1is spotty at best,
even for the non-disabled. For the orthopedically handicapped, the

situation 1is much worse, as can be seen from the table below.



Percent of Respondents Utilizing
Various Types of Transportation

Mode of

Transportation Statewide Anchorage Rest of State
Private Car 59.1% 57.1% 61.1%
Public Transportation 15.5 21.4 9.3

Car Pool = 4.5 3.6 .6
Parents 2.7 1.8 .7
Special Transportation 6.4 10.7 .9
Other 11.8 5.4 18.5

As 1is readily apparent, the private automobile is the primary means by

which most survey respondents travel to and from school or work. Only

in Anchorage did a significant proportion of respondents 1indicate

public transportation as their primary means of transportation.

Anchorage was 11lso the only area in which respondents indicated making

any use of special transportation aimed specifically at the

handicapped. Presumably this reflects the almost total lack of such

specialized transportation elsewhere in the state. Further

suggesting that transportation is a significant problem for

orthopedically handicapped, are written comments from survey

respondents. These cite the hardship 1involved having to depend wupon

family and friends for such crucial activities as shopping and going

to the doctor. Indeed, it appeared that many vrespondents were

literally housebound by the inadequacy or non-existence of public

transportation service to the areas 1in which they reside.

Attendent Care Needs

When respondents were queried concerning their needs for assistance 1in

various activities of daily 1living, just over 40%, statewide,

indicated needing assistance for one or more of the listed activities.



in Anchorage.

The table below gives the proportion of respondents 1indicating a need

for assistance in accomplishing specific activities.

Proportion of Respondents
Requiring Assistance for Various
Activities of Daily Living *

Activity Statewi de Anchorage Balance of St te
Bathing 14.6" 13.9% 15.4%

Dressing 12.9 11.4 14.1

Toiletinp 8.9 8.9 9.0

Transfer 12.1 11.4 12.8

Eating 6.4 6.3 6.4

Cooking 22.9 22.8 23.1

House Cleaning 30.6 32.9 28.2

Laundry 23.6 26.6 20.5

* Percentages will add to more than 100", since many respondents

required help for more than one activity.

As is apparent from an examination of the above table, there is little

if any difference between Anchorage and the rest of the state 1in terms

of the proportion of disabled respondents requiring various types of

assistance. In order to get an idea of the proportion of total

respondents whose disabling condition substantially 1limits their

ability to function, we obtained a count of those persons who required

assistance with one or more of the first 5 activities (i.e., bathing,

dressing, toileting, transfer and eating). The rationale behind this

is based on the assumption that these are activities that even a

moderately 1impaired person can generally perform unaided.



Using the above methodology, we Tfound that approximately 22% of

respondents both statewide and in Anchorage require fairly substantial

assistance from another person {i.e., an attendent) in order to

function on a day to day basis.

On-going Health Care Needs

As can be seen from the table below, the most common form of on-going

medical care required by survey respondents was physical therapy.

On-Going Health Care
Needs of Respondents

Type of Care Statewide Anchorage Balance of State
Physical Therapy 33.8% 36.7% 30.8%
Occupational Therapy 8.9 10.1 7.7

Speech Therapy 1.9 1.3 1.3

Aide Care 1.9 2.5 .3
Skilled Nursing Care 5.1 5.1 2.6

Other 10.8 6.3 15.4

This was true both in Anchorage and statewide. When a count was

obtained of total persons requiring medical assistance (i.e., any one

of the categories listed) on an ongoing basis, it was found that

45_2% of respondents statewide and 44.3% in Anchorage required some

form of periodic medical care.

Current and Preferred Living Situation

When respondents were queried as to their current living arrangements,

the vast majority (64% statewide) were found to be living 1in their own

house or apartment.



Current Living

of Res
Current
Living Situation Statewide Anchorage Rest of State
Own houseor apartment 66.0% 69.7% 62.3%
Nursing home 3.3 5.3 1.3
Parents 13.1 14.5 11.7
Other 17.6 10.5 24 .7

Only a very small proportion were residing in nursing homes.
Presumably, this at least partially reflects the fact that persons
institutionalized on a long term basis are not usually eligible for VR

services, and therefore would not have been surveyed in this study.

With respect to preferred living arrangments, as the table below
indicates, the majority of respondents (55% 1in Anchorage and 62%
statewide) would prefer to live independently as opposed to with a

roommate or with parents.

Preferred Living Situation

Living Situation Statewide Anchorage Rest of State
Independent 63%
With Attendent 15

With Roommate 7

With Parents 3
Nursing Home 0
Other 13

Many who 1indicated this preference stressed that to them "independent”
meant with spouse and family. Interestingly, only 3% indicated that
living with parents was their preferred living situation. In view of
the fact that some 13% of respondents are currently residing with

their parents, this appears to indicate that the vast majority of
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persons in this 1living situation would, in fact, move out were

suitable quarters available. No one who responded to the survey

indicated nursing home as a preferred life style.

Barrier Free
Housing Preference

Preference Statewide Anchorage Rest of State

Eight-plex-Handi capped

Tenents Only 17% 22% 13%
Within a Regular

Apartment Building 48 46 49
House 20 25 15
Other 15 7 23

In terms c¢f barrier free living situations;, the largest proportion of
respondents indicated a preference for living 1in an apartment within a
regular apartment building which had been modified to accomodate their
functional Ilimitations. Some 20% 1indicated a preference for living 1in
a house or single dwelling units. Presumably these are homeowners (or
spouses thereof) who could benefit from having their abode modified to
make it easier for them to function there. In fact, several
respondents commented on the need for a program to finacially help
disabled homeowners modify their dwellings and make thenm more

habitable. Finally, some 17% of total respondents indicate a

preference for an eight-p”ex tailored specifically for the disabled.

10
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Preferences
With Respect to
Furnishings

Type of Furnishings

Preferred Statewide Anchorage Rest of State
Furnished Apartment 58% 50% 66%
Unfurnished Apartment 17 29 6
Partially Furnished

Apartment 25 21 28

As can be seen from the above table, the great bulk of respondents
indicate a need for at least some furniture, with over half indicating

a preference for a totally furnished apartment.

When respondents were queried as to their preference with respect to
the location of kitchen and dining facilities, 71% 1indicated a
preference for kitchen facilities in the apartment. Only 4% indicated
a preference for a centralized dining hall. However, some 25%
indicated a preference for both a dining hall and kitchen facilities

in their apartment.

Preference With Respect
to Location of Kitchen and Facilitlt;>

Preference Statewide Anchorage Rest of State
Apartment 71% 70% 72%
Dining Hall 4 7 2

Both of Above 25 23 27

Decree of Immediate Need for Adequate Housing
Respondents were not queried specifically as to whether or how soon
they would be willing to move into barrier free housing once such

housing became available. However, by analyzing respondent comments,



it appeared that some 24% of respondents statewide (29% in Anchorage)
0
were in immediate need of satisfactory housing. Included in this
group were 1individuals who complained of the great financial burden
posed by rental payments or who were 1in an obviously unfavorable
living situation (i.e., institutionalized, living with parents or with
friends). Another 32% statewide (and 35% in Anchorage) appeared to be
uninterested in moving into barrier free housing. These were
primarily persons who owned their own homes or who indicated only
minimal mobility problems. With respect to the homeowners, it should
be noted that while they were not interested in moving per se, many

expressed an interest in financial assistance to make their dwellings

more accessible.

For lack of a better term, the remainder of the respondents were

classed as persons who might move into more appropriate housing,

assuming such housing was available. These were persons who, neither

own their current residence nor expressed a positive interest in

staying where they were, and did have some concerns with respect for

housing for the disabled. However, based on their comments or lack

thereof, they were not considered to be 1in as dire straits with

respect to their 1living situations as the group we felt would be

willing to move on a short term basis should adequate housing become

available. The table below breaks out the results of our anaylsis.



Rest

Statewide Anchorage of State
Would Move Immediately 24%
Might Move 44
Not Interested 1in Moving 32

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

There are a number of conclusions that can be inferred from the survey

data. The first of these is that in order for the orthopedically

handicapped to take advantage of any housing program targeted towards

them, such a program will have to incorporate some form of housing

subsidy. To see that this 1is so, consider that, as noted previously,

the average monthly 1income of survey respondents statewide at $796,

is less than half the $1741 reported by the Alaska Department of Labor

for non-agricultural workers in Alaska during 1979. Although no data

was collected on rents, it seems safe to assume that the ability of

severely orthopedically disabled (and 1indeed other severely disabled)

Alaskans to pay for shelter bears a similar relationship to its actual

cost, to that which 1is characterized by the disparity between their

income and that of non-disabled employed Alaskans. This tends to be

substantiated by respondents comments, many of which cite the cost of

rent and wutility bills as posing a significant hardship to themnm.

Indeed, one single mother of two indicated that of her roughly $600

monthly income, $400 went for rent and utilities, with the balance

going for food stamps 1in order to allow her and her children to eat.

13



granted. As a result, failure of policy makers to 1incorporate a

subsidy mechanism 1into any housing program for the orthopedically

handicapped could result in establishment of barrier free dwellings

which though tailored to the needs of this group would be unaffordable

to them. Such a conclusion may appear obvious and indeed, it probably

is. It is stated here primarily because the history of public housing

programs in the United States 1is dotted with numerous blunders with

respect to their ability to actually address the needs of the the

population at which they are targeted.?2

A second conclusion that seems to fall out of the study is that

housing for the disabled should be geographically compatible with the

services they require, and with their activities of daily living. On

one hand this means that medical facilities, stores and recreational

facilities need be located close by. Although the survey did not

solicit respondents perceptions as to the difficulty of getting

around, the relatively low response to questionnaire items dealing

with transportaton suggests that this is a significant problem for

many othropedically handicapped.

On the other hand, it suggests that housing for the disabled should be

located in a manner such that it car be effectively served by para

professionals providing those services which the disabled typically

receive in the home (i.e., attendent care and homemaking services).

This is especially relevant when one considers the shortage of persons

trained in many of these areas. While increased emphasis iIn areas

14



such as independent 1living rehabilitation should encourage the
training of more persons with these skills, elimination <?f shortages
in this area will not happen overnight. In the meantime, there 1is
the need to insure that efficiency of provision of these services 1is

maximized.

Thirdly, survey results indicate that the majority of respondents want
housing which gives them the opportunity to live as independently as
possible, and in general exist on an equal footing with non-disabled
persons. The best indication of thi sis the fact that al most 60% of
all respondents indicated a preference for living either alone, or
with their nuclear family. Another indicator of this is the fact that

while 14% of total respondents reported that they were currently

iving with their parents, only 3% stated this as a preferred living

situation.

With respect to equity concerns, most vrespondents indicated a
preference for living within a regular apartment building or in a
single family dwelling. Although 17% of respondents did indicate a
preference for eight-plex housing tailored for the handicapped, there
did not appear to be any great sentiment for a living situation which
would tend to segregate the disabled within the community. Indeed,
respondent comments repeatedly articulate the concern that housing for
the disabled be co-located with similar housing for the non-—
handicapped. This seems to represent another manifestation of what
the advocacy movement has been telling us all along. That 1is that the

disabled want the opportunity to Ilive, work and play on an equal
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type cast simply on the basis of having a physical or

In view of this fact, it would be well to do a good deal of
preliminary investigation prior to establishing a block of housing
catering to the disabled alone. Possibly those that would favor such
housing are persons whose functioning level is such that co-locating
them with other persons having similar impairments might greatly
enhance the efficiency of providing support services such as attendent
care and homemaking assistance. Such housing would fall somewhere in
between the traditional 1institutional model (i.e., nursing homes) and
a totally 1independent 1living situation. Given that the vast bulk of
survey respondents appear to want to get as far towards the latter
(and far away from the former) as possible, caution is advised in
consideration of any housing program that would result in segregating
the disabled from the rest of the community, or labeling them as

different.

Concluding Remarks

%
A reading of the recommendations contained in this study tends to
suggest that we are assigning to policymakers in the area of housing
for the disabled an impossible charge. How, one might ask, given

that resources are scarce, can planners hope to come up with a housing

progranm which is economically affordable, close to services,

employment and recreational opportunities, and which allows the
s /.

disabled person to maximize his 1independence in activities of daily

living. The answer is that they probably can"t. Indeed, virtually

all public policies represent compromises which seek to maximize the

positive effects of a program given the constraints posed by the

16



as many of the conditions as possi

effective housing program for the orthopedically disabled, we can

provide a basis establishment of a program whose effectiveness will

be maximized, subject to the constraints posed by the available

resources and the environment in which the program must operate.



1> Alaska Department of Labor Statistical Quarterly First Quarter

1980, prl.

2> For a lucid description of the public housing boondoggle 1in

States see Jones, Charles 0., An Introduction to the Study of Public

Policy - second edition, copyright 1977, by Wadsworth Publishing

Company, Inc., Belmont, California 94002, pp 193-199.



My name is Jim Crawford. | am the Deputy Executive Director of
the Alaska “tate Housing Authority (ASHA). The Alaska State
Housing Airtnority is a non-profit public corporate authority
funded through rental project revenues and subsidies from the
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
ASHA presently manages or owns and manages over 3,000 apartment
units throughout the State of Alaska. The corporate authority is
governed by a five member Board of Directors appointed by the
Governor. The Commisioner of Commerce is a member of our Board
of Directors.

My responsibilities at ASHA include, but are not limited to,
among others, arranging for financing through the tax exempt bond
market and other methods for new construction activities.

As background to the discussion of SB 231 through 235, please let
me explain the financial arrangements between ASHA and the State
of Alaska prior to the revisions of Title 14 by the 11th Alaska
State Legislature. Prior to that time, the Department of Revenue
was able to accommodat ASHA®"s financial requirements with
favorable terms and rates. An example of this accommodation 1is
the existing interim financing for ASHA"s Cordova and Seward
senior projects which amounted to loans totaling $3,439,000 at 7%
for a period not to exceed two years past construction comple—
tion. At that time, recognition was given by the Department of
Revenue to the differential between tax exempt and non-tax exempt
market rates. With the passage of SB 315 during the last session
which mandated competitive national rates for investments of the
Department of Revenue, the ability of ASHA to go to Department of
Revenue for interim or long term borrowing was severely
restricted.

In further background to the preparation of the legislation under-
hearing today, please let me explain the audits of ASHA"s fiscal
year ended March 31, 1980. Because ASHA showed no apparent
financial problems, HUD approved ASHA"s contract with an indepen—
dent auditing firm for compliance testing and the normal finan—
cial audit of federal and non-federal programs. ASHA last year
contracted with Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. for that audit. No
material findings were reported in the audit of ASHA activities
either in the federal programs or the non-federally funded acti—
vities. Next, HUD auditors did a performance review, again with
much the same result. Finally, Division of Legislative Audit
completed a special review and a full performance review of ASHA.
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Subsequent to the recommendations contained in the audit report
and within orr Chairman®s reponse to those recommendations, SB
231 through 235 were presented in draft form to the Legislative
Budget and Audit Committee. We found the recommendations of the
legislative auditors to be encouraging and the bills as redrafted
by Legislative Budget and Audit will, 1if passed by the
Legislature, be a positive step toward the greater production of
needed senior, family and handicapped housing within the State of
Alaska. Specifically, with regard to each bill:

SB 231 addresses the duplication of regulation by the federal
ASvernment in the State of Alaska and designates the regulations
to follow by funding source. For full technical compliance with
the Administrative Procedures Act, ASHA would have to implement
all HUD regulations which impact funding of ASHA operated pro—
jects. ASHA implementation of federal regulations would be
onerously time consumptive and of questionable value. The real
problem with ASHA adoption of all federal HUD regulations,
however, occurs when HUD changes those regulations, which it does
frequently. When a change occurred, ASHA would then have to
advertise the change, hold hearings then implement the changes.
The additional staff time and expenses is plainly not cost bene—
ficial since we do not have the option of changing those regula—
tions without jeopardizing our funding. The amendment contained
in SB 231 to AS 18.55.110 will not result in significant changes

in ASHA"s day-to-day activities. Our proposed amendment would

create a simple and clean dichotomy: _ federa.].,ly ror————- ]
assisted projects are not subject fro Administrative 1
Procedures Act or Title 36; ASHA"s non-federallv assisted pro- S

jects would still be snh-ieot to the state statutory provisions.
Implementation of the amendment to 18.55.110 will not create or
maintain a regulatory vacuum. The federal government rarelv, if
ever, leaves the regulatory stone unturned. For instance, ASHA's
low rent projects are governed by the federal regulations in
Volume 24, Code of Federal Regulations, proqram handbooks pre—
pared by the Department of Housing and Urban Development and an
Annual Contributions Contract between ASHA and HUD. A review of
these documents demonstrates that ASHA"s activities are tightly
controlled and monitored and that the purposes of the APA have
been met by the publication of the federal regulations and amend—
ments there to in the Federal Register. If ASHA was also
required to publish certain low rent regulations 1in accordance
with the APA, the regulations adopted by ASHA could not violate
the federal requirements and would therefore be a mere reflection
of the federal regulations at best.

SB 231 also addresses the terms under which ASHA may sell bonds,
and notes. ~Witn the previously explained altered relckliunsliiv 1
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with the State Department of Revenue and the resultant limitation
on ASHA®"s ability to arrange interim funding through the
Department of Revenue, ASHA is now 1in a position of going to the
private market either through the tax exempt note market or to
individual financial institutions for interim financing on new
federal projects. Our existing enabling legislation does not
address the sale of"project: notes although the practice has
occurred previously. The amendments to l«.b5.140 et al, clearly
indicate ASHA"s ability to sell notes as well as bonds. The
"amendment to 18.55.180 clarifies the methocHEjy whidft ASHA may
sell bonds ancT~notes®! Currently since ASHA has not been in the
iDond market since 1974 under a completely different program, we
are in the position of hiring a bond agent to arrange a private
placement of bonds which cannot be sold at less than par. The
implementation of the amendment will allow ASHA to go to an
underwriter, get a price quote and sell the bonds immediately

We presently have structured a $16,350,000 bond sale which is
pending HUD approval of additional funding to cover the differen—
tial between initial financial feasibility at 7.5% interest and
existing market rates in the range of 10% to 11%. The amendments
as suggested in SB 231 will allow the sale of bonds for federally
funded or federally guaranteed projects on a much more timely
basis with a definite cost up front. The pre-sale of bonds prior
to a project®"s construction locks in a definite financing cost at
the beginning of the project.

In addition to the amendment which addresses the method by which
ASHA may sell bonds, we are requesting amendment to AR 1R RC; Ific;
hih.-irh would require *n flnanrial ""a”n"gnr nn_.t-ha-gal
of bonds or notes to an underwriter. Qrhe language for the amend-
ment and the 1independent financial advisor is identical to that
in the enabling legislation of Alaska Housing Finance
Corporation®s at 18.56.115.~ The existing language of 18.55.185
is as follows:

Prohibited Bidding on Bonds and Notes.

a) No person who provides financial programming of
marketing assistance to the Authority 1in connection with
the 1issuance or sale of bonds or bonds anticipation
notes of the Authority under any section of this chapter
may bid on the bonds or notes if offered at public sale
or negotiated for their purchase if sold at a private
sale.

b) The sale of bonds or notes of the Authority to a person
who 1is prohibited from bidding on the bonds or notes
under (@) of this section 1is public policy and the sale
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is void.

c) In this section person means an individual firm, agent,
factor intermediary, rartnership, corporation, asso—
ciation, bond house, stockbroker or bond broker.

Obviously, a financial advisor on a bond 1issue to retain indepen—
dence would be in fact prohibited from bidding on bonds or notes.
The existing language could potentially create a voided sale. It
is ASHA"s position that adequate criminal prosecution would be
available in the event a fraudulent action. The bond purchaser
however, would be in a third party status and should not suffer
the potential loss from a voided sale due with no cupable acti—
vity on his part. Our concern 1is centered on protecting the bond
holder®s interest as a voided sale would tremendously damage
ASHA®"s later capability of issuing bonds or notes.

Senate Bill 232 and 233:

These bills establish and fund the senior citizen housing deve-
J.opment and construction tund m compliance with recommendation
"frd- z or tne Division ot Legislative Audit which states "ASHA
should seek additional sources of funding of housing projects to
ensure that federal allocations are not lost.” As stated in the
audit report "in 1977, ASHA had nc choice but to return to the
federal government two allocations totaling approximately
$3,460,000 due to the infeasibility of the projects. The alloca—
tions were for family housing in Juneau (80 units), and Ketchikan
(50 units).”

ASHA has two main programs with which we deal for the construc—
tion of new federally subsidized housing within Alaska. The
conventional low rent program which is a totally HUD financed
program contains provisions for nationally applicable maximum
prototype costs for each project. In a letter received from

HUD on the cancellation of the Juneau and Ketchikan projects,

HUD stated that they "were aware that these projects have not
been able to be constructed because of the prototype costs
(maximum construction pr scribed by HUD) 1in these areas have been
two low and it is not reasonable for you to issue construction
contracts...” Therefore, when attempting to construct senior
federally subsidized housing under the low rent conventional
program, a construction shortfall occurs between available
federal dollars and actual project costs. The passage of SB 232
and 233 will allow for grants or loans to thesll projects 1in order
to cover the construction shortfall® They may also be usedfor
the enhancement of the senior projects f57~—~t"hA benefit of—~THTS
Senior community™! An example of tne enhancement previously pro-
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vided by ASHA on senior projects is catcher bars 1in the bathtubs
and emergency alarms for signaling our office in the event of a
medical emergency. Most of the changes made in ASHA projects
which add amenities are at the request of the local senior advi-—
sory group monitoring the construction of our project.

The next program ASHA deals with 1is the Section 8 New Construc—
tion Program which requires independent financing. The initial
financial feasibility of an ASHA tax exempt bond financed project
entails the determination from HUD of the per unit annual subsidy
and fair market rent. When the fair market rent has been deter—
mined, ASHA subtracts its management and maintenance costs and
therefore nets to a figure available for amortization. The
figure available for amortization times the number of units in
the structure equals the amount that may be financed through the
tax exempt bond market. Again due to the high cost <f

tion in Alaska the figure "available for amortization 1is insuf-
fircirgtTr to cover. td+e-~Sital construction cost. “Therefore, the
nered UF a housing development and construction fund to cover~T~in
t*he section b instance, the financing gap and thereafter
Uonstiaction shortfall.

Flexibility and timeliness are primary reasons for the creation
of capital funds. Our construction activities are tied directlyv
to the availability of federal funding and the exigencies of the
bond market. Our facilities must be completed within Alaska
short construction season. Our efforts, as illustrated by the
proposed legislation, are to ppeed the construction of needed
housing within the State. ASHA basically has two options when
faced with a construction shortfall as in the case of our present
Juneau project: 1) Cut the project"s size as in the current
Juneau instance from 24 to 20 units and cut amenities or 2)
alternatively to admit the financial infeasibility of the pro—
jects and defer construction.

Another reason for the creation of the funds is the actions of
the federal government. According to an analysis of HUD budget
cuts in the Wall Street Journal of March 14, 1981, subsidizing
housing will be cut 32.7% from 260,000 units previously proposed
to 175,000, new construction authorization would be cut 39.4%
from 130,000 to 78,750 for the entire country. Obviously, then
ASHA must stretch available federal dollars to their maximum and
supplement those funds by leveraging in the bond market and also
ask the legislature consideration of the problem by prposing SB
232 - 235.

Of additional concern to ASHA 1is the proposed elimination of the
Indian Housing Program utilized by the regional housing authori-



Page 6

ties. A majority of the need for family housing is centered 1in
the rural areas of the state. In order for the regional housing
authorities to meet the needs of their program recipients, capi—
tal funding must be available which will augment the funds
available through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development and the Farmers Home Administration.

Senate Bill 234 and 235:

SB 234 and 235 address the creation and funding of a family and
handicapped“Construction Fund. The reasons outlined previously
concerning the senior housing and the need for a senior housing
fund are equally applicable to the family and handicapped funds.
In the family and handicapped housing development and construc—
tion fund, the particular needs of handicapped individuals and
their incumbent greater costs in the development of housing could
be accommodated by the passage of SB 234 and SB 235.

Particularly in view of the federal plans fnr hndn”t outs which
reportedly will impact HUD new construction funding bv at least

a 15% reduction, the establishment and funding of the senior
citizen Housing Development and Construction Fund and the Family
and Handicapped Housing Development and Construction Fund ""may
epei-1- th”™ TTITFerence "between additional federally assisted

housing within Alaska and a deferment due to financial infeasibi—
lity for the next several years.

ASHA 1is presently working with the State Department of Labor in
the Census Division to isolate the need for housing then prepare
a prioritized five year construction allocation recommendation
for HUD concurrence. In the event the capital construction funds
are established and funded, ASHA will be able to more aggres—
sively perform marketing plans statewide for the benefit of
ASHA"s program recipients and those program recipients of the

Regional Housing Authorities. Existing information concentrates
on available housing stock and does not isolate the need for
housing. It is our intention to work closely with the Regional

Housing Authorities to assist them in their fulfillment of
housing needs in the rural areas of the state as well as pro—
viding for the urban needs of Alaska seniors, families and the
handicapped.

In summary then, the SB 231 clarifies deficiencies in our
enabling legislation (AS 18.55.) concerning duplication and the
promulgation of regulations and in certain functions concerning
construction. The first section clearly delineates bv funding
source, the appropriate procedures to be followed bv ASHA. The
second section of the bill restructures and updates ASHA"s
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bonding powers allowing easier access to the tax exempt financial
markets. SB 232 through 235 establish capital funds for housing
senior, family and handicapped. With the establishment of both
funds, it is our intention to coordinate grarvts from the funds
with ASHA bond powers. Particularly in the face of a wildly
fluctuating bond market a gap between available construction
dollars and actual construction dollars will force the delay or
even cancellation of needed housing projects. Nationally
established construction maximums do not reflect Alaska®s cost.
Consequently, otherwise worthy projects may not be built.

We believe that SB 231 through 235 are consistent with the recom—
mendations of the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee auditors
and that the legislation if enacted will be a positive step for
the greater production of housing within Alaska.
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In accordance with a special request of the Legislative
Budget and Audit Committee and Title 2A of the Alaska
Statutes, a review of the Marine View Apartment Building was

conducted to determine:

1. The circumstances surrounding the conversion of
dv/elling units to office space.

2. Whether the conversion was necessary.

3. What alternatives to conversion existed.
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During a severe housing shortage 1in Juneau, Alaska, in 1972,
the Alaska State Housing Authority (ASHA) initiated con—
struction of the Marine View apartments. The 98-unit project,
consists of 64 one-bedroom, 32 two-bedroom, and 2 three-
bedroom units. The original project concept called for a

3:1 ratio between low and moderate-income tenants, thereby
encouraging economic integration.

Financing for the $3.9 million project was obtained from the
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (ALLFC) . Terms of the
loan included interest at 3% over 36 years with the first
five years requiring interest-only annual payments. Despite
its predominantly low-income composition, the project has

not received any federal subsidy due to insufficient federal
allocations.

Since initial occupancy in early 1974, the project has been
in financial difficulty. Due to increased annual debt
payments (principal portion) and other costs, in mid-1979,
ASHA converted three floors of the nine-floor structure to
office space. Various State agencies occupied the three
floors in 1979 with the State retaining a negotiable option
on the fourth floor. The State exercised the option in
early 1980, and ASHA, after examining various alternatives,
agreed to convert. Fourth-floor tenants receiving eviction
notices were either provided relocation assistance 1in the
form of lump-sum payments of $4,000 or were assisted in
moving. Assistance to tenants occupying the first three
floors was not necessary because there was much greater lead
time. The tenants either moved to higher units in Marine
View as they became available, or to other projects.



REPORT CONCLUSIONS

1. What were tho circumstances surrounding the conversion
of dwelling units to office space?

The Marine View project has been in poor financial condition
sir.ee its opening. Three factors contributed to ASHA's
eventual decision to convert to office space:

1. The lack of a federal subsidy supporting the
project.

2. ASHA"s initial reliance or. a feasibility study
which contained major flaws.

3. The effect of litigation brought by the Marine *
View construction contractor.

Marine View is unique in that it is the only ASIIA low-income
project without a continuing subsidy from the federal Depart—
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). During planning
and design phases of Marine View, HUD funding was subject to
a budget freeze which resulted in insufficient Juneau alloca—
tions. Because a severe housing shortage existed at that
time, Marine Viev: v.vs built without waiting for the possibil—
ity of future HUD allocations.

Project feasibility was appraised as pare of the architect"s
report, and the appraisal accompanied ASHA"s loan application
to A11FC. The study was severely limited in scope, providing
only an estimate of first-year operations. The study did

not consider inflationary effects on future operating and
maintenance costs and understated the annual reserve amount
necessary for equipment replacement and major repairs. By
Inc end of fiscal Year 1977, costs had increased 1031 and
revenues only 32?. in comparison, to feasibility study amounts.
As a result, there was no revenue to meet increased debt

service payments which began to include principal repayment
in 1970.

The litigation centered on a claim that the construction
contractor incurred additional costs due to an ASHA change
order during construction. Tho courts found ASHA liable and
issued a judgment for $513,000 1in Fiscal Year 1979. To
satisfy the judgment, ASHA refinanced the original 1loan from
AHFC by borrowing an additional $520,000, bringing the total"
debt to S*1,*120,000. As a result of the refinancing, annual
debt service payments rose from $198,974 to $240,932, a 211
increase. By the end of Fiscal Year 1979, increased debt
service plus the need to replace a boiler system resulted in
an accumulated deficit of $306,927 (see Appendix A).



2. Was the conversion to office space necessary?

We believe that the conversion was necessary due to the
project®s financial history and ASHA®"s potential liability.
Prior to ASHA®"s decision in late 197S, the project had not
generated any reserves to cover the increased debt service
and major repair expenses that would soon be incurred. A
firm of certified public accountants projected an accu—

mulated deficit by 1991 of $2.2 million if the status quo
was maintained.

The effect of such a long-term deficit would be to erode
ASHA"s ability to raise money through the bond market, thus
jeopardizing future ASHA projects.

Conversion of the first four floors to office space provides
sufficient incremental revenue to reverse the trend. -
Additionally, administrative and equipment replacement costs
should decrease as a result of the five-year office space
leases. We believe that ASHA®"s projections which eliminate
the deficit by Fiscal Year 1987 may be several years premature
(see Appendix B). However, ASHA can be reasonably assured
that sufficient action has been taken to significantly

reduce potentially detrimental effects on ASHA"s fund—
raising ability.

3. What alternatives to conversion existed?

In 1977 when it became apparent that Marine View may create
significant adverse effects on ASHA, the process of exam—
ining alternatives began. Prior to the decision to convert
in early 1979, three major alternatives existed:

1. Obtain a legislative appropriation
2. Sell the property
3. Increase rents

Before the 1978 Legislative Session began, ASHA considered
seeking assistance from the Legislature in one of the
following manners:

1. Retiring the debt through a legislative appropriation,
n Creating continuing State subsidies amounting to

approximately $190 per unit per month Cor the life
of the building.

ASHA management sought opinions from the legislators and -
administration officials. There was general agreement that
such a "bail-out™ of a housing project could set, a dangerous
precedent. Another factor considered was the appearance
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that Juneau would be receiving an inordinate share of
assistance over other communities. As a result of the above
considerations, a bill appropriating $4.6 million for the
purpose of retiring debt was drafted but never introduced.

Selling the property would have had both a negative social
and financial impact. The displacement of low-income
tenants would occur if the project were sold. A private
sector landlord would have to change the tenant composition
of Marine View either to high-rent or commercial in order to
make a profit.v/With the demand for office space growing, it
appeared to ASIIA that a potential buyer would convert the
entire building to office space which would result in a
larger decline in the number of units available for low-
income tenants in Juneau. Financial considerations were
based on a 1978 appraisal which valued Marine View at $4.25
million in an office space configuration. With debt at $4.4
million, plus the cost to convert the entire building,

neither ASIIA nor the tenants would have benefited from the
sale.

ASIIA had increased rents by an average of 10% in each of the
four operational years through 1977. Nevertheless, ASHA
complied with the project®s original purpose of providing
low-income housing, as well as the statutory provisions of
AS 1S.55.130(c) which limits rents to no more than 80% of
the lowest market rent. ASHA considered raising rents from
approximately 65% of market to the 80% limit. However, our
analysis of projected ASHA increases through 1979 indicates
that the additional revenues generated would still be
insufficient to cover increased debt service costs and major
repairs. ASHA also considered the effect on lower-income
tenants who may not be able to afford the larger increases.
ASHA was also sensitive to Legal Services®™ concerns for the
welfare of their low-income clients.

As each of these alternatives were eliminated, ASIIA began
negotiations with tho State to examine the office conversion
alternative. Partial conversion was accepted by ASHA as a
compromise between the original rental configuration and
conversion of the entire nine floors.

The early stages of the negotiations included conversion of
only three floors because n new 1IUD program had been devel —
oped which ASIIA believed should partially eliminate the

Marine View deficit. However, as program regulations were
released and Juneau area allocations established, it was
found to be an unworkable program for Marine View. Conver—

sion plans were then amended to include a fourth floor.



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

ASIl/i. should not attempt to construct additional low-income * .
housing without federal continuing subsidies unless long—
term financial feasibility can be reliably demonstrated.

In order to ease the effect of Juneau®s severe housing
shortage on lowcr-income people, the Marine View project was
qguickly conceived and built in the early 1970"s without the
necessary continuing federal subsidies which usually ac—
company such low to moderate-income housing projects.
Insufficient HUD allocations at that time as well as restric—

tive building criteria (meeting prototype costs, site selection,

etc.) left ASIIA with no prospect of receiving continuous
subsidies. Additionally, ASHA placed undue reliance on a
limited feasibility study which claimed Marine View to be a
going concern without continuing federal subsidies.

As of June 30, 1980, the Marine View project has a $497,423
deficit. Tenants on floors one through four have had to be
displaced in favor of more profitable commercial space.

Without federal continuing subsidies, ASHA should not attempt
construction of a low-income project so that the problem of
tenant displacement does not arise in the future.
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November 20, 1980

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit
State or Alaska

Pouch v/ - Alaska Office Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Legislative Budget and
Report on Marine View

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

I am in receipt of a copy of the Preliminary Audit Report on the
Special Review of the Alaska State Housing Authority Marine View

Apartment Building. I have reviewed the report and offer the
following comments:

Report Conclusions

1. What were the circumstances surrounding the conversion
of dwelling units to office space?

The factual presentation 1is accurate, with the minor
exception Marine view 1is not the only project without
a continuing subsidy. The Wrangell 221 (d)3 project 1is
also without a continuing subsidy from that program.
The Wrangell project 1is presently being appraised in
preparation for sale.

2. Was the conversion to office space necessary?

While we agree with the conclusion that the conversion
was necessary, we have an apparent disagveeinent
regarding the timing of the deficit recovery. We would
he 1interested 1in any alternative methods of financial
projections or differing assumptions which Legislative
Budget and Audit used during their report preparation.

3. v.li.-it alternatives to conversion existed?

We concur with the factual presentation.



Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA 2 November 20, 1980

Finding and Recommendations

Recommendation No. 1

ASHA should not attempt to construct additional low-income
housing without Federal continuing subsidies unless long—
term financial feasibility can be reliably demonstrated.

We concur with the recommendation. Marine View has been a
substantial financial difficulty at ASHA for several years.
With conversion of four floors of the building to office
space, we anticipate retaining a viable needed housing
resource in Juneau. The conversion provided a reasonable
solution to the difficult situation. It is our intention to
continue the policy presently in effect of constructing and

operating facilities only in concert with available Federal
subsidies.

Mr. Wilkerson, we were pleased that the report consistently
agreed with the recent actions of the Alaska State Housing
Authority.

Sincerely,

A 7 IORITY

Charles R. Webber, Commissioner
Department of Commerce and
Economic Development

CRW:JBC:def
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March 3, 1981

The Honorable Vic Fischer
Senator

Alaska State Legislature
.Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

NOTICE OF PROPOSED CHANGES
IN THE REGULATIONS OF THE
ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

Notice is hereby given that the Alaska State Housing Authority
(ASHA), wunder authority vested by AS 18.55.100(a)(4); AS
18.55.420; and AS 18.55.520 proposes to repeal and re-enact regu-—
lations 1in Chapter 95, Title 3 of the Alaska Administrative Code
to implement AS 18.55.100; AS 18.55,100; AS18.55.310; and

AS 18.55.520 as follows:

Chapter 95, secs. 10-320 are to be repealed and secs. 10-270 are
to be re-enacted with the new procurement regulations for ASHA.
The proposed regulations for procurement by competitive solicita—
tion, procurement by negotiation, and procurement protests will
govern all contracts for supplies, materials, equipment, ser—
vices, construction and the leasing of real and personal pro-—
perty. Under the proposed regulations,ASHA"s procurement
procedures are revised and consolidated for the public notice,
submission, modification, opening, and rejection of bids and pro—
posals and for contract award based on such competitive solicita—
tion.

Factors which may be considered by ASHA in determining the
responsibility of a bidder or offeror are established 1in the pro—
posed regulations and include such considerations as the suf—
ficiency of the financial resources and ability of the bidder or
offeror to perform the contract; the previous and existing
compliance of the bidder or offeror with all laws, ordinances and
regulations relating to the contract; and the ability and capa-—
city of the bidder or offeror to perform the contract within the
time specified without delay or interference.

Exceptions to the requirement for competitive solicitation under
the proposed regulations 1include certain contracts for small pro—
curements and professional services; contracts with governmental
entities; emergency contracts; and contracts where there 1is no
competition as when the rates are set by law, or there is only
one source within the state, or there 1is only one source within

TELEPHONE (907) 279-7 643 BOX 80 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99610
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the borough and the contract amount is less than $10,000.

The proposed regulations provide that any actual or prospective
.aggrieved bidder or offeror may file a protest with the executive
director of ASHA. The proposed regulations establish the form of
protest, time for filing, the circumstances under which the pro—
test may result in a stay of procurement, and that the written
decision of the executive director of ASHA will be final and
conclusive.

Notice 1is also given that any person interested may present oral
or written statements or arguments relevant to the action pro—
posed at a hearing to be held in Room 421, New Court Building,
303 "K" Street, Anchorage,. Alaska, at 9:30 a.m. on March 26,
1981.

Copies of the proposed regulations may be obtained by writing
to the Alaska State Housing Authority, P.0O. Box 80, Anchorage,
Alaska 99510 or by picking up a copy at ASHA"s Central Office
located at 4325 Laurel Street, Anchorage, Alaska. ASHA, upon
its own motion or at the instance of any interested person, may
adopt the proposals substantially as described above without
further notice or may decide to taku no action on them.

Sincerely,
STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

a

B. Curtis
Executive Director

JBC:JT:gd



ADDENDUM NO. 1 NOTICE DATED
MARCH 3, 1981 OF PROPOSED CHANCES IN the
REGULATIONS OF THE ALASKA STAME HOUSING AUTHORITY

Notice is hereby oiven that the Alaska state Rousing Authority
anticioates that the adoption of the above referenced regulations
will have a negative fiscal 1impact reouiring no 1increased
appropriation from the state.

Dated: March 16, 1981

ALASKA S”ATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

Jc
Executive Director



TELEPHONE

March 10, 1981

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Senator

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Enclosed for your information please find ASHA"s
response to Gerald Wilkerson®s letter dated Febru—
ary 23, 1981 which he addressed to the Members of
the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee.

Sincerely,

ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY
r

"4 -
/

James M. Crawford
Efeputy Executive Director

JMC:th
Encl.

(907)27 9-7 64: BOX 80 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

99510



Kerch 9, 1981

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit
.The Alaska Legislature

Pouch W-Alaska Office Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkersons

Please consider this letter a response to your February 23, 1981
letter to members of the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
which was published in the final report on audit of the Alaska
State Housing Authority (ASHA). It is unfortunate that ASHA was
not consulted prior to publishing the letter since your 1interpre—
tation of ASHA"s suggestions for legislation could materially
damage the construction of senior, fanily and handicapped housing
within the State of AlLaska.

Your interpretation of ASHA"s suggestions for legislation may be
appropriate for an agency which 1is not impacted by the exigencies
of the bond market and the availability of federal funds. In
ASKA"s case, however, your suggestion for a case by case authori—
zation of primarily federally funded housing would substantially
delay the entire process.

Attached 1is a letter from John Duffy, Anchorage Area Office Man-—
ager, United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.
You will note that notification of the favailabillty of funds was
published 1in the Federal Register on January 15, 1981. You will
further note that the February 26, 1981 letter from Mr. Duffy
requests a response from ASHA on dissemination of those funds

within five days. I point this out in response to your 1inac-—
curate statement to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
contained 1in your February 23 letter, "Federal funds allocated to
ASEA need not be committed immediately. There is sufficient time

during each grant period, or through grant extensions, to permit
subsidy requests to go through the review process."

After notification of potential funds by HUD, ASHA within a very
short period of time must develop a project, cost it out and find
interim and long term financing. The determination of a gap 1in
the short or long terra financing (subject to swings 1in the bond
market) is a critical component 1in the financial feasibility of
proceeding with a project. Your suggested course of action

TE.EPHONE 907)279-7643 BOXBO




Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson -2- March 9, 1981

implies that after determination of a gap in Karch, ASHA would
then go to the legislature for the shortage in construction
funding. Unless you are suggesting supplemental appropriation
which could be available immediately, budgeted capital funding
would be then potentially available on July 1 of each year, but
more likely available in August or September. The reality of
dealing with HUD funding on a project is that HUD by that late
date would have recaptured the funds and redistributed them to
housing authorities without the onerous time constraints you
suggest.

In any project which ASHA or the regional housing authorities are
involved, a community"s leadership requests assistance and passes
a resolution of cooperation prior to a need survey and thereafter
preapplication to HUD for an allocation. The delay or loss of
congressionally or legislatively mandated assistance to Alaska ”s
seniors, handicapped or low income needy in order to provide for
a case by case scrutiny of projects would have a materially
damaging impact on construction of federally assisted housing in
Alaska.

It comes as a particular surprise that auditors of the Division
of Legislative Audit, with your apparent approval, would recom-—
mend, among other methods, direct state appropriation since you
apparently are personally opposed to that course of action.
ASHA"s suggestions for legislation were made in a positive manner
to counter the construction shortfalls, bond market vagarities,
delays and potential loss of federal funds presently inherent 1in
our attempts to construct needed housing primarily with federal
dollars.

Flexibility and timeliness are primary reasons for the creation
of capital funds. Our construction activities are tied directly
to the availability of federal funding and must be completed
within Alaska®s short construction season. Our efforts, as



March 9, 1981

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson -3-

illustrated by the proposed legislation, are to speed the
construction of needed housing within the state. It would seem
appropriate that you night consider the courtesy of discussing
such a proposal prior to its formalization in order to impar—

tially assess the impact upon housing*
Sincerely,

ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

/e/ f; ? ]

James M* Crawford
Deputy Executive Director

JMCsmrm

Members of the Board

ccx
John B. Curtis, Executive Director



DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
ANCHORAGE AREA OFFICE
33« WEST FIFTH AVENUE

o ANCHORAGE.A L ~ C ~ 'fr 17
cv-0 ASIL\
H (ION X Februar\ll 26, 1981

(‘Bd? lat 1I5.-R](-3,\IADLV RE

Mr. John Curtis, Executive Director
Alaska State Housing Authority

P.O. Box 80

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear John:

Yesterday | was sorry not to have time to accompany Chuck Morton, Miller Lutton,
and Al Robinson of our office during their meeting with you, George Briggs, and
Kay Snyder on a proposed allocation of LIPH and Section 8 funds for FY 81. They
have told me of their mutually satisfactory visit with you, and this letter
confirms our understanding of the tentative agreements reached. Please refer to
the table of figures given you.

1. In the METRO area of Anchorage, you would prefer 25 Section 8 Existing
units for handicapped persons. This would require $131,733 in Contract
Authority using the distribution you requested of 20 1-BR and 5 2-BR
size units. This would leave $116,119 of the $247,852 total for family

units. It would permit 18 units if distributed in 9 2-BR, 6 3-BR, and
3 4-BR sizes.

2. In the NON-METRO areas, we will leave the 40 units for the Kodiak LIPH

project rebuilding at $264,688. We can use the small balance elsewhere
if not needed in Kodiak.

3. In the NON-METRO areas, at your request we have reduced the Section 8
Existing funds to $64,572 for 10 units in Ketchikan instead of 20.
This leaves $709,576 of the $744,148 total available which is equiva-
lent to 114 units of 2-BR size units or 99 3-BR size units. You indi-

cated you could possibly use some or all these funds for a program in
the Mat-Su Borough.

We would appreciate hearing from you within five days whether (1) the above
described dollar assignments would be satisfactory as well as the unit size
distributions, and (2) the Mat-Su Borough proposal you have made can be re-
sonably justified by the housing needs of families under the income Ilimits
and In housing meeting the Section 8 standards. If some or all of these
funds are not needed, we may be able to exchange them within HUD for much

needed LIPH or Indian housing funds for back-up applications and requests we
have from Native housing authorities.

Thank you for your kind cooperation.

Sincerely,



THE LEGISLATURE e VE -~ STATE CAFETCL

BUDGET A‘1D CC.V.V rrEf JUNEAU. ALASKA 9531".

February 23, 1981

Members of the
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee:

We have reviewed the Alaska State Housing Authority-"s
response to our preliminary report. Our comments follow;

ASHA has proposed legislation providing for a $15 million
construction fund for family and handicapped housing as well
as $15 million for senior citizen housing. The funds would
be for crants or loans to municipalities or non-profit.
housing corporations to assist in financing the projects.

As jJjustification for creation of the two funds, ASHA cites
our recent audit report where we stated:

ASHA should seek additional funding
to allow utilization of all federal
allocations for 1low or moderate in—
come housing 1in Alaska.

This reconmendation was directed at a situation 1in which

ASHA had lost two federal allocations (HUD) 1in 1977, totalling
$3.5 million, because of a shortage of funds to cover the
difference between federal allowable costs and actual
construction costs of two projects. Our recommendation

suggested ASHA obtain funds to cover these types of situations
through:

1. Direct State appropriations
2. Sale of general obligation bonds
3. State grants (In two instances a project v/as saved

through grants from the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs®™ Senior Citizen Housing
Program.

Each of these three alternatives would provide for legislative
scrutiny of any proposed subsidy. The first and second
alternatives would require ASIIA to include the details of

any project needing a subsidy 1in their budget request, and

the Legislature would then have the opportunity to review

each project anc either approve or disapprove. The third



aluernarive would also receive legislative review since any
crar.r funds would be part of the affected department®s
budget submission. A $30 million appropriation to ASHA,
however, would allow ASHA to directly subsidize any project
without 1legislative approval. Federal funds allocated to
ASHA need not be committed immediately. There 1is sufficient
time curing each grant period, or through grant extensions,
to permit subsidy requests to go through the legislative

review process. IT a project were disapproved, that would
be merely an expression of legislative intent that it not be
built. The two funds would unnecessarily remove from
legislative control the power to commit State funds for
specific projects. For this reason, we recommend ASKA seek
subsidy appropriations, where needed, on a case by case
basis through the normal budget process. \

The Authority®"s proposed legislation regarding the sale of

bonds and notes 1is in accordance with recommendations contained
in the audit report.

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

STATE OF ALASKA 54 DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT
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Residential Educational Alternatives inthe Community for the Handicapped

P.O. Box 1266 - juneau, Aiaska * yyb02
Phone: (907) 586-2360

March 4, 1981

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Aylaska 99811

Dear Sentor Sturgulewski:

REACH, Inc. is a private, non-profit corporation in
Juneau that provides vocational, recreational and residential
training services to developmentally disabled adults in the
northern Southeast section of Alaska. REACH presently
serves 15-20 handicapped adults in a program that promotes
independence and growth through opportunities that would
otherwise not be available to these individuals.

Residential services for five handicapped adults are
currently being offered in a small rented house in Juneau.
The program offered and the population have out grown the
house, which is very small, rundown and in need of major
renovation. The group home needs to be moved to a house
that will meet the needs of our clients and that will allow
them to live in an environment that more closely approximates
the Iliving norms of the rest of the community.

The Board and staff of REACH have spent the last eight

months attempting to solve the group home problem. During
that time, we have contacted realtors, followed up every
lead on housing and have placed ads seeking housing. At
this time, it is apparent that the rental market in Juneau
had nothing that will meet our needs.

We have also explored the option of purchasing a house
and have encountered nothing but road-blocks. REACH is
unable to secure financing for purchase through any lending
institution due to the fact that the organization is a
private, non-profit corporation and has no secure source of
of annual funding. The Department of Health and Social
Services was unable to assist us. W sought an appropriation
through the legislature last year, but were not included in
session-ending funding for reasons that are still not
entirely clear. We were finally forced to return $20,000 in
Community Block Grant funds to the Borough that had beene
made available to us for a down payment on a house because
we were unable to secure any other funding.



»

been victims of a subtle form of discrimination

rentors and sellers to refuse to work with us. There are
regulations, os any governmental level, that protect the
mentally handicapped from discrimination in housing. In

fact, current Borough zoning ordinances require special
permits and hearings before a group home may be established
in any neighborhood.

The net result of the problem described above is that
our group home residents are living in a facility that is
totally inadequate, and there is nothing that REACH has been

able to do to impact on it. The situation is approaching
one of crisis. Under new state Health and Social Services
regulations effective January 1, 1981, group homes require
licensure. The present house will, in all likelyhood, not
meet the criteria in the regulations. The result could be
closure of the group home, and, at the very least, a major
disruption of the residents lives. If appropriate alternatives

cannot be found, closure could result in re-institutionalization
of a majority of those people.

In a final effort to secure funds for purchase of an
appropriate site for a group home, we are turning to you.
At current market prices in Juneau, we require $200,000 for
the purchase and modification of a house to meet the needs
of our residents. While this seems to be a large amount, it
should ne noted that we require a house that has at least 3
bedrooms and an apartment for live-in staff, with the ideal
being a five bedroom house with an apartment. In addition,
a portion of the appropriation would be used for modification
of the house to make it barrier-free and in compliance with
all local, state and federal codes and regulations.

REACH and the handicapped population of Juneau needs
your support to secure this appropriation, and we are asking
for a positive response on your part. With these funds, we
can develop a group home program that will serve the developmentally
disabled of Juneau for years to come. Without them, those
same individuals may never receive the opportunity to live
and function in their home communtiy, and quite possibly
will become a burden to the state through the necessity of
placing them in an institution.

In addition, we would urge you, as the lawmakers of the
state, to examine the current laws regarding housing discrimination.
There is a crying need to protect the rights of the mentally
and physically disabled; a need that has not been met by
current laws.

Thank you for your time and for what we know will be
ycur assistance in these matters.

Sincerely,

Linda Layfield '
President, Board of Directors
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MEMORANDUM 05 March 1981

TO: Representative Ben F. Grussendorf
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee

Representative Vernon Hurlbert, Chairman
House Labor and Commerce Committee

Senator Vic Fisher, Chairman
Senate State Affairs Committee

FROM: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski, Chairman
Legislative Budget and Audit Committe

RE: HB 256, HB 257, HB 258, BH..20., HB 260
TSB "231v".SB'"232, SB 253, SB 234" SB 235

At the request of the Alaska State Housing Authority, (ASHA),
the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee concurrently
submitted the above referenced package of legislation to the
Rules Committees of both houses. ASHA requested this
legislation iIn response to recommendations contained iIn a
legislative audit. That audit, ASHA"s response and the
Legislative Auditor’s evaluation of ASHA"s legislative
package are attached for your reference.

Normally, the Office of the Governor would introduce any
legislation requested by an executive branch agency. Mr.
Keith Specking of the Gove.r™r’s office was contacted by my
office regarding the administration®s preferences iIn regard
to the submission this package. The Governor®s office felt

that_in this case the legislation could be submitted by the
Committee.

The Legislative Budget and Audit Committee, at my recommenda-
tion, agreed to introduce this.package of legislation. No

recommendation on the appropriateness of this legislation is
made by the Committee.

cc: Representative Mike Miller
Representative Jim Duncan
Senator Patrick M. Rodev



AUDIT DIVISION
POUCH VI- ALASKA OFFICE BUILDING

FINANCE DIVISION
POUCH WF- STATE CAPITOL

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE JUNEAU, ALASKA 99311

To: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman, Legislative Budget
and Audit Committee

From: Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit

Subject: Proposed ASHA Legislation

ASHA has proposed legislation providing for a $15 million
construction fund for family and handicapped housing as well
as $15 million for senior citizen housing. The funds would
be for grants or loans to municipalities or non-profit
housing corporations to assist in financing the projects.

As justification for creation of the two funds, ASHA cites
our recent audit report where we stated:

ASHA should seek additional funding
to allow utilization of all federal
allocations for 1low or moderate 1in—
come housing in Alaska.

This recommendation was directed at a situation in which

ASHA had 1lost two federal allocations (HDD) 1in 1977, totalling
$3.5 million, because of a shortage of funds to cover the
difference between federal allowable costs and actual
construction costs of two projects. Our recommendation ~

suggested ASHA obtain funds to cover these typesS of situations
through:

1. [ 1trect State appropriations
Sale of general obligation bonds
3. State grants (In two instances a project was saved

through grants from the Department of Community

and Regional Affairs®™ Senior Citizen Housing
Program.

Each of these three alternatives would provide for legislative
scrutiny of any proposed subsidy. The first and second
alternatives would require ASHA to include the details of



any project needing a subsidy in their budget request, and
the Legislature W. > Id then have the opportunity to review
each project -and either approve or disapprove. The third
alternative would also receive legislative review since any
grant funds would be part of the affected department”s
budget submission. A $30 million appropriation to ASHA,
however, would allow ASHA to directly subsidize any project
without 1legislative approval. Federal funds allocated to
ASHA need not be committed immediately. There is sufficient
time during each grant period, or through grant extensions,
to permit subsidy requests to go through the legislative
review process. If a project were disapproved, that would
be merely an expression of legislative intent that it ~ot be
built. The two funds would unnecessarily remove fronm
legislative control the power to commit State funds for
specific projects. For this reason, we recommend ASHA seek
subsidy appropriations, where needed, on a case by case
basis through the normal budget process.

The Authority®"s proposed legislation regarding the sale of

bonds and notes is in accordance with recommendations contained
in the audit report.

STATE OF ALASKA DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



February 20, 1981

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman

Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
Pouch V .
Juneau, Alaska 99811*"*"

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:
Enclosed for your review is ASHA"s response to the

Legislative Budget and Audit recommendations as well

as ASHA"s proposed legislation for the 12th Legislative
Session.

Hopefully we"ll be able to make the agenda to go final
on your meeting of the 24th. Thanks for your help.

Sincerely,

ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

Crawford
Deputy Executive Director

JMC:th
Encl.

TELEPHO?. ¢ 1907)279-7 643 BOX 80 ANCHORAGE. ALASKA

99510



February 20,

Mr. Gerald L.
Legislative
Division of Legislative Audit
The Legislature, State of Alaska
Pouch WF .

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Wilkerson,
Auditor

CPA

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

Thank you for your letter
enclosure, "A Performance
and Economic Development,
December 12, 1980". The Alaska State
has reviewed the above
provides the requested
auditors. Those
formed by Peat,

Department
of PMM

cleared

of February 17,

Alaska State

entitled document
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findings and
Marwick, Mitchell
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Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson

We agree with the need for housing surveys and the present inade—
guacy of existing 1information on housing needs. ASHA is pres—
ently working with the State Department of Labor and the Census
Division to isolate the need for housing then prepare a priori—
tized five year construction allocation recommendation for HUD
concurrence. Current data concentrates on available housing
stock. In the event the capital construction funds are
established and funded as per ASHA ™ proposed legislation in
response to recommendation number 2, ASHA will be able to more
aggressively perform a marketing plan statewide for the benefit

of ASHA®"s program recipients and those program recipients of the
regional housing authorities.

We agree with and have complied with the recommendation of a

three year maintenance plan as evidenced by the letter from HUD
clearing the findings.

m Recommendation No. 2

ASHA should seek additional sources for funding of housing pro-—
jects to ensure that federal allocations are not lost.
We agree with the recommendation to seek additional funding fronm
sources other than the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De—
velopment, particularly in view of the federal plans for budget
cuts. In compliance with the recommendation, attached are two
bills which would establish and fund the Senior Citizen Housing
Development and Construction Fund and the Family and Handicapped
Housing Development and Construction Fund. Creation and appro—
priation to these Funds will allow ASHA and the regional housing
authorities to leverage federal funds 1in the construction of

needed lov; and moderate 1income federally subsidized housing in
Alaska.

Recommendation No. 3

The s atutes governing ASHA should be revised



Mr. Geralc L. Wilkerson -3- February 20, 1981

We agree with the recommendation that AS 18.55, ASHA"s enabling
legislation, should be revised. In compliance with the recoramen-
cation, attached 1is."An Act relating to housing authorities"
which, 1if enacted, would accomplish the recommendation.

Recommendation No. 4 .

The Office of the Governor should appoint members to the

directors of ASHA in accordance with statute and in
manner.

board of
a more timely

The vacancy on the Board of Directors was filledf October 13, 1980
by the appointment of Cynthia Aiken of Fairbanks.

Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. Recommendation No. 3

ASHA should comply with HUD requirements to control Iland,

struc —
tures and equipment.

struc —
inventory cf

ASHA does comply with HUD requirements to control land,
tures and equipment with the exception of a current

the Remote 200 programs. The Remote 200 program is in 10 vil—
lages throughout the state and the cost to conduct an annual
inventory would be excessive. -The total acquisition cost of the
inventory 1items including construction equipment, dwelling equip—
ment and non dwelling equipment is $179,789.88. These 1items were
purchased seven to ten years ago and are given a useful Ilife of
seven to eight years. The value at this time 1is minimal. ASHA
has not replaced any appliances in the Remote 200 program as that
is the-responsibility of the home purchaser.. ASHA has recently

come to an agreement with HUD for a resolution of the 1inventory
problem in the Remote 200 program, 1i.e., write down of those phy—
sical inventory 1items which are beyond their useful 1life.

We believe that the enclosed drafts of legislation are consistent
with the recommendations of the Legislative Budget and Audit Com-—
mittee"s auditors and that the legislation, if enacted, will be a
positive step for the greater production of housing within Alaska.
With both the Senior Citizen Housing Development and Construction
Fund and the Family and Handicapped Housing Development and Con—

struction Fund, it is our intention to coordinate grants or loans



from the Funds with ASHA bonding powers. Particularly in the
face of a wildly fluctuating bond market, a gap between available
construction dollars and actual construction costs can force the
delay or even cancellation of needed housing projects.

Nationally established construction maximums do not reflect
Alaska ™ cost. Consequently, otherwise worthy projects may not
be built. It is further our intention to work closely with the
regional housing authorities to assist them 1in their needs 1in the
rural areas of the state as well as providing for the urban needs
of Alaska ™ seniors, family and handicapped.

Sincerely,

ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

Rogeir Lang
Chairman
RL:JMCimrm
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March 9, 1981

The Honorable Mike Miller
Representative, District 4
Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Attn: Jeff Petrich

Dear Representative Miller:

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss with your staff and
other 1interested parties the need for capital construction and

development funds for senior citizen housing in Alaska on Friday,
March 6, 1981.

During the meeting, several references were made to "Senator
Sturgulewskils bills." Please let me clarify that House Bills
256, 257, 258, 259 and 260 were drafted in.response to recommen—
dations contained 1in the audit report of the Division of Legis—
lative Audit. Senator Sturgulewski very considerately brought
the bills to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee and they
were subsequently introduced (from ASHA"s perspective) to act
upon those recommendations contained within the audit report.

As Chairman Lang stated 1inhis February 20, 1981 letter 1in

response to the audit, "We believe the enclosed drafts of legis—
lation are consistent with the recommendations of the Legislative
Budget and Audit Committee"s auditors and that the legislation if

enacted, will be a positive step for the greater production of
housing within Alaska."

A brief summary of some of the reasons a senior citizen housing
fund could be beneficially used by ASHA are as follows:

1. ASHA has proven expertise in the development, construction
and management of senior housing.

2. Under ASHA management,the funds <can be leveraged in conjunc—
tion with our tax exempt bonding powers resulting in more net
dollars actually 1in senior housing.

3. Under ASHA management, our knowledge of federal housing fund
sources will accelerate the utilization of a state develop—
ment and construction fund and avoid the needless loss of
federal funds.
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4. ASHA can provide assistance to regional housing authorities

with a development and construction fund in conjunction with
our tax exempt bonding powers.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to discuss these 1items,
among others, with your staff on Friday. It is our hope to move
forward with the positive package of bills which if enacted will

greatly assist in meeting the needs for senior housing within
Alaska.

Sincerely,

ALA%K} STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

,/ N r -~

John B. Curtis

Executive Director
JBC:mrm

cc: Board Members



March 9, 1981

The Honorable Jim Duncan

Speaker of the House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Attn: Pete Freer
Dear Representative Duncan:

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss with your staff and
other interested parties the need for capital construction and

development funds for senior citizen housing 1in Alaska on Friday,
March 6, 1981.

During the meeting, several references were made to "Senator
Sturgulewski ™ bills." Please let me clarify that House Bills
256, 257, 258, 259 and 260 were drafted in response to recommen—
dations contained 1in the audit report of the Division of Legis—
lative Audit. Senator Sturgulewski very considerately brought
the bills to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee and they
were subsequently introduced (from ASHA"s perspective) to act
upon those recommendations contained within the audit report.

As Chairman Lang stated in his February 20, 1981 letter in
response to the audit, "We believe the enclosed drafts of legis—
lation are consistent with the recommendations of the Legislative
Budget and Audit Committee ™ auditors and that the legislation if
enacted, will be a positive step for the greater production of
housing within Alaska."

A brief summary of some of the reasons a senior citizen housing
fund could be beneficially used by ASHA are as follows:

1. ASHA has proven expertise in the development, construction
and management of senior housing.

2. Under ASHA management, the funds can be leveraged 1in conjunc—
tion with our tax exempt bonding powers resulting 1in more net
dollars actually in senior housing.

3. Under ASHA management, our knowledge of federal housing fund
sources will accelerate the utilization of a state develop—
ment and construction fund and avoid the needless loss of
federal funds.
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4. ASHA Cc.n provide assistance to regional housing authorities

with a development and construction fund 1in conjunction with
our tax exempt bonding powers.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to discuss these itenms,
among others, with your staff on Friday. It is our hope to move
forward with the positive package of bills which if enacted will

greatly assist in meeting the needs for senior housing within
Alaska.

Sincerely,
ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

/1 n n

John B. Curtis

VExecutive Director
JBC:mrm

cc: Board Members
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THE HONORABLE JAY S. HAMMOND
GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

Dear Governor Hammond:

It is with pleasure that we present the
Annua! Report of Alaska Housing Fi-
nance Corporation (AHFC) for the fiscal
year ending November 30, 1980.

AHFC is approaching the new decade
with an expanded sense of purpose and
a broadened scope which encompasses
the housing needs of all Alaskans. Pur-
suant to the provisions of the legislation
enacted in June of 1980, the Corpora-
tion is no longer restricted to purchasing
only those loans made to low and mo-
derate income families. Through the
varied programs offered throughout the
State, AHFC is now reaching into
greater segments of the population to
provide affordable housing and to
create public optimism in the future of
Alaska. However, with the passage of
the Mortgage Subsidy Bond Tax Act
(The Ullman Bill) by the U.S. Congress,
which severely limits the ability of state
housing finance agencies to issue tax-
exempt bonds, the continued volume of
financing programs offered through
AHFC will be curtailed unless alter-
native methods of funding are
developed and pursued.

Through November 30, 1980, Alaska
Housing Finance Corporation's mort-
gage purchases have been funded
through the issuance of $868,725,000
in tax-exempt bonds and borrowings
from the State of Alaska under note
agreements totalling $22,270,000. Ad-
ditionally, the State of Alaska transfer-
red $236 million dollars worth of mort-
gages and $ 105 million in cash to AHFC
to provide the means for mortgage pur-
chases at rates below the cost of the cor-
poration's borrowing and to enable the
issuance of $<160 million in bonds.
Since its inception, in 1971, the Cor-
poration has acquired, and still main-
tains in its portfolio, 15,879 loans with
an outstanding balance at November
30, 1980 of $986,441,000 which have
an estimated market value, if the mort-

gages were to be sold at prevailing rates,
of approximately $621 million. This
has no relation, however, to the proper-
ty values securing the Corporation's in-
terest in these loans.

In response to the needs of the com-
munities served, AHFC implemented
several new programs this year, as well
as expanding those already existing.
The Special Mortgage Loan Purchase
Program, which increased the loan
limits, removed income limitations, and
allowed refinancing for home improve-
ment, was initiated inJuly with priority
given to those loans beyond the scope
of the State's General Fund Emergency
Loan Program earlier in the year. The
Home Ownership Fund, which pro-
vides an additional subsidy for low and
moderate income families, and the
Pledged Account Mortgage, which is a
graduated payment loan, became
operational in December. Both the
Mobile Home Program and the Rural
Housing Programs (owner occupied
and non-owi zr occupied) received
greater emphasis with a resultant record
increase in combined dollar volume
and number of Alaskans served.

In submitting this report, we are
pleased to assure you that the Corpora-
tion is financially sound, competently
managed and prepared to continue the
fulfillment of the mandate of the
Legislature and yourself, without
whose past and continued support the
achievements indicated would not have
been possible.

Franklin C Roppel
Chairman of the Board

\ 5{ILQ

0
Harry F. Goldbar
Executive Director



ALASKA HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION LOAN PROGRAMS

Pursuant to Its Legislative authorization and direction, Alaska Housing Finance Corporation has established itself as a
key component in the State’s housing delivery system. In each of the Corporation’s various programs, it exemplifies the
twin objectives of public purpose and prudent lending practice by providing long term financing specifically tailored to
the diverse needs of individual Alaskans throughout the State.

PECIAL MORTGAGE LOAN
BUR%HASE%R&GF?AM 0

The largest and most comprehensive
program offered, which provides the
basis of the majority of loans funded by
AHFC, is the Special Mortgage Loan
Purchase Program. The result of in-
novative thinking and close cooperation
between the Corporation, the State
Legislature and Administration, the
Special Mortgage Loan Purchase Pro-
gram was created during the 19S0 ses-
sion of the Alaska State Legislature. The
State statutes under which AHFC
operates were amended substantially to
require certain organizational and pro-
cedural changes as well as expanding
the powers of the Corporation. The
statutes now allow refinancing loans for
home improvement, purchase financ-
ing for owner-occupied single family
and duplex residences without restric-
tive income limitations, and provide for
loan to value ratios and loan limits not
to exceed the maximum limits estab-
lished for Alaska by the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Association. AHFC
loans under this program arc offered,
regardless of geographic location, by 29
mortgage lending institutions through-
out the state.

Under the 1980 legislation, the Cor-
poration is required to fix the interest

rate charged on a mortgage loan pur-
chased as follows:

(i) the interest rate may not exceed
9% on the first $90,000 of the
mortgage loan if the loan is made to
an eligible state veteran;
the interest rate may not exceed
10% on the first $90,000 of the
mortgage loan if the loan is made to
a person other than an eligible state
veteran;
the interest rate for the amount of
the loan which exceeds $90,000
shall equal the mortgage program
cost to the Corporation attributable
to that part of the loan.

In order to implement this program
and to assure continued access to
public funding, the Alaska Legislature
on June 30, 1980 appropriated to
AHFC $105,000,000 in cash and
$236,000,000 in residential mortgage
loans held by the State General Fund.
Earnings on the appropriated mortgage
loans and a portion of the cash are
utilized to subsidize the difference be-
tween the legislatively mandated in-
terest rate and the mortgage program
cost to the Corporation.

From the inception of the program to
Nov. 30, 1980, AHFC received 3673 ap-
plications with loan requests in excess
of $307,400,000 which it has approv-
ed for purchase. The Corporation is ex-

(ii)

(iii)

pecting an increase in volume under the
program from 5500 million for the 12
month period ending June 30, 1981 to
$700 million during the subsequent 12
month period.

MOBILE HOME LOAN
PURCHASE PROGRAM

In response to the significant role of
housing provided by mobile homes in
Alaska, Alaska Housing Finance Cor-
poration was a pioneer of State housing
finance agencies in implementing a
mobile home finance program. Of par-
ticular concern were areas of the state
where the lack of availability of
building materials and short construc-
tion seasons make mobile homes a
viaule alternative to conventional hous-
ing. Through the use ofa $10,000,000
loan from the State of Alaska this pro-
gram has provided a source of mobile
home financing at a rate of 10.75%.
The Mobile Home Loan Purchase Pro-
gram also extends funding to locations
where financing at any rate may not
have been previously available.



RURAL HOUSING
PURCHASE PROGRAM

Developed in 1979, the Rural Hous-
ing Mortgage Purchase Program ex-
pands the availability of mortgage loan
financing into remote and less
developed areas of the State where
private mortgage financing has been
either unavailable, inconsistent or at
prohibitive rates. Due to special pro-
blems associated with providing title
and hazard insurance in certain remote
areas, lending institutions have been
unable to meet the home financing
needs of the rural communities. In
those instances where financing has
been made available, the rates inherent
with rural loans have been far above
the levels which are affordable to per-
sons of the prevalent income levels
within such communities.

With the assistance of the State fund-
ed mortgage hazard insurance and
mortgage title insurance accounts,
AHFC is able to provide financing in
those areas where the title to the land
may still be subject to conveyance
under the Native Claims Settlement Act
or where commercial hazard insurance
is effectively unavailable due to cost

Originally funded through the sale of
bonds to the State of Alaska, the Rural
Housing Program is expected to double
in volume dur;ng the 12 month period
ending June 30, 1982. In order to con-
tinue this valuable program, the Cor-
poration has requested a $20 million
appropriation from the State of Alaska
Through the active participation of the
Regional Housing Authorities, the pro-
gram's current funding will make possi-
ble rural housing financing of SI 15
million.

Since a stable source of long term
financing is now available, the local
private lending institutions arc more ac-
tively entering into construction lending
for these areas. This should greatly in-
crease the quality of housing available
as well as increase the number of hous-
ing units on the market. Alaska Housing
Finance Corporation is proud to be the
catalyst in this growth of private financ-
ing in the State's more rural areas.

NON-OWNER OCCUPIED
RURAL MORTGAGE
PURCHASE PROGRAM

Responding to the need for safe,
sanitary and decent rental housing in
remote, underdeveloped or blighted
areas of the State, the Corporation
developed this aspect of the Rural Hous-
ing Program in 1979. This type of
financing deviates from all others of-
fered through AHFC in that owner oc-
cupancy is not a requirement, and that
multiple rental units are its primary
focus.

In offering the Non-owner Occupied
Rural program, AHFC provides an im-
petus to the construction or rehabilita-
tion of rental housing in those areas
which have no road or rail access to An-
chorage or Fairbanks, or which have a
population of 4500 or less. A.. Jitionally
this program provides increased resi-
dential units in areas of severe shortage.
The continuation of this program into
1981 is dependent upon an additional
appropriation from the legislature.

HOME OWNERSHIP
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Funded by an initial appropriation of
$2.5 million in cash and $50 million in
mortgages from the State of Alaska, the
Home Ownership Assistance Program
exists solely to assist low and moderate
income families in purchasing a home
by subsidizing a portion of the monthly
payment. Mortgages are purchased
under the Home Ownership Assistance
Program utilizing the same source of
funding as the Special Mortgage Loan
Purchase Program with an additional
subsidy provided by the State of
Alaska.

Because this is a special assistance
program, income and asset limits as
well as a purchase price ceiling have
been established. Although not opera-
tional until late in 1900, it is anticipated
that the Home Ownership Assistance
Program will be utilized to the full ex-
tent of its funding. Through this pro-
gram, a greater segment of the low to
moderate income population will be af-
forded the means of home ownership,
specifically those who had previously
been unable to bridge the gap between

escalating cost of housing and less
rapidly increasing income

With modifications, the Home Own-
ership Assistance Program should
qualiiy under the provisions of the new
Congressional legislation governing
mortgages financed through the sale of
tax-exempt bonds.

PLEDGED ACCOUNT
MORTGAGE PROGRAM

Alaska Housing Finance Corporation
implemented the Pledged Account
Mortgage program as a means of offer-
ing a type of graduated payment mort-
gage plan to prospective borrowers.
With a Pledged Account Mortgage, the
borrower can utilize a portion of his
savings to offset the mortgage payment
in the early years of the loan. The mort-
gage payments gradually increase in
smaller proportional increments than
the borrower's expected increase in in-
come.

This program, also not operational
until late in 1980, is incorporated into
and funded through the Special Mort-
gage Loan Purchase Program. Both the
Home Ownership Assistance and Pledg-
ed Account Mortgage programs signifi-
cantly broaden the homeownership
potential of Alaskan's and their
families.



