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Power Cost Equalization Rate Impacts
for AVEC Villages
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Power Cost Equalization Rate
From Reduced State Appropriations

Alaska Village Electric Cooperative (AVEC)

FY 87 PCE Rate (Avg) =
FY 87 Customer Rate (avg)

Total Power Cost =

FY 88
State
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No.

1

HB 182
3/16/87
POAER COST E A%E%AW%A/E 44.83.162-165)
QUIRVENTS

. Governor's
Customer Class Full Funding* Budget**
Residential $12,569.4 $10,809.7
Commercial 3,790.8 648.6
Community Facilities 3,591.3 2,693.5
Total Grants 19,951.5 14,151.8
Administrative Costs 137.3 137.3
Total Program Costs $20,088.8 $14,289.1
Funding Carryover -3,211.1 -3,217.1
FY 88 PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS $16,871.7 $11,072.0

FY 88 Reduction from Full Funding Level = §5,799.7

Full program funding required under the existing statutes.

Program funding required under new legislation proposing the following changes:

Lower residential cap from 750 KWH per month to 500 KMH

Lower community facilities caﬁmflrom 7? KH per month ?r resident to

Restrict eligible community

services and buildings.

e
e Ir?tl]ble commercial customers to those usmg no moret

mo

Page 2 of 2

acllities to exclude non-essential

Lower commercial .customer cap from 750 r monthto 500 K\H and limit
? F Q t it Ran 1,000 KAH per






STATE OF ALASKA

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No. :
Tide : An Act Related to the Power

Cost Equalization Program
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No. 1
KB 182

3/16/87
POARR QOST E A%%AWM 44.83.162-165)
Customer Class 1 Funding* Govgrnors
g
Residential $12,569.4 $10,809.7
Commercial 3,790.8 648.6
Community Facilities 3,591.3 2,693.5
Total Grants 19,951.5 14,151.8
Administrative Costs 137.3 137.3
Total Program Costs $20,088.8 $14,280.1
Funding Carryover -3,211.1 -3,217.1
FY 88 PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS $16,871.7 $11,072.0

FY 88 Reduction from Full Funding Level = §5,799.7

* Full program funding required under the existing statutes.
¥ Program funding required under new legislatio.. proposing the following changes:
Lower residential cap from 750 KAH per month to 500 KMH

L8wer communit facrlrt es ca from 7? er month r resident to
5 Restrict elrgr le co ununrty acl tes 10 ¢ cude non-essential

services and burldrngs

Lower commercial .customer ca om 750 KM per montht 500 limit
? rrﬁ;rbfe commercrarJ customer 0 those usrng no moret an 16% MI per

Page 2 of 2



TATE OF ALASKA 1967 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
STATE OF ALASA 7 FGLATIE SEsi

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No.:
Title :  An Act Related to the frower

Cost Equalization Program

bru

Sponsor:Governor Steve Cowper
Requestor:
Dau of Request..

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES
OPERATING FY 87
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EEUIPI\/IENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING

FY 88 FY 89

f5.799.71
- (5.799.7)

" OA .
0,0

(5.799,7)

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING :

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

TOTAL 1

POSITIONS :
FULL-TIME

PART-mIP.
TEMPORARY
ANALYSIS :

(Thousands of Dollars)

00 (5799.7) (5,799.7)

nn

Attach a separate page if necessary

(Thousands of Dollars)

(5.799,7) ..

No.

HB 182
HOUSE 3/16/8,

Bill Version:
Publish Date:

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Afrected: Alaska Power Authority
© mfiflytoffeftl -

Components : Power Cost Fnual i zation
Program

FY 90 FY 91 FY 92
(5.799,7)  (5,799.7)  (5.799.7)
(18799« (5,799,7) (5,799.7)
(5,799.7)  (5,799.7) (5,7«9.7)

The Iegislation_would reduce the funding requirements of the Power Cost Equalization Program in
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Agency: Alaska Power Authority. DCFD
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POMR COST EQ]l:JYALIZATION PROGRAM (AS 44.83.162-165)
8 ENTS

8 PROGRAM REQU

Customer Class Full Funding*
Residential $12,569.4
Commercial 3,790.8
Community Facilities 3,591.3

Total Grants 19,951.5
Administrative Costs 137.3

Total Program Costs $20,088.8
Funding Carryover -3,211.1
FY 88 PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS $16,871.7

FY 88 Reduction from Full Funding Level = $5,799.7

*  Full program funding required under the existing statutes.

No. 1
HB 182
3/16/87

GBot\Jlgrno*r;s
get
$10,809.7
648.6
2,693.5
14,151.8
137.3
$14,289.1
-3,217.1

$11,072.0

== Program funding required under new legislation proposing the following changes:

Lower residential cap from 750 KWH per month to 500 KWH

Lower community facilities cap from 70 KAH per monthper resident to
50 Restrict eligible community facilities to exclude non-essential

services and buildings.

eligible commercial customers to those usin
moith.

Page 2 of 2

L?We_r commercial customer cap from 750 KAH per monthto 500 KAH and limit
gno morethan 1,000 KAH per



No. 2

ST'TE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: CSHB 182(L5E)
Publish Date: HOUSE 4/13/87

REQUEST 8 1 c FISCAL DETAIL

B|I|/Res utign N

Title: 2\n ALt &el ? Ht 813 \)Ner" égll]"’gvée afat“m'e\rlt Sk? ggt’nvﬁter/éeu Otrcltghomu

Cost Equalzatlon rogram__ IlopmenT e

L.SIfir CfiwPgr, mmann>nf<e Power Cost Equé&lization®
Egonsor Jng irnm IWPgr B o0ramIRCER) qu

Date of Request

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES :  (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY91 FY 92

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL .
CONRACTUAL " x
S§PPLIES

LAND @STRUCTURES N .

GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 umnwimK W [I1K H ffiM -ro&Harhmvanta
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTALOPERATING (3089.0) | (4496.7) t5470.4) t(6433.5) (7600.7)
CAPITAL r

REVENUE T”

FUNDING :  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND |
FEOCRALFUNDS = (3Q89Q) (4496.71 (5470.4) (6433,5) (7600.7)

OTHER : ,
TOTAL 1 a mCLclil M| m f&HIKNi UZEXMWIN-1ow]
POSITIONS :

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  Attach aseparate page Ifi.x*ssary

The groposed Ieglslatl n w%uld reduce the undjng requwem?nts of the Power Cost
lization Program throu mcrementa restrictions on eligible consumption
eves (See attached schedule for details).

Prepared by: Gloria Mannj. Dire Pamn,  261-7210
Drle\ﬂasrl%nyAccount &Admﬁt Maska Power Authority Da®: Apr?tl 10, 1987

Approved by Exec: Dir.: bert fmLeResche Date:
ABBncy Alas a Power Aut%orlty ]

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Leglslatlve Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management 3nd Budget 2

Impacted Agency(iej) page- ___ of — 9/16/S6




ALASKA POMER AUTHORITY
POAER COST EQUALIZATION PROGRAM
f- JJECTED PROGRAM REQUIREMENT BY FISCAL YEAR

RES,JIVING FROM PROGRAM PROPOSED IN CSHB 182
Program
. Total Requirement
?ustomers Community Total Admin = * Program eductmn?
All Classes  Facilities Subsidy Costs  Requirement % $

88 Progected Proagram _

yiréments Under Existing
Le(élslatlon (1): $16,360.2  $3,591.3 S 19,9515  § 1373 §20,088.8 0 0
RJected Program

uwement Under

182 (2):
FY88 13,503.9 3,358.6 16,862.5 137.3 16,999.8  (15.4) (3,089.0)
FY89 12,096.2 3,358.6 15,454.8 137.3 15,592.1  (22.4)  (4,496.7)
FY90 11,122.5 3,358.6 14,481.1 137.3 14,618.4  (27.2) (5,470.4)
FY91 10,159.4 3,358.6 13,518.0 137.3 13,655,7  (32.0) 16,433.5)
FY92 8,992.2 3,358.6 12,350.8 137.3 12,488.1  (37.8) (7,600.7)
B. Power Cost Equalization Program Level of Subsidy

1. Customers: 750 kwh x mp _

Community Facilities: 70 kah x mo x resident
2. Custom rs

b Eg nni gFY89 " reduced mo each fiscal year

| q the m imum subs a?h ased on 550 kb X 1o

Communlty FaC| Ities: x rm X resident [0

0 -0 Co

mi
to

8718/DD21/2
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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

3Y THE LA30R AND
IN THE HOUSE COMMERCE COMMITTEE

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 182 (L&C)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A 3ILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the power cost equalization
program."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. FINDINGS. The legislature finds that
(1) the power cost equalization program has substantially im—
proved the health, safety, and quality of life in rural parts of the state;
(2) the cost of electricity in rural parts of the state is
substantially higher than the cost in the rest of the state;
(3) rural parts of the state rely less on a cash economy and

therefore rural residents may have more difficulty paying cash for high

energy costs;

(4) access to a certain level of electric power at affordable
rates is a basic right and necessity in the state;
(5) the power cost equalization program has allowed many more

rural state residents access to electric power at affordable rates than

before the program was available;

(6) most electricity in rural parts of the state is generated by
diesel generators that operate efficiently only at full capacity;

) an electric utility needs a certain demand for power to
operate efficiently and the power cost equalization program has helped
create this "critical mass™ of demand in rural areas of the state;

(8) by providing a stable demand, the power cost equalization
program has enabled rural electric utilities to substantially improve the

efficiency of their operations through energy conservation, more efficient

-1- CSHB 182 (L&C)
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17
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19
20
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23
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28

29

2eneraticn, and improvements 1in end-use technology;

(9) the average household use of energy has not increased
the power cost equalization program, although the number of new households
hooked up to electricity has increased;

(10) efficient generation and use of electrical power :n rural
parts of the state is dependent on power usage by residential, commercial,
and community facility customers; representatives of rural electr.c util—
ities believe that elimination or substantial curtailment of the pcwer cost
equalization subsidy for commercial users would force commercial users to
operate their own gasoline generators to provide their own electric power
and would therefore reduce the "critical mass" necessary for the electric
utility to operate economically;

(11) although the power cost equalization program has been suc—
cessful in providing electricity at affordable rates to consumers without
leading to waste of energy resources, the current fiscal limitations in the
state require a reduction in many state programs and services, .ncluding
the power cost equalization program;

(12) if a reduction to the power cost equalization program is
necessary, It is better to accomplish the reduction by reducing the amount
of subsidy for each consumer and continuing to provide service under the
program to the largest number of consumers possible.

* Sec. 2. AS 4y.d3.162(c; 1is amended to read:

(c) An eligible electric utility 1is entitled to receive power

cost equalization for actual consumption to the extent allowed under

(e) of this section for sales of power to

(&) [FOR SALES OF POWER TO] [local community fe

calculated 1in the aggregate for each community served by the electric

utility [, FOR ACTUAL CONSUMPTION OF NOT MORE THAN 70 KILOWATI-HOURS

PER MONTH FOR EACH RESIDENT OF THE COMMUNITY]; and

CSHB 182(LSC) -2-



2 [FOR ACTUAL CONSUMPTION OF NOT MORE THAN 750 KILOWATT-
HOURS PER MONTH SOLD TO] each customer 1in all classes served by the
electric utility except co customers of the utility under (1) of this
subsection.
Sec. 3. AS 44.83.162(e) 1is amended to read:

(e) An electric utility whose custom<rs receive power cost
equalization under this section shall set out in its tariff the rates
without the power cost equalization and the amount of power cost
equalization per kilowatt-hour sold. The rate charged to the customer
shall be the difference between the two amounts. Power cost equaliza—
tion paid under this section shall be used to reduce the cost of all
power sold to Ilocal community facilities, in the aggregate, to the
extent of 50 [70] kilowatt-hours per month per resident of the commu—
nity, and, in fiscal year 1988, to reduce the cost of the first 500
[/. ] kilowatt-hours per customer per month for all other classes
served by the electric utility. The subsidy for those classes shall
be reduced each year, beginning 1in fiscal year 1989, by 50 kilowatt-
hours Der customer per month until the maximum subsidv is based on the
first 250 kilowatt-hours per customer per month for those classes.
Access to at least 250 kilowatt-hours oer month at an affordable rate
is a basic right for each customer.

Sec. 4. AS 44.83.162(J) is amended to read:

(J) The authority shall review the report required under (i)C)
of this section and may submit the report to the commission for addi—
tional review before payment. After review and approval of the report
by the authority, the authority shall, subject to appropriation, pay
to each eligible electric utility an amount equal to the power c.st
equalization per kilowatt-hour determined by the commission under (b)

and (a) cf this section, multiplied by the number of kilowatt-hours

-3- CSHB 182 (L&C)
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eligible for power cost equalization that were sold during the preced—
ing month to all customers of the utility 1in accordance with (c) of
this section. Payment shall be made by the authority within 30 days
after receipt from the utility of the report required under (i) of
this section. However, if there 1is a dispute between the authority
and the utility relating to the payment, the authority shall submit
the report to the commission for vreview within 30 days after its
receipt by the authority. When a report 1is submitted to the commis—
sion for review under this section, payment shall be made by the
authority within 30 days after submission, based on a commission
determination. If the commission determines that appropriations are
insufficient for payment in full, the amount paid to each electric
utility must fully fund, 1in descending order, residential customers,
community faci.ities, and commercial facilities until the appropria—
tion is fully spent. If the appropriation is insufficient for payment
in full to a class of eligible customers, the amount paid to customers
in that class must be [IS] reduced on a pro rata basis.
* Sec, 5. AS 44.83.162(k) 1is amended to read:

(9 IT an electric utility receives power cost equalization

under this section, the utility shall either
(1) give the following notice to 1its electric service
customers eligible under this program for each period for which the
pavment 1is received:
NOTICE TO CUSTOMER

For the current billing period the utility will be paid under the
State of Alaska®"s power cost equalization program (AS 44.83.162) an
amount to assist the utility and its customers 1in reducing the high
cost of generation of electric energy. For electric energy consumed

bv residential customers and private commercial customers, this state

CSHB 182 (L&C) -4-



payment applies onlv to the first (insert appropriate amount) kilo—
watt-hours per month used bv each customer. For electric energy sold
to local community facilities, this state pavment applies to the total
number of kilovatt-hours used each month bv all such facilities in the
community, up to a maximum of 50 kilovatt-hours, multiplied by the

number of residents in the community.

Your total electrical service cost S .
Less state equalization S
Your charge S . ;
or
(2) give to 1its electric service customers a notice

proved by the authority, which notice provides electric service cus—
tomers the same information provided by the notice 1in (1) of this
subsection.
Sec. 6. AS 44 .83.162(0)(2) is amended to read:

(2) "community Tfacility” means a facility essential t
public health, safety, and welfare of the community, and 1includes a
water and sewer facility, public outdoor Ilighting including lighting
for a community-owned airport strip or harbor, a community washeteria
or freezer, a community volunteer firehall, a community health clinic,
a village public safety office, a [,] charitable educational facility,
or a community building whose operations are not paid for by the
state, the federal government, or private commercial interests;
Sec. 7. AS 44.83.163(a) 1is amended to read:

() The power cost equalization per kilowatt-hour determined

under AS 44.33.162 payable to an electric utility that is subject to
rate regulation under AS 42.05 may be adjusted by the commission if

(1) an increase or decrease 1in the electric utility"s
of fuel has resulted in the approval of a fuel cost rate adjustment by

-5- CSHB 182 (L&C)



VI\ UIVIX" 1 nurus.

uruvr i WUtUN. urVAr i

che commission;

(2)a permanent ur interim rate increase ur decrease has

been approved by che commission, thereby establishing a higher or

lower power cost; or

(€)) an adjustment 1is required after the authority has

discovered discrepancies 1in 1its review of monthly data submitted by

t” electric utility [; OR
@) THE AUTHORITY DETERMINES THATAPPROPRIATIONS ARE INSUF—

FICIENT TO FINANCE FULL PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE ELECTRIC UTILITIES!.



STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR " sox ad

JUNEAU ALASKA 398:1
PHONE <907) J85-3568
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

DIVISION OF POLICY

April 1, 1987
The Honorable Dave Donley
Representative
Alaska State Legislature
P.0O. 3ox V
Juneau, AK 99811
SU3JECT: H3 182 - Power Cost Equalization

Dear Representative Donley:

At the March 26 Labor & Commerce Committee hearing on H3 182,
Representative Koponen requested that our office provide additional
information and comments on several 1issues raised during the
hearing.

Current Rural Power Rates

Attachment 1 provides a list of power rates for residential and
commercial customers of regulated rural utilities. Rate
information for unregulated utilities is not readily available;
however, the rates shown in Attachment 1 provide a good sample of
utilities throughout the state.

The first table in Attachment 1 is from the Alaska Power Authority
and shows total power costs, rather than customer rates; PCE
payments are not reflected in these figures. PCS rates are shown
in the second table, provided by the Alaska Public Utilities

Commis tion.

An important point concerning customer rates under the PCS program
is that customers pay more than the 8.5 cents per kWh specified 1in
the PCE statutes. This 8.5 cent figure applies to the calculation
of the PCS rate paid to utilities, not directly to the customer
rate. The average rate paid by residential customers under the PCS
program is about 13 cents per kWh.

ARECA PCE Proposal

At the March 26 hearing, Mr. Ken Johnson, representing the Alaska
Rural Electrical Cooperative Association (ARECA), proposed an



Representative Donley
April 1, 1987
Page 2

alternative method of allocating reduced funding for the PCE
program. Mr. Johnson®s proposal included the following elements:

e Raise the current PCE floor of 8.5 cents per kilowatt-hour
(kWwh) to 11.25 cents per kWh, which Mr. Johnson 1indicates 1is
the current rate paid by Fairbanks residential customers.

e |If the previous step is not sufficient to meet funding
restrictions, then reduce the 95 percent multiplier 1in
present law to 90 percent.

IT the previous two steps are not sufficient to m”et funding
restrictions, reduce the current 750 kWh per month cap for
residential and commercial customers to 50C kWh.

The Alaska Power Authority (APA) has estimated the funding
reductions which would result from each of the elements in the
ARECA proposal. For purposes of comparison, HB 132 would reduce
the cost of thePCE program by about $5.8 million.

Raising the PCE floor from 8.5 cents per kWh to 11.25 cents per kWh
would reduce the funding requirement by about $3.9 million.

Reducing the 95 percent multiplier to 90 percent, with a PCE floor
of 11.25 cents, would save about $600,000, for a combined savings
of about $4.5 million. Thus, 1in order to meet the PCE funding
level included in the Governor®"s FY 88 budget, an additional $1.3

million would have to be deleted from the program. According to
ARECA®"s proposal, the next step would be to lower the 750 kWh per
month cap to 500 KkWh. However, Jlowering the consumption cap would

result in a program cost reduction of approximately $2.7 million --
much more than the $1.3 million required.

It appears that in order to match the Governor®s proposed funding
level, the most workable variation of the ARECA proposal would be
to raise the PCE floor to 11.25 cents and lower the consumption cap
from 750 to 500 kWh per month. This would produce a total cost

reduction of about 5.6 million. IT necessary, the 95 percent
multiplier could be reduced by one or two percent to match the
proposed funding level. If the consumption cap were not reduced to

500 kWh per month, the multiplier would have to be reduced to about
35 percent to match the proposed funding level.

Rate Impacts of the ARECA proposal

The ARECA proposal would result in what we feel are unacceptable

rate impacts for residential customers. Raising the PCE floor to
li.25 cents would require a rate increase for ail customers of 2.-~0
cents (11.25 - 8.5). At an average residential rate of 13 cents

per kWh, this would amount to a rate increase of 21 percent.
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The effect of reducing the 95 percent multiplier would vary
depending on the PCE rate of each utility. Using the Alaska
Village Electric Cooperative (AVEC) as a mid-range example,

reducing the multiplier to 85 percent would require an additional
rate increase of about 16 percent, for a total rate increase of
about 40 percent. If the consumption cap were reduced to 500 kWh
while leaving the multiplier at 95 percent, rate increases for most
residential customers would be limited to the 21 percent required
by rais®"ng the floor to 11.25 cents.

In comparison to H3 182, the ARECA proposal favor, large commercial
customers and community Tfacilities at the expense of small
residential customers. We are flexible in our approach to reducing
PCE funding; however, we feel strongly that any changes made to the
program must protect those customers who need the program the most.
These are the small residential customers with limited cash

incomes, who might use only 2-300 kWh per month. Under the ARECA
proposal, these customers would face rate increases of 20 - 40
percent.

The -200 kWh PCE- Proposal

Representative Koponen also asked that we comment on the proposal
made by Mr. Alan Mitchell, under which PCE customers would be
provided free electricity up to a level of approximately 200 kWh
per month. While we support Mr. Mitchell®s objective of increasing
incentives for the use of efficiency and conservation measures, his
proposal involves a major redistribution of PCE benefits fronm
larger to smaller PCE customers. For example, a customer using
only 200 kWh per month would benefit greatly from this concept,
while a customer using 500 kWh or more per month would probably
face substantial increases 1in power costs. This proposal goes well
beyond the restructuring of the PCE program in HB 182, and we do
not recommend that the proposal be adopted.

The Diesel "Low-LQadIProblem

Representative Koponen raised this issue in response to Mr.
Mitchell"s testimony on the benefits of efficiency and conservation
measures. Essentially, the problem is that most diesel generators
are designed to operate at relatively high load factors, and at lew
loads of 20 or 30 percent, fuel efficiency declines and maintenance
problems can develop. Representative Koponen expressed concern
that conservation measures could increase these problems by
reducing load levels.

This is a valid concern which must be considered cn a case-oy-case
basis, depending on the generation capacity and load character —
istics of each utility. However, we believe that conservation
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measures can play still play a major role in holding down rural
power costs, for several reasons. First, although diesel fuel
efficiency does decline somewhat at lower loads, with the high cost
of fuel in most villages, utilities can still obtain substantial
savings by reducing or limiting growth 1in power demand.

Second, while many rural utilities tend to have oversized
generators, others are nearing their generation capacity and will
have to acquire additional units unless demand growth can be

limited by conservation or other measures. Second, diesel
generators are replaced relatively frequently in comparison to the
larger power plants used 1in urban areas. While conservation may

not be as effective in a village with an oversized generator, it
can enable the utility to purchase a smaller generator to replace
the oversized unit when it wears out.

Third, some types of conservation measures can help to reduce the
low-load problem. In many villages, this 1is a seasonal summer
problem because loads are high in the winter and low in the summer.
3y targeting conservation measures at electrical uses which
contribute to the winter peak, such as lighting, the wide swings 1in
seasonal demand can be reduced.

The best solution to the low-load problem is the use of two or more
generators 1in series, which allows a utility to use a small
generator during its daily or seasonal low points 1in demand, then
bring additional unit(s) as demand increases. This load following
procedure 1is used by most of the larger rural utilities, but is net
yet employed by many smaller utilities.

I hope this information is helpful. Please let me know if we can
be of further assistance.

Senior Analyst
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ATTACHMENT 1

1905 Energy Use (Kwh) and Billing Charges ($/Kwh)
ALASKA UTIL ITIFS BY REGION

(Page 2 of 2

Residential Conmerclal/Industrlal TOTAI
(Average Annual) (Average Annual ) (Average Annual)
Use nin Charged) Use Bill Charge!1) Use nu  Chargef
Reglon/Communlty U tility Kwh/Cust.  S/Cust. t/Kwh Kwh/Cust. ~ $/Cust.  «/Kuh Kwh/Cust. ~ $/Cust.  t/Knh
ARCTIC - NORTHWEST
48 Villages AVEC 2,777 1,757 45.3 14,007 5,692 40.6 5,962 2,467 41.3
flarrow BtIAEC "x 053 6bil 13.0 64,157 5,774 9.0 18,981 1,973 10.1
Deadhorse AUI 0 0 0 656,851 167,431 25.4 656,851 167,431 75.4
Kotzebue KtEA 6,046 1,377 22.8 52,340 11,149 21.3 14,106 30,794 21.8
Nome NJIIB 5,394 1,041 19.3 29,889 472 15.8 10,604 2,085 19.6
Unalakleet UVEC 5,198 1,160 22.3 31,930 6,761 21.1 10,759 2,376 71.6
Regional Average 3,967 1,145 33.1 50,722 8,195 21.2 37,927 5,757 79.9
SOUTHWEST
An! ak APC 3,787 1,634 432 35,310 13,386 379 9,16S 3,638 39.7
Bethel BUC 5079 970 19.1 58,598 9,832 16.8 13,495 7,363 175
Cnld Bay GEK 15,276 3,207 210 61,537 13,171 214 42,371 9,48 24
DI11Ingham NEC 5251 1,069 204 21927 5,300 190 10,740 2111 19.7
Egeglk EL&P 3,740 2,131 570 7,152 4,76 570 4,685 2,670 570
Levelock (3) LEC 3,825 2,173 579 12,240 6,391 532 6,350 3,123 50.1
McGrath MGLSP 3,359 1,224 36.4 13,596 5,165 38.0 8,089 3,045 376
Naknek NEA 5961 1,377 231 30,775 7,101 231 14,139 3,764 231
Napaklak (3) NIIC 3,224 ¢3¢} 305 14,425 4,502 312 4214 1,294 30.7
Regional Average 5,106 1,151 234 36,089 7,544 240 15,808 2,646 22.8
Alaska Average 9,027 a1 14.3 74,724 5,916 9.2 19,363 1,693 95

MOTE: (1) These charges do not reflect the nctuel costs to consumers of utilities eligible under the State Power Cost Equalization Program.
(» Reglonal averages are weighted by population.
3) E: Estimated.

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 12/06
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Reglon/Communl ty Lit 11 Ity

SOUTHEAST
APAL (Inc). Ink) APAT
Auke Ray CHFA
S VIII ages THREA
Halnes HLAP
Juneau AELAP
Ketchikan KPU
Hetlakatla HPAL
Petersburg PtIPAL
Sitka SEO
Wrangell WHLAP
Yakutat YPI
Reglonal Average (2)
SOUTHCENTRAL
Kodlak KdEA
Port Lions KdEA
Anchorage AVLAP
CEA
MEA
Cordos a CEC
Clennallen CVEA
Homer HEA
Seward SES
Valdel _ CVEA
Regional Average
YUKON
Talrbanks EMUS
GVFA
Tort Yukon G2L
Hanley Hot Springs MK
Ngrthway NPAL
Tanana TPC

Regional Average

Use

Kwh/Cust.

<700
11,396
5227
5033
12,695
9,777
17,186
h, &1
10,997
5611
7,000
10,39

6,037
3,637
7,360
9,658
11,762
5,688
A X1
10,926
1000
7.9
9,583

5,862
8,103
1,091
2,900
3,057
5,068
7,613

19B5 Energy Use (Kwh) and Billing Charges (<f/Kwh)

Residential
(Average Annual)

Bill

$/Cust.

789
1,639
1,829
1,102

92

909
107

1

I

065
1,339

&

1,026
655
«
&0

1,057

1378
00
871

1,01«

1223
2

all
871
a0l
573
093

1,926
812

ALASKA UTILITIES BY REGION

(Page 1of 2

Charged )
t/Kwh

165
19.9
350
109
7.3
9.3
6.1
108
5.8
159
191
103

Corrmerc lal/Indus trial

Use

Kwh/Cust.

22,580
39,161
23563
25,966
50,858
97,818
116,395
60,839
63,076
29,083
62,286
99,376

(Average Annual)

Bill

J/Cctt.

3,929
2,791
8,983
9,385
3,830
9,339
11,902
6,030
9,156
2,719
9,989
9,398

9,137
1532
7,155
9,529
9,330
5,262
9,788
6,797
3,391
9,952
5871

6,319
6,710
5,737
1670
19,891
29,906
6,627

Charge!l)
t/Kwh

152
70
36.0
169
75
91
102
9.9
6.5
113
16.0
9.9

Use

Kwh/Cust.

11,086
19,996

8,925
10,666
21,019
15,836
30,709
19,59
22,796
10,018
19,919
18,055

20,108

5,065
26,870
16,352
15,965
13,39%
17,673
23,690
19,021
20,860
19,505

21,626
15,503
6,233
3019
13,198
9,600
16,599

10TAL

mil

$/Cust.

1679
1923
3,122
1,006
1,595
1,955
2,593
1,989
1,999
1,399
2,998
1677

1,992
1,598
7,269

730
3,610
3,952
1650

(Average Annual)

Charge!l)
t/Kwh

151
133
350
169
7.3
9.2
0.3
102
6.6
129
173
99

150
180
6.1
6.9
9.0
203
17.3
7.3
9.8
195
75

9.0
100
369
297
279
370

103

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 12/06



SENT 5f:

ALASKA PUBLIC UT._iLli3 COMM.SSION-ANNUAL REPORT (Fiscal "ear Er.dir.s; 6/30)
SAVPLE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC RATE(?
(As of Decomber 31, 198 - Fual Cost Safa Adjustments Included Where Available)
Power C
CONKONIY QD i W B o Ty s cowy
Anchorage | 1043 i 3416 S6333 $ 9349 le!)cg)artmeﬁttﬁu?nmpalny o
Anchorage d/b/
Anchorage 1159 601 6652  97.HA Chugach Electric
ssoclation, Inc.
Andreanof 5500 20000 32500 45000 26.506KWH  Andreanof Electric Corporation
Angoon 3706 1590 33770 40950 21936KWMH Tl Ir& ﬁald Re onal
ctrica Au or|ty
AnlaK 4248 20258 3%H63 5858 22.HGKM Anleck nght tf\nd Power
AVEC M15 2075 44150 66225 2969/KMH - Alaska Vlllaqa El?ctnc
Commun 111 os ooperative
Barrow 15600 6600 125% 17712 Borré)w Ut|||1|es and Electric
ooperative,
Betnel 233 9346 17336 2427 7256/KWH  3athal Utilities
orporation, Inc.
Battles 4950 24750 49500 74250 53.196KMH  Bettlos Light 4 Power, Inc.
Central 5089 25445 50890 7633 33.3KMH Far North Utilities
Chuathbeluk 5030 20500 59000 38500 41,806k Midgle Kuskokwlm Electric
ooperative, Inc.
Chugiak 1844 5213 943H 1301 Hatznuska Electric
ssociation, Inc.
Cold Say %15 14075 27150 4% I5H6KH G 4K, Inc. r
26. , . . C |
Copper Center 640 10010 10510 27010 opRgrS algalteg El?ctnc
Craig 2128 9264 18220 27174 7416/KMH Alaségrrggj\quer 4 Telephone
Crooked Creek 5000 29500 59000 88500 4L806KWH  Middle Kuskokwim Electric
ooperative, Inc.
Oelta Junction 1999 5993 10111 1429 Golden Valleg El?ctnc
ssoclation
0111Ingnan 2657 10034 18670 27318  9646/KWH NuslzlfegaK Electric
upera Ve, Inc.
Douglas 1550 4950 920. 1340 Ala%a Erllglzctrlc Light 4 Power
Eagle River 1844 5218 43B 1380 Hatz nuska Electr c
ssoclafion,
' . . : RBRBKH  E
Egegik Y79 27393 790 8A8 geﬁk)rreLrlgﬂte zirédon%or ea a
Falroanks 199 5993 10111 1429 Golden Valleg El?ctrlc
ssoclation
Fort Yukon HOL 16609 27769 3020  18566MMH  Gwltchyaa Zhee U tility Company
**State

up to per customer.

47-

a&awce credlted to customer bills on a cents/KWH basis for consumption



ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

SASPLE KINTHLY PEEICEITIAL ELECTRIC BATES (CCHT) ,
(As of December 31, 198 - fuel Cost Rata Adjustment* Incltded Where Available)

COMIHITY @ P W RS unumv- s comay
|
Clcnnallan | 760 $10010 518510 $270.10 Copggrs (\)/glJalﬁgn’clefﬁctrlc
Haines 5 045 16693 23668  <BUGKMH 'Iai%es Ii%nt $ Pover
oopany, - Inc.
Hallbut Cove 2332 5762 10050 14338 tot.gg El%‘tfic
soc Jat lon, Inc.
Hasty 1939 3093 10111 142X Colden Val la El?ctric
ssoclation, Inc.
Horner 2271 24 9. 12163 Harar Electric
ssociation, Inc.
Hoonah 3706 10 33770 4950 21936KWM T qlt-H'flld Re%onal
actricel Authority
Hapa 1159 3601 6652 97104 Chugocr, Electric
ssociation, Inc.
Hydaburg 2164 12152 23887 ¥62 14.336KMH Ala%% pPa%\ilver & Telephone
1lanna 4H57 2135 4H70 63355 26.06KH NN Electric
Cooperative. Inc.
Junoau 1550 4950 9200 13430 AIa%ka Electric Light 4 Pover
ompany
Kake 3706 10 3B770 4950 2193%6KMH T IEth-Hald Re%onal
ectrical Authority
Kasaan 3706 10 B770 4950 2L936KMH T I@qit-Kaid? Re%i?nal
ectrical Authority
Kenal 227 5241 008 12163 Eloc %r Ic
ssoclation, Inc.
Klavock 3706 10 B770 40950 293%6KH Tl iEqit-naid Re%)nal
ectrical Authority
Kodiak 1493 6715 12020 17075 KodAaSkSOECI%%tOrrI]c’ e
Kotzebue 3160 176 211% 31216 9986/KWMH Koti\ebue Electric
ssociation, Inc.
Levalock 5200 26000 52000 78000 41306/KWH Levglcck Electric
ooperative, Inc,
Hanokotak 3000 15000 30000 45000 21106/KWH  Hanokotak Power Canpany
WoGrath 3095 1827 6L 543l 28266KWH  McGrath Light 1 Pover Company
Moose Pass 1159 3601 6652 9704 CJiu/goch Electric-
ssoclation, Inc.
Napaklak 4700 23600 47000 70500 38.306KMH  Hapaklax Ircinaq river Company
Nenana 1999 5093 1011 1429 Golden Valley Electric
ssoclation, Inc.
Ninlichlk 227 241 008 12163 I-ImFr Electric Association,
ne.

AState assistance credited to customer bills on a cants/KWH hasis for consumption
Up to /A0 KMH par customer.
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

CCHAINITY
'titn Po'e

Northvay
Palmer

Pol lean
Port Graham

Port Lions
Rad Cev 1L
Sand pointry
Seldovla
Skagvay
Sleermuro
Soldotna
Starllng
Stony Rivar
Talkeefna
Tanana
To/lar
Tok/Oot Lake
Una/akllent
Valdez

WailM a

(A* of December 31, 195 -

$199 $5993
27153 137.65
184 5213
1510 7550
2332 57.62
148 67.15
500 295.00
3010 14279
233 5762
2466  86.29
5900 295.00
2721 5241
2721 5241
5900 29%.00
1844 5218
4450 21190
537 26873
2311 11060
328 106.40
2340  87.00
1844 5218

SAMPLE MONTHLY 7ESICENTIAL ELECTRIC RATES
Fuel Cost Rate AUjustmunts incl

.0CO 1500 Power Cost
KWH

27530 41295 19036/KMH

9433 13301

15100 2650  299%/KWH

10050 M3.38
12020 17085
59000 88500  41.806/kwh

28044 41809  6.666/KWH
10050 M3.38
15954 23279  5166/KMH
59000 88500  41.806/KMH
9008 12163
9003 12163
59000 88500  41806/KWH
9435 13301
40540 55890  23326/KWH
53750 80623  40376/KWH
21340 30650  9316/KWH
19030 29020 11626/KMH
16410 24060
%33 13301

IS.

S%(emme Available)

o Eaual Itatlon(') UTILITY SERVING CQAMJHITY
$10011 $14229

Golden Val I% Electric
ssoclation, inc.

ltorthwey Power i Light, Inc.
Matanuska, E le ctric

Association, Inc.
Pelican U tility Company

tomsr Electr Ic
Association, Inc.

KodAak Elactr Ic
ssoclation. Inc.

Middla KuskoKwim Electnc
Cooperative, Inc.

Point octrlc
mpany,

Hmar Electr.Ic
Association, Inc.

Alaska Power | Telephone
Company

Midgle Kusk kW|m Electr|c
0op era Inc.

Hener Electr.lc
Assoclation, Inc.

"aSototh, e

Middle Kusk kwim Electric
oopera Ive, Inc.

S 5

Tanana Power Company, Inc.

Tellﬁr Power C%n%tyen

odgett d
Alaaka Power & Telephone

MatRnuska lectric
ssociation, Inc.

Rl

Matanuska. E le ctric
tEgsomatlon Inc.

"Stafe %Btance cr#dltad to customer hills on a cents/KWH hosls foe consumption

up to

*ACartl flcate

Inc., In

KAH per customer.
to. 20 was transferred from Pelican Utility Company to S Point Electric Company,

49-
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ALASKA PV3LIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

SAW.E “CNTHLY PESICEKTIAl ELECTRIC RATES
(As of December 31, 1905 - ueij ost Rat* Ahljzustments Inclﬁ%W%W Available)

100 500 1,000 1,500 Powar Cost
CCWMI nr KIIH KWH KWH KWH  Equal Uatlonl  UTILITY SERVING CSVMjmTY
Whltt|er 1 1159 S 56.01 J 66.52 197.0< Ctlugacn Electric
ssociation,  Inc.
M 1 low 1344 5218 945 15301 Matanuska, Elactr |c
ssociation, Inc.
Yakutat 2406 9850 18330 26410 7I7('/KWH  Yakutat Powar, Inc

,,Stata nce cred|ted to customer bills on a eants/KVH basis for consimptlon
( %%8?«&4 per-eustemer P
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STEVE CQWPER

statk or Alas ka
0 FFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

Ji» A I

March 13, 1987

The Honorable Ben Grussendorf
Speaker of the House

Alaska State Legislature

P.0O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Grussendorf:

Under the authority of art. 111, sec. 18, of the Alaska Con—
stitution, | am transmitting a bill relating to the power
cost equalization progranm. The primary purpose of this bill
is to reallocate money under the program in order to avoid
increases in power costs for most residential customers, who
are the key beneficiaries of the equalization program.

IfT this bill or similar legislation is not enacted, present
law would require the Alaska Power Authority to prorate any
funding shortfall in the program equally among all customer
classes. Under the funding level proposed in my FY 88 bud-—
get, this provision 1in present law would vresult 1in power
rate increases of more than 50 percent for many rural resi—
dents. This bill would establish residential customers as
the first priority for full funding and would avoid any in-—
crease in power vrates for vresiden 1ial customers wusing 500
kilowatt hours or less per month. This consumption level 1is
about 25 percent higher than the statewide average residen—
tial power use under the equalization program.

The bill does the following:

@) it reduces the cap for community facility users from 70
to 50 kilowatt-hours per month per resident (secs. 1
and 2 of the bill);

) it reduces the cap for residential and commercial users
from 750 to 500 kilowatt-hours per month (secs. 1, 2,
and 4 of the bill);

3) it changes the means of allocating insufficient appro-—
priations; vresidential wusers have first priority for
full funding; community facilities have second priori—
ty, and commercial users have third priority; 1if money
is insufficient to fundany class of user, the money
will be distributed on aprorata basis to the eligible
users in that class (secs. 3 and 6 of the bill);
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4) it redefines "community facility” to clarify that the
subsidy 1is intended for facilities essential t> the
public health, safety, and welfare of the communi®.y, if
the facility"s operations are not paid for by the fed-—
eral, state, or private commercial interests (sec 5 of
the bill);

(5) it adds a new definition for "eligible customer™ so
that only three classes of customers are eligible for
the subsidy: residential customers, private commercial
customers with a Jlimited power usage, and community
facilities (sec. 5 of the bill);

(6) it makes amendments to conform to the changes described
above (sec. 7 of the bill).

This bill is just the first step in what | believe shcuid be
a more comprehensive redirection of state policy on reducing
rural energy costs. We need to implement programs thct pro—
vide lasting, lon"-term benefits to rural residents, rather
than annual, one-time subsidies. Although the power cost
equalization program has played a major role in reduc.ng the
cost of living 1in rural areas, it provides no lastinc bene—
fits and 1is completely dependent on the annual appropria—
tions process.

Most rural communities will probably have to rely on diesel
power generation for the foreseeable future, but there is
much that can be done to improve the efficiency and reduce
the cost of power from these generation systems. These
cost-saving measures include the replacement of oversized or
inefficient generators, transmission improvements, coordina—
tion of fuel purchases among villages, and the use of more
efficient lighting and refrigeration systems to reduc j power
demand .

These types of energy efficiency improvements can provide
long-term reductions 1in power costs which are not dependent
on annual appropriations from the legislaturet Although
implementing these measures will require substantial invest—
ments in rural power systems, in most cases these invest—
ments can be repaid from savings in fuel costs within a few
years. The Alaska Power Authority and the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs are now evaluating financing
methods that would not necessitate state appropriations to
make these improvements.

I believe that this shift 1in rural energy policy toward
lasting 1improvements, rather than annual subsidies, will
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benefit rural residents while reducing the cost
programs. My
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v+ S|AlE OF ALASKF’?S&%?IZ h%(?.ELATIVE SESSIUN

REQUEST
JFI(J/Resolutlon No.:

: An Act Related to the Power
Cost Equalization Program

SpomOf :Governor Steve Copper ~

Requestor -
Dateof Request:
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES
OPERATING FY 87 FY 88
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES

oA
CNDASIRUCTIRES 0, 20071
GRANTS, CLAIS 00 (5797

MISCELLANEOUS 0,0 [5.799,7.).

TOTAL OPERATING
CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING :  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND 0.0 (5,739.7)
FEDERAL FUNDS

POSITIONS :

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  Attachaseparate page if necessary

Bill Version: HB 182
Publish Date: HOUSE 3/16/87

FISCAL DETAIL

Affected Alaska Power Authority

Agency
bru : 0a-flfl-k-t»-nn

Cgmgonents : Auth™inn
rogram

(Thousands of Dollars)
FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92

*

(57997)  (.7997)  (57997)  (5.799.7
(57997)  (5.799.7)  (5.799.7) (5.798.7)

(5,799.7) (5.799.7) (5,799.7)  (5,799.7)

IK 7QQ 7\

The legislation would reduce the funding requirements of the Power Cost Equalization Program in
FY 88 by an estimated $5,799.7 through restrictions on eligible consumption levels aod customers.
This reduction is already included in the Governor"s Budget. Cost savings in FY 89792 would
probably be larg>;r than in FY 88, but are difficult to estimate accurately; therefore, the FY 88
estimate is used for each of these years. (See attached schedule for detail.)

Pre ared by: iilfllifl BamLI&CfictflE

SIOﬂ Arr-mmting A Admini stratioi

Approve&)b @rﬁ%ﬁi (%Sr Bob LeResch

genCy Alaska Power Authority. PCEP

Distribution. (oy Agency preparing fiscal note):
Leqis|ative Finance
Le |sIat|ve Sponsor

pge gé D@g/ %ne?t and Budget

Phone: .281-7210
Date: i0C/a2_

Date:  3/10/87

of 0/16/86



No. 1
HB 182
3/16/87

POMER COST EQUALIZATION PROGRAM (AS 44.83.162-165)
FY 88 PROGRAM REQUIRMENTS

Governor's
Bug

Customer Class Full  Funding* get**
Residential $12,569.4 $10,809.7
Commercial 3,790.8 648.6
Community Facilities 3,591.3 2,693.5

Total Grants 19,951.5 14,151.8
Administrative Costs 137.3 137.3

Total Program Costs $20,088.8 $14,289.1
Funding Carryover -3,211.1 -3,217.1
FY 88 PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS $16,871.7 $11,072.0

FY 88 Reduction from Full Funding Level = $5,799.7

Full program funding required under the existing statutes.
= Program funding required under new legislation proposing the following changes:
Lower residential cap from 750 KAH per month to 500 KAH

Lower community facilities cap from 70 KAH per month per resident to
0 KWH Restrict eligible community facilities to exclude non-essential
services and huildings.

Lower commercial customer cag from 750 KAH per month to 500 KWH and limit
renlolr?thble commercial customers to those using no more than 1,000 KAH per

Page 2 of 2



STEVE COWPEfI

State of A laska

3FF I £ 3 thE JCVESNCFI

>JC1 CAC

March 13, 1987

The Honorable Ben Grussendorf
Speaker of the House

Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Grussendorf:

Under the authority of art. 111, sec. 18, of the Alaska Con—
stitution, I am transmitting a bill relating to the power
cost equalization program. The primary purpose of this bill
is to reallocate money under the program in order to avoid
increases 1in power costs for most residential customers, who
are the key beneficiaries of the equalization program.

If this bill or similar legislation is not enacted, present
law would require the Alaska Power Authority to prorate any
funding shortfall 1in the program equally among all customer
classes. Under the funding level proposed in my FY 88 bud-—
get, this provision in present law would result 1in power
rate increases of more than 50 percent for many rural resi—
dents. This bill would establish residential customers as
the first priority for full funding and would avoid any 1in-—
crease 1in power vrates for vresidential customers using 500
kilowatt hours or less per month. This consumption level 1is
about 25 percent higher than the statewide average residen—
tial power use under the equalization program.

The bill does the following:

(¢)) it reduces the cap for community facility users from 70
to 50 kilowatt-hours per month per resident (secs. 1
and 2 of the bill);

2 it reduces the cap for residential and commercial users
from 750 to 500 kilowatt-hours per month (secs. 1, 2,
and 4 of the bill);

3) it changes the means of allocating insufficient appro—
priations; residential wusers have first priority for
full funding; community facilities have second priori—
ty, and commercial users have third priority; 1if money
is insufficient to fund any class of user, the money
will be distributed on a pro rata basis to the eligible
users in that class (secs. 3 and 6 of the bill);



Hon. Ben Grussendorf Page 2

4) it redefines "community facility” to clarify that the
subsidy is intended for facilities essential to the
public health, safety, and welfare of the community, if
the facility"s operations are not paid for by the fed-—
eral, state, or private commercial interests (sec. 5 of

the bill);

(5) it adds a new definition for "eligible customer”™ so
that only three classes of customers are eligible for
the subsidy: residential customers, private commercial
customers with a limited power wusage, and community
facilities (sec. 5 of the bill);

() it makes amendments to conform to the changes described
above (sec. 7 of the bill).

This Dbill 1is just the first step in what 1 believe should be
a more comprehensive redirection of state policy on reducing

rural energy costs. We need to implement programs that pro—
vide lasting, long-term benefits to rural residents, rather
than annual, one-time subsidies. Although the power cost

equalization program has played a major role in reducing the
cost of living in rural areas, it provides no lasting bene—
fits and 1is completely dependent on the annual appropria-—
tions process.

Most rural communities willL probably have to rely on diesel
power generation for the foreseeable future, but there is
much that can be done to 1improve the efficiency and reduce
the cost of power from these generation systems. These
cost-saving measures 1include the replacement of oversized or
inefficient generators, transmission 1improvements, coordina—
tion of fuel purchases among villages, and the use of more
efficient lighting and refrigeration systems to reduce power
demand.

These types of energy efficiency improvements can provide
long-term reductions in power costs which are not dependent
on annual appropriations from the Jlegislature. Although
implementing these measures will require substantial invest—
ments in rural power systems, in most cases these 1invest—
ments can be repaid from savings in fuel costs within a few
years. The Alaska Power Authority and the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs are now evaluating financing
methods that would not necessitate state appropriations to
make these improvements.

I believe that this shift 1in rural -energy policy toward
lasting 1improvements, rather than annual subsidies, will
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STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE
Revision Date :
REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL
1 N NO A . .
R Re Rel nB%lz thie Sher fhy yée artmen KA R AOt i
Cost Equallzatlon rogram__ eve opment ~
S Governor Steve Cowper nmpnnenw 2-POWEr Cost Equa 1i zatiori
Rgaﬂggtror W e Program fPCEP) !

Date of Request,

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES :  (Thousands of Dollars)

operating FY 87 FY 38 FY 89 FY 90 Fy 91 FYy 92

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS n fMwWJS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 (3089.0)  (4496.7) (5470.4)  (6433.5) (7600.7)

| CAPITAL 1

REVENUE

FUNDING t  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND n . (3089.0.) (4496.7) .(5410,4).. (6433.5) (7600.7)
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER
TOTAL 8] mEILL-ENILITU tilLT AWl mm£EM R 'mm I (3FfckIMMI

POSITIONS :

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS Attach aseparate page if necessary

The groposed egislation w%uld reduce the undjn? requwements of the Power Cost
lization Program throu mcrementa restrictions on eligible consumption

eves (See attached schedule for details).

Bre}taredb Gloria Man

Ire Pho 1-7210
Ision:~ Account. A mPn ﬁjaska Power Authority Da?g Ap%?

10, 1987
Approved by Exec: Dir.. Robert E. LeResche Date:
ABFe)ncy yAlaia Power AutPtorlty
Distribution ( b]y_ Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted AgenCy(ies) page ... - of 9/16/S6



April 9, 1987

o]

n
PROJECTE RO((B:E(%)AI?\/I IREME!\PF SCAL Y1 e
RESULTING FROM PROGR’AI\/I PROPOSED IN CSHB 182 0
Program P
t Co u it Total Admin PIQOtraalm RF qg(litfén F(?rtﬁ d
ustomers
A(fl Classes Facrp tPe Subs?dy Costs Reqm?ement % m
AP e PO ’
Legislation (L) $163002 $35913 $199515 $1313 $200888 O 0
Projected Program -
eﬁéuremen £ Under b 4
(2):
FY88 13,503.9 3,358.6 16,862.5 137.3 16,999.8  (15.4)  (3,089.0) g
FY89 12,096.2 3,358.6 15,454.8 137.3 15592.1  (22.4)  (4,496.7) o
FY90 11,122.5 3,358.6 14,481.1 137.3 14,618.4  (27.2)  (5,470.4)
FY91 10,159.4 3,358.6 13,518.0 137.3 13,655.3  (32.0) 16,433.5)
FY92 8,992.2 3,358.6 12,350.8 137.3 12,488.1  (37.8)  (7,600.7) &
g ¥
. i |
B.  Power Cost Equalization Program Level of Subsidy ﬁi?
1. Customers: _ 750 kwh x mp
Community Facilities: 70 kwh x mo x resident
2. Customers:
a. I:\(88nn500FY89 red 50 m each fiscal year PR
?I the i usceb L%w s based o1 90 Wb X 57
Commumty Facilities: X m X resident o

18718/DD21/2
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STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE
Revision Date:
REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL
Bil|/Resolution No .: Agency Affected : Alaska Power Authority
Title : An Act Related to the Power B%{U: ns-NR-%<i-ng.-Nn

Cost Equalization Program (rfp, |

Sponsor:Governor Steve Cowper

Requestor:
Date of Request.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES :  (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FYy 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 Fy a1 FY 92

PERSONA ZSERVICES -
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 [j.2201) e J799,7) G, =71 (5799,7)  (5,799.7)
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 ...799,7) G677  (5.799.7)  (5,799.7)

TOTAL OPERATING

Cgmgonents . Power. Cost F.cual.ization
rogram

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING :  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND 0.0 (5799.7) (5799.7)  (5799.7)  (5799.7) (5.799.7)
FEDERAL FUNDS

TOTAL -is-auu

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

7 7
(w 717 .7,1, (S.7ss 71 ™ 7QQ > 15-39*1.73n,

ANALYSIS :  Attach aseparate page if necessary

The legislation would reduce the funding requirements of the Power Cost Equalization Program in
FY.88 gan_estlmatﬁpea$39799. hrouHh restrictions on eligible consumﬁtlon,levels and cusﬁomers.

This reduction 1s a Included 11 the Governor's Budget. Cost savings in FY 89-92 would
probablg be lar eF than In FY 88, but are d gﬂcult to estimate acFurad;eIty;, herefore, the FY 8
estimate Is used for each of these years. %ee attached schedule for detalil.
Prepared by: Gloria Manni. Director----==-====mmmmmmmmmmmmmmme - Phnne « 261-7210
Division . Accounting AAriministratioj Date: 3/1Q/RT7.

(F ecutive Director:
Approved byGommissioner: Bob LeResch”K Date:  3/10/87

Agency. Alaska Power Authority. PCEP

Distribution (bEAgency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted AgenCy(ies) page------- of 9/16/86



POMR COST EQEYA%AHON PRCIBRAI\/IFEAS 44.83.162-165)

PROGRAM REQUIRMENTS

Customer Class Full Funding* GBOL\J/ égto*r*ls
Residential $12,569.4 $10,809.7
Commemal 3,790.8 648.6
Community Facilities 3,591.3 2:693.5

Total Grants 19,951.5 14,151.8
Administrative Costs 137.3 131.3

Total Program Costs $20,088.8 $14,289.1
Funding Carryover -3,217.1 -3,217.1
FY 88 PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS $16,871.7 $11,072.0

FY 88 Reduction from Full Funding Level = $5,799.7

*  Full program funding required under the existing statutes.
** Program funding required under new legislation proposing the following changes:
Lower residential cap from 750 KAH per month to 500 KWH

Lower community facilities cap from 70 KAH per monthper resident to
5 KM Restrict _e||%|b|e community facilities to exclude non-essential
services and buildings.

L?_we,r commercial customer cag from 750 KAH per monthto
e Ir?tlhble commercial customers to those using no more tha

mo

500 K\H and limit
n 1,000 KAH per



STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET PHONE: 1907) 465-3568

DIVISION OF POLICY

April 1, 1987

The Honorable Dave Donley
Representative

Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

SUBJECT: HB 182 - Power Cost Equalization

Dear Representative Donley:

At the March 26 Labor & Commerce Committee hearing on HB 182,
Representative Koponen requested that our office provide additional
information and comments on several 1issues raised during the
hearing.

Current Rural Power Rates

Attachment 1 provides a list of power rates for residential and
commercial customers of regulated rural utilities. Rate
information for unregulated utilities 1is not readily available;
however, the rates shown 1in Attachment 1 provide a good sample of
utilities throughout the state.

The first table in Attachment 1 is from the Alaska Power Authority
and shows total power costs, rather than customer rates; PCE
payments are not reflected in these figures. PCE rates are shown
in the second table, provided by the Alaska Public Utilities
Commission.

An important point concerning customer rates under the PCE progranm
is that customers pay more than the 8.5 cents per kWh specified in
the PCE statutes. This 8.5 cent figure applies to the calculation
of the PCE rate paid to utilities, not directly to the customer
rate. The average rate paid by residential customers under the PCE
program is about 13 cents per kWh.

At the March 26 hearing, Mr. Ken Johnson, representing the Alaska
Rural Electrical Cooperative Association (ARECA), proposed an

01 A34LH



Representative Donley
April 1, 1987
Page 2

alternative method of allocating reduced funding for the PCE
program. Mr. Johnson®s proposal included the following elements:

e Raise the current PCE floor of 8.5 cents per kilowatt-hour
(kWh) to 11.25 cents per kWh, which Mr. Johnson indicates 1is
the current rate paid by Fairbanks residential customers.

e If the previous step is not sufficient to meet funding
restrictions, then reduce the 95 percent multiplier in
present law to 90 percent.

e |If the previous two steps are not sufficient to meet funding
restrictions, vreduce the current 750 kWh per month cap for
residential and commercial customers to 500 kWh.

The Alaska Power Authority (APA) has estimated the funding
reductions which would result from each of the elements 1in the
ARECA proposal. For purposes of comparison, HB 182 would reduce
the cost of the PCE program by about $5.8 million.

Raising the PCE floor from 8.5 cents per kWh to 11.25 cents per kWh
would reduce the funding requirement by about $3.9 million.

Reducing the 95 percent multiplier to 90 percent, with a PCE floor
of 11.25 cents, would save about $600,000, for a combined savings
of about $4.5 million. Thus, 1in order to meet the PCE funding
level included in the Governor®s FY 88 budget, an additional $1.3
million would have to be deleted from the program. According to
ARECA®"s proposal, the next step would be to lower the 750 kWh per
month cap to 500 kWh. However, lowering the consumption cap would
result in a program cost reduction of approximately $2.7 million --
much more than the $1.3 million required.

It appears that in order to match the Governor®s proposed funding
level, the most workable variation of the ARECA proposal would be
to raise thePCEfloor to 11.25 cents and lower the consumption cap
from 750 to 500 kWh per month. Thiswould produce a total cost

reduction of about 5.6 million. IT necessary, the 95 percent
multiplier could be reduced by one or two percent to match the
proposed funding level. If the consumption cap were not reduced to

500 kWh per month, the multiplier would have to be reduced to about
85 percent to match the proposed funding level.

R ate, in?p.aQt?_altti9-AgS.QA._pcg”.jsal

The ARECA proposal would result in what we feel are unacceptable

rate impacts for residential customers. Raising the PCE floor to
11.25 cents would require a rate increase for all customers of 2.75
cents (11.25 - 8.5). At an average residential rate of 13 cenfs

per kWh, this would amount to a rate increase of 21 percent.
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The effect of reducing the 95 percent multiplier would vary
depending on the PCE rate of each utility. Using the Alaska
Village Electric Cooperative (AVEC) as a mid-range example,
reducing the multiplier to 85 percent would require an additional
rate increase of about 16 percent, for a total rate increase of
about 40 percent. If the consumption cap were reduced to 500 kWh
while leaving the multiplier at 95 percent, vrate increases for most
residential customers would be limited to the 21 percent required
by raising the floor to 11.25 cents.

In comparison to HB 182, the ARECA proposal favors large commercial
customers and community facilities at the expense of small
residential customers. We are flexible in our approach to reducing
PCE funding; however, we Tfeel strongly that any changes made to the
program must protect those customers who need the program the most.
These are the small residential customers with limited cash

incomes, who might use only 2-300 kWh per month. Under the ARECA
proposal, these customers would face rate increases of 20 - 40
percent.

The "200 kWh PCE" Proposal

Representative Koponen also asked that we comment on the proposal
made by Mr. Alan Mitchell, under which PCE customers would be
provided free electricity up to a level of approximately 200 kWh
per month. While we support Mr. Mitchell®s objective of 1increasing
incentives for the use of efficiency and conservation measures, his
proposal involves a major redistribution of PCE benefits from
larger to smaller PCE customers. For example, a customer using
only 200 kWh per month would benefit greatly from this concept,
while a customer using 500 kWh or more per month would probably
face substantial 1increases 1in power costs. This proposal goes well
beyond the restructuring of the PCE program in HB 182, and we do
not recommend that the proposal be adopted.

The Diesel "Low-Load" Problem

Representative Koponen raised this issue in response to Mr.
Mitchell®s testimony on the benefits of efficiency and conservation
measures. Essentially, the problem 1is that most diesel generators
are designed to operate at re~-_tively high load factors, and at low
loads of 20 or 30 percent, fuel efficiency declines and maintenance
problems can develop. Representative Koponen expressed concern
that conservation measures could increase these problems by
reducing load levels.

This 1is a valid concern which must be considered on a case-by-case
basis, depending on the generation capacity and load character —
istics of each utility. However, we believe that conservation
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measures can play still play a major role in holding down rural
power costs, for several reasons. First, although diesel fuel
efficiency does decline somewhat at lower loads, with the high cost
of fuel in most villages, utilities can still obtain substantial
savings by reducing or limiting growth in power demand.

Second, while many rural utilities tend to have oversized
generators, others are nearing their generation capacity and will
have to acquire additional units unless demand growth can be

limited by conservation or ocher measures. Second, diesel
generators are replaced relatively frequently in comparison to the
larger power plants used in urban areas. While conservation may

not be as effective in a village with an oversized generator, it
can enable the utility to purchase a smaller generator to replace
the oversized unit when it wears out.

Third, some types of conservation measures can help to reduce the
low-load problem. In many villages, this is a seasonal summer
problem because loads are high in the winter and low in the summer.
By targeting conservation measures at electrical uses which
contribute to the winter peak, such as lighting, the wide swings in
seasonal demand can be reduced.

The best solution to the low-load problem 1is the use of two or more
generators in series, which allows a utility to use a small
generator during its daily or seasonal low points in demand, then
bring additional unit(s) as demand increases. This load following
procedure 1is used by most of the larger rural utilities, but is not
yet employed by many smaller utilities.

I hope this information 1is helpful. Please let me know if we can
be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

Jack Kreinheder
Senior Analyst
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska
TO! afcfk Kreinheder, Senior Analyst oate: March 31, 1987
IC€ of the Governor
Division of Policy FILE NO.
THRU: TELEPHONE NO.:

FROM;

subject: POWer Cost Equalization

LOCL, ~ = Program (PCEP
glona Mann Director . Analysis of FY88 Funding
ccounting & Administration Requirements

er your re , the att ched schedule summarlzes the prOJSected .
ro ram re (! ns upd ecreamg BF cené qes 0 lPower COSt equah
atfon e to utilitie P N com Ination with eit
w\% exi t|ng or of 8.5 cens per kvm or a floor of 11.25 cents per

The variance P rcentqges of e F|dy requirement have been calculated
on the. standard samp rou;% tres and ag lied program wide.
Administrative costs ar Inclu ed in the pr Fectm S.

The aIteTnatlve closest to th $14 2% ro ram undmg in the FY88
daet o the Governor are ac eved ra3| (;1 the PCEP floor to 11.25

cens per kwh and decreasm% g [céntage 0T power cost equa||zat|on

prowded per kV\h sold to 852 and 302

Please call me if you have any questions.

GM:tg

cc. R.E. LeResche, Director, Alaska Power Authority

8545/0019/1



Alaska Power Authority

E?UALIZA I%N PROGRAM - FY88
ro%ram Requirement

Powezr %sts gog/v 4 g?sst Varlance 11,3@@5 §$ Variance
13)

Ana|y3|s oI

From Base From Base(A)
(1) ~UT
% (A) 19951.5 0 16053.0 80.46
90 18195.8 91.20 15472.4 17.55
85 17180.2 86.11 14311.2 11.73
80 16170.7 81.05 13425.4 67.29
7 15163.1 76.00 12627.3 63.29

ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS:

X M X cus
68 X I X resl ent?corpmumty aC|I|t|eF
ecreasmg percentages of power cost equalization provided x kah

Bower costs more than 8.5$ and less than 52.58 x kah eligible for PCEP

)
- Bg\t/)vselrd)éogtg more than 11.25§ and less than 52.5$ X kwH eligible for
PCEP subsidy (3)

Note:

= PCEP supsid ts.under existing legislati ted
A = |Pn thgng\lN [ Auw(r)ﬂ]tq)?nosrléjpnae{ %m@dgeetgrlesq%elson % PIESenie

8545/0019/2



ATTACHMENT 1
1985 Energy Use (Kwh) and Billing Charges ($/Kwh)
ALASKA UTILITIES BY REGION
(Page 2 of 2)

Residential Corwnerclal/Industrial TOTAL
(Average Annual) (Average Annual) (Average Annual)

- Use Bill Charge(1) Use Bill Charge!l) Use Bill  Charge!
Reglon/Communlty Utillty Kwh/Cust. ~ S/Cust. t/Kwh Kwh/Cust. ~ $/Cust.  t/Kwh Kwh/Cust. ~ J/Cust.  t/Kwh
ARCTIC - NORTHWEST
48 V111 ages AVEC 2,777 1,257 45.3 14,007 5,692 1*06 5,962 2467 413
Barrow BUAEC %3 644 130 64,157 5,774 9.0 18,981 1,923 101
Deadhorse AUl 0 0 0 656,851 167,131 25A 656,851 167,431 254
Kotzebue KtEA 6,046 1,377 228 52,340 11,1149 213 14,106 30,794 218
Nome NJUB 5,394 1,041 193 29,089 i/ 158 10,604 2,085 196
Unalakleet UVEC 5,198 1,160 22.3 31,930 6,761 211 10,759 2,326 21.6

Regional Average 3,967 1105 331 50,722 8,195 212 32,927 5,752 29.9
SOUTHWEST
Ani ak APC 3,787 1,634 43.2 35,310 13,386 379 9,165 3,630 39.7
Bethel BUC 5,079 970 191 58,598 9,832 16.8 13495 2,363 175
Cold Baﬁ CAK 15,276 3,207 210 61,537 13171 214 42371 9,048 214
D1111ngham NEC 5251 1,069 204 27927 5,300 190 10,740 2111 19.7
Egegik ELAP 3,740 2131 57.0 7,152 4,076 57.0 46.15 2,670 57.0
Levelock (3) LEC 3,825 2,173 57.9 12,240 6,391 532 6,350 3123 50.1
McGrath MCLAP 3,359 1,224 36.4 13596 5,165 380 8,089 3,045 376
Naknek NEA 5,961 1,377 231 30,775 7,101 231 14,139 3264 231
Napaklak (3) NHC 3,224 983 305 14,425 4,502 312 4,214 1,294 30.7

Regional Average 5,106 1,151 234 36,089 7,544 240 15,308 2,646 228

Alaska Average 9,027 al 143 74,724 5,916 9.2 19,363 1,693 95

NOTE: (1) These charges do not reflect the actual costs to consumers of utilities eligible under the State Power Cost Egual Izatlon Program.
(2) Regional averages are weighted by population.
(3) E: Estimated.

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 12/06



$ 1985 Energy Use (Kwh) and Billing Charges ($/Kwh)
ALASKA UTILITIES BY REGION
(Page 1 of 2

Resldenti al Commercial/Industrial TOTAL
(Average Annual) (Average Annual) Average Annual)

_ Urs Bill Charged) Use Bill Charged) Use Bill  Charge(
Region/Common 1ty U tility Kwh/Cust $/Cust. t/Kwh Kwh/Cust $/Cust.  t/Kwh Kwh/Cust S/Cust.  t/Kwh
SOUTHEAST
APET (Incl. Tok) AP&T k,780 789 165 22,580 3,k2k 15.2 11,08b 1,679 151
Auke Buy CHEA 11,3k6 1,639 1k k 39,161 2,7kl 70 1k,k96 1,923 133
5 VIlages THREA 5,227 1,829 35.0 23563 8,k83 36.0 8,925 3122 350
Heines HL&P 5,833 1,102 189 25,966 k385 169 10,666 1,806 16.9
Juneau AEL&P ' 12,695 92 7.3 50,858 3,830 75 21,019 1,5k5 7.3
Ketchikan KPU 9,777 209 9.3 k7,818 k,339 9.1 15,836 1,k55 9.2
Met lakatla MPEL 17,186 1,0k7 6.1 116,395 11,902 10.2 30,705 2,5k3 8.3
Petershurg PMP&L 6,k1k 69? 108 60,839 6,030 9.9 1k, 5Kk 1,k89 10.2
Sitka SEO 10,997 TAS 6.8 63,876 k,156 6.5 22,791 1k99 6.6
Wrange)1 WMLEP 5,611 865 15k 2k,083 2,71k 113 10,811 1,399 129
Yakutat YPI 7,008 1,339 191 62,286 9,98k 16.0 1kkl 1 2,k98 173

Reglonal Average (2) 10,395 95k 10.3 k9,376 k,398 9.9 18,051 1,622 9.9
SOUTHCENTRAL _
Kodiak KdEA 6,037 1,026 170 58,97 9,137 155 20,ica 3,016 150
Port Lions KdEA 3,637 655 180 8,909 1532 172 5,0f5 912 180
Anchorage AML&P 7,360 k87 6.6 120,659 7,155 59 26,8:0 1,6k1 6.1
CEA 9,658 6k0 6.k 76,199 k,52k 59 16,3: 2 1,0k3 6.k
MEA 11,762 1,057 9.0 60,711 k,330 71 15915 1,k29 9.0
Cordova CEC 5,688 1,378 2k.2 27,538 5,262 191 13,3)6 2,709 20.3
Clennallen CVEA k,9k1 998 202 . 58,965 9,788 16.6 17,623 3,057 17.3
Homer HEA 10,926 811 8.k 103,728 6,797 6.5 23,630 1,723 73
Seward SES 10,0k0 1,01k 101 35k15 3391 9.5 19,021 1,869 9.8
Valdez CVEA 7,99 1223 153 69,353 9,952 1k.3 20,F60 3,025 1k.5
Regional Average 9,583 k2 ‘1.8 85,587 5871 7.k 191 06 1k35 75
YUKON
Fairbanks FMUS 5,862 511 8.7 69,738 6,31k 91 21,526 1,9%2 9.0
CVEA 8,103 gr1 10.7 71,935 6,710 9.3 15,503 1,5k8 100
Fort Yukon czuc 1,8k1 a0l k3.5 16,61k 5,737 3k.5 6,233 2,269 36.k
Manley Hot Springs ML 2,k00 573 238 6,700 1,670 2k.9 3,01k 730 2k.2
Northway NP&L 3,057 893 29.2 55,059 1k,8k1 27.0 13198 3,610 27k
Tanan TPC 5,068 1,926 380 81,68k 29,k06 36.0 9tm 3,552 370
Regional Average 7,613 812 10.8 69,9Kk 6,627 9.9 16,5k 1,650 10.3

ALASKi POWER AUTHORITY 12/86
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION-AKNUAL REPORT (Fiscal Year Ending 6/30)

SAWIE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC Rﬁ 5
(As of December 31, 198 - Fuel Cost Rata Adjustments Included Where Available)

Cost
COWAINITY 2R Lo D P elinon  UTILTY SERING COMONITY
Anchorage I 10S3 i 3416 S6383 J 9349 Murbm ipal Lw[ht Power
epartme n|C|paI|ty of
Anchorage d/b/a
Anchorage 1159 3601 6652 9704 Chugach Electric
ssoclation, Inc.
Andreanof 5500 200.00 32500 45000 2650d/KWH  Andreanof Electric Corporation
Angoon 3706 17590 33770 49950  21.93d/KWH Tllné;’t Hald Re onaI
ectrica Au orlty
Anlek 248 20268 39563 58358 22.350/KHH Anl%k L|g z?nd Power
ompany,
r.XEC . 415 2075 44150 66225 29.696KWH Ala%<a Vlllaﬁ/e E’ectnc
ommunities ooparat
Barrow 1500 6600 1215% 17712 Barrow Ut||||t|es and Electric
Cooparatlve, Inc.
Bethel 2238 9346 17386 25427  7.266/KMH  Bethel Utilities
orporation, Inc.
Bottles 4950 24750 49500 74250 35.196/KWH  Betties Light 4 Power, Inc.
Central 5080 2445 50890 76335 33386/KWH  Far North Utilities
Chuothbaluk 5000 29500 59000 88500 4)80/f/0H Midgle Kuskokwim Electric
ooperative, Inc
Chugiak 1844 5213 9435 1301 Matﬂnuska Electric
ssoclation, Inc. t
Cold Say %615 14075 27150 40225 1543%6KMH  GAK Inc.
Copper Contor 2640 10010 10510 27010 CopRer Valleg El?ctnc
ssoclation
Craig 2128 284 18229 27574 7416/KMH Alaség Power 4 Telephone
mpany

Crooked Creek 5000 29500 59000 88500 41601KMH  Midgle Kuskokwlm Electric
ooperative, Inc.

Delta Junction 199 5993 10111 14229 Golden Valleg El?ctnc
Assoclation
DI Wingham 2657 10034 18670 27318  9.646/KWf Nusf&agak Electric
opera Ve, Inc.
Douglas 1550 4950 9200 13450 Ala%Oa Electric Light 4 Power
Eagle River 1844 5218 9435 13301 Matgnuska Electrlc
ssociation, Inc.
Egegik 5479 27395 54790 82185  33326/KWH Eoeﬁlk Li%ht and Power
omer Loo Leonard d/b/a
Fairbanks 1999 5993 10111 1429 Golden Vallag Elefctrlc
ssociation
Fort Yukon 401 16509 27769 39029  18666/KWH  Gwitchyaa Zhee Utility Company

State %Mce credlted to customer bills on a cents/KWH basis for consumption
up to per customer.
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

SAVPLE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC RATES (CONT%/v ,
(As of Oacembar 31, 198 - Fuel Cost Rate Adjustments Included Wiare Availahle)

COmjNITY @A R P BEESen  unumy smane corny
Glannallan $26.40 $10010 $18510 $270.10 CopRg[5 glcaéltelgnElffctnc
Haines 2545 9045 16593 .58 «05M6/HK\H Hal%es Light $ Powar
ompar%, Inc.
Hallbut Cova 2332 5762 10050 14338 y EIo.cErIc
ssoclation, Inc.
Hanly 1999 5993 10111 14229 Goidan Vallag EI?ctrIc
ssoclation
Homer 227 241 9008 12163 chrﬁr EIecEnc
ssociation, Inc.
Hoonah 3706 17590 33770 49950 21.936/KMH Tl Iqut-HaId? Re%onal
ectrical Authority
Hopa t.59 3601 6652 9704 Chugoch EI(%.ctnc
ssoclation, Inc.
Hydaburg 2764 12152 23887 3H62 14.336KMH Alaﬁka Power & Telephone
1Manna 4557 2785 45570 68355 26.026KMMH  I-N-H Electrlc
Cooperative, Inc.
Junoau 1550 4950 9200 13450 Ala%ka Electric Light $ Power
ompany
Kokn 3706 17590 33770 4950 21.9%6KMH Tl iréqlt»Haid? Re%onal
ectrical Authority
Kasaan 3706 17590 33770 49950 21936KMH T 'H't Haid Re%h)nol
ectrical Authority
Kanal 227 5241 "0.08 12163 HonEr Eloc{rlc
ssoclation,
Klevock 3706 1590 33770 4950 21.936/KWH TI|nEg|t Hald Re%l?nal
lectrical Authority
Kodiak 1493 6715 12020 17075 KodAak EIe%tnc
ssoclation, Inc.
Kotzebue 3160 11176 21196 31216  9986/KWH  Kotzebue Electric
ssoclation, Inc.
Levelock 5200 26000 52000 78000 41806/KWMH Levglock Electric
ooperative, Inc,
Menokotek 3000 15000 30000 45000 21.106/KWH  Manokotek Pover Ccnoany
McGrath 3095 18327 36154 53481 20266/KMH  McGrath Light L Powe Company
Moose Pass 1159 3601 66.52 97.04 Chugoch Electrice
ssociafion, Inc.
Mapiklak 4700 23500 47000 70500 38506/KWH  Nepaklak Ircinag Power Company
Hanana 1999 5003 10111 14229 Golden Valle El?ctrlc
ssoclation
Minilchlk 227 241 9008 12163 Hamer Electric Association,

Inc.

(118tate %58|stance cred|ted to customer bills on a cents/KWH bails for consumption
up to /50 KAH par customer.
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

(As of December 31 19% -

CCl44HITY
thrth Pola

ttorthway
Palnar

Pol lean
Port Graham

Port Lions
Rad Devi |
Sand Point @
Soldov la
Skegway
Slsetmuto
Soldotna
Starling
Stony Rivar
Talkaotna
Tanana
Tailor
Tok/Oot Laka
Unalakleot
Valdai

Wes) | la

SAVPLE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC RATES (CONT?Nh _
Fuel Cost Rat* Adjustments Included Where Available)

A

J 199

2153
1844

1510
2332

1493
59.00
3010
2332
24,66
59.00
2227
2227
59.00
1844
4450
5375
231
3288
2340

1044

$ 5993

13765
5216

7550
57.62

67.15
29500
14279
57.62
86.29
29500
5241
5241
29500
5218
21190
268.75
11060
10640
87.00

5218

310111

27530
94.35

151.00
10050

12020
590.00
28044
10030
15054
590.00
90.08
90.08
59000
94.35
40540
53750
21340
198.30
16410

94.35

1142.29

41295 1903d/KWH
13301

22650
14330

299" /K\H

17085
88500  41.d0d/KWH

41809 666//KMH
14338
2279 516HKMH
88300  AL80VKIH
12163
12163
88500  4180¢/KIH
13301
59890  2332/KWH
80625  4037/MMH
30650 93L(HKWH
29020 11.624/KHH
24060
13301

UTILITY SERVING CCKWIHI TV

SO

Northway Powar A Light, Inc.

Matanuska . Electri
al{]somaton fnc.

Pal lean lit 11ty Company

kbmer Electric
missomahon Inc.

KodAak EIe?tnc
ssoclation, ,nc.

Midgle Kuskakwim Electric
ooperative, Inc.

Point E ectnc
mpany,

Homer Electric
Association, Inc.

Alas&a Powar A Telephone
Mldele KuskokW|m Electric
ooperative, Inc.

Hamer Electric
Association, Inc.

toner Electric
iSSOUaUOH Inc.

Middle KuskokW|m Electric
ooperative, Inc.

Matgnuska F[Iectnc
ssociation, Inc.

Tanana Power Company, Inc.

TaIIer Po
T e
ett d

Alasgg Power A Telephone

Matzlnuska lectnf
ssociation, Inc.

R

Matgnuska Electric
ssociation, Inc.

*! *Sfafe assistance credited to customer bills on a cents/KWH bells for consumption

Up 10

KAH per customer.

17)Cert|f|cati,\9[%). 230 was transferred from Pelican Utility Company to Sand Point Electric Company,

Inc., In

o CgUvI W «
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ALASKA ?L3LIC UTILIIiES COMMISSION

SAVPLE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC RATES (CONT.
(As of December 3Le 1906 - “uel Cost Rata AHJEustments Incl(uded 3vhere Available)

P .
COMINITY @ o oW R B $¥hn umLTY smaNG compuiTy
Whitt|er S1139 J 360l J6652 9104 Chugach Electric
ssociation, Inc.
X 12low 1844 5218 943 13301 Matﬁnuska Electric
ssoclafion, Inc.
Yakutat 2406 9850 18380 26410 7.I4MMH  Yakutat Powr, Inc.

***State %Btance cred|ted to customer hills on a cants/KWH basis for consunptlon
up to /50 KAH par custanar.
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crp @ E M STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOB P.0. BOX AD

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND 3UDGET PHONE: (907) 465 3568

DIVISION OF POLICY

April 23, 1987

The Honorable Sam Cotten

The Honorable Adelheid Herrmann
Co-chairs, House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

SUBJECT: HB 182 (Power Cost Equalization)
Dear Representatives Cotten and Herrmann:

House Bill 182 1is scheduled for hearing by the House Resources
Committee on Friday, April 24. The purpose of this letter is to
explain why HB 182 1is necessary, to summarize the amendments made
to HB 182 by the House Labor and Commerce Committee, and to present
the position of the Governor®s Office on these amendments.

Why HB 182 Is Needed

The main purpose of HB 182 1is to prevent major increases 1in
electric power rates for most rural residents. Under present law,
the Alaska Power Authority (APA) 1is required to prorate any funding
shortfall in the Power Cost Equalization (PCE) program equally

among all customer classes. Under the funding level in the
Governor®s FY 88 budget, this provision would result in power rate
increases of more than 50 percent for many rural residents. HB 182

would establish residential customers as the first priority for
full funding and would avoid any increase 1in power rates for
residential customers using 500 kilowatt hours (kWh) or less per
month .

The specific provisions of HB 182 and the Administration®s long
term objectives for rural energy assistance are explained in
Governor Cowper®s transmittal letter, which was previously included
in your bill files.

In testimony before the House Labor and Commerce Committee on HB
182, utility representatives and rural energy groups opposed HB 182
and argued for full funding of the PCE program. Inlightof our
current fiscal situation and the cuts being made to other
pass-through programs, we believe that full funding for PCE is
simply not a realistic or equitable option.

01 A34LH



Representative Cotten
Representative Herrmann
April 23, 1987

Page 2

According to projections by the APA, full funding for the PCE
program would require an FY 88 appropriation of about $16.9
million, or 22 percent more than the FY 87 revised appropriation of

$13.8 million. Tne Governor"s budget proposes an FY 88 funding
level of $11.1 million, 20 percent less than the FY 87 revised
level. This 20 percent reduction matches the cuts made in the

Governor®s budget to revenue sharing and municipal assistance, two
of the largest pass-through programs.

If funding for PCE 1is to be reduced in FY 88, we believe that HB
182 provides a more equitaole allocation of money under the program

than would result from the proration mechanism in present law. The
people who benefit the most from the PCE program are rural
residents with limited cash incomes. HB 182 would avoid increases

in power rates for these customers, even with reduced funding.
Labor and Commerce Committee Amendments

The House Labor and Commerce Committee made the following
amendments to HB 182:

e A lengthy statement of findings on several positive results
of the PCE program was added as Section 1;

e The provision limiting eligible commercial customers to
those whose purchase of power does not exceed 1,000 kWh per
month or 12,000 kWh per year was deleted;

e A provision was added which would reduce the cap on eligible
PCE consumption from 500 kWh per month to 250 kWh per month
over a period of five years, from FY 89 to FY 93 (Section

3) .

Comments on Labor and Commerce Amendments

We do not support the two substantive changes made to HB 182 by the
Labor and Commerce Committee. With regard to the amendment which
would continue to include large commercial customers in the PCE
program, the APA has estimated that this change will increase the
cost of the PCE program by about $1.4 million in comparison to the

original version of HB 182. |If the Governor"s proposed FCE funding
level 1is not increased by this amount, there would be a shortfall
in funds available for commercial customers. This shortfall would

be prorated across all commercial customers, raising power rates
for small businesses as well as large.

Utility representatives have testified that excluding large
commercial customers would be difficult tc administer and could
encourage these customers to generate their own electricity. We
recognize these concerns; however, we believe it 1is better to



Representative Cotten
Representative Herrmann
April 23, 1987

Page 3

exclude large commercial customers, who would face relatively minor
increases 1in power costs, than to increase power rates for small
commercial customers who need the PCE program the most.

For example, under present law a business using 7,500 kWh per month
receives a PCE subsidy for only the first 750 kWh, or 10 percent of
its total consumption. The effect of excluding such a business
from the PCE program on its power costs would vary, but 1in an
average village, power costs for the business would increase by
5-10 percent. We believe such a rate increase 1is acceptable and
would not cause any significant shift toward self-generation by
large commercial customers.

We are also opposed to the Labor and Commerce amendment which would
gradually reduce the cap on eligible PCE consumption from 500 kWh
per month to 250 kWh per month. Although Governor Cowper Tfavors
shifting State energy assistance toward more lasting efficiency and
conservation measures rather than annual subsidies such as PCE, we
feel that it is premature to adopt the phaseout approach proposed
by the Labor and Commerce substitute now. The Administration plans
to carefully evaluate alternatives and possible improvem™its to the
PCE program during the interim before considering further
reductions in PCE funding.

We recommend that you either delete the two substantive amendments
made to HB 182 by the Labor and Commerce Committee or adopt the
original version of the bill as proposed by the Governor.

Thank you for your consideration of the these recommendations.
Given the short tim” remaining in the legislative session, we hope
that you will act promptly on this legislation.

Sincerely,

Mary Halloran
Director

cc: House Finance Committee
Robert LeResche, Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 50X ac

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99311

PHONE. (907) A65-3563
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

DIVISION OF POLICY

April 27, 1987

The Honorable Sam Cotten

The Honorable Adelheid Herrmann
Co-chairs, House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

SUBJECT: HB 182 (Power Cost Equalization)
Dear Representatives Cotten and Herrmann:

At today"s Resources Committee hearing on HB 182, Representative
Shultz requested information on the cost reductions which would
result from lowering the consumption cap for the Power Cost
Equalization (PCE) program from 750 kWh per month to 500 kWh or
400 kWh per month, with no other changes to the program.

According to projections by the Alaska Power Authority, lowering
the cap to 500 kWh per month would reduce ""he program cost by
$2,856,300. Lowering the cap to 400 kWh would save an additional
$1,711,900, for a total of $4,563,200. This figure compares to
projected savings under the original version of HB 182 of about
$5,799,700. The additional cost reductions under HB 182 result
from restrictions on PCE funding for community facilities and
limiting PCE funding for commercial customers to those using no
more than 1,000 kWh per month or 12,000 kWh per year.

Attached are a chart and table showing estimated residential rate
impacts from reduced funding levels if HB 182 is not enacted. Th
comparison is based on the Alaska Electric Village Cooperative
(AVEC), which 1is the largest rural utility and has power costs
typical of many villages. The chart and table demonstrate thac
under the 20 percent reduction in PCE funding proposed in the
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Governor®s FY 88 budget, residential power rates would increase by
about 58 percent if the present PCE statute is not amended.

Please let me know if any members of the Resources Committee would
like additional information on the PCE program or HB 132.

Sincerely,
/.

Jack Kreinheder
Senior Analyst
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Power Cost Equalization Rate Impacts

100°/c

Percentage
Increase In
Customer Rates

for AVEC Villages

(under present law)

15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Percentage Cut in
FY 88 Appropriation
(from FY 87 Revised)

50

Approp. Cut

Rate Increase



Power Cost Equalization Rate Impacts
From Reduced State Appropriations
(under Present Law)

Sample Calculation for
Alaska Village Electric Cooperative (AVEC)

Total Power Cost (Dec. 86) = 40.23 Cents/kWh
FY 87 PCE Rate= 26.84 Cents/kWh
FY 87 Customer Rate = 13.39 Cents/kWh

(Residential)

FY 88 Increase or (Reduction) Prorated Customer Rate
State from FY 87 Revised Percentage of PCE Rate Increase Percentage
Appropriation SOO0O0's Percentage Full Funding* (cents/kWH) (cents/kWH) Rate Increase
16,871.7 3,030.9 22% 100% 26.8 0.0 0%
15,224.9 1,384.1 10% 92% 24.6 2.2 16%
13,840.8 0.0 0% 85% 22.8 4.0 30%
12,456.7 ($1,384.1) (10%) 78% 20.9 5.9 44%
11,764.7 ($2,076.1) (15%) 75% 20.0 6.8 51%
11,072.6 ($2,768.2) (20%) 71% 19.1 7.7 58%
10,380.6 ($3,460.2) (25%) 68% 18.2 8.7 65%
9,688.6 ($4,152.2) (30%) 64% 17.2 9.6 72%
8,996.5 ($4,844.3) (35%) 61% 16.3 10.5 79%
8,304.5 ($5,536.3) (40%) 57% 15.4 11.4 85%
7,612.4 ($6,228.4) (45%) 54% 14.5 12.4 92%
6,920.4 ($6,920.4) (50%) 50% 13.5 13.3 99%

‘Full funding level based on APA's projected FY 88 requirement of $20,088.8.
Total available funding = FY 88 appropriation + estimated FY 87 carryover of $3,217.1.

JK/Division of Policy
Office of the Governor
Revised 2/2/87
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REPRESENTATIVE BILL HUDSON COMMITTEES

Transportation
P.O. BOX v HESS
Juneau. Alaska Telecommunications
99811 Fisheries
(907)4-05-3744-0r 4-991 International Trade

Januarv 18, 1988

Representative Adelheid Herrmann

Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Adelheid:

Enclosed is a copy of HB 331, relating to the Game Board and
game guiding in Alaska, together with the sectional analysis
of HB 331.

Your comments would be most appreciated.

Once you have had a chance to review the enclosed, 1°d be
very interested in meeting with you to discuss the
legislation.

I will be truly grateful, Adelheid, for ycur 1insight.

Respectfully yours,

Enclosures

REPRESENTING
V- alaskas capital city
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MEMORANDUWM e January 15, 1988
SUBJECT: Sectional analysis of HB 331

TC: Representative Bill Hudson

FROM: Edward H. Hein9 A~

Legislative Counsel

Section 1 provides that the governor shall designate the
chairman of the Guide Board, rather than having the board
members elect a chairman as they currently do.

Section 2 prevents the Guide Board from considering evidence
of shortage of game in a district when rulingon a guide’s
request to transfer to another district.

Section 3 directs the Guide Board to establish restricted
(exclusive) guide areas in every game management unit if
that would improve or maintain the quality of hunts and
would be consistent with sound conservation policies.

Section 4 requires the Guide Board to transfer a guide area
to the person recommended by the guide to whom the area 1is
currently assigned, so long as that is not contrary to the
public interest. Under existing law the boardneed not
follow the guide®s recommendation even i1f consistent with
the public interest.

Section 5 adds four new provisions that: (1) require that
the board approve only transfers of whole guide areas,
rather than transferring portions of them; (2) allows guides
who are jointly sharing portions of a guide area to remove
those portions from joint use by presenting their written
agreement to do so do the board; (3) prohibits the board
from changing the boundaries of a guide area while a
petition for transfer of the area 1is pending before the
board; and, (4) requires the board, when assigning a guide
area whose boundaries have been redefined by the board, to
use the standard criteria, point system, and factors the
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Page 2
January 15”7 1988

board uses in assigning other restricted guide areas.

Section 6 makes it unlawful for anyone but a registered or
master guide to advertise or represent themselves as being a
guide; restricts use of the title "outfitter"” to guides to
whom a restricted guide area is assigned. Sec. 6 also makes
it unlawful to compensate or agree to compensate someone to
guide without a guide license and hunting license. All
three offenses would be class "A" misdemeanors. Sec. 6 also
removes the requirement that a guide possess a resident
hunting license; a nonresident license 1is sufficient.

Section 7 is identical to Sec. 3 of CSSB 191(2d Res). This
section redefines the term "guiding™ su that it would be
unlawful for a person to be paid to be "™in the field” with a
hunter, or to provide an established camp to a hunter,

unless the person i1s a licensed guide. The definition
provides for three exceptions; a person is not guiding if
the person is paid to be with a hunter in a boat with living
quarters; at a permanent lodge or structure; or while
transporting people to and from the field, as long as the
passengers don"t hunt along the way.

Section 8 i1s a duplicate of Sec. 4 of CSSB 191(2d Res).
This section adds a definition of "compensation™ for
purposes of the definition of "guiding."”

Section 9 amends AS 16.05.407, which requires nonresident
hunters to be accompanied by a licensed guide while hunting
certain big game animals. This section of the bill adds
moose, black bear, and goat to the list. Sec. 9 also
eliminates the exception for nonresidents who hunt with
Alaskan relatives instead of a guide. Sec. 9 also requires
nonresident walrus hunters to be accompanied by a licensed
marine mammal guide or assistant.

Section 10 removes the Guide Board from the state conflict
of interest law, AS 39.50.

Section 11 annuls three regulations of the Guide Board, but
the section references are incorrect. These should read "12
AAC 38.200(F)(1)(C), 12 AAC 38.260(e), and 12 AAG 38.-
280(d)(1)." The sections were recently renumbered. The
first regulation requires a guide who seeks to transfer to
another restricted guide area to present any of five pieces
of evidence that the guide will suffer substantial hardship
if not allowed to transfe-=. In keeping with the provisions
of Sec. 2 of the bill, this regulation is included for
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Page 3
January 15, 1988

annulment. The second regulation 1is inconsistent with the
provisions of Sec. A of the bill and, therefore, is included
for annulment. The third regulation would be superseded by
the joint-use agreement provisions 1in Sec. 5 of the bill, at
page 2, lines 1A - 17.

Section 12 provides for an etfective date.

EHH:bb
WKB1/059
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Alaska * AP

Professional Hunters Assoclation, Inc.

P.O. 8ox 91932 - 301 E. 77th « Anchorage, Alaska 99509
(907) 522-3221

Dear Governor Cowper ,

I understand that vou are aware of the biil that Don Young introduced
(H.R.623) in 1987. It is a bill to amend the ANILCA to provide for monetary
compensation to Professional Registard Guides 1in Alaska for loss of income
resulting from the Alaska Lands Act.

Most of these guides that 1 know, had held some hope that the efforts
Jjf Senators Stevens and Murkowski, 1in 1982, to redesignate some of the land and
remove it from Park status, or at least allow continued sport hunting would
sometime become effective. Though a bill was introduced at the same time to
compensate the guides, most would have much preferred to have their old hunting
3reas back in preference to compensation. Consequently only a few with clear vision
such as Bud Helmerick, Lynn Castle, and a few of the officers of our Alaska
Professional Hunters Association, put much effort into tracking the bill. It was
easy to track because it did not go anywhere!

It has now become obvious that none of us will live long enough to see
sport hunting return to any of these areas. In fact several of our fellow losers
have gone to the "Big Hunting Ground in the Skv" and will never know the outcome.
Their only consolation 1is that they arrived their before Jimmy Carter and should
“till be able to enjoy the greatest safari of all!

With knowledge that we will never get any of our areas back, we are now
prepared to pursue a legislative and or judicial solution. As agrieved guides
facing the reality of our situation we have organized.Guides have historically
been about as orderly as a pack of wolverines, but the recent cooperation has been
overwhelming. 1 guess they are all getting old and tired of getting kicked around
and like an old dog in the corner ready to fight back.

HB 623 has received no opposition. The greatest obstacle 1is the small number
of us (69) thatare affected by it. It is difficult to get a bill that serves so few,
very much attention in Congress, especially in light of budget restraints. We hope
to appeal to Congress®™ sense of morality as the legality of compensation is well
spelled out.

We urge you as our govenor to support us in this effort. With your legal
background it would be presumptuous of me to quote the law, however 1 would Ilike to
reaffirm that several of the paramount purposes of the U.S. Constitution are the
protection of property rights and personal liberties.

The initial powers of Congress were to be limited and it"s authority tightly
aravn 1in the constitution; state legislatures were to protest any usurpations there
oy further limiting it"s authority. However, history reveals that the powers of
longress have become virtually unlimited. Congress routinely enacts statutes
intruding into virtually all dimensions of public life.
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In this situation however, Congress is not only obligated to the guides
that were displaced, but to the State of Alaska as well. States have argued that
the tenth anunendment forbids the bargaining away of sovereignty over areas of
traditional state domain, just as they cannot by contract or otherwise bargain
away power to regulate private parties in the public interest.

It is our full intention to seek relief through Congress with the hope that
a legislative solution can be acheived. In the meantime the Pacific Legal Foundation
has agreed to research the law as it applies here and advise us on the merit of
filing a suit based on loss and devaluation of personal property as well as loss of
concessionary rights.

We are hopeful that with your support and a sympathetic Congress that a judicial
solution will be un-necessary, and that this issue that has haunted us for ten years will
be finally put to rest.

Qiilra ro 1\,

cc. Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Honorable Don Young
Bud Helmrick$¥



United States Department of the Interior  -*

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

ALASKA REGIONAL OFFICE
2525 Gambell Street, Room 107

Anchorage, Alaska 99503 2892
C38(AR0-0C)

2] JAN 1968

Honorable John B. ™Jack™ Coghill
Chairman/ Resources Committee
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Coghill,

As the resource committee hearings on Senate Bill No. 191 will be
convening in the near future, Senator Fanning asked us to offer contents
for consideration. His request came as the result of a meeting with my
concessions staff on January 8.

We are pleased to see the state recognize the problems which can arise by
not having a clear definition of "guiding™ for the purposes of hunting.
We would, however, like to encourage a more restrictive definition than
the one proposed. We recommend deleting the word "established™ when
referring to camps on page 3, line 7 of the bill. The use of the term
"established"” connotes permanent camps as opposed to temporary canps.

The impacts of outfitting for hunting when a camp goes up with the client
and down with one client, or when a canp goes up for just several weeks,
are not necessarily less than those of an established canp. It has been
our experience that the duration of the canp does not, in itself,
distinguish between guiding and outfitting. It is the actions of the
operator and the management of the camp that makes the distinction.

It has not been our policy to allow outfitting for hunting in the Alaskan
national preserves. Unlike many government agencies, we do have the
discretion to determine if a commercial activity is both "necessary and
appropriate” relative to the purpose of the area. Our current stance
will allow any private individual who has the knowledge and expertise to
provide his own canp and hunt without a guide. Unguided persons may
still rent equipment and charter an air taxi service to transport them to
the field, but should be completely self-sufficient in the field. We
feel those individuals who are not capable of taking care of all their
needs in a wilderness setting are a risk to thonselves and to others and
probably should hire a registered guide to provide the needed services.

In addition to our concerns for visitor safety, we feel authorization of
outfitting of hunting parties within a registered guide®s area could have
a significant negative impact on that guide®s operation and the resources
in the unit. Uncontrolled outfitting could lead to overharvesting of
game within a guide area. The incentives to practice good game
management are less for outfitters than for guides since it is the guides



who have a long-term stake in a guide area. When the game 1is depleted in
an area, the outfitter simply moves on; the guide cannot.

Another issue of concern addressed in the bill is on page 2, lines 16 and
17, whereby it is unlawful for "a person to carpensate or agree to
compensate another person for guiding...M without being validly licensed
as a guide. It seems unrealistic to expect the consumer to be
knowledgeable of AS 08.54.210 (a)(9). Keep in mind one of the reasons
people hire registered guides is for their knowledge of the game laws.

If consumers are duped into believing they have contracted with a
legitimate guide, should the state hold the consumers liable?

One last item of concern centers around pilots knowingly dropping hunting
parties off in areas closed to hunting. The addition of a statement such
as the following would place accountability on air taxi pilots: "It is
unlawful for a person to aid and abet a hunting violation by knowingly
transporting persons for the purpose of hunting, into areas closed to
hunting.™

After discussing the various issues and possible resolutions, with our
staff and several guides, it seems a simple and viable means to control
the conflicts between outfitting and hunting would perhaps be the
reinstatement of tile transporter license. We found the transporter
license to work well with our system of permitting commercial activities
and vrould support its return.

Thank you for the opportunity to corrment.

Sincerely.

ACting Regional Director



GUIDE/OUTFITTER MEETING OF JANUARY 7,1988
IN ATTENDANCE:

Nick Peirskalla, President, Alaska Outfitters Association

Phil Driver, President, Alaska Professional Hunters
Association

Brent Jones, Secretary-Treasurer, Alaska Professional
Hunters Association

Jay Massey, Alaska Outfitters Association

Charlie Wilcox, Treasurer, Alaska Outfitters Association

Rocky Keen, Alaska Professional Hunters Association

Nelson Stimaker, Alaska Professional Hunters Association

Mel Gillis, Alaska Professional Hunters Association

Ed Grasser, Vice President, Alaska Professional Hunters
Association

Wayne H. Walters, Alaska Outfitters Association Spokesman
Vice-President, Fairbanks Chapter AOA

Ken Fanning, Alaska Professional Hunters Association

Michael J. Triolo, Alaska Outfitters Association

On January 7, 1988, representatives of the Alaska Profes—
sional Hunters Association met with representatives of the
Alaska Outfitters Association to explore areas of possible
common ground relative to ensuring regulation of commercial
utilization of our big game resources 1in Alaska. The meeting
was held in the Senate Conference Room at the Anchorage
legislative offices.

This particular meeting represented a landmark of
progress in that it was the first time that the major recog-—
nized statewide organizations representing both sides agreed
conceptually on several basic principles that should be
included in statute.

Representatives at that meeting, and by this report,
recognized that many individuals who are not members of these
two organizations, and even some of their members, are not
likely to be satisfied or pleased with any "compromises"™ or
agreements, such as those discussed.

It was recognized that complete agreement 1is extremely
remote, in that some of the desires of each group of commer —
cial resource users are mutually exclusive.

Discussion did not concentrate on the "non-negotiable™
differences; rather, it centered on areas of agreement or
possible areas of agreement.

A brief discussion of the history, introduction and
movement of SB 191 and HB 183 ensued, as well as a discussion
of pre-filed bills and potential legislation which would place
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some or all big game species on the guide-required list as a
simplified alternative.

APHA noted that at its annual member meeting 1in December
1987 the members voted to support "guide-required™ legislation
as perhaps the best and simplest solution. APHA considers SB
191 in its "best"™ form, as compromise legislation.

The Alaska Outfitters Association noted that it was
working on different versions of draft legislation, and that
it had some various other states®”™ legislation, and was re—
questing others. Additionally, various Canadian provinces had
been contacted to review their respective situations. They
may choose to introduce additional legislation.

Both organizations felt a desire to "control their own"”
regulatory structure through either separate or common boards
with equal representation, whose functions among others would
be to license and regulate all groups that are involved 1in
providing services to big game hunters on a commercial basis.
Leaders of both groups recognize unacceptable abuses of our
fish and game resources as well as dismal business practices
which reflect "»oorly on our state by certain segments of the
hunting service industry. As in many instances, bad apples
appear to be creating a black mark for all. Prevalent among
the abusers seem to be non-resident "outfitters™ and
previously-registered guides who have lost their licenses
through illegal practices, and are now "outfitting." Addi-—
tionally, it is obvious that others, including ouick buck
artists, be they resident or non, are guiding illegally and/or
outfitting illegitimately, or in a manner 1inconsistent with
proper game conservation and good business practice.

ALL PARTIES PRESENT AGREED UPON THE FOLLOWING:

1.) Everyone involved in the commercial activity of assisting

big game hunters - guides, transporters, gear providers, air
taxis, etc - should be licensed and regulated as such.
(Currently, "transporters,"” "providers,"™ and "outfitters"™ are

not so licensed).

2.) All groups should be held equally and legally liable and
responsible for known game violations by their clients or
employees. Additionally, those who provide transportation or
food or equipment should be comparably held responsible for
providing for reasonable safety and comfort and accurate and
proper advertising and business practices. (Current law
requires this of guides).

3.) All businesses providing services to hunters as discussed
should have signed contracts, accurately describing the
services offered. (Current law requires a "SFR"™ contract by
guides).
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Several methods of achieving the above goals 1in actual
legislative amendment language were discussed. "Conceptual™”
amendment are being circulated among the parties to attempt to
find common ground where possible.

The confusion with the term "outfitter" was discussed.
All agreed that all guides are outfitters, 1in that they
provide some or all of the following: Transportation,
pre-hunt correspondence, tents, cabins, camping equipment,
food, etc., in addition to personal services in the camps and
in the field. Likewise, it was agreed that many transporters,
gear providers or "outfitters"” don"t want to guide, per se,
and don*t want to provide personal field services.

Since all agreed that licensing requirements were essen—
tial, an amendment 1is being proposed that in essence would
create a new licensed class of hunting services provider, and
would clarify guide/outfitter as one class, and transporter or
transporter/outfitter [NO agreement on the actual names] as
another class. This concept would basically reinstate the
transporter license which was dropped from the statutes three
years ago.

Another amendment 1is being circulated that would change
the makeup of the board (currently 4 public members, 3 guides;
to an equal representation of guides and transport—

er/outfitters. This new board would be empowered to regulate
the various "transporter™, "provider"”, and "outfitter"” servic-—
es of all who provide hunter services. This proposal would

allow the various providers to help formulate and draft
regulations applicable to their particular "degree of service"”
under the jurisdiction of a board of their peers and the
public without creating new and additional boards and the
additional conflicting and overlapping responsibilities that
would create.

Additional areas of possible solutions to the protection
problem of proving that certain types of employee . "in the
field” are not engaged 1in guiding activities, sucn as special
permits for occasional photographic accompaniment or special
cases where a "white water"™ oarsman is necessary on a float
trip, were discussed, and will continue to be explored.

All present recognized the seriousness of the current
problem, and desire some legislative solution. Discussion
arose concerning the timeliness of solutions, 1in that the
primary booking season of February, March and April is about
to begin.

APHA representatives pointed out the importance not only
of having.legislative solutions in place by mid-summer 1988,
but of taking action early to ensure clarification of state
law prior to winter commitments to the best degree possible.



Page 4

In summary, everyone recognizes that there are and will
likely continue to be areas of disagreement. Likewise, there
appears to be some common ground. Attempts will continue to
be made to pinpoint those areas of agreement and work with the
Legislature as they take action on pending and/or proposed
legislation.

This report was drafted by Senator Ken Fanning, and has
been circulated to the officers of both organizations for
corrections, deletions, or additions. It is only intended to
be a fair and accurate report of the meeting that took place

on January 7.

ADDENDUM:

Upon circulation of this report to the various represen—
tatives of Alaska Professional Hunters Association and Alaska
Outfitters Association, all agreed that it accurately reflect—
ed what took place at the meeting.



