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Date Referred: February 1, 1993

Date of Committee Action: 3  ~~

^HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT
FURTHER REFERRALS: State Affairs 

Judiciary 
Finance

HJR 22The COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS Committee considered:

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 22 LEGISLATURE OF 25 SENATORS, 50 REPS

Proposing amendments to the Constitution of the State of Alaska relating to membership of the legislature.

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
be replaced with________

| ] the same title 
.[ ] a new title

] have attached amendments(s)
] do pass 
] do not pass 
] no recommendations 
] individual recommendations 
] additional referral to the____ Committee

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (DepI) APPROVES PREVIOUS:

[ 4  fiscal impact X -8 Gov [ ] fiscal note(s)_______

[ ] zero fiscal note__________________________________ [ ] zero fiscal note(s)__

(Dcpi/Dale)

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

Kr- - * -VJ H--4 . . ... r,



SPONSOR'S STATEMENT

T he  primary reason for offering this reso lut ion is to g iv e  the voters 
the option of hav ing sm a l le r  leg is la t ive  districts. Th is  has  the 
effect of bring leg is lators c lose r to the p eo p le  that they represent. 
W h i le  th is is less important in the urban areas , it is ex treme ly  
important in rural areas . In my own case , the house  district is 
severa l hundred m iles  long and represents very d iverse interests.

O n e  advan tage  of sm a l le r  districts is that cam pa ig n in g  w ou ld  be 
eas ie r  and less expen s iv e  for persons w ho may otherw ise m ight not 
be ab le  to f inance a cam pa ign . It wou ld  a lso make it poss ib le  for 
more p eop le  to part ic ipate in the  po lit ica l system  as leg is lators . 
Another advan tage is that res idents wou ld  be more likely to know 
the ir leg is lators and as a  result cas t an in formed ballot.

T h is  leg is la t ion wou ld  result in more rural and  urban district but 
wou ld  not c h a ng e  the rural and  urban proportions of the leg is la ture 
s in ce  that is governed  by federa l law .

The re  are .v o  fiscal notes. T h e  first dea ls  w ith the cost of 
reapport ionment. T he  pro jected cost of $682.5 cou ld  be 
s ign if ican t ly  reduced if the p lan w as  im p lem en ted  after the  2000 
cen su s  as a part of the requ ired redistricting n e ed ed  to m eet federa l 
re a ppo r t io nm en t requ irem en ts .

T h e  s eco nd  fiscal note is the more interesting s in ce  the Leg is la t ive  
Affairs Agency  has pro jected the in creased  a nnu a l cost as 
$3,667,700. Th is figure s eem s  ex cess ive  w hen  o ne  cons ide res  that 
the FY 94 House proposed budget for LAA is $5,489,400. If o ne  
makes the assumption that a 25% increase wou ld  inflate the budget 
by 125% the expected in crease in cost wou ld be  $1,372,350 w h ich  is 
$2,295,350 less than Leg is la t ive  Affairs has  pro jected .

S in ce  inc rease m embersh ip  does not inc rease the num ber of 
comm ittees  w ith in the body, staff shou ld  not be  expected  to a lso 
rise by 25%. Also w e are looking at attempting to shorten the 
leges la t ive  sess ions  and this w ou ld  a lso affect the cost that w ou ld  
be incurred.
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Alaska State Legislature

Legislative Research Agency
130 Seward Street, Suite 218 
Juneau, A laska 99801-2196

Phone: (907 ) 465-3991 
Fax: (907 ) 463-3351

January 22, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Richard Foster

FROM: Gordon S. Harrison, Directoi/^

RE: Cost and Other Effects of Enlarging the Alaska Legislature
Research Request 93.083

You asked for an assessment o f the cost and other effects o f increasing the Alaska Senate 
to 30 members and the Alaska House of Representatives to 60 members (i.e., adding 10 
senators and 20 representatives), particularly the effects on representation. You also asked 
for information about the size of other state legislatures.

This memorandum will provide a brief historical account of the evolution o f the size o f the 
Alaska legislature, a comparison with other state legislatures, a discussion of the impact on 
representation, and an assessment o f the cost of the change.

Evolution of the Alaska Legislature to a 60-Member Body
I

The Alaska territorial legislature was created in 1912. With only 24 members-8 senators 
and 16 representatives-it must surely have been among the smallest o f such legislative 
bodies in American history. Many in Congress at the time were skeptical that the sparse and 
transient population of the territory of Alaska justified the expense o f an elected legislature, 
and the diminutive body probably reflected a concern for costs.

In 1942 Congress enlarged the territorial legislature to 40 members: from 8 to 16 senators, 
and from 16 to 24 representatives. This change (which took effect in 1944) was the result 
o f efforts by Delegate Anthony Dimond, who believed stronglv that the territorial senate of 
8 was too small to be an effective legislative body. He was particularly incensed that as few 
as four senators could-and regularly did—thwart the will of the 24-member institution. 
Delegate Dimond initially campaigned for a unicameral body. When a territorial-wide 
referendum in 1937 rejected that option, he introduced a bill in Congress to increase both
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houses to 18 members and to apportion them both on the basis o f population.1 Congress 
eventually consented to an enlargement o f the senate to 16 and the house to 24, with only 
the house apportioned on the basis o f population.

The Alaska Constitutional Convention set the present size o f the state legislature at 60 
members. The question o f the optimum size o f the two houses was not debated on the floor 
o f the convention. In general, th~ delegates wanted to increase representation, particularly 
o f rural areas, over that afforded by a 40-member body, but they were also determined to 
have a small legislature. The cost of operating the prospective government was never far 
from the minds o f the delegates, and concern for the expense of the legislature doubtless 
contributed much to the pressure to keep it comparatively small.

Some convention delegates thought a senate o f 20 members was too small. Doubts about 
so small a body have been expressed from time to time since statehood. Although the state 
senate has more members, it is proportionally the same size as the original territorial senate. 
One complaint about so few senators is the fact that they have too many committee 
assignments. In his book Legislative Life, Alan Rosenthal writes: "It is difficult to imagine 
a body o f 40 members (not to mention those with fewer) really maintaining a committee 
system."

Despite this lingering concern about the size o f the senate, only two resolutions have been 
introduced over the years to enlarge the legislature: HJR 71 in 1978 proposed to increase the 
senate to 25 members and the house to 51 members, and HJR 48 in 1981 proposed to 
increase the senate to 30 members and the house to 60. In addition, two resolutions have 
been introduced to increase by one the membership of both the senate and house, but these 
measures were concerned with another problem, that o f partisan deadlocks of 10-10 and 20- 
20.

Comparison with Other States

Attached is a table that shows the size o f legislative chambers in each o f the 50 states. 
Alaska has the smallest bicameral legislature, although Delaware with 62 members, and 
Nevada, with 63, are close. The average number o f members in the upper houses is about

‘With regard to apportioning both houses on the basis of population, Dimond was ahead 
o f his time. He argued eloquently for the inherent fairness and democratic logic o f the idea, 
but Congress turned a deaf ear. Apportionment of both houses of state legislatures on the 
basis o f population was imposed on the states by a scries o f U.S. Supreme Court cases in 
the early 1960s.
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38, and the average number o f members o f the lower houses is about 110. There does not 
appear to be any correlation between the population o f a state and the size o f its legislature. 
New Hampshire is one o f the least populated states yet has a lower house o f 400; California 
is one of the most populous states, and it has a legislature o f 120. One o f the few 
generalizations that may be possible is that western states tend to have smaller legislatures 
than the older, New England states.

In all states the senate is smaller than the house. This is a matter of political custom rather 
than law or logic (Delegate Dimond argued this point, unsuccessfully, in his effort enlarge 
both chambers o f the Alaska territorial legislature to 18 members).

Several states have decreased the size o f their legislatures in recent years. However, these 
reductions have occurred in states with comparatively large legislatures, and the resulting 
bodies remain substantially larger than Alaska’s.

Effects O f Enlargement on Representation

Enlarging Alaska’s legislature would result in more legislators from smaller districts. This 
would have the effect o f bringing elected representatives ''closer to the people," and it would 
result in more rural districts as well as urban districts, but it would not alter the current 
proportion o f urban and rural legislators.

Both houses o f state legislatures must be, as a matter o f federal law, apportioned on the basis 
o f population. There are currently 40 election districts in Alaska. One house member is 
elected from each. Senate districts are a combination of two election districts; one senator 
is elected from each. If the number of house members were increased from 40 to 60, there 
would be 20 additional districts from which a representative would be elected (assuming the 
continuation o f single-member districts). The 60 house members would, in the short run at 
least, each represent substantially fewer constituents than the 40 members currently represent, 
and the mega-districts which we now have in Alaska would be reduced in size to some 
extent. Senators would likewise represent smaller constituencies. While there would be 
more rural and urban districts, the urban and rural aieas of the state would continue to have 
the same proportion of total members.

There may be several advantages to smaller election districts in Alaska. One is that 
campaigning for office would be easier and less expensive. Another is that residents would 
be more likely to know their legislators and be able to cast an informed ballot on election 
day. Greater familiarity could improve communication with and access to elected 
representatives. Also, there would be opportunity for more people to participate in the 
political system as legislators.



Fiscal Impacts

Increasing the membership o f the legislature from 60 to 90 would create higher annual 
operating expenses o f about $6 million. It would also involve a substantial one-time capital 
expense because the existing legislative chambers, committee rooms and office space would 
have to be expanded to accommodate the new members. While we have estimated the 
annual recurring cost, we have not attempted to estimate the one-time capital cost.

Annual Recurring Cost

Annual recurring costs would fall into four general categories: compensation, travel, 
contractual, and staff. We obtained estimates o f these items, based on the current average 
cost per legislator, from the Division of Administrative Services, Legislative Affairs Agency. 
The total cost would be approximately $6,102,540, as shown below. This estimate assumes 
that central support staff (employees o f Legislative Affairs Agency, for example) would 
remain unchanged.

Compensation for legislators is currently $33,000 each (including benefits). Thus, 30 
additional legislators would increase compensation $990,000 annually.

Travel expense, including moving, session per diem, and long-term per diem, averages 
approximately $20,933 per legislator. Thus, the new members would increase travel expense 
by $627,990 per year.

Contractual expense includes a $4,000 allowance per member, plus an additional 
approximately $7,000 each for phones, supplies, and equipment. Thus, contractual expenses 
associated with the additional members would be an additional $330,000 per year.

Staff expenses average $21,465 per staff member during session; they average $37,045 per 
staff during the interim. If we assume that on average each legislator has three session staff 
and two interim staff, the additional staff expense per legislator is $138,485. Thus, staff 
expense caused by the expansion would be $4,154,550.

The foregoing incremental costs total $6,102,540.

One-time Capital Costs

We have not attempted to estimate tire capital cost required to accommodate the new 
legislators, but we presume it would be several million dollars. The existing capitol
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building would have to be remodeled to make space available to the new members. In all 
likelihood, the executive branch would vacate the capitol building and it would become a 
legislative hall. The existing house and senate chambers would have to be enlarged, several 
o f the meeting rooms would have to be expanded, and more office space would have to be 
found. The reshuffle o f office space could push some employees into leased space, which 
would increase the foregoing estimate of annual recurring costs.

I hope this information is useful. If you have any questions, please contact this agency.

Representative Foster
January 22, 1993
Page 5

Attachments



NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE STATE LEGISLATURES 

State Senate House Total

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

Source: Book of the States, 1992 
Governments

35 105 140
20 40 60
30 60 90
35 100 135
40 80 120
35 65 100
36 151 187
21 41 62
40 120 160
56 180 236
25 51 76
42 84 126
59 118 177
50 100 150
50 100 150
40 125 165
38 100 138
39 105 144
35 151 186
47 141 183
40 160 200
38 110 U 5
67 134 201
52 122 174
34 163 197
50 100 150
49 49
21 42 63
24 400 424
40 80 120
42 70 112
61 150 211
50 120 170
53 106 159
33 99 132
48 101 149
30 60 90
50 203 253
50 100 150
46 124 170
35 70 105
33 99 132
31 150 181
29 75 104
30 150 180
40 100 140
49 98 147
34 100 134
33 99 132
30 64 94

1993, The Council of State

Prepared by the Legislative Research Agency, January 1993 (93.083)



O FFIC E OF T H E  G O V E R N O R DIVISION O F  ELECTIONS 
P.O. B O X  A F

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0105 
P H O N E  (907) 465-4611

Zoti o Z a a  a2AJ303d. J
March 31, 1993

The Honorable Richard Foster 
Representative 
Alaska State Legislature 
Court Building, Room 611 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Foster:

Just a word to let you know we have submitted the attached fiscal note through the 
normal process. If the effective date could have corresponded with reapportionment in 
the year 2000 we could have avoided such a high dollar figure.

Your bill is excellent, please give me a call if you would like to discuss this fiscal note.

Sincerely yours,

Chariot E. Thickstun 
Director



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA 
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

R e v i s i o n  Date: ____

Title; A m e n d m e n t  to the C o n s t i t u t i o n  RE: L e g i s l a t u r e  

of 25 S e n a t o r s  a n d  SO ; ice\. a n tatives_______________________

Sponsor: R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  F o s t e r

Reques t o r :  ___________________________

B ILL  NO. HJR22

D e p a r t m e n t  A f f e c t e d :  O f f i c e  o f  the C o v e r n o r

BRU: D i v i s i o n  o f_E l e c t i o n s __________________________

C o m p o n e n t :  C o n e r a l  and P r i m a r y  E l e c t i o n s

C O M P O N E N T  S E R I A L  NO. 22

E X P E N D I T U R E S / R E V E N U E S :

O P E R A T I N G F Y  94 FY 95 F Y  96 F Y  97 F Y  98 F Y  99

P E R S O N A L  S E R V I C E S 0 0 203.0 0 0 0

T R A V E L 0 0 16.7 0 0 0

C O N T R A C T U A L 2.2* 0 4 6 2.0 2 7 . 0 0 27.0

S U P P L I E S 0 0 0 0 0 0

E Q U I P M E N T 0 0 0 0 0 0

L AND & S T R U C T U R E S 0 0 0 0 0 0

GRANTS, C L A I M S 0 0 0 0 0 0

M I S C E L L A N E O U S 0 0 0 0 0 0

T O T A L  O P E R A T I N G 2 .2* 0 682.5 2 7 . 0 0 27.0

C A P I T A L 0 0 0 0 0 0

R E V E N U E  

F U N D  S O URCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0

F UNDING:

1002 F e d e r a l  R e c e i p t s 0 0 0 0 0 0

1003 G F  M a t c h 0 0 0 0 0 0

1004 GF 2.2* 0 6 8 2 . S 2 7 . 0 0 27.0

1005 G F / P r o g r a m 0 0 0 0 0 0

1006 G F / M H T I A 0 0 0 n 0 0

OTlt. * 0 0 0 0 0 0

T O T A L 2.2* 0 0 2 7 . 0 0 2 7 . 0

P O S I T I O N S :

F U L L - T I M E 0 0 0 0 0 0

P A R T - T I M E 0 0 0 0 0 0

T E M P O R A R Y 0 0 1/ 0 0 0

E s t i m a t e  of c u r r e n t  y e a r  (FY93) impact: 0

AHAL'fSIS: ( A t t a c h  a s e p a r a t e  p a g e  if ne c e s s a r y .  )*Thi3 fi g u r e  c o v e r s  c o s t  of i n c l u s i o n  of i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  thi3 iss u e  in the

O f f i c i a l  E l e c t i o n s  P a m p h l e t  a3 r e q u i r e d  b y  A S  15.58, and p r o g r a m m i n g  for D a t a / o t e  c o u n t i n g  o f  v o t e s  c a 3 t  on the meas u r e .  

However, o n l y  4 m e a s u r e s  ca n  be p r i n t e d  on a s i n g l e  b a l l o t  card. S h o u l d  this m e a s u r e  r e q u i r e  p r i n t i n g  an a d d i t i o n a l  b a l l o t  

card, the fiscal i m p a c t  w o u l d  bo 53.4. S e e  a t y w ^ i e d  for f u r t h e r  A n a l y a i p _______________ ^________________________________________________________

P r e p a r e d  by: C h a r i o t  E- Thlckstun, D i r e c t o

D i v ision: D i v i s i o n  of E l e c t i o n s_________

A p p r o v e d  by C o m m i s s i o n e r  

Agency: O f f i c e  o f  the Lt. G o v e r n o r

Lt. G o v e r n o r  J o h n  B.

P R E P A R E R  T O  P R O V I D E  A L L  D 

For f u r t h e r  d i s t r i b u t i o n

11

2 / 2 3 / 9 3

G O V E R N O R ' S  L E G I S L A T I V E  O F F I C E  

G o v e r n o r ' s  L e g i s l a t i v e  O f f i c e

R e v  1 1 / 9 2 a g e o f



STATE OF ALASKA 
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
A HA L T S I S :  (continued)

F I S C A L  N O T E

B I L L  N O . H J R 2  2

Travel:

7 2 2 7 0

P e r s o n a l  S e r v i c e s :

C o n t r a c t u a l  S e rvices: 

7 3 100

7 3 300

T o t a l

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  T r a v e l

(2 S u p e r v i s o r  m e n t i n g s ( l  J u neau, 1 A n c h o r a g e  7.8; 

R e a p o r t i o n m e n t  par a l e g a l  [2 t r i p s  to 4 regions) 5 

A d m i n .  O f f i c e r  [1 trip to 3 R e g i o n a l  O f f i c e s  and 

D i r e c t o r ' s  O f f i c e  3.0)

A d d i t i o n a l  C l e r k  Ills

(17 9 R a n g e  8A, no o v e r t i m e  6 m o n t h s )

P r o f e s s i o n a l  S e r v i c e s  

M a p p i n g

V o t e r  ID c a rds (330,000) 

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  

P o s t a g e  

P r i n t i n g  and B i n d i n g  

A d d i t i o n a l  B a llots

16.7 

.9;

2 03.8

236.3

130.0

95.7 

2 7.0

709.5

R e v  1 1 / 9 2 P a g e 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO: HJR 22

Revision Date: ______________________
Title: Proposing amendments to the_________
Constitution....relating to membership of the legislature.

Department Affected: Legislative Affairs Agency 
BRU:  Legislative Council______

Legislative Operating Budget
Sponsor:
Requestor:

Representative Foster Component: Sal. & Allowances. Gen. Services
Representative Foster Session Expenses. Leg. Oper. Budget

COMPONENT SERIAL NO:

OPERATING FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

1523.0 2891.7 2891.7 2891.7
267.2 318.5 318.5 318.5
442.5 442.5 442.5 442.5
15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0

195.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 2442.7 3667.7 3667.7 3667.7

CAPITAL 0.0 0.0 150.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

REVENUE FUND SOURCE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
0 0 2442.7 3667.7 36S7.7 3667.7
0 0 0.0 0 0 0
0 0 150.0 0 0 0
0 0 2592.7 3667.7 3667.7 3667.7

GENERAL FUND 
FEDERAL FUNDS 
OTHER FUND SOURCE 
TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 45 45 45 45
PART-TIME 0 0 34 34 34 34
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year impact:
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

HJR 22 proposes amendments to the Constitution changing the membership of the Legislature from 
20 senators to 25 and from 40 representatives iO 50. Total membership would change from 60 to 75.
It is estimated there would be increased costs by enlarging the size of the membership of the Legislature. These 
increases would be additional members and legislative staff, additional sgt-at-arms staff, additional support staff,
additional office space, increase in travel, additional annual allowances, increase in supplies, telephone equipment 
and charges, computer and office equipment, etc. Also a one time cost would be incurred to remodel the existing 
chambers to accommodate the additional members.

Prepared By: Pamela A. Stoops, Director I Phone: 465-3850
Division: Administrative Services

. . y
Date: 3/5/93

Approved By: Warren W. Endicott, Executive Director
Agency: Legislative Affairs Agency Date: 3/5/93

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, Gov., & Impacted Agency(ies).
Page 1 o f 2.



CONTINUATION OF FISCAL NOTE: HJR 22

PERSONAL SERVICES

It is anticipated the additional members and staff will not occur until FY 96. The FY 96 cost is for six months.

15 additional legislators (75 not 60) - $519,000 
30 additional full time legislative staff - $1,699,500 
30 additional permanent part time legislative staff - $615,000 
2 additional sgt-at-arms staff for House and Senate - $25,000
2 additional House and Senate support staff - $33,200 2891.7

Personal services costs are estimated using FY 94 personal services costs. Suppc 1 staff costs are conservative. 
Not sure what impact additional 15 members will have on the Agency.

TRAVEL

Travel to and from session, session per diem, relocation costs, interim per diem, travel per diem for 15 ad Jitional 
legislators - $318,500. FY 96 cost is $51,300 less for legislator's interim per diem. 318.5

CONTRACTUAL

Telephones 70 lines @$250/yr - $17,500 
Long distance and local charges - $90,000 
Annual $4,000 allowance - $60,000
Increased lease space for session and interim - $275,000 442.5

SUPPLIES

Supplies for 79 additional members and staff for session and interim - $25,000 25.0

EQUIPMENT

Equipment for 79 additional members and staff for session interim. This would be a one time cost.

75 Desks or funding for built-ins = $33,000 
40 Computers @$1,500 = $60,000 
45 File cabinets = $18,000 
40 Printers @$1,500 = $60,000
75 Chairs = 15 @ $400; 60 @ $300 = $24,000 195.0

MISCELLANEOUS

A capital appropriation would be requested to remodel the 2nd floor of the Capitol. The Senate and House 
Chambers would have to be enlarged to accommodate additional members. Offices would need to be 
moved and additional committee and office space would be required. The Legislative Lounge might 
also need to be enlarged.

Approximate amount for the 2nd floor renovation is $150,000. 150.0

Page 2 oi 2





HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

Date Referred: March 30, 1993 

Date of Committee Action: Y~ 6  ~  93

(7)
FURTHER REFERRALS: HESS

HJR 37The COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS Committee considered:

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 37 FED MONEY FOR RURAL WATER/SEWER PROJECTS

Urging the Congress to enact Ii.R. 1033 or similar legislation authorizing construction grants for publicly-owned 
treatment works in economically distressed rural communities.

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
be replaced with_______

[ ] the same title 
.[ ] a new title

[ J have attached amendments(s) 
[y] do pass 
[ ] do not pass 
[ ] no recommendations 
[ ] individual recommendations 
[ ] additional referral to the____ Committee

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s):

[ ] fiscal impact___________  ______

(Dcpl) APPROVES PREVIOUS: 

[ ] fiscal note(s)______

(Dept/Dale)

f Xl zero fiscal note JL A  P\ [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
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Representative Lyman F. Hoffman
Alaska State House
State Capitol • Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 • (907) 465**4453
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TO:

FROM:

RE:

A p r i l  5, 1993

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  H a r l e y  Olberg, C h a i r m a n  
H ou se  C o m m u n i t y  a n d  R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s  C o m m i t t e e

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  L y m a n  F. H o f f m a n  

H J R  37 - U r g i n g  C o n g r e s s  to enact H.R. 1033

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

As A l a s k a  p r e p a r e s  to e n t e r  the 21st c e ntury, it is 
d i f f i c u l t  to b e l i e v e  o u r  s t a t e ' s  v i l l a g e  r e s i d e n t s  c o n t in ue  
to b e  s u b j e c t e d  to h e p a t i t i s  A, d ysentery, m e n i n g i t i s  a nd 
a h o s t  of o t h e r  i l l n e s s e s  d u e  to a l a c k  of b a s i c  w a t e r  and 
s e w e r  systems.

L e s s  t h a n  7 y e a r s  fr o m t h e  t u r n  of the m i l l e n n i u m ,  w h i l e  
m a n y  nat io na l  e c o n o m i e s  b e c o m e  d e p e n d e n t  on a d v a n c e d  scie n ce  
an d technology, v i l l a g e r s  r e l y  on h o n e y b u c k e t  d u m p s t e r s  for 
s e w a g e  d i s po s al  a n d  c e n t r a l  w a t e r i n g  spig ot s f o r  d r i n k i n g  
water.

In t h e  s u m m e r  of 1990, n e a r l y  1/4 of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of K o t l i k  
w e r e  v i c t i m s  of v i r a l  m e n i n g i t i s  c a u s e d  b y  t w o  l e a k y  
u n d e r g r o u n d  pit s f i l l e d  w i t h  h u m a n  sewage.

52 v i l l a g e  clin ic s h a v e  no r u n n i n g  w a t e r  or f l u s h  toilets. 
M a n y  c o m m u n i t y  h e a l t h  a i d e s  m u s t  fi nd  a l t e r n a t i v e  sou rc es  
to c l e a n  t h e m s e l v e s  b e t w e e n  p at ients. Some r e s o r t  to 
h e a t i n g  w a t e r  in m i c r o w a v e  ovens.

H R  1033 e s t a b l i s h e s  a g r a n t  p r o g r a m  for c o n s t r u c t i o n  of 
p u b l i c l y  o wn e d t r e a t m e n t  w o r k s  in e c o n o m i c a l l y  d i s t r e s s e d  
r u r a l  communities. Th is  p r o g r a m  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  $300 m i l l i o n  
p e r  y e a r  for 6 y e a r s  to f u n d  t h e s e  grants.

C o n s i d e r i n g  90% of t h e  w a s t e w a t e r  f a c i l i t i e s  in A l a s k a  
N a t i v e  v i l l a g e s  h a v e  b e e n  a s s e s s e d  b y  t he feder al  g o v e r n m e n t  
as in ad eq u a t e  a n d  D E C  h a s  i d e n t i f i e d  a n e e d  for $1.2 b i l l i o n  
to c o r r e c t  w a t e r  a n d  s e w e r  p r o b l e m s  in rural Alask a , I a s k  
y o u r  s u p po r t for H J R  37.

T h a n k  y o u  for y o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .

P.O. Box 886 • Bethel, Alaska 99559 • (907) 543-3541
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103d CONGRESS t  -et ir'to H O  O
1 s t Session H . K . lUOO

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to establish a grant 
program for construction o f publicly owned treatment works in economi­
cally distressed rural commi nities.

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
F e b r u a r y  23, 1993

Mr. H a y e s  introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation

A  BILL
To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to estab­

lish a grant program for construction of publicly owned 
treatment works in economically distressed rural commu­
nities.

1 B e  i t  e n a c t e d  b y  t h e  S e n a t e  a n d  H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a -

2 t i v e s  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o f  A m e r i c a  i n  C o n g r e s s  a s s e m b l e d ,

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

4 This Act may be cited as the “ Rural Community
5 Clean Water Assistance Act of 1993” .



2 . .
1 SEC. 2. A M E N D M E N T  T O  F E D E R A L  W A T E R  P O L L U T I O N  CON-

2 T R O L  ACT.

3 The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
4 1251-1387) is amended by adding at the end the follow-
5 ing:
6 “TITLE VII-CONSTRUCTION
7 GRANT PROGRAM FOR
8 TREATMENT WORKS IN
9 RURAL COMMUNITIES

10 “SEC. 701. GRANTS.

11 “ (a) In  G e n e r a l .— The Administrator is authorized
12 to make grants to any State, municipality, or
13 intermunicipal or interstate agency for the construction of
14 publicly owned treatment works located in economically
15 distressed rural communities and for any purpose for
16 which a grant may be made under sections 319(h) and
17 319(i) of this Act (including innovative and a ltenm re ap-
18 proaches for the control of nonpoint sources of pollution).
19 “ (b) A p p lic a t io n .—Any State, municipality, or
20 agency referred to in subsection (a) interested in receiving
21 a grant under this title shall submit to the Administrator
22 an application for such grant. Such application shall be
23 in such form and contain such information as the Admin-
24 istrator may require by regulation.
25 “ (c) T erm s a n d  C o n d it io n s .— Grants made under
26 this title shall be subject to such terms and conditions as

•H R 1033 m



1 the Administrator may require by regulation to carry out
2 the objectives ot’ this title.
3 “SEC. 702. F E D E R A L  SHARE.

4 “ The Federal share of any grant made under this
5 title shall be 30 percent of the cost of construction. The
6 non-Federal share of such costs shall be provided from
7 non-Federal sources of funding.
8 “SEC. 703. A L L O T M E N T .

9 “ (a) I n  G e n e r a l .— Sums authorized to be appro-
10 priated for a fiscal year pursuant to section 704 shall be
11 allotted among the States for such fiscal year by the Ad-
12 ministrator not later than the 10th day which begins after
13 the date of the enactment of this title in the ratio which
14 the population in econo nically distressed rural commu-
15 nities of each State bears to the total population in eco-
16 nomically distressed rural communities of all the States.
17 “ (b) P e r io d  o f  A v a i la b i l i t y ;  R e a l lo t m e n t .—

18 Sums allotted to the States for a fiscal year shall remain
19 available for obligation for the fiscal year for which au-
20 thorizea and for the period of the next succeeding 12
21 months. The amount of any allotment not obligated by the
22 end of such 24-month period shall be immediately reallot-
23 ted by the Administrator on the basis of the same ratio
24 as applicable to. sums allotted for the then current fiscal
25 year, except that none of the funds reallotted by the Ad-

3



II III nil I— —

4
1 ministrator for a fiscal year shall be allotted to any State
2 which failed to obligate an}' of the funds being reallotted.
3 Any sum made available to a State by reallotment under
4 this subsection shall be in addition to any funds otherwise
5 allotted to such State for grants under this title during
6 any fiscal year.
7 “SEC. 704. A U T H O R I Z A T I O N  O F  APPROPRIATIONS.

8 “ There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out
9 this title $300,000,000 per fiscal year for fiscal years

10 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999. Such sums
11 shall remain available until expended.
12 “SEC. 705. DEFINITIONS.

13 “ In this title, the following definitions apply:
liiiiiijliiiyijlilj 14 “ (1) C o n s t r u c t io n .— The term ‘construction’

15 has the meaning such term has in section 212.
16 “ (2) E c o n o m ic a l ly  d i s t r e s s e d  r u r a l  com-

17 m u n i t y .— The term ‘economically distressed rural
18 community’ means a rural community in which the
19 median household income of the residents of such
20 community is less than 75 percent of the national
21 median household income, as determined by the lat-
22 est decennial census of the United States.
23 “ (3) R u r a l  com m un ity .— The term ‘rural
24 community’ means a political subdivision of a State

•H R  1033 m



1 with a population of less than 20,000, as determined
2 bv the latest decennial census of the United States.

«/

3 “ (4) T r e a tm e n t  w o r k s .— The term ‘treat-
4 ment works’ has the meaning such term has in sec-
5 tion 212.” .

o

S
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i a survey to de- 
enance of treat- 
his Act, as com­

pared to the efficiency planned at the time the grant was made. 
The results of auch annual survey shall be included in the report 
required under section 516(a) of this Act.

SBWAQE COLLECTION SYSTEMS* *
Sec. 211. (a) No grant shall be made for a sewage collection 

system under this title unless auch- grant (1) la for replacement or 
major rehabilitation- of an existing collection system and is neces­
sary to the total integrity and performance of the waste treatment 
works servicing such community, or (2) is for a new collection 
system in an existing community with sufficient existing or 
planned capacity adequately to treat such collected sewage and is 
consistent with section 201 of this A ct

termining the eiigibiity of a col 
nly fo:

sewer for assistance it Bhall
(b) If the Administrator uses population density as a test for de-

jflector se
be only fSr the purpose of evaluating alternatives and determining 
the needs for such system in relation to ground or surface water 
quality impact

(c) No grant shall be made under this title from funds authorized 
_ fiscal 

ding
trol or pollutant discharges from separate storm sewer systems.

for any
c o '

year during the period beginning October 1,1977, and 
September 30, £1985,j  1990, for treatment works for con-

DOTMTITONS
Sxc. 212. As used in this title—
(1) The term “ construction”  means any one or more of the follow­

ing; preliminary planning to determine the feasibility of treatment 
works, engineering, architectural, legal, fiscal, or economic investi­
gations or studies, surveys, designs, plans, working drawings, speci­
fications, procedures, field tasting o f  innovative or alternative 
waste water treatment processes and techniques meeting guide­
lines promulgated under section 304(dXS) of this Act, or other nec­
essary actions, erection, building, acquisition, alteration, remodel­
ing, improvement, or extension of treatment works, or the inspec­
tion or supervision of any of the following items.

(2XA) Tne term “ treatment works”  means any devices and sys­
tems used in the storage, treatment recycling, and reclamation of 
municipal sewage or industrial wa \ of a liquid nature to imple­
ment section 201 of this Act, or nec jary to recycle or reuse water 
at the most economical cost aver the estimated life of the works, 
including intercepting gewers, outfall sewers, sewage collection sys­
tems, • pumping power, and other equipment, and their appurte­
nances;-extensions, improvements, remodeling, additions, and alter­
ations thereof; elements essential to provide a reliable recycled 
supply such as standby treatment units" and clear wall facilities; 
and any works, including site acquisition of the land that will be 
an integral part of the treatment process (including land use for 
the storage of treated wastewater in land treatment systems prior

R*i “HfavvS R|lu\-\ov\ o I
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and application) or la used for ultimate disposal of residues re- 
/ ng from such treatment.

(B) In addition to the definition contained in subparagraph (A) of 
this paragraph, “ treatment works” means any other method or 
system for preventing, abating, reducing, storing, treating, separat- 
ing. or disposing of municipal waste, including storm water runoff, 
o r l  idustrial waste, including waste in combined storm water and 
sanjtary sewer systems. Any application for contruction grants 
which Includes wholly or in part such methods or systems shall, in 
accordance with‘guidelines published by the Administrator pursu­
ant to subparagraph (C) of this paragraph, contain adequate data 
and analysis demonstrating auch proposal to be, over the life of 

h works, the most coat efficient alternative to comply with sec- 
801 or 302 of thisi Act, or the requirements of section 201 of 
Act.
!) For the purposes of subparagraph CB) of this paragraph, the 

Administrator shall, within one hundred and eighty days after the 
day* of enactment of this title, publish and thereafter revise no less 

n than annually, guidelines for the evaluation of methods, in­
cost-effective analysis, described in subparagraph (B) of this 
ph.

) ̂ The term "replacement”  as used in this title means these ex- 
dltures for obtaining and installing equipment, accessories, or 
urtenaacsa during the useful life of the treatment works neces- 

y to maintain the capacity and performance for which such 
works are designed and constructed. '

LOAN GUARANTIES TOR CONSTRUCTION OF TREATMENT WORKS
• •

! ec. 213. (a) Subject to the conditions o f this section and to such 
tei cns and conditions as the Administrator determines to be neces­
sary to carry out the purposes of this title, the Administrator is au- 
thi rized tc guarantee, and to make commitments to guarantee, the 
pr: ncipal and interest (including interest accruing between the date 
of default and the date of the payment In full or the guarantee) of 
any loan, obligation, or participation therein of any State, munici- 
pa ity, or Intel-municipal or interstate agency issued directly and 
ex iluaively to the Federal Financing Bank to llnance that part of 
th * cost of any grant-eligible project for the construction o f publicly 
owned treatment works not paid for with Federal financial assist­
ance under this title (other than thif section), which project the Ad­
ministrator has determined to be eligible for such financial assist­
ance under this title, including, but not limited to, projects eligible 
for reimbursement under section 206 of this title.

b) No guarantee, or commitment to make a guarantee, may be 
m£de pursuant to this section—

(1) unless the Administrator certifies that the issuing body is 
unable to obtain on reasonable terms sufficient credit to fi­
nance its actual needs without such guarantee; and

(2) unless the Administrator determines that there is a rea­
sonable assurance of repayment of the loan, obligation, or par­
ticipation therein.

determination of whether financing is available at reasonable 
rates shall be made by the Secretary of the Treasury with relation-



SERVICES & BENEFITS
• Project Planning. Through preparation of fea­

sibility studies, VSW assists communities in reviewing all 
the alternatives available for solving their sanitation prob­
lems; the capital costs of alternatives, and the operation 
and maintenance expenses the community will have to 
pay after the project is completed. Experience has shown 
that when communities have this basic information, they 
make good decisions on the type of service best suited 
to their needs and means.

• Technical Assistance. VSW provides technical 
assistance to villages during all phases of a project in­
cluding planning, design, and construction. Because VSW 
staff has the aptitude and training in the area of sanitation 
engineering, local interests are protected. VSW ensures 
villages get what is paid for, consistent with local needs.

• Varying Construction Techniques. While a va­
riety of construction methods can be used, fore i account 
construction practices are well understood and employed 
by the VSW program. In this way, the local workforce 
benefits directly from VSW assisted projects, VSW pro­
vides assistance in material expediting, construction 
supervision, and project inspection. If a community opts 
to perform part of a project through contract, VSW staff 
help in drafting the contract, selecting a contractor, and 
in overseeing the contract to assure the community is 
getting what it expects.

• Agreement Negotiations. VSW staff are available 
to assist communities to work out user fee agreements 
with large water users (such as schools) or agreements 
for waste heat with che Alaska Village Electric Cooperative.

• Financial Accountability. Financial management 
is provided by DEC through a contract with a CPA firm. 
This assures timely payment of bills, meeting payrolls, 
fulfillment of IRS requirements, and final project account­
ability of all expenses.
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Grants for Water, Sewer, & 
Solid Waste Projects

Village Safe Water provides up to 100 percent 
of project costs to villages for sanitation improvements. 
First class cities with populations <600, unincorpo­
rated villages with populations of 25-600 or second 
class cities are eligible for grants. VSW grants generally 
provide safe water sources at central locations, places 
to dispose of honeybucket wastes, and, in some cases, 
piped utilities, laundries, and shower facilities. VSW 
engineers assist communities by acting as the city's 
engineer.

The VSW program provides engineering assistance 
to remote communities in the planning, design, con­
struction, and maintenance of sanitation facilities. 
Before a village accepts a grant, the staff provides 
residents with a careful assessment of future main­
tenance costs as they relate to the community's ability 
and willingness to support services with local revenues.

A unique service offered by the Village Safe Water 
program is "hands-on" technical assistance whenever 
or wherever it is needed. This involves working one- 
on-one with local officials to identify sanitation prob­
lems and propose cost effective solutions. Feasibility 
studies are often used to determine the most appro­
priate level of service. During the life of these projects, 
VSW offers engineering assistance.

VSW is a "dirty boots" outfit. Engineering staff, 
experienced in cold climate utility development, help 
out when the community does not have the manage­
ment expertise needed for a major capital project.

•Communication
•Feasibility Studies
•Technical Advice
•Engineering
•Construction
•Management
•Planning

VSW is a "dirty 
boots" outfit.
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FUNDING SOURCES
«

Village Safe Water is flexible in its approach to financ­
ing sanitation needs. Although many projects are funded 
soley throu gh State appropriations, the program has been 
been successful in capturing federal dollars through a 
variety of sources including the Public Health Service, 
the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Housing 
and Urban Development Authority.

• State Projects

67 communities and $32 million worth of capital 
projects for F Y  94 have no other sources of funding other 
than a state general fund appropriation. A line item 
allocation is requested to complete each.

For many communi­
ties, a State appropri­
ation is the only fund­
ing source available to 
address san ita tion  
needs.

‘ Federal/State Projects

During FY" 94, 28 communities have projects which 
need State funds to supplement money from the federal 
government. This category of projects represents approx­
imately $17.0 million in federal funds.

Joint ventures pool the necessary financial resources. 
Effective working agreements have been developed and 
implemented between Village Safe Water and various 
federal agencies to allow completion of basic sanitation 
services in the villages.

State appropriations 
can be used to capture 
federal dollars.

Additional Information: More detailed information 
on these projects is available by contacting Keith Kelton 
at 465-5135.



c o
VSW FY 34 Capital 8udget List '— :

December 18, 1932 r -
Municicc.itY Rrsirct.TiU? SrantAmsum Cum.. .Gant Score

o
4--- V

Staiswiae CIP Project Administration 393,900 S393.900 *___ 1
Statewiaa Clinic Sanitation Hookups 500.000 3393,900
Statewide Preliminary Project Planning and Evaluation 500.000 31.393.900
S'Gambell Water and Sewer Improvements 970.000 S2.363.900 1250
S’ SL Mary's Water/Sewer Phase I 5CO.OOO 52.863.900 1225
S'Chevak Water 4 Solid Waste. Ph. II 602.CCO 53.465.900 1225
SKaltag Water and Sewer 646.000 $4.111,900 1200
Bethel Sewage Lagoon 1,000.000 $5,111,900 1200
Theme Bay Sewer Replacement Prcj. 655.000 $5,766,900 1175
S'Nulato Waier and Sewer Phase IV 810.000 $6,576,900 1150
S’ Nocrvik Community Sanitation Facilities. Ph. I 879.000 $7,455,900 1125
‘Mountain Point Mountain Point Water and Sewer Project - Phase IV 925.975 $8,381,875 1050
‘St. Paul ‘ Water System Improvements. Ph. Ill 1,000,000 $9,361,375 1025
SKIvaina Water and. Sewer Improv. 420,000 ©.801,875 1000
SKoyuk Phase III - Sanitation Facilities 600.000 S10.401,875 1C00
‘Seldovia Water/Wastewater Improvements 985.0CO S11,366.875 1000
JHccper Bay Water/Sewer System 1,100,003 $12,486,875 1000
•Whittier Water System Improv. 849.000 $13,335,875 975
SSavoonga Sanitation Facilities 362,000 513,697,875 950
S'Alakanuk Alakanuk Water 4  Sewer Improvements 500.000 $14,197,875 950
Marshall Solid Waste Site Relocaticn 430,000 $14,627,875- soa
$*St. Michael Water Sewer 500,000 $15,127,375 900
‘Selawik Water/Sewer Phase II 460,000 $15,807,875 900
Nunacrichuk Sewer Water Haul Improvemoms 750,000 $16^357,875 900
SYakutsi Wastewater & Water Imp. 899.800 $17,257,675 850
Kasaan Dam Site/Treatment Plant upgrade 500,000 $17,757,675 850
‘Anvik Anvik Water/Sewer Project 200,000 $17,957,675 850
Koyukuk Landfill Construction 130.000 518.087.675 850
Mountain VIDage Water and Sewer Improvements Sat ,000 $18,636,675 850
‘Kotzebue Kotzebue Solid Waste Project Phase I 1,000,000 $19,638,675 850
SKIpnuk KIpnuk Water Source 800,000 $20,438,675 850
SNikolai HUQ Homes Wastewater 340,000 $20,778,675 850
SCrocked Creek Safewater Project 450,000 $21,228,675 800
SChignik Lake Lanafill Relocation 245.370 S21,474.545 800
SBuckland Water and Sewer Improvements 870.000 $22344,545 800
STogiak Phase II Sewer 346.000 $22392.545 800
Golovin Water Line Extension 972322 $23,665,067 800
SHoly Cross Sanitation/Lagoon. Improv. .500,000 $24.165367 800
Kobuk Water, Sewer Solid Waste 180,000 $24,34S,067 800
SHuslia Water and Se^er Expansion 350,000 $24,695,067 800

■SOeerinq Water and Sewer Truck Haul Svstem 1.290.000 S25,965,067 SCO
‘Coffman Cove Water and Sower Jistnbution Sub 1 1,750,000 $27,735,067 775
Glennallen Somalian Sewer Project 500,000 $28335,067 750
Pert Lions Solid Waste Oisposal Site 350,000 $28,585,067 750
‘Nikolaevsk Village Community Water System 342,000 $28,927,067 725
STununak Water Improvements 497,500 $29,424,557 72S
SNondaJtcn Water/Sewer Ext ./Landfill 287,700 $29.712367 725
Gustavus Gustavus Solid Waste 200.000 $29.912367 700
‘Mekoryuk Community Water and Sew ir, Phase ill 442.000 $30.354367 650
Chitfna Chitfna Laundromat/RV Dump Stanon 200.000 $30.554367 650
Chignik Landfill Relocation 561,533 $31,115,800 650
UnaJakfaet Water Source Improv. 317,000 $31.432300 650
Om Water Plant Building 500,000 $31332300 650
Healy Lake Heaiy Lake Sanitation 105,000 $32,037,800 650
Kotilk Solid Waste Ofspcsal 50,000 $32,007,800 625

$ Indicates federal funds are available for this project.
'  Indicates partiaj funding of multi-phased project.
Shaded area inaicates documented public health problem.



VSW FY 94 Capital B udge t List 
D ecem ber 18, 1992

M unicipality P ro iec t " t i e Scant Amount Cum. G n n t ScornSCuzinkie Maintenance Equipment 100,000 S32.187.800 625SPedro Bay Feoro Bay Landfill Study and Design 75.000 $32,262,800 625Nuiqsut Fresh WatBr Lake Fencing Project 250.000 $32,512,900 SCO
Stebbins Clear Lake A ccess Road 65.500 $322578,300 600
Scam m an Bay Oumpsita Relocation (continuation) 100,000 $32,678,300 600
Slipper Kalskag Water System  Improv. 525,000 $33,203,300 600
'Lower Kalskag Phase  II W aier and Sew er aoT.ooo S34.004.30C SCO
Takotna Village C ounal Takotna Water/Sewer Project 37,000 $34,041,300 600
Wainwright W asheteria Design/Const. 1,280,000 $35,321,300 575
Metlakatia Indian Comm. Storm Orainage 713.410 $36,034,710 575
SRuby Water Filtering System 10.732 S36.04S.442 575
Ambler Water and S ew er Hookup 163,800 $36,209,242 575
Port A lexander Filtration Feasibility Study 40,000 536.249.242 550
ChaJkyitsik ChaJkyitsik Landfill 660,000 $36,909,242 525
Grayling Water. Sew er 1.500.000 $38,409,242 525
Dot Lake Replacem ent of Village Utility Building 400,000 $38,309,242 525

, Akiak Akiak W ater and  Sew er Completion Project 800,000 $39,609,242 525
Grayling Solid W aste 50.000 $39,659,242 525
Point Hope Landfill Relocation 5,205,580 $44,864,322 SCO
White Mountain New Landfill 560,000 $45,424,822 SCO
Wales Alternate W ater Source 350,000 $45,774,822 500
Chuathbaluk Chuathbaluk M aster Plan 50,000 $45,824,822 500
Beaver New Community Well 170,000 545,994.822 475
Manokotak W ater Holding Tank 100,000 $465094,822 475
'Shungnak Water/Sewer P h a se  II 275.000 $45,369,822 450
Healy Lake Healy Lake Landfill Improvements 76.800 $46,446,622 450
Kiana Kiana Expansion Planning 110.500 $46,557,122 450
SAJiakaket Sanitation Improvement 66,064 $46,623,186 450
Port G raham Solid Waste/Sludge Olsp. 50,000 $46,673,186 425
Tatitlek Village Dump reloc. study/design 100,000 $46,773,186 4C0
Atqasuk Trash Truck 150,000 $46,923,186 400
Anaktuvuk P a ss Trash Compactor Truck 120,000 $47,043,186 400
Point Lay Trash Com pactor Truck 150,000 $47,193,136 400
Bircn C reek Dumpsite relocation/construction 660,000 $47,853,186 400
Ugashik Village Water Wells/Solid W aste 375,000 $48228.186 375
Pelican Landfill A ccess Control Project 26,000 $48254.186 375
Egegik Sewer and Solid W aste Project 196,000 $48,450,186 375
Fort Yukon Landfill Renovation 50,000 $48,500,186 375
Beaver New Landfill Site 158,000 $48,658,186 375
Evansville Solid W aste Landfill 250,000 $48,908,186 300
Nelson Lagoon Health Cllnic/Community C enter W ater and Sewer 20,700 $48,928,886 300
Larsen Bay W ater S torage Tank and Landfill Upgrade 200,000 $40,128,886 275
Newnalon NewhaJen LandfBI 60,000 $49,188,886 250
Medfra Sanitation Landfill 41.200 $49230,086 250

$ Indicates federal funds a re  available for this p ro jec t 
’Indicates partial funding cf multi-phased project.
Shaded a re a  ind icates documented public health problem.



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO: HJR 37

Revis ion Date: _________________________
Title: Urging the Congress to enact H.R. 1033
or s im ila r legislation authorizing construction g ran ts .....
Sponsor: Representative Hoffman________________
Requestor: House C&RA__________________________

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

Depadm ent A ffected: Legis la tive A ffa irs Agency 
BRU: All ’

Component: All

COM PONENT SE R IA L  NO :

OPERATING FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 F Y 00
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQU IPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
M ISCELLANEOUS
TO TA L  OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0

C AP ITAL 0 0 0) 0 0 0

REVENUE FUND SOURCE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING : (Thousands o f Dollars)
G ENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER FUND SOURCE
TO TA L Ql 0 0 0 0 0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-T IME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate o f current year impact:

D istribution (by preparer): Leg. Finance, Legis la tive Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, G o v . , & Impacted Agency(ies).
Page 1 of 1



H O U S E  C O M M U N I T Y  A N D  R E G I O N A L  A F F A I R S

DATE: PLACE: / £ t /

SUBJECT OF MEETING:

h 3  J ? 3  

H < r fc  3  7 -  

M 3  < = ? &  ^

NAME REPRESENTING BUSINESS/PERSONAL MAILING ADDRESS ZIP
DO YOU WANT 

(H) PHONE (W) PHONE TO TESTIFY?
WHAT SUBJECT/ 

WHICH BILL?

[Up ! ^ ‘H it ( p N i m  n
Ucci 3  rty a -T ( (7 ) N H i n y
IjkonM Qftcksa* !>Hs/̂dUxc ll&Mb T \u cC  P ir0Jd&t*-' v3o?s CD N M&aol

((-OH i" £H-h> (9 N ( 1 3. . . . . .  ...... _ f- J

okra [TZm-Usui* m i ) . ' ^  -JirO i~\- 5 ^ 1 miK
N

* t f s - n  3
ft 2-3.^ 5̂- 
<\ \JvUsU> I (s 'Z W o b N

M & fir ff /<3c=zZ-7g a / ’ M 3 Y N 5 7

Y N

Y N

Y N

Y N

Page ol - -



I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify 

that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions 

of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the 

regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice 

of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records 

after microfilm reproductions have been made.





‘The State Emergency Response Comm ission and the Local Emergency Response 
Comm ittees move under the authority of the Department of Military and Veterans 
Affairs, D iv is ion of Emergency Services. (Section 12 and Sec. 26.23.073)

‘They are granted the authority to plan for all-hazards, beyond the oil and hazardous 
substance planning done currently: includes earthquakes, floods, etc.. (Section 12: 
Sec. 26 .23 .071 (e )(9 ))

‘Allows D EC  to annually review and REV ISE AS N ECESSARY  the State Master Plan 
and the regional contingency plans. Retains the parameters the Comm issioner uses 
to determ ine if plans should be revised. Does not do away with public input. (Sec19, 
Sec. 20)

‘ It’s hidden in the legalese, but this bill coordinates all p lanning and gives the State 
Emergency Response Comm ission the ability to look at any disaster plan in the state 
to ensure that rural and urban Alaska are as prepared as possible at the local level 
and know where to turn when those sources are exhausted. (Secs. 4, 6, 10, 11, 
Sec. 26.23.075, Sec. 19, and 25)

‘ Ensures cooperation among the State Emergency Response Comm ission, the Local 
Emergency Planning Committees and local governments by establishing clear lines of 
commun ication and expectations. (Section 7, 9, Sec 26.23.071 (b)Sec. 
26.23.073(d), (g)(4)(6)and(7), Sec. 19 AS 46.04.200 (c)(1).

‘To the extent that money is available allows Department of Military and Veterans 
Affairs to g ive grants (federal and state) to the Local Emergency Planning Committees. 
(S ec .3 (AS 26.23.040(3)(12)

‘Much housekeeping of statutes dealing with the D ivision of Emergency Services, for 
example, we added a five-page amendment in finance to just delete reference in 
statute to ‘D ISASTER AGENCIES" which were supposed to be created by ADES, but 
never were created. (Sections 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9,13, 15)

‘Staff positions currently under D EC  which support the S ER C  move to DMVA, so that 
the F iscal note is neutral. (Section 23: AS 46.08.040(a)(3))
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: P.O. B ox 8508 • Nikiski, A laska 99635 • (907) 283-4202 • F A X  283-8404 

. •• B i l l y  W .H a r r U
1 President

•. M arch 8 , .1 9 9 4  ' '  1 ' 7 .  .

T im o th y  J .B ig g a n e  
1st Vice Preridont -• * . - * ‘ “  , •

(907)4834400 ' • ■
North Pole D ear Com m ittee M em bers: . :

M ichael G. M cGow an
2nd Vice President 

(907)474-7916

Tebi C arter
Secretary /  Treasurer 

(907)2834388 
Nikiakl

Dewey W h eish ll 
Director 

(907)424-6117 
. ' Cordova

G reg B arclay 
Director 

(907)262-4792 
Soldotna

M ike H olzm u eller 
Director 

(907)474-7721 
Fairbanks

M ikeD olph  ’ ’ 
Director s 

(907)486-8040 
Kodiak .

R osert Purcell 
Director 

(907)2354153 
Homer ,

ANDREW POSTEHEK 
Past President'' *• • 
(907)265-8794 

WasHla

You will be looking at House Bill 33 which has some serious 
concerns to the fire chiefs tbrotighout the State o f Alaska. We 
feel like our representation on the State Emergency Response 
Committee will be eliminated if this bill passes as it is.

We encourage you to propose that a. seat be specified for the 
Alaska State Fire Chiefs Association. We arc sure that you 
receive many requests ■ asking for these seats but if you look at 
reality, the first people to respond to any emergency is the .fire 
departments. With this in mind, why shouldn't we be allowed to 
Jbolp make the decisions we have to carry out once an emergency 
happens. I'm sure that everyone of you have been involved in 
an emergency in your lifetime - who has been there when you 
needed them - fire departments. Look at the recent disasters 
throughout the United States - who do you see digging people out 
o f collapsed buildings and working day and night to rescue 
them - fire departments. Even though we didn’t have an official 
position on the last SERC board, who did the boards look towards to 
cany out their decisions? AH we are asking is to give us the 
opportunity for a position on the SERC board to voice our 
opinions in order to be . able to perform what the public expects us 
to do. Without a designated position, I'm afraid the voice of the 
fire service will not be heard. ,

As President of the Alaska Fire Chiefs Association, I request 
your consideration of this position to the SERC board from this 
association.

Sincerely,

j  { (/ . t/oM O *  .

Billy-Jw. Harris 
President
Alaska Fire Chiefs Association ..
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FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dale: 
TiUo:

BILL NO. CSSB33 (STA)

Sponsor
Requestor

An Act relating to disaster emergency planning and
response._____________________
Senator Leman_____________________________
Senator Leman

DepL Affected: Environmental Conservation 
]BRU:
Component:

Spill Prevention and Response
Government Preparedness and Response

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1923

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY00

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LtND 4 STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

(181.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(24.4)| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(435.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(4.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(1.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING (646.7) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

f  CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

|CHANGE IN REVENUES ~

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Foderal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 Gr/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHT1A
Other: 1052 Oll/Haz "470" Fund (646.7) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL (646.7) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY94) c o s t  S not applicable 

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME (3.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0
PART-TIME !
TEMPORARY !

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separata page if necessary)
Sc« arocneu pages tor analyse

Prepared by: 
Division:

Approvod by: 
Agency:

Robert Poe, Director M P
Information and Administrative Services

Phone: 465-5010 
Date:

John Sandor, Commissioner
Environmental Conservation

Data:

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
For further distribution information, call tho Governor's Legislative Office

Page 1 of 2
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
Division of Spill Prevention and Response (SPAR)

By amending the Alaska Disaster Act, CSSB 33 (STA) w ill expand the responsibility of the State 
Emergency Response Commission (SERC), and Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPC) to 
prepare plans for local and State government response to  declared disasters o r emergencies. Staff 
support for the SERC would be transferred from  the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) to 
the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs (DMVA). CSSB 33 would additionally direct DMVA to 
provide financial assistance to LEPCs and require all State agencies to provide technical planning 
assistance to the LEPCs.

CSSB 33 would reduce DEC staff assistance to the SERC and administrative assistance to LEPC on 
behalf of the SERC. This workload reduction would also reduce the level of funding proposed fo r the 
State Emergency Response Commission pro ject (PJ #  5503), and the LocaJ Planning Project (PJ 
#5502) proposed in DEC's FY 95 budget under the Government Preparedness and Response 
Component. The follow ing briefly describes the proposed FY 95 project tasks that DEC would no longer 
be required to perform under CSSB 33, the correspond ing reduction in funding and staff positions 
budgeted for that work, and the associated work and resources retained by DEC.

SERC Project

DEC's FY 95 budget request includes $105,800 and 1.1 FTE to provide staff support to the State 
Emergency Response Commission (SERC), pub lic member travel costs, and SERC meeting expenses. 
Since CSSB 33 would eliminate DEC's staff responsib ility fo r the SERC, DEC's FY 95 SERC project 
request would be elim inated.

Local Planning Project

DEC’s FY 95 local planning project budget request includes $1,107,900 and 4.9 FTE to provide technical 
and financial assistance to LEPCs established by the SERC fo r preparing plans in compliance w ith State 
and federal requirements.
Of this request, $400,000 is for LEPCs to develop plans, and $140,900 w ith 1.9 FTE is for DEC to 
adm inister the funds awarded to LEPCs by the SERC, and to assist communities wishing to form LEPCs. 
Since CSSB 33 would elim inate DEC's adm inistrative assistance to LEPC's on behalf of the SERC,
DEC's FY 95 request would be reduced by $540,900 and 1.9 FTE.

ATTACHMENT TO FISCAL NOTES TO CSS8 33 (STA)

The remaining budget request fo r the local planning pro ject ($567,000 and 3.0 FTE) is for DEC to 
provide technical assistance to LEPCs and local governments in identifying local, State and federal 
response resources necessary to implement a local response plan. DEC also assists local communities 
in design ing spill response drills to test local response readiness and orovides communities with 
information regarding local oil and hazardous risks, and ways to prevent o r reduce identr ed risks.
CSSB 33 would not affect DEC's current responsibilities o r budget request for this element of the local 
p lanning project.



FISCAL NOTE

Revision O ata: January  1 2 . 1 9 9 4
Title:

S"i uTE OF ALASKA
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO. C S S 8 3 3  (STA)

An Act relating to emergency planning and response

Soonso r:
Requestor:

Sena to r Leman
Sena to r Leman

Expend itu res/R evenues

Deot. A ffec ted : M ilitary and Vaterane A ffairs 
B flU : (Disaster Planning and Control
Com ponent: O isastc r Planning .and Control

COMPONENT SERIAL NO . 1 8 0 8  _ 

(Thousands o f Oo(la rs)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 95 FY 90 FY 9 7  I FY 9 8 FY 9 9 FY 0 0

PERSONAL SERVICES t-J f- o o I 1111 31
TRAVEL 3 5 .3 1
c o n t r a c t u a l •123.2 I 1
SUPPLIES 10 .0 I
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES 1
GRANTS. CLAIMS I 1
MISCELLANEOUS I 1
TOTAL OPERATING 7 5 3 .5 I 1 1 1 1 .8 )

I CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

[CHANGE IN R E V E N U E S !

1 0 0 2  Federel Receipts
1 0 0 3  GF Match
1 0 0 4  GF
1 0 0 5  GF/Program  Receipts
1 0 0 6  G r/M HTIA  
O ther: 1 0 5 2  4 7 0  Fund

1 1 1
! 1 1111 -8  i 1111.31
1 I 1

! 1848V7 (• 1 1
t o t a l 7 5 8 .5  1 1 | 1 1111 .81

Estimate a t «r.y current year (F Y 9 4 ) c o .t : $ not applicable 
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 5 .0 12.01
PART-TIME 1 1
TEMPORARY 1 1 1

ANALYSIS: (A ttach a separate page it necessary )
S e e  a t t a c h e d  p a g e s  f o r  a n a l y s i s

Prepared by:
Oivision:

J e f f M orriscn . D irector
Adm inistrative Support Serv ices Division

Aoproved by Com m issioner:
Agency: M ilitary Jf>d Veterans A ffa irs

Hugh L. Cox Ilf

Phone : 4 0 5 -4 7 3 0
Oate: January 14 . 1 9 9 A
Oata: January 14 . 1 9 9 4

PREPARER TO PROVIOE ALL 0 IS T R I8U T I0N  COPIES TO GOVERNOR’ S LEG ISLATIVE OFFICE 
For fu rther distribution in form ation . caJl tha G overnor's  Legislative O ffice  

OMVA Ala: FNS833AJ3J/JM Pago 1 o f 3



ATTACHMENT TO FISCAL NOTE TO CSSB 33 (STA)
DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AND VETERANS AFFAIRS 

Division o f Emergency Services 
Disaster Planning and Control Component

Fiscal Summary: This fiscal note combines the following: I) the transfer o f three positions and funding 
(S241.9) from DEC to provide support to the State Emergency Response Committee (SERC); 2) the 
transfer in o f 400.0 from DEC to fund Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) direct assistance; 
and 3) the establishment o f two new general funded positions to accomplish the additional work assisting 
LEPCs required by this legislation. This totals a transfer o f 641.9 from DEC, with an additional 111.8 in 
state general funds. The funding being transferred from DEC comes from the Oil and Hazardous 
Substance Release Response Fund ("470 Fund"). The net result on this component o f the fiscal actions 
required by this legislation is as follows:

Expenditure SERC LEPC LEPC Total
Account Support Assistance Staff

Pers Svcs 128.2 111.8 240.0
Travel 85.3 85.3
Contractual 23.2 400.0 423.2
Supplies 10.0 10.0

Total 246.7 400.0 111.8 758.5
Positions 3 2 5

Please refer to the DEC fiscal notes for an explanation of the fiscal impact on DEC. There is a net zero 
effect on the 470 fund compared to the FY95 operating budget request; and a net savings o f 396.6 in 470 
funds compared to FY94 due to a 396.6 decrease in the DES operating budget funding from 470 Fund from 
FY94 to FY95. The following paragraphs explain in more detail each o f the areas summarized above:

SERC Support: Three staff positions within DEC which provide support to the SERC will be transferred 
into this component. These positions are located in the Spill Prevention and Response BRU, Government 
Preparedness component. The DEC fiscal note identifies the separate projects in which these positions are 
budgeted (DEC uses project budgeting). The total amount o f funds to be transferred from DEC for this 
function is $241,900. The line-item breakout within the DMVA/DES budget has been adjusted in this 
fiscal note to show how the funds are projected to be needed.

The three transferred positions would continue to support the SERC through coordinating regularly 
scheduled meetings, implementing SERC decisions and directions, and staff review and preparation o f 
agenda items. They would also work with the current DES staff to ensure integration o f local (LEPC) 
plans with the state emergency operadons plan. The remainder o f the funding for SERC support is used 
for public members’ travel, advertising, room rentals, and other meeting costs. Some o f the funds 
transferred in for SERC support will also be used to support the two LEPC staff positions also created by 
this fiscal note (e.g. travel, communications).

D M V A  Fiscal note to CSSB33 (STA), 1/14/94. page 2 of 3



The three transferred positions would be reclassified as needed in order to provide the best overall support 
to the SERC. The needed support can best be provided by a restructuring o f the support staff to have one 
professional planner II (range 17, $54,468), one administrative assistant III (range 14, $45,241), and one 
clerk typist III (range 8, $33,773). A 4% vacancy rate is built into the budgeted personal services costs o f 
these positions for purposes o f the fiscal note, for a total personal services budget o f $128,200.

LEPC Assistance: DMVA will assume responsibility for providing planning assistance to the LEPCs.
This will be met by a combination of contracts with LEPCs and staff support to work directly with the 
LEPCs.

Contracts with LEPCs have been a major element o f previous budget submissions from DEC. $400,000 
for LEPC contracts is currently included in the FY95 DEC budget (SPAR BRU, Government preparedness 
component). This money will be transferred to DMVA and administered by the Division of Emergency 
Services.

These contracts will be used by local groups to train community responders to respond to releases o f 
hazardous substances and oil spills, and to provide for administrative support o f local planning efforts 
related to disaster emergencies. The additional staff to be added to DES in this fiscal note will reduce or 
eliminate the need for local entities to contract for planning services.

LEPC Staff: The direct staff support to LEPCs will be accomplished by the addition of two new general 
funded planner positions: one range 17 planner II ($54,468 annual salary cost), and one range 19 planner 
III (S61.953 annual salary cost). A 4% vacancy rate is built into the budgeted personal services costs o f 
these positions for purposes of the fiscal note, for a total personal services budget o f $111,800. Tne 
planners will work with LEPCs to perform on-site surveys to analyze local hazards and assess capabilities, 
write disaster response and mitigation plans, assist in local review, and promulgate the finished plans. The 
hazards included in the plans will include oil spills, hazardous substances, and all other types o f natural and 
man-caused disasters. Travel and other support costs for the LEPC planners will be reallocated from the 
SERC support funds as needed.

With the staffing to be added by this fiscal note, combined with the technical staff currently in DEC and 
the current staff o f DES, we project that the initial plans for the Local Emergency Planning Districts 
(LEPDs) established by the SERC will be completed by the end o f  FY99. The LEPDs will cover the entire 
state o f Alaska. Developing the required plans will involve working closely with the political subdivisions 
of ail sizes located throughout Alaska. There will be an ongoing need to periodically review and revise the 
plans, and to train and drill to test the adequacy o f the plans. Annual local reviews are a federal 
requirement (SARA Title III).

It is likely that after the initial plans for the LEPDs are completed (FY99), the amount needed for state- 
provided planning support to LEPCs will decrease. DES staff will be reduced proportionately as the 
formalization o f emergency planning capabilities is achieved in the anticipated 25-30 LEPCs by FY99.
This fiscal note reflects that reduction by the elimination o f two positions and 111.8 in general funds 
starting in FY 2000.

DMVA Fiscal note to CSSB33 (STA), 1/14/94, page 3 o f 3 [File: FNSB33A3]



SENATOR LOREN LEMAN Northwest Anchorage

S P O N S O R  S T A T E ME NT

C S S B 3 3 ( F I N ) : A n  Act r e l at i ng  to e m e r g e n c y  p l a n n i n g  and response,-
t r a n s f e r r i n g  the Ha za r d o u s  Sub st an ce  Spill T e c h n o l o g y  Re view 
Coun ci l to the D e p a r t m e n t  of E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Conservation; 
t r a n s f e r r i n g  the State E m e r g e n c y  Res po ns e Commission, in cl ud in g its 
d u t y  to d e s i g n a t e  local e m e r g e n c y  p l a n n i n g  d i s t r i c t s  and appoint 
local e m e r g e n c y  p l a n n i n g  committees, to the D e p a r t m e n t  of M i l i ta ry  
and Veterans' Affairs,- a nd e l i m i n a t i n g  a re qu i r e m e n t  that the state 
and r eg i o n a l  oil d i s c h a r g e  p r e v e n t i o n  a n d  c o n t i n g e n c y  plans be 
r e v i s e d  annua ll y ."

SB 33 is i n t r o d u c e d  at the request of the d e p a r t m e n t s  of 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o n s e r v a t i o n  and M i l i t a r y  and  Veterans' Affairs. The 
intent of this l e g i s l a t i o n  is to f a c i l i t a t e  a b e t t e r  w o r k in g  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  the Local E m e r g e n c y  P l a n n i n g  C om mi t t e e s  and 
local g o v e rn me nt s;  to m o r e  e f f i c i e n t l y  a c c o m p l i s h  the goals of 
e m e r g e n c y  p l a n n i n g  and  p l a n n i n g  for oil a n d  h a z a r d o u s  substance 
d i s c h a r g e s  b y  r e d u c i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for d u p l i c a t i o n  of effort at 
the state level; a n d  to e n h an ce  the a b i l i t i e s  of local communities 
to p l a n  for disasters.

The E m e r g e n c y  P l a n n i n g  a nd C o m m u n i t y  R i g h t - t o - K n o w  A c t  of 1986, 42 
U.S.C.A. ss 11 00 1- 1 1 0 5 0  (1991) (Title III of the S u p e r fu nd
A m e n d m e n t s  a n d  R e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  Act of 1986), c o m m o n l y  k n o w n  as SARA 
T it le  III, was p a s s e d  l a r ge ly  in r esponse to the c h e m ic al  accident 
in 1984 at Bhopal, India.

S A R A  T i t l e  III has two d i s ti nc t parts: an e m e r g e n c y  p l a n n i n g
m e c h a n i s m  and c o m m u n i t y  r i g h t - t o - k n o w  p ro visions. The em er ge nc y  
p l a n n i n g  p r o v i s i o n s  requ ir e  eac h state's g o v e r n o r  to e s t a bl is h an 
e m e r g e n c y  p l a n n i n g  commission. The c o m m i s s i o n  sets up em er ge nc y  
p l a n n i n g  d i s t r i c t s  a nd appo in ts  an e m e r g e n c y  p l a n n i n g  co mm it t ee  for 
e ac h district. The c om mi tt e es  are r e q u i r e d  to p r e p a r e  em e rg en cy  
p l a n s .

In 1990, the L e g i s l a t u r e  c r e a t e d  the S ta t e E m e r g e n c y  Res po n se  
Commission. The SERC has a p p o i n t e d  to dat e 18 local em er ge nc y 
p l a n n i n g  c o m m i t t e e s .

W H Y  SB 33?

H I S T O R Y



W H E R E  W E  A R E  N O W

In 1990, SB 503 a n d  HB 566 p r o v i d e d  a m p l e  o p p o r t u n i t y  for the 
L e g i s l a t u r e  to d i s cu ss  w here the r e s p o n s e  corps a n d  d epots ought 
to be located, h o w  the SERC sh ould o p e r a t e  a n d  w h e r e  the Haz ar d ou s 
S u b s ta n ce  T e c h n o l o g y  R e v i e w  Council fit in to the st atewide 
p i c t u r e ,

M o v i n g  the SERC an d the LEPCs into D M V A / D E S  s h o u l d  n ot be c o n s t ru ed  
as l e g i s l a t i v e  pingpong. In the a f t e r m a t h  of a d i s a s t e r  there is 
always a d e b r i e f i n g  - a session w he re  the p a r t i c i p a n t s  r e v i e w  how 
well the r e s p o n s e  s y s t e m  works and what c o u l d  be d o n e  to m a k e  it 
w o r k  mo re  efficiently.

Soon it w i l l  be five years since the E x x o n  V a l d e z  oil spill. It's 
time to r e v i e w  the proce ss  and mak e a d j u s t m e n t s  for a more 
streamlined, m o r e  ef ficient p l a n n i n g  a n d  r e s p o n s e  system. The 
d e p a r t m e n t s  hav e r e v i e w e d  their r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a n d  hav e made 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  to improve the process, the S ta te  E m e r g e n c y  
Res po ns e C o m m i s s i o n  has r e v ie we d the process, the local em ergency 
p l a n n i n g  c o m m i t t e e s  h a ve  r e v i e w e d  the p r o c e s s  as have local 
governments. T h e y  all feel i mp r o v e m e n t s  c an b e  m a d e  to the system 
a n d  that is w h y  S e na t e Bill 33 is b e f o r e  y o u  now. I a p p r e c i a t e  the 
efforts of the v o l u n t e e r s  at the local level a nd the local 
g o v e r n m e n t s  to p l a n  for their fe llow citizens. I wa nt  to make 
their jobs less d i f f i c u l t  as I'm sure y o u  do, too.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
and

DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AND VETERANS AFFAIRS 

JOINT POSITION PAPER FOR CSSB 33 (STA)

BACKGROUND:

In 1990, the Alaska Legislature established the State Emergency Response Commission (SERC). 
In the Department o f Environmental Conservation (DEC) (SLA 1990, Ch 190), under AS 46.13, 
the SERC is responsible for designating the boundaries o f  Local Emergency Planning Districts 
(LEPDs), and appointing Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs) to develop local 
emergency plans for responding to the accidental release o f hazardous substances that may or 
may not be o f disaster proportions. AS 46.13 complements federal contingency planning under 
Title III o f  the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (PL 99-499; also known as 
SARA Title III) which requires states to establish a SERC to ensure communities are aware o f 
hazardous substance threats within their borders.

To date, the SERC has established 26 LEPDs and 18 LEPCs have been appointed. None o f the 
LEPCs have approved local emergency plans.

Under the Alaska Disaster Act (AS 26.23) the Department o f Military and Veterans Affairs, 
Division o f  Emergency Services (DMVA/DES) is responsible for disaster emergency planning 
for the State o f Alaska and to service all o f  its political subdivisions through local or 
inteijurisdictional disaster planning agencies or the liaison officials o f local governments. To 
date, DMVA/DES has assisted several municipalities in developing disaster emergency 
operations plans which address multiple hazards. AS 26.23.060(e) requires each local or 
inteijurisdictional disaster agency in the State to prepare and keep current a disaster emergency 
plan for its area.

Both DEC and DMVA recognize ihe existing overlap o f responsibilities related to disaster 
emergency planning and response for oil and hazardous substance releases. The departments 
have worked jointly to establish Memorandums o f  Agreement (MOAs) to clarify duties in 
responding to disasters which involve an oil or hazardous substance release.

PROBLEMS WITH CURRENT STATUTES:

1. Duplication o f planning efforts under AS 46.13 and AS 26.23.

The majority o f emergencies or disasters which result from natural events such as earthquakes 
or flooding pose a greater public health threat than oil or hazardous substance releases. * - '  

proposed in CSSB 33, consolidating the local planning requirements for oil and hazardous 
substances releases with the local disaster planning requirements under AS 26.23 would simplify 
coordination and integration o f local emergency planning efforts, and would improve overall 
preparedness o f Alaskan communities to respond to all potential disasters.



2. Duplicative and inefficient disaster planning for oil and hazardous substance response.

Following the Exxon Valdez release in 1989, the legislature amended AS 48.04 to require the 
DEC to develop a statewide master plan and regional master plans for responding to all potential 
types and sizes o f oil or hazardous substance releases. Under AS 26.23, the Department o f 
Military and Veterans Affairs, Division o f Emergency Services (DMVA/DES) is responsible for 
preparing a statewide plan for all potential disasters, including technological disasters such as 
a disaster-scale oil or hazardous substance release.

Between June 1977 and January 1994, 166 disaster emergencies were declared by the Governor. 
Only two declarations - approximately 2 % o f all declared disasters during that period - resulted 
solely from the release o f oil or a hazardous substance (the EXXON Valdez oil spill and 
formaldehyde release at Crown Point).

Non-disaster oil and hazardous substance response is managed on a day-to-day, routine basis by 
DEC by overseeing the responsible party’ s cleanup o f a spill, or employing contractors or local 
governments to cleanup a spill if the responsible party refuses or can’ t be found. Most, if not 
all, oil and hazardous substance spills in any one year are not declared disasters.

CSSB 33 would amend Alaska statutes to clarify DM VA’s interagency planning responsibilities 
for all disasters including catastrophic oil and hazardous substance releases. CSSB 33 would 
also c.arify all state agencies’ responsibilities for planning and response to all disasters declared 
by th'i Governor.

EFFECTS OF CSSB 33:

CSSB 33 would transfer the State Emergency Response Commission from DEC to DMVA. The 
SERC’ s planning responsibilities for non disaster emergency oil and hazardous substance releases 
would be repealed and replaced with the responsibility for disaster and emergency planning for 
all natural and man-made hazards. DMVA would also assume responsibility for administering 
State funding awarded to LEPCs, and all State agencies on SERC would be required to provide 
technical planning assistance to LEPCs as it pertains to their programs and responsibilities.

The proposed legislative changes will enable DMVA to systematically facilitate local disaster 
emergency plan development and maintenance. In Alaska, much o f the unorganized boroughs 
and some less populated boroughs have no local municipal or inteijurisdictional disaster 
agencies. In these cases, DMVA will service the communities directly with planning, training, 
and other preparedness activities in accordance with AS 26.23.060.

FISCAL IMPACT OF PROPOSED BILL:

Fiscal no’es for both DEC and DMVA are attached.



BENEFITS OF PROPOSED BILL:

This bill substantially contributes to improved preparedness for all Alaskans when faced with 
a disaster emergency, regardless o f the type.

By making the SERC an all-hazards disaster preparedness Commission, the bill integrates the 
federal SARA Title III requirements for oil and hazardous substance release planning with the 
other local disaster planning requirements o f AS 26.23.060. This will reduce the duplicative 
demand now faced by communities and consolidate all State disaster planning functions within 
the DMVA/DES to improve overall preparedness.

CONCLUSION:

The Commissioners o f DEC and DMVA support this bill and conclude that the safety and 
welfare o f the people o f Alaska and Alaska’s environment will be greatly ermanced by its 
passage.

Commissioner
Department o f Environmental 

Conservation

Commissioner 
Department o f Military 

and Veterans Affairs

PW:tn



SPONSOR SECTIONAL AN AL Y SI S 
Senate Bill 33

FOR CS SB 3 3 (FIN): 3/1/94 BY: Anne tt e K r e i t z e r (Aide
DISTRIBUTION: H ou se  Community & Regional A f f a ir s Committee

T i t l e ;

Transfers SERC and its responsibilities from DEC to DMVA; 
transfers the Hazardous Substance Spill T e c h n o l o g y  Re view Council 
to DEC; a n d  it eliminates the annual revi si on  requirement for the 
state and regional oil discharge p r e v e n t i o n  plans (annual REVIEW 
still necessary) .

S e c t i o n s  1. 2, 3 (in p a r t ) :
A m e n d m ent a d o p t e d  in S e na t e F i n a n c e  C o m m i t t e e ;  A m e n d s  D M V A  
statutes to delete reference to disaster agencies. This 
hou se ke ep in g m e a su re  appears throughout the bill in Sections 1, 2, 
3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, and 15.

S e c t i o n  3 (in p a r t ) :
*Amends DES duties to include gra nt in g authority (to the 

extent that m o n e y  is available) for:
1. Forming L E P C s ,
2. Awarding federal Hazardous Materials 

T r a n s po r ta ti on  U n i f o r m  Safety Act (HMTUSA) funds to LEPCs for 
developing and  maintaining emergency plans,

3. Making funds available to comply with Community 
R i g h t -t o -K no w criteria (including Tier II information); and

4. Awarding grants for training LEPCs, training 
and equipping emergency response organizations and  for executing 
the plans d e v e l op ed  by the LEPCs.

S e c t i o n s  4. 1 0 , a n d  11:

These sections result from repealing A S  26.23.215 w h i c h  says 
that all r e l a t e d  plans must mesh. N e w  language is inserted in AS
26.23.040 to ensure cohesion in all plans p r e pa re d  w i t h i n  the 
duties of AD ES  a nd in those plan's relationship to DEC's state and 
regional m a s t e r  plans. New language is inserted under AS
26.23.060 a n d  AS 26.23.070 for the same purpose.

S e c t i o n  5:

Adds response corps and depots into the explicit responsibilities 
of DMVA.

S e c t i o n  6 :

Finance Committee Amendment. Housekeeping amendment to ma ke  
reference to the unified term: political subdivision, rather than 
a v a r i e t y  of other terms and removes reference to disaster
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a g e n c i e s .

Clarifies that each political subdivision has the re s po ns ib il it y  
for disaster preparedness a n d  coordination of local response, and 
removes reference to disaster agencies.

S e c t i o n  8;

Political subdivisions u n ab le  to plan for local di sa st er  
preparedness must designate a liaison to work w i t h  the state 
Division of Emergency Services in planning disaster response.

S e c t i o n  9;

Clarifies that each political subdivision must have a p l a n  
p re pa r e d  and maintained a nd that the plan is p r o v i d e d  to all 
appropriate officials (including LEPC's, and all entities na m ed  in 
the p l a n ) .

S e c t i o n  10, 11 and 4:

These sections result fr om  repealing AS 26.23.215 w h i c h  says that 
all related plans must mesh. N e w  language is ins er te d in AS
26.23.040 to ensure c o hesion in all plans prepared w i t h i n  the 
duties of ADES and in those plan's relationship to DEC's state and 
regional master plans. N e w  language is inserted u n d e r  A S
26.23.060 and A S  26.23.070 for the same purpose.

S e c t i o n  12;

(a) * E s t ab li s he s the S E R C  u n d e r  the D e p a r t m e n t  of M i l i t a r y  and 
Veterans' Affairs;
(b) *Defines SERC membership, specifies 4 LEPC m e m be rs  to be on 
SERC, two from rural L EP D and  two from urban L E P D ; specifies two 
seats for p o l i t i c a l  s u b d i v i s i o n s  (Finance C o m m i t t e e  A m e n d m e n t  
o n  b e h a l f  of M u n i c i p a l i t i e s  of A n c h o r a g e  a n d  F a i r b a n k s  
a d d e d  in mayor, o r  p e r s o n  n o m i n a t e d  b y  m a y o r  o r  g o v e r n i n g  
body); leaves one u n s p e c i f i e d  public seat.
(c) *Removes the requirement for the oil and hazardous substance 
response office (AS 46.08.100) to serve as staff for the 
commission. DMVA shall provide staff support. The p r o p o s e d  
fiscal note shows three positions from DEC w ould t ransfer to 
DMVA/ADES, with DMVA/ADES asking for two additional planners.
(d) Keeps requirement that SERC is co-chaired b y  DM VA  a n d  DEC.
Keeps the current staggered terms, per diem and travel.

(e) Commission duties -
(1) Meets S AR A Ti tl e  III requirement;
(2) *References the ALL HAZARDS clause (8), mai nt a in s 

the SERC's responsibility for hazardous substance d i s c h a r g e  a nd

S e c t i o n  7 ;
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prevention contingency state and regional m as te r  plans (46.04.200- 
210) and A L L  plans prepared under AS 26.23.;

(3) SERC should consider incident command system, and 
integration of LEPC plan wit h  related plans; removes SERC approval 
authority for these plans, retains revie w a n d  recommendation 
authority. Local governments found the approval authority of the 
SERC to be a stumbling block. Emphasis is on p l a n n i n g  at the 
local level, local governments have an approval process with 
public input. SERC approval/disapproval c om plicates that local 
p lan ni ng  and approval process.

(4) Designate LEPD boundaries; the SERC retains the 
a bility to mandate boundaries IF political subdivisions CANNOT 
come to agreement on boundaries; removes p r e vi ou s requirement that 
the boundaries be based on DEC's oil and ha za rd o us  substance 
regions (of w hi ch  there are 10).

(5) Same as current law - SERC m u s t  create an LEPC for 
each LEPD (SARA Title II);

(6) Same as current law (wording comes from SARA Title 
III 1 1 0 0 1 ( a ) ;

(7) Same as current law.
(8) *SERC presently does not r e v i e w  reports about 

responses, if it is to make appropriate recommendations, it should 
review how the plan worke d in a disaster.

(9) *Makes the SERC an ALL H A Z A R D S  COMMISSION;
(10) Integration of federal p l a n n i n g  w i t h  state plan.
(11) Same as current law; and
(12) Adopt regulations to c ar ry  out these duties.

* S e c . 2 6 . 2 7 . 0 7 3 :  E M E R G E N C Y  P L A N N I N G  D I S T R I C T S  A N D
C O M M I T T E E S

(a) C o m m i s s i o n  sets boundaries of LEPDs; (current law) .
Intent is to make boroughs the LEPDs, b ut if the C ommission wants 
to set boundaries other than borough lines, it m u s t  consult the 
local emergency response organizations a nd any g o ve rn in g body of 
p olitical subdivisions in the prop os ed  district.

(b) C r e a t e s  one single LEPD out of w h a t  is left.
(c) *If political subdivisions are c o m b i n e d  into one LEPD, 

the Commi ss io n  shall recommend the go vernor d e s i gn at e  the area an 
interjurisdictional disaster planning a n d  service area, also.
This facilitates the all hazards plan ni ng  concept. The LEPCs are 
only responsible for oil and hazardous substance planning, so 
a l though the LEPC could elect to also p l a n  for other 
disasters/emergencies, it doesn't have to take o n  that burden.
The coextensive interjursidictional d i s a st e r p l a n n i n g  a nd service 
area allows AD ES  to assist in di sa st er / em er ge nc y p l a n n i n g  for the 
same area served b y  the LEPC. This should result in a ordered 
p l a nn in g  approach.

(d) *SERC APPOINTS members of LEPCs. SERC SH A LL  follow 
recommendations of the political su bdivision for the LEPD 
( F i n a n c e  C o m m i t t e e  A m e n d m e n t  r e m o v e d  " g o v e r n i n g  b o d y " ) . In 
the case of an LEPD made up of several p o l i t i ca l subdivisions, the
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SERC will consider the recommendations of eac h pol it ic a l 
subdivision to the extent that the political sub di vi si o ns  are in 
agreement and the recommendations w o u l d  c on st it ut e  a legal 
committee. Also, the political subdivisions m u s t  d e v i s e  a process 
of working together to coordinate their recommendations. IF the 
LEPD is not affiliated with a political subdivision, the SERC will 
consider recommendations of emergency response o rg a ni zations in 
the district. For the single, rest-of-state LEPD, the SERC will 
strive for equitable geographic represe nt at i on  on the LEPC.

^COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP: 7 categories (Meets Sara Title
III requirements) No 

state elected officials in Alaska m a y  const it ut io na l ly  h o l d  a seat 
on an LEPC; ad de d ca te go r i e s  six a n d  seven; Finance Committee 
Amendment of 2/3/94 removes disaster agency.

(e) Media p osition has been the most d i ff ic ul t to fill, this 
allows the LEPCs to continue operating.

(f) Allows for individual petitions to the SERC over 
membership (SARA Title I I I ) .

(g) LEPCs shall -
(1). Same as current law.
(2). *ADDS "public advertising of p o s i t io ns  available 

on the c o m m i t t e e " .
(3). *ADDS ..."in a m a n n e r  that includes coordination 

with the political subdivisions covered b y  the plan", to ensure 
cooperation between the LEPCs and the local g o v e r n m e n t s .

(4) . * REWRITTEN to reflect that evalua ti ng  the need for 
resources necessary to the plan doesn't n e c e s s a r i l y  m e a n  ADDING 
resources - it could m e a n  scaling do wn  response if there aren't 
sufficient responders - but this is and sh ould b e  a L O C A L  decision 
to be made with all parties knowing the cost of the decision.

(5). Same as current law (delete [and])
(6). *Allows LEPCs to n ot have to be come all hazards, 

they can participate in community planning to the extent they are 
capable. Finance Committee Amendment of 2/3/94 removes 
disaster agencies.

(7). *NEW LANGUAGE: p ut s in statute the cooperation
between the LEPC and the political subdivision. Makes the LEPC an 
"advisory committee" to the benefit of the p o l i t i c a l  subdivisions 
and the L E P C s .

(h) *A11 agencies represented on the SERC shall
provide technical assistance to LEPCs if r e q u e s t e d  b y  the LEPC. 
There is no additional funding for this section, b u t  it is 
anticipated that the prima ry  agencies requested to p r o v i d e  
assistance would be D E C / D M V A - D E S .

S e c t i o n  2 6 . 2 3 . 0 7 5 :  E M E R G E N C Y  P L A N S

Same as current l aw (46.13.090), except the cite for 42 
U.S.C. 11002(a) is corrected from 42 U.S.C. 302(a); a n d  in (3) the 
designation of emergency coordinator as r equired under 
2 6 . 2 3 . 0 6 0 (d).is added. 26.23.075(b) references the coor d in at io n 
of hazardous substance planning w i t h  disaster planning.
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Section 26.23.077 PLAN REVIEW; INCIDENT COMMAND SYSTEMS.

(a) ^Reflects the change from a commission c h a rg ed  only w i t h  
h a zardous substance release pl anning to an ALL HAZARDS SERC. 
Current law (46.13.045) stipulates the commission reviews a nd 
exercises approval authority over p l a n s  for “hazardous substance 
discharge response". *Changes SERC's authority to r e vi e w and 
r e c o mm e nd  instead of "approve".

(c) Changes ADES to DMVA, assures DMVA/DES role in a[n 
i m m i ne nt  or a c tu al  hazardous s u b s t a n c e  discharge] d i s a s t e r  or 
o t h e r  e m e r g e n c y .

S e c t i o n  13:

Removes reference to disaster agency.

S e c t i o n  14:

AS 2 6 . 2 3 . 1 5 0  is a m en de d to s u b s t i t u t e  e n v i r o n m e n t a 1 for [air].

S e c t i o n s  15 a n d  16;

Removes reference to disaster agency.

AS 26.23.900 is amended to define the SERC, and hazardous 
substance in DMV A statutes.

Section. 17:

AS 46.03.865(a) The incident command s ys te m no longer exists under
46.13.

S e c t i o n  18:

AS 46.03.865(c) The  incident command s y s te m no longer exists u nder
46.13.

S e c t i o n  12_l
AS 46.04.200 - (a) State M aster Plan -Deletes the requirement to 
a nnually revise the master plan. Inte n t is to annually revi ew  a n d  
revise if necessary. In 46.04.200(F), ICS identifies other state 
agencies' responsibilities onl y if the release involves a d e c l a r e d  
disaster; removes requirement for D E C  to designate in the state 
m a s t e r  p l a n  where oil and hazardous substance emergency response 
depots a n d  corps should be located.

(a)(5)( c ) (1) *ADDS L OCAL EMERGENCY 
PLANNING CO M MI TT EE  officials to those the Commissioner will 
consult if p l a n  is revised.
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S e c t i o n  20:
Criteria for dec id i ng  plan revision.

S e c t i o n  21;
AS 46.04.210(a) is amended -Same changes to the Reg io na l master 
plan - revise as n ec es sa ry  instead of revise annually.

S e c t i o n  22:
AS 46.04.210(c)

*ADDS N E W  SECTION - giving the d e pa rt me nt  latitude to 
group communities wh ic h likely wo ul d w o r k  together in responding 
to a discharge.

S e c t i o n  23:
AS 46.08.040 - Am en dment
2) *Adds the costs incurred un de r current statutes for depots and 
corps set up b y  D EC in cooperation w i t h  DMVA.
3) *Pay the expenses incurred b y  ADE S for "SERC activities, 
i n c l u d i n g  s t a f f  support, (Finance C o m m i t t e e  a m e n d m e n t  added: 
w h e n  the a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  s t a f f  s u p p o r t  r e l a t e  to o il a n d  
h a z a r d o u s  s ub stances) and for the costs of b e i n g  p r e p a r e d  for 
a nd responding to a request b y  the D EC for support in response and 
restoration activities; EXCEPT the costs of the r e s po ns e corps and 
emergency response depots".

S e c t i o n  24:
AS 46.08.150

Deletes DEC's authority to enter into contractual 
agreements to es ta bl is h depots a nd corps, n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  AS 
46.04.090 a n d  46.09.040.

S e c t i o n  25:
AS 46.09.040

This pa ra llels the language in A S  46.04.090 w h i c h  calls 
for coordination w i t h  DMVA to avoid d u p l i c a t i o n  of effort.

S e c t i o n s  26 a n d  27;
AS 46.13.100-110

Refers to the Hazardous Substance Spill T ec hn o l o g y  
R eview Council a n d  establishing it w i th in  DEC.

S e c t i o n  28:
Repeal: 26.23.060(f) - Refers to d isaster agencies.
Repeal: 26.23.190(b) - Emergency powers d e a l i n g  w i t h  actual 

or imminent di scharge of oil or hazardous substance is redundant 
to AS 2 6 . 2 3 . 0 4 0 ( d ) .

Repeal: 26.23.195(a)- Is redundant to language in AS 
26.23.070(d), as added b y  SB 33. Is redundant to m u l t i p l e  portions 
of A S  2 6 . 2 3 . 0 4 0 . (Finance Committee u _ " u d m e n t  2/3/94 repealed 
all of 26.23.195,)

Repeal: 26.23.215 - Relationship to other p l a n ni ng  
statutes, relationship has b e e n  further d e f i n e d  in 26.23.040,



26.23.060 and 26.23.070.
Repeal: 46.08.110, 46.08.120, 46.08.190(1),(2) a n d  (3): 

Deletes reference of response corps and depots a n d  takes DES out 
of definitions section of DEC statutes.

Repeal: 46.13.010 - 46.13.090 - Repeals e s t ab li sh m en t of SERC 
a n d  LEPCs under DEC.

Repeal: 46.13.120(6) -Repeals responsibility for the 
Hazardous Substance Technology Review Council to acce pt  
assignments from SERC.

Repeal: 46.13.900(1) - Removes SERC from d e f i n i t i o n s  section 
of DEC statute.

S e c t i o n  29:
TRANSITION:

Litigation, hearings, investigations and other proce e di ng s 
p e n di ng  under law m a y  continue.

Outstanding contracts, liabilities, and o b li ga ti on s remain in 
effect.
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FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA 
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

March 3 . 1 9 9 4

BILL NO. C SSD 33  (FIN)

Revision Dote: 
Title: An Act relating to emergency planning and response

Sponsor:
Requestor:

S ena to r Leman

Expend itu res/R evenues

Dopt. A ffected- M ilitary and Veterans A ffa irs 
BRU : D isaster Planning and Con tro l
Com ponent: O isaste r Planning and C on tro l

COMPONENT SERIAL NO . 1 8 0 8 _  

(Thousands o f D o lla rs )
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 9 5 FY 9 6 FY 9 7 FY 9 8 FY 9 9 FY 0 0

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

2 4 0  0 1111 .81
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1 0 .0

TOTAL OPERATING 7 5 8 .5 ( 1 1 1 ,3 )
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1 0 0 2  Federa l Receipts
1 0 0 3  GF Match
1 0 0 4  GF
1 0 0 5  GF/Program  Receipts
1 0 0 6  GF/MHTIA 
Other: 1 0 5 2  4 7 0  Fund

1 1 1 .8 (1 1 1  8 )

6 4 6 . 7
TOTAL 7 5 8 .5 (1 1 1 .8 )

Estimate o f any curren t yea r (F Y 9 4 ) c o s t : $ not applicable 
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 5 .0 11 (2 .0 )
PART-TIME 1
TEMPORARY 1

ANALYSIS: (A ttach a sepa ro to  page if necessary!
S e e  a t t a c h e d  p a g e s  f o r  a n a l y s i s

Prepared by : J e f f  M orrison . D irector_____________________________________________________________________________Phone: 4 6 5 - 4 7 3 0
Division: Adm inistrativo Support Services Division_______________________________________________  Dote: Merch 3 . 1 9 9 4
Approved by Com m issione r: T f c n  Hugh L. C ox III_____________________ Date: March 3 . 1 9 9 4
Agency: M ilitary qfrg Veterans A ffa irs____________________________________________________________

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL D ISTR IBUTION  COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
For fu rther distribution in fo rm ation , call tho G ove rn o r's  Legislative O ffice 
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ATTACHMENT TO FISCAL NOTE TO CSSB 33 (FIN)
DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AND VETERANS AFFAIRS 

Division o f Emergency Services 
Disaster Planning and Control Component

Fiscal Summary: This Fiscal note combines the following: 1) the transfer o f three positions and funding 
(S246.7) from DEC to provide support to the State Emergency Response Committee (SERC); 2) the 
transfer in o f 400.0 from DEC to fund Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) direct assistance; 
and 3) the establishment o f two new general funded positions to accomplish the additional work assisting 
LEPCs required by this legislation. This totals a transfer of 646.7 from DEC, with an additional 111.8 in 
state general funds. The funding being transferred from DEC comes from the Oil and Hazardous 
Substance Release Response Funa ("470 Fund"). The net result on this component o f the fiscal actions 
required by this legislation is as follows:

Expenditure SERC LEPC LEPC Total
Account Support Assistance Staff

Pers Svcs 12S.2 111.8 240.0
Travel 85.3 85.3
Contractual 23.2 400.0 423.2
Supplies 10.0 10.0

Total 246.7 400.0 111.8 758.5
Positions 3 2 5

Please refer to the DEC fiscal notes for an explanation o f the fiscal impact on DEC. There is a net zero 
effect on the 470 fund compared to the FY95 operating budget request; and a net savings o f  396.6 in 470 
funds compared to FY94 due to a 396.6 decrease in the DES operating budget funding from 470 Fund from 
FY94 to FY95. The foilov/ing paragraphs explain in more detail each o f the areas summarized above:

SERC Support: Three staff positions within DEC which provide support to the SERC will be transferred 
into this component. These positions are located in the Spill Prevention and Response BRU, Government 
Preparedness component. The DEC fiscal note identifies the separate projects in which these positions are 
budgeted (DEC uses project budgeting). The total amount o f funds to be transferred from DEC for this 
function is $246,700. The line-item breakout within the DMVA/DES budget has been adjusted in this 
fiscal note to show how the funds are projected to be needed.

The three transferred positions would continue to support the SERC through coordinating regularly 
scheduled meetings, implementing SERC decisions and directions, and staff review and preparation of 
agenda items. They would also work with the current DES staff to ensure integration o f local (LEPC) 
plans with the state emergency operations plan. The remainder o f the funding for SERC support is used 
for public members’ travel, advertising, room rentals, and other meeting costs. Some of the funds 
transferred in for SERC support will also be used to support the two LEPC staff positions also created by 
this fiscal note (e.g. travel, communications).

DMVA Fiscal note to CSS833 (F IN ), 3/3/94, page 2 o f 3
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The three transferred positions would be reclassified as needed in order to provide the best overall support 
to the SERC. The needed support can best be provided by a restructuring o f the support staff to have one 
professional planner II (range 17, 554,468), one administrative assistant III (range 14, $45,241), and one 
clerk typist III (range 8, $33,773). A 4% vacancy rate is built into the budgeted personal services costs o f 
these positions for purposes o f the fiscal note, for a total personal services budget o f $128,200.

LEPC Assistance: DMVA will assume responsibility for providing planning assistance to the LEPCs. 
This will be met by a combination o f contracts with LEPCs and staff support to work directly with the 
LEPCs.

Contracts with LEPCs have been a major element o f previous budget submissions from DEC. 5400,000 
for LEPC contracts is currently included in the FY95 DEC budget (SPAR BRU, Government preparedness 
component). This money will be transferred to DMVA and administered by the Division o f Emergency 
Services.

These contracts will be used by local groups to train community responders to respond to releases of 
hazardous substances and oil spiils, and to provide for administrative support o f local planning efforts 
related to disaster emergencies. The additional staff to be added to DES in this fiscal note will reduce or 
eliminate the need for local entities to contract for planning services.

LEPC Staff: The direct staff support to LEPCs will be accomplished by the addition o f two new general 
funded planner positions: one range 17 planner II ($54,468 annual salary cost), and one range 19 planner 
III ($61,953 annual salary cost). A 4% vacancy rate is built into the budgeted personal services costs of 
these positions for purposes o f the fiscal note, for a total personal services budget o f $111,800. The 
planners will work with LEPCs to perform on-site surveys to analyze local hazards and assess capabilities, 
write disaster response and mitigation plans, assist in local review, and promulgate the finished plans. The 
hazards included in the plans will include oil spills, hazardous substances, and all other types o f natural and 
man-caused disasters. Travel and other support costs for the LEPC planners will be reallocated from the 
SERC support funds as needed.

With the staffing to be added by this fiscal note, combined with the technical staff currently in DEC and 
the current staff o f DES, we project that the initial plans for the Local Emergency Planning Districts 
(LEPDs) established by the SERC will be completed by the end o f FY99. The LEPDs will cover the entire 
state o f Alaska. Developing the required plans will involve working closely with the political subdivisions 
of all sizes located throughout Alaska. There will be an ongoing need to periodically review and revise the 
plans, and to train and drill to test the adequacy o f the plans. Annual local reviews are a federal 
requirement (SARA Title III).

It is likely that after the initial plans for the LEPDs are completed (FY99), the amount needed for state- 
provided planning support to LEPCs will decrease. DES staff will be reduced ;  oportionately as the 
formalization o f emergency planning capabilities is achieved in the anticipated 25-30 LEPCs by FY99. 
This fiscal note reflects that reduction by the eliminaticn o f two positions and 111.8 in general funds 
starting in FY 2000.
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Representative Harley Olberg 
Delta Junction, Alaska

Fax 465-6790

March 10, 1994

Dear Representative Olberg;

The Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) Association, 
has unanimously endorsed SB 33 at the last State Emergency 
Response Committee (SERC) meeting. The SERC also endorsed 
the bill with both the Dept, o f Veterans and Miljrt y Affairs 
and the Dept, o f Environmental Conservation in agreement that 
this bill would stream line emergency response operations for 
the state.

The association o f LEPC's strongly recommend that you pass SB 
33 in its entirety without additional or substantial changes 
through amendments. Thank you for your support on this 
important legislation.

Sincerely;

1 / James Studley
Vice Chair
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T H E  D I V I S I O N  OF E M E R G E N C Y  S E R V IC ES  (DES) 
R E Q U I R E S  F I V E  (5) P O S I T I O N S  T O  E X E CU TE  SB 33

D ES w i l l  be a c c e p t i n g  t he r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for the S ta te  E m e r g e n c y  
R e s p o n s e  C o m m i s s i o n  (SERC); its 5 Co mm ittee's; p l a n n i n g  and 
t r a i n i n g  for t w e n t y - s i x  (26) L E P D ' s  and t he ir  s u p p o r t e d  
c o mm un it i es ; t h e i r  q u a r t e r l y  m e e t i n g s  and wo rk sh o p s ;  and 
s u p e r v i s i o n / m a n a g e m e n t  of m o n i e s  “pa s s e d  t h r o u g h” to L E P C ' s  a nd 
t h e i r  s u p p o r t e d  co mm un i t i e s .  T h e r e  are ov er  t w e n t y - f o u r  (24) 
a n n u a l  a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  e v e n t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  th e  e x e c u t i o n  of 
C S S B  33, not t a k i n g  into a c c o u n t  field t r a v e l  to a s s i s t  local 
g o v e r n m e n t / L E P C s  p r o d u c e  local d i s a s t e r  r e s p o n s e  plans.

S e c t i o n  16 of SB 215, w h i c h  w o u l d  go into e f f ec t if b o t h  33 a nd 
215 pass, c o n s t r a i n s  u s e  of 470 funds on onl y t h a t  p o r t i o n  of t h e  
a b o v e  a c t i v i t i e s  r e l a t e d  to oil and h a z a r d o u s  substances.

T h e  SER C as an “all h a z a r d” C o m m i s s i o n  m u s t  be a d e q u a t e l y  
s u p p o r t e d  if it is to a c c o m p l i s h  l e gi sl at iv e mandates. DES 
c o r r e s p o n d i n g l y  m u s t  be r e s o u r c e d  to s u p p o r t  t h e  SERC and all 
a c t i v i t i e s  d e l i n e a t e d  above.

T h e  t h r e e  (3) p o s i t i o n s  t r a n s f e r r e d  from DEC to D M V A  (DES) 
r e p r e s e n t  o n l y  50% of th e p o s i t i o n s  D E C  d e v o t e d  to S E R C / L E P C  
issues. D ES r e c o g n i z e s  D EC r e t ai ns  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  for 
t e c h n i c a l  a d v i c e / a s s i s t a n c e  to L E P C ' s  and all c o m m u n i t i e s  in 
Alaska, as w el l  as the C o m m u n i t y  R i g h t - t o - k n o w  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  
S u p e r f u n d  A m e n d m e n t  and R e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  Act, 1986.

W h e t h e r  t h e  t w o  (2) a d d i t i o n a l  p o s i t i o n s  r e q u e s t e d  by DES a r e  
f u n d e d  by G e n e r a l  F u n d s  or o t h e r  f u nd in g is i r r e l e v a n t  to t h e  
n e c e s s i t y  for s u p p o r t  of t h e m  to a c c o m p l i s h  the  m a n d a t e s  of SB 33 
in a q u a l i t a t i v e  a n d  t i m e l y  manner. A l l  five (5) p o s i t i o n s  are 
c r i t i c a l l y  e s s e n t i a l  to t he s e r v i c e  p e r f o r m a n c e  level e x p e c t e d  
a n d  a n t i c i p a t e d  by S t a t e  and  local e n t i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  the 
s t a t u t o r i a l l y  m a n d a t e d  functions.

W i t h o u t  all five (5) r e q u i r e d  p o s i t i o n s  D M V A  w i l l  fail to p e r f o r m  
a t  e x p e c t e d  levels.

c :\m jo ffic e \p c ic \sb 33 -p o s .p p r
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Department of Military and Veterans Affairs - Division of Emergency Services

Five-Year Plan

Plan D e ve l o p m e n t  and Maintenance:

Of the 30 p r e v i o u s l y  identified p l a n n i n g  entities, no two are at the i de ntical

stage of t he ir  p l a n ' s  development. T h e y  range from c o m m u n i t i e s  which have not yet 

e s t a b l i s h e d  an e m e r g e n c y  m a n a g e m e n t  a g e n c y  or p l a n n i n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n  to t h o s e  w h o  

are ve ry  c lose to f in al iz i ng  their pl an s and s u b mi tt in g t h e m  for SERC review. For 

the p u r p o s e  of th i s plan and as a g u i d e  to future local p l a n n i n g  initiatives, the 

f ol lowing s y s t e m a t i c  approach a p p l ie s to d ev el o p m e n t  and u p k e e p  of comprehensive, 

m u l t i - h a z a r d  plans.

S TE P 1: A n  initial o ffer of pla n  d e v e l o p m e n t / u p g r a d e  a ss is ta n ce  fr om

D M V A/ DE S  to a p p r o p r i a t e  local c h i e f  execut iv es  in w h i c h  DES explains the p l a n

d e v e l o p m e n t  a nd m a i n t e n a n c e  process. The reply from c o m m u n i t y  leaders s ho ul d 

s t a t e  their d e s i r e  to p a r t i c i p a t e  or not participate.

STEP 2: A n  o n - s i t e  w o r k sh op  c o n d u c t e d  by the a p p r o p r i a t e  DES p l a n ni n g staff

m e m b e r s  to a c q u a i n t  com mu ni t y leaders in g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  as to the a s s i s t a n c e  

b e i n g  o f f er ed  and the c o o p e r a t i v e  r esponse and i nv o lv e m e n t  needed on b e ha lf  

of the c o m m u n i t y  or commu ni ti es  involved. Part of this w o r k s h o p  will inclu d e 

a c o m m u n i t y  s u r v e y  of its h a z a r d s  and r e s o u rc es  to d e v el op  the p l a n n i n g  

factors n e c e s s a r y  for full pl a n development. A d d i t i o n a l  time will Le sp en t  

on a m u t u a l l y  ag re ea bl e w o r k  p l a n  to cover the pla n d e v e l o p m e n t  period.

ST EP  3: If n ot alrea dy  available, th e  co mm u ni ty  will be e xpected to d e v e l o p

or m a k e  a s e ri o us  start on local d i s as te r  legislation. Such l e g is la ti on  

should:

• e s t a b l i s h  a local or i n t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  p l a n n i n g  organization.

• giv e  it a u t h o ri ty  for p l a n n i n g  and co or di n a t i n g  resources.

• p r o v i d e  d i s a s t e r  p r o c l a m a t i o n  authority, if other th an  chief executive,
w i t h  a line of succession.

• p r o v id e for leadership of em e rg en cy  o r g a n i z a t i o n  with a line of
s u c c e s s i o n  and eme r ge nc y powers.

- Fige 1 of 4 -



S T E P  4: C o m m u n i t y  takes n e ed ed  steps to e s t a b l i s h  eligi bi li ty  for EMA

f u nd in g (see criteria, a b o v e ) .

S T E P  5: DES p l a n n i n g  staff v i s i t s  c o m m u n i t y  to t r a in  local planning staff.

T r a i n i n g  c o n s i st s of a c o m p o si t e of t he I n t r o d u c t i o n  to Emergency M a n a g e m e n t  

C o u r s e  and the E m e r g e n c y  P lanning Course. Pra c ti ca l e x er cises c o n d u ct ed  as 

p a r t  of the t r a i n i n g  will yield a d ra ft  B as ic  Plan a n d  as many f unctional 

a n n e xe s (less t he h a z a r d o u s  s u b s t a n c e  portions) as can be de ve lo pe d  in one, 

s i x - d a y  block or two, t h r e e - d a y  i nc r em en ts  w i t h  a m u t u a l l y  a greed upon time 

separation. Note: The i nc re m e n t a l  a p p r o a c h  m a y  not be e c o n o m i c a l l y

feasible.

S TE P 6: Community, w i t h  DES p l a n n i n g  assistance, r e f i n e s  pla nn in g p r o d u c t s

b e f o r e  next t r a i n i n g  segment is delivered.

S TE P 7; DES p l a n n i n g  staff r e v i s i t s  c o m m u n i t y  to deli ve r  the H a z a rd ou s 

M a t e r i a l s  C o n t i n g e n c y  P l a n ni ng  Course. Again, p r a c ti ca l  exercises, u t i l i z e d  

to r e i n f o r c e  l e a r n i n g  will be used to craft p a r t s  of the actual plan. T h e  

t r a i n i n g  will r e q u i r e  four to five days.

S TE P 8: Community, w i t h  DES p l a n n i n g  assistance, refi ne s all p l a n n i n g

p r o d u c t s  and p r e p a r e s  the c o m p le te  pl a n for r e v i e w  and signature.

ST EP  9: The pl an  r e v i e w  process o c c u r s  at t hr ee  levels of government. T he

local p l a n n in g o r g a n i z a t i o n  c oo rd i n a t e s  the plan w i t h  tasked agencies, 

o b t a i n s  local approva l /s ig na tu re ,  an d forw ar d s the p l a n  for SERC review. 

S t a t e  level r e v i e w  is c o m p l e t e d  a c c o r d i n g  to SERC p o licy ( p r o c e d u r e ) . 

D M V A / D E S  will f o r w a r d  the pla n to FEMA, R e g i o n  10 for federal r e v ie w - a 

n e c e s s a r y  e l e m e n t  for co mp l y i n g  w i t h  federal p r o g ra ms  and obtaining federal 

funding.
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STEP 10: The nex t  step in a plan's "life cycle" is plan u p ke ep  or

maintenance. Th i s step is unending; it c on tinues until the plan is r e s c i nd e d 

or repl ac e d by a n o th e r plan. There is, however, an es ta bl i s h e d  p a t te rn  that 

repe its at f o u r - y ea r intervals. The p a t t er n  co ntains two separate parts: a

prog .ammed ap p ro a c h  to p e ri od ic a ll y exer ci se  (practice) the plan and a 

p re sc r i b e d  m e t h o d  to reas se ss  the hazards/ c o nd i t i o n s  that will ca us e plan 

im p le me nt at io n  and the resources (people, equipment, facilities, systems) 

needed to c a r r y  out the plan. This re as s e s s m e n t  p r o c e s s  is co nt ained in the 

C a pa bi li ty  a nd H a z ar d Identif ic at io n  P r o gr am  ( C H I P ) . For State and local 

pla nn in g purposes, CHIP is acco mp li s he d every two years. T he State and Local 

Exercise (SI-E) p r o g r a m  has five basic ele me nt s and is struct ur ed  on a four- 

year cycle. Its el e me n t s  consist of:

• O r i e n t a t i o n  semi n ar s are used to i n do ct ri n at e new pe rs onnel and 

r e i n f o r c e / r e f r e s h  the k no wledge of cider p e r s o n n e l  w i t h  r e s pe c t to the 

p lan's g e n er al  c o n te nt s and their a s s ig ne d  roles and responsibilities.

• Drills are us ed  as brief, live tests of new or s e ld om  used equipment, 

supplies, facilities, or procedures, (ie: t e l e p h o n e  n o t if ic a ti on  of key 

personnel, s p e c i a l t y  team mobilization, s et-up of e me rgency o pe ra ti o ns  

center)

• T a b l e - t o p  e xe rc is es  are used to "debug" a p r o c e d u r e  or solve new or

r e c u r r i n g  problems. Solutions are the b y - p r o d u c t s  of table-tops; the 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of deci s io n m a ke rs  is essential.

Note: Th er e are no su ggested re cu r ri ng  t i m e s  for orie nt a ti on

seminars, drills, and table tops. Each is a separate tool of

t he over al l exercise p r o g r a m  to be used as needed.

• Fu nc ti o n a l  e x e r c i s e s  are used at least once in ea ch  of the t hree years

f ol lo wi ng  a p l a n ' s  d e ve lo pm en t  to p r a c t i c e  a nd evaluate a group of
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r e la te d e m e r g e n c y  m a n a g e m e n t  functions, ie: (warning, notification,

c om mu nications, c oo rd i n a t i o n  and control, and e m e r g e n c y  p ublic 

information) or (coordination and control, e m er gency services, e m ergency 

p u bl ic  information, communications, evacuation, sheltering, and human 

s e r v i c e s ) . T h e y  are simulated, "on-paper" exercises, co nd u c t e d  at the 

c o m m a n d  pos t or e me rg en cy  operat io n s center level. T h e y  involve no 

actual m o b i l i z a t i o n s  or de ployments of resources; hence, their cost in 

t erms of manhours, currency, and c o n s u m e d  r e sources is com pa ra ti ve ly  

s m a l l .

• F u l l - s c a l e  exercises, on the other hand, can be very expensive. They 

r e q u i r e  m o r e  t i m e  to p l a n  and conduct, their "live" a ct iv i t i e s  mu st  be 

s u f f i c i e n t l y  funded, and consumed r e s o u r ce s m u s t  be r e p l a c e d  to avoid 

any d e g r a d a t i o n  in re sp on se  capability. Full scale e x e r ci se s are the 

c u l m i n a t i o n  of all the other exe rc is e el ements (drills, table tops, 

etc.) A ll e x e r c i s e  el em en ts  pres en t  an o pp o rt u n i t y  to evaluate some 

a s pe ct  of the plan, but the full sc al e ex e rc is e offers the best test, 

short of an a ct ua l  event. One full scale e x e rc i se  s h o u l d  be co nd uc te d  

every four y e a r s  to p r a c t i c e  and e v a l ua t e all e m e r g e n c y  m an ag e m e n t  

functions.

O n c e  a pl an  is completed, one of the initial ac ti vi t i e s  of the plan 

m a i n t e n a n c e  step wi ll  be a DES staff v is it  to d e l i ve r t he Exercise Desi gn  

C o ur se  an d a s s i s t  local e m e r ge nc y m a n a g e r s  d e v e l o p  a c o m m u n i t y  e xercise 

program. T h e  e x e r c i s e  p r o g r a m  and several s ce narios to in i ti at e the e xercise 

p r o g r a m  wil l be p r o d u c e d  d u ri ng  p ra ctical e xe rcises w h i c h  c o m m o n l y  r ei n fo rc e 

instruction.

T h e  f o l l o wi ng  ch ar t illus tr at es  this t e n - s t e p  a p p ro ac h to p l a n  d e ve lo pm e nt  

a nd maintenance. S ub s eq u e n t  charts indi c at e h ow this s e q u e n c e  will be 

a p pl ie d to the local p l a n n i n g  organiza t io ns  ex pected to e volve in the state's 

Southeastern, S o u t h w e s t e r n  an d N orthern regions.
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Northern Planning Organizations

NW A rctic  Borough

North Slope Borough

Prudhoe Bay D is tric t

McGrath

Delta Junction

Denali Borough

Copper R iver

Mat-Su Borough

Fairbanks North Star 
Borough

Numbers Functional Exercise



Southwestern Planning Organizations

Anchorage

Kenai Peninsula Borough

Kodiak Is land Borough

B ris to l B ay Borough

Dillingham

Lake and Peninsula 

Borough

Bethel

A leutians E. Borough 

Aleutian Is lands-Prib ilo f

6 H

Ico 
I 9

9 (^ ) [feT]

F S E

© H P F S E

Numbers = Step CX) =CHIP f^ t )  =Functional Exercise

1 /  y /"  /
F E  F E'  _ y  
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2,3 8 9 f e

2, 3 8 9 FE T O  F E  1

1 thru 9

2,3 .  ^ J T 8 9 w h o  5

1 thru 9

1 thru 9 ©  FE j

F S E >  -= Full Scale Exercise



Southeastern Planning Organizations

W hittier

Valdez

Cordova

Y akuut

Northern S E D is t

Juneau

Sitka

Petersburg 

Wrangell 

So. SE D ist

Greater Kethchikan D is t

95 96 97 98

2 thru 9 C O
[ c J f e '} 5 thru 9

2-4 6 thru 9 r F )  f j f f l

1® F E I F E ©
©
©

1 thru 9

1 thru 9

3-4 F E F E P ©

1 thru 9

1 thru 9

1 thru 9

1 thru 9

F E F E P ©
F E

F S E

F E

F E
F S E

]©
]©

C

f e "

F E

FE

99

CO /--- 7
F E

CO F E  ]

F E

F E P
F S E

F E P
F E

F E

F E P

Numbers = Step 0 0  =CHIP f™"0 =Functional Exercise < fsê > = Full Scale Exercise
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DEPT. OF ENVIRONM ENTAL CONSERVATION

O F F I C E  O F  THE C O M M I S S I O N E R  T e l e p h o n e  N o . (907)465-5050
410 W i l l o u g h b y  Avenue, Suite 105 f a x  No . (907)465-5070
Juneau, A K  99 80 1- 1 7 9 5

MARCH 10. 1594 HOUSE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

HEARING ON CSSB 33(FIN) -- DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, t hank y o u  for the o p p o r t u n i t y  to testi fy  on this 
p r o p o s e d  legislation. The D e p a r t m e n t  ap pr e c i a t e s  the L e g is la tu re ' s 
efforts to i m pr ov e  d i s a s t e r  p r e p a r e d n e s s  in A l a s k a  and ensure the 
s a f e t y  of A l a s k a n s  a n d  their environment.

T he S t at e E m e r g e n c y  R e s p o n s e  Commission, also r e f e r r e d  to as the 
SERC, w a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  in s ta te  law in 1990, a y e a r  after the Exxon 
V al de z oil spill. T he S E R C 1s current re sp on s i b i l i t i e s  are limited 
to e n s u r i n g  st at e and local p r e p a r e d n e s s  for oil a nd ha zardous 
s u b s t a n c e  r e l e a s e s  in the State. Oil a n d  ha z ar d o u s  substances used 
in the s ta te  do p o s e  a threat to the s a f e t y  of A l as k a n s  a n d  the 
environment; however, the d a n g e r s  of natu ra l  events pos e an even 
g r e a t e r  r i s k  to all Alaskans.

A l a s k a  is not a h e a v i l y  i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  state and  that fact is 
r e f l e c t e d  in the p r e l i m i n a r y  results from our studies to e valuate 
the h a z a r d s  due to c h e m i c a l s  u s e d  in the state. Our an alysis of 
c h e m i c a l  h a z a r d s  shows that c h l o r i n e  (typically u s e d  for w ater 
t r e a t m e n t  f a c il it ie s a nd s w i m m i n g  pools) and a m m o ni a (typically 
u s e d  b y  s e a f o o d  processors) ar e of g r e a t e s t  concern. Ou r findings 
further s u g g e s t  that w o r k i n g  w i t h  f a c i l i t y  owners to prevent 
r e l e as es  is the m o s t  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  s t r a t e g y  for a d d r e s s i n g  oil and 
h a z a r d o u s  s u b s t a n c e  threats.

In contrast, t e l e v i s i o n  c o v e r a g e  of the N o r t h r i d g e  (California) 
e a r t h q u a k e  two m o n t h s  ago g a v e  us a g r a p h i c  r e m i n d e r  of the 
p o t e n t i a l  threat A l a s k a n s  face from n a t u ra l events such as 
e ar th quakes. M a r c h  27 wi ll  be the 30th a n n i v e r s a r y  of the 1964 
e a r t h q u a k e  that d e v a s t a t e d  the A n c h o r a g e  ar ea  an d  c a us e d tsunamis 
that d e s t r o y e d  seve ra l c o a st al  co mm un i t i e s  in cl ud i ng  Valdez,
Seward, a n d  Kodiak. W e  c a n n o t  prevent an earthq u ak e or a flood.
But, t h r o u g h  p l a n n i n g  w e  can w o r k  to ensur e that A l a sk an s 
u n d e r s t a n d  the p o t e n t i a l  d a n g e r s  of s uc h events, a n d  that we are 
p r e p a r e d  w h e n  d i s a s t e r  strikes.

T he A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  s u p p or ts  C S S B  33. This bill will h e l p  ensure 
A l a s k a n s  are p r e p a r e d  for all p o t e n t i a l  d is as t e r  em ergencies 
thr o ug h a S t a t e - L o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t  partnership. Specifically, the 
p r o p o s e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  will:

1) Establish a disaster planning program that reflects the 

particular needs of Alaska communities; strengthen overall
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disaster emergency preparedness; and, foster measures which help 

reduce risks associated with all potential hazards in the State.

In Alaska, threats from natural events o ft en  o u t w e i g h  those 
p o s e d  b y  h a z a r d o u s  substances, p a r t i c u l a r l y  in the s t at e' s m a n y  
small, i s o l a t e d  communities. In contrast, m o r e  than two thirds 
of the state's p o p u l a t i o n  live w i t h i n  u r b a n  areas w h e r e  
h a z a r d o u s  s u bs ta n c e s  p o s e  a r e l a t i v e l y  larger threat.

B r o a d e n i n g  the S E R C 's r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  to include all n a t u r a l  
a nd t e c h n o l g i c a l  (man-caused) h a z ar ds  w i l l  impr ov e o v er al l 
d i s a s t e r  p r e p a r e d n e s s  in all areas of the state, a n d  w i l l  m a k e  
e f f i c ie n t use  of state a n d  local p l a n n i n g  a n d  r e s p o n s e  
r e s o u r c e s .

R i s k  r e d u c t i o n  (prevention) is an i m p o r t a n t  p a r t  of the S E R C 's 
s t r a t e g y  for a d d r e s s i n g  threats p o s e d  b y  h a z a rd ou s s u b s t a n c e s  in 
Alaska. T he all haza rd s a p p r o a c h  will giv e  h i g h  p r i o r i t y  to 
i d e n t i f y i n g  w a y s  to r e d u c e  risks a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  all types of 
p o t e n t i a l  d i s a s t e r s  (e.g., r e c o m m e n d e d  b u i l d i n g  c odes for 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  on flood p la in s or areas k n o w n  to be p r o n e  to 
failure d u r i n g  an e a r t h q u a k e ) .

) Strengthen the relationship between local governments and LEPCs 

in order to enhance local emergency preparedness and risk 

reduction.

Local g o v e r n m e n t s  are n e c e s s a r i l y  i n v o l v e d  in local p r e p a r e d n e s s  
a n d  r i s k  r e d u c t i o n  efforts for n a t u r a l  h a z a r d s  a n d  p o t e n t i a l  oil 
a n d  h a z a r d o u s  s u b s ta nc e releases. CSS B 33 will c l a r i f y  local 
governments' r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for e n s u r i n g  e m e r g e n c y  p r e p a r e d n e s s  
for p o t e n t i a l  disasters.

C S S B  33 will a m e n d  state law to g i v e  g r e a t e r  d e f e r e n c e  to local 
governments, e m p o w e r i n g  th em  to to i mp le m e n t  local p r o g r a m s  
w h i c h  be st  fit their communities. We b e l i e v e  this c h a n g e  wil l 
foster a h e a l t h y  p a r t n e r s h i p  b e t w e e n  the State, local g o v e r n m e n t  
a n d  L E P C s .

) Establish and maintain clear roles for DMVA and other state 

agencies to ensure State government disaster preparedness and 

providing assistance to local governments and LEPCs.

The SERC is c u r r e n t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  in a n d  s t a f f e d  b y  the DEC. 
E x p a n d i n g  the scope of the SERC's w o r k  to i n c lu de  e m e r g e n c y  
p l a n n i n g  for all haza rd s wi l l r e q u i r e  g r e a t e r  i n v o l v e m e n t  b y  
o th er  a g e n c ie s and g r e a t e r  i n t e r - a g e n c y  co ordination. Several 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  changes are p r o p o s e d  to f a c i l i t a t e  this.

U n d e r  the p r o p o s e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  D M V A  wil l  a s s u m e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
for the SERC, SERC C o m m i t t e e s  a n d  LEPCs. As d e s c r i b e d  in the 
D e p a r t m e n t ' s  fiscal note, FY 95 fundi ng  a p p r o p r i a t e d  b y  the 
L e g i s l a t u r e  for these p u r p o s e s  w o u l d  be d e l e t e d  from o u r  b u d g e t  
a n d  i n c l u d e d  in DMVA's FY 35 budget. D EC will r e t a i n  fun di ng
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a n d  staff p o s i t i o n s  n e c e s s a r y  to p r o v i d e  technical a s s i s t a n c e  to 
the SERC, LEPCs a nd local g o v e r n m e n t s  on oil a n d  ha za rd ou s 
s u b s t a n c e  relea se  prepare dn e ss . DEC and other a g e nc ie s will 
c o n t i n u e  to p r o v i d e  their e x pe r t i s e  as memb er s on the SERC a nd 
will als o p r o v i d e  technical a s s i s t a n c e  to LEPCs a n d  local 
g o v e r n m e n t s .

Mr. Chairman, the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  is p r e p a r e d  to w o r k  in p a r t n e r s h i p  
w i t h  che L e g i s l a t u r e  to ensure A l a sk an s  are p r e p a r e d  for all 
p o t e n t i a l  d i s a s t e r  emergencies, not on ly  oil and h a z a r d o u s  
s u b s t a n c e  releases.

T h a n k  y o u  for the o p p o r t u n i t y  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in this hearing.
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