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arsenic removal for mining water discharge. The technology also could
be applied to public water supplies both in Alaska and in the rest of the
United States.

| ASTF FIINDS AWARDED: 599,500
I
. MATCHING FUNDS: $102,818

Ps. 49 Project

Project# 97-3-115S

Project Manager: Miller, Leonard
Start Date: 09/25/1997

End Date: 12/01/1998

TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $20,000
MATCHING FUNDS: $20,000

}\mr (F;J trioc\{ %g K E)hne- }?uusilg)tlywoi% Salmon
Project # 96-4-076S

Project Manger: Mitchell, Christopher
Start Date: 01/07/1997

End Date: 01/31/1998

TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES

The focus of this project is to validate the concepts underlying the
grantee’s device which is a unique method for holding and deboning
saimon. The newly developed technology is in the process of being
protected by a patent application. Under this project, a prototype unit
will be constructed and tested to validate the concepts underlying the
design. Once this has been successfully completed, the next step will be
to introduce the desi?n to an established manufacturer of seafood
processing equipment for further development and refinement. At least
one manufacturing company has voiced interest in working with the
design and its designer once this stage has been successfully completed.

The Alaskan seafood industry would benefit from e(1uipment
development that would process fish more efficiently and efrectively
than existing equipment. A successful outcome for this proLect could
have this benefit as well as enhancing the State's technological
knowledge base and perhaps its employment base.

The project will support the Arctic-Yukon Kuskokwim (AYK) Salmon
Targeted Marketing Project, an effort managed bz; the Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation (AFDF) and supported by the State of Alaska
to develop demand and sales in tarqeted domestic markets for AYK
salmon products (primarily chums) tlirough promotion of their flavor,
higher oil content, value, natural qualities, and capability and potential
to meet customer specifications. Toward this end, this project will
identify quality characteristics unique to chum salmon from the Yukon
and Kuskokwim areas and provide assistance to fishermen and
processors seeking to improve the quality of their catch. Successful
completion of the project will contribute to the development of

guidelines.

ASTFFUNDS AWARDED: $19,804

MATCHING FUNDS: $12,000

Develop novel, processed, functionally enhanced baits for the longline
fisheries. Baits will be composed of waste-derived flavors ~and
attractants, integrated into a manipulable matrix; the whole being
designed and manufactured to meet industry needs of economy,
consistency, soak time, tensile strength and species specmut?. Baits
will |uthe Alaska seafood processing wastes and will be manufactured
in Alaska.

Development of Functionally Enhanced,
geagfréggt%\(/jalgfensghnc Baits from Alaskan
Project #97-1-053

Project Manager: Mitchell, Christopher
Start Date: 07/16/1997

End Date: 09/30/1998

TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $319,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $132,000

Currently, most longline bait is imported into Alaska. This project will
keep in state many of the millions of dollars currently exported out of
state to purchase bait. The project could result in a technological
breakthrough that could be aﬁpllca_b!e_to Alaska, as well as worldwide.
Successful development of the artificial bait would change longlining
worldwide by liberating from its reliance on a small number of bait
species, unpredictable in price, size and quality, and moving it to baits
manufactured from seafood processing wastes, designed and fabricated
to target particular species and thus reduce bycatch.

The objective of this project is a concentrated effort io economically
develop fish drying technology that can be readily placed into rural
areas of Alaska in order to develop localized dried salmon industrial

Commercial Application and Adaptation of
Fish Drymg Methods to Produce and Market
Dried Alaskan Salmon Products
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operations. A parallel objective of the proje 1be to analyze Pacific
Project ft 96-1-007 Rim markets and analyze forcign-produced di ed salmon products for
these Pacific Rim markets.

1 Project Manager: Mitchell, Duff
The method utilized in this project will be to develop containerized and

Start Date: 05/05/1997 computer-controlled salmon smoker/dryers adapted from existing dryer
teclinology. The market analysis and product development will be

End Date: 10/31/1998 completed using Federal Saltonstall-Kennedy funds.
TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES The project takes the problem of wasted and underutilized salmon,
applies new and adapted technologies, and develops product forms that
! ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $279,365 could do to Chum and Pink salmon what Surimi did to bottomfish. The
prototype salmon dryer will be tested and fine tuned during the 1997
matching funds:si,280,843 salmon season. This project not only designs and develops the key

component being the salmon dryer, but it also addresses the ancillary
components so that the sum of the components can be rapidly and
inexpensively fielded to urban as well as remote sites throughout Alaska
in time for the 1998 season.

Wave Barrier Procedure Development 1The focus of this project is to develop a new set of guides and
procedures for designing permeable wave barriers for use as an
Project #95-3-110 economical method of providing protection from wave action in small
boat harbors. An ASTF-funded earlier study revealed that the existing
Project Manager: Nottingham, Dennis design guidelines overstated the wave transmission which in turn
resulted in overly conservative calculations of wave force. The
Start Date: 06/04/1996 objective of the current project is to more accurately measure wave
attenuation and wave loading on structures by conducting scale model
End Date: 07/31/1999 tests in a laboratory setting and comparing and verifying the data with
measurements to be made on completed wave barriers in Elliott Bay,
TECHNICAL AREA: ARCTIC STUDIES Seattle, as well as others. The desired outcome would be a new design
procedure that would be accepted by die design community for general
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $119,000 use in designing permeable wave barriers for all typical applications,
(cont.)

MATCHING FUNDS: $236,500
The results will be presented to the design community at professional

_Wave Barrier (Cont.) meetings and conferences and in professional journals. The new
| guidelines will undergo peer review in the introduction process and will
be adopted as the new standard for designing permeable wave barriers.
Moreover, the new procedures can have direct benefits to the State since
there are numerous locations in the State that are contemplating harbor
expansions where wave barriers may be used and the improved design
capability and reduced costs will have immediate benefits for Alaska.

Product Development Utilizing Hatchery This project will research and apply specific drying techniques to
Brood Salmon harvested hatchery brood chum salmon in developing a value-added
animal food/supplement. Proof of concept will be accomplished after
Project # 96-4-079S freeze dried and dehydration pilot tests are conducted using the brood
chum salmon. Laboratory analysis on nutritional content, shelf life
Project Manager: Nottingham, Lori and/or decomposition will be conducted. Market research will validate
the viability of a freeze dried and/or dehydrated product. The use of
Start Date: 01/07/1997 salmon carcasses from the hatchery at Douglas Island Pink and Chum,
Inc., (DIPAC) will increase the utilization of the salmon resource,
End Date: 04/15/1997 reduce DIPAC's cost of disposal and provide sufficient raw material to

conduct pilot-scale operations on the production of their product.
TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $17,889
MATCHING FUNDS: S1d, 162

Prototype Development Utilizing Brood | The focus of this Stage Il project is to produce a prototype animal food
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Salmon

, Project #97-1-0632

TProject Manager: Nottingham, Lori

' Start Date: 07/07/1997
End Date: 02/15/1999
TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $203,420

MATCHING FUNDS: $160,518

Levelock Smoked Salmon
Project # 98-1-071S
Project Manager: O'Neill, Mike
I Start Date: 04/15/1998
End Date;
TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $11,550
MATCHING FUNDS: $1,338,450

Development of Ergonomic Pickup-based
Camper

Project # 95-1-024S

Project Manager: Pruitt, Ken

Start Date: 05/03/1995

End Date: 10/15/1995

TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $14,627
MATCHING FUNDS: $56,296
Recycled Glass Tile Project

Project # 98-2-082

Project Manager: Raudenbush, Terri
Start Date: 07/20/1998

End Date: 02/28/1999

littp://www.legis.statc.ak.us/lcgaud/wch/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt. him

using brood stock and other low-value salmon as its core ingredient.
Initially, an animal training freat and an animal supplement/food mix
will be developed and tested in several test markets. Concurrent
activities include shelf life testing for rancidity and nutritional value as
well as the development of marketing collateral such as logos, labels,
and packaging for the products. The project builds on the findings of
the first ASTF-funded project and is projected to lead to full-scale
commercialization by attracting investment capital to fund
manufacturing of the newly developed products and acquiring channels
to markets identified during the research.

The desired outcome for this project will be the development of
relatively high-value products using the abundance of brood stocks and
other low-value salmon that are so plentiful among the salmon runs
around Alaska. This superior use of the State's salmon resources would
lead to expanded employment opportunities for the fishing communities
and generally would allow the retention of more of the State's resource
value to remain within the State.

This project involves three tasks for developing a cold smoked
native-style salmon product that needs no refrigeration and should be
shelf stable. These tasks include 1) evaluate some current products to
determine moisture, salt, water phase salt, water activity and microbial
condition; 2) develop a process that meets DEC criteria for shelf stable
seafoods; and 3) develop a new process using the technology for
"intermediate moisture” products where food additives are used to bind
water and produce shelf stable products.

The design and construction in Alaska of an innovative prototype
camper unit that will provide expanded living quarters when setup and
will collapse into a streamlined size and shape for travel purposes. The
unit will be completed in time for display at tire Alaska State Fair in

Palmer in September 1995.

Successful outcome of the project will be the start of new business
manufacturing units in Alaska that will benefit the Alaskan economy by
providing new employment opportunities and as an import substitution.

This project will focus on recycling used glass beverage containers into
decorative glass tiles. The innovative aspects of this project include the
application of established technologies such as glass

crushing/processing, glass fusing, and tile manufacturing, in a remote
Alaskan community with limited opportunities to create value-added
products from waste material. The project will additionally research a
potentially patentable fluxing application that greatly increases the
aesthetic appearance of the tile through decreasing the devitrification of
the glass particles during fusing. The project is separated into two
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phases consisting of linear ptogressive tasks, directed to the goal of

TECHNICAL AREA: ENVIRONMENT creating an independent recycling glass tile manufacturing business.
ASTF has initially funded the first phase.

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $80,000
Potential project benefits include reducing the amount of landfilled

" MATCHING FUNDS: $45,960 wastes; creating a product with an increase in life cycle; increasing
public awareness of recycling; and potentially decreasing state-funded
assistance for the disabled. Ultimate project success will be obtained
through the complfc‘:on of the second phase, and identified with the
development of a business sustained independently of continued
financial support, that helps to establish an infrastructure for future
recycled products.

Displacement of Diesel Fuel with Wind Design, build, install, and test a high penetration wind-diesel system in
Energy in Rural Alaskan Villaer. the Village of Deering, Alaska. The new components of the system
(wind turbines, power conditioning, energy storage, control system) will
Project # 96-3-064 be integrated with the existing diesel power generation system. The
project will also demonstrate the effective use of community heating
j Project Manager: Reeve, Bradley loads to absorb excess wind energy and maintain system stability. The
Deering project will be a prototype to validate the technical feasibility
Start Date: 10/20/1997 and economic viability of wind-diesel hybrid electric generation
systems for widespread applicability to rural villages, both in Alaska

End Date: 01/31/2000 and internationally.
TECHNICAL AREA: ENERGY Kotzebue Electric Association (KEA) has formed partnerships with the
U.S. Department of Education's National Renewable Energy Laboratory
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $422,723 (NREL), and the Alaska Department of Community and Regional
Affairs (DCRA), Division of Energy to demonstrate the technical and
I MATCHING FUNDS: $943,097 economic feasibility of the Atlantic Orient Corporation 15/50 wind

turbine (AOC 15/50) for use in Arctic conditions.

The success of this project will show that the installation and operation
of a combined system of diesel and wind-powered generation will
provide the energy needs of the village at a lower cost than diesel power
generation and fuel oil fired heating systems.

One of the unique elements of this project is the ability to fully utilize
all of the wind-generated electrical power without incurring the capital
and maintenance costs associated with an energy storage and retrieval
system. Due to the year-round need for utility and building heat in the
village, all of the power generated by wind can be utilized at the time it

is generated.

A second measure of success is providing electrical power with the
same level of quality as is currently being provided. The components of
power quality which will be measured are frequency distortion and the
frequency and duration of power outages.

A third measure of success will be the ability to install and operate this
type of system in a small arctic village environment. This will be
demonstrated by the successful installation of the system with
equipment which is normally locally available or transportable with
normal freight services such as barge or aircraft which can access these
small villages; the system reliability with respect to the ability of the
local personnel to operate and maintain the system; the reliability of the
equipment to operate in the arctic environment.

While economic viability is the cornerstone to the success of this
project, it should be noted that the ability to utilize wind energy as a
significant source of power and heat will reduce air emissions
proportionately.
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P.E.T. Bottle Indexing Device

1 Project ft 97-4-138S
Project Manager: Riordan, Joseph

j Start Date: 10/15/1997

1

I End Date:

1
TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $18,200
MATCHING FUNDS: $7,500

JAlaskan Field Trials for Paralytic Shellfish
i Poisoning Test Kits

Project ft 97-4-154Projec,* Manager: Roberts,
1Raymond

Start Date: 05/06/1998

End Date: 03/31/1999
1TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $91,704

MATCHING FUNDS: $124,010

IJ Human Services Management Information

System

Project #97-4-152

Project Manager: Rogers, Brian

Start Date: 07/02/1998

End Date: 08/01/2000

TECHNICAL AREA: SOFTWARE &
1HARDWARE

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $598,534

MATCHING FUNDS: $2,016,823

BIDCO Development Project

http://www.legis state.ak.us/lcgaud/weh/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt.hti

A feasibility study for a device to index clear plastic bottles containing
Alaska glacier water to eliminate defects caused by the bottle mold seams.
The project would produce a device to orient plastic bottles in an assembly
line to reduce or eliminate bottle mold seams and air pockets which hinder
the appearance of a striking 3-D effect created by the bottle labels.

The focus of this project is to field test a new PSP diagnostic testing
procedure in Alaska that was developed by a Canadian biotechnology
company. The new technology uses mouse cells rather than live mice in
detecting and quantifying the presence of toxin in a sample. Tire project
will entail performing a course of parallel trails using both the new
maritime in vitro shellfish test (MISTTM) test kits and the currently used
live mouse bioassay test at the state's DEC laboratory. In addition, the
project will include performing a series of PSP-screening tests using a
derivation of the quantitative MISTTM tests at three different aquaculture
sites. The desired outcome of the project would be the acceptance of the
new MISTTM technology by the State's Department of Environmental
Conservation for use in Alaska and the development of a satisfactory
strategy for transferring the technology to Alaska.

A successful outcome of this project would allow the use of a PSP
detection test in Alaska that would be more convenient, more
cost-effective, more humane, and potentially more accurate than the
currently used bioassay test. These benefits would improve the
development of shellfish harvesting both in the wild and from farms as
well as the profitability of this sector for participants. The transfer of the
technology to Alaska would also provide new employment opportunities to
the State.

The project will develop a Human Services agency management
information system, HS Info, and market it to state and local government
and to nonprofit agencies. HS Info will be based on technology created in
1997. Some of the features to be included are use of a common interface
by remote users-preferably via the Internet, providing user-customizable
data elements for consumer and provider demographic information, and
creation of a geographic information system (GIS) component of the
software that would allow the agencies to pair consumers with the nearest
geographic provider of the service desired.

The project provides immediate benefits to the State of Alaska and dozens
of nonprofit agencies who implement state policies for the
developmentally disabled through improvements to management, reporting
and accountability for public funds. It provides further potential benefits to
other Alaska state agencies that use the technology and to those human
service agencies outside Alaska. The project strengthens an Alaska
software development firm, allowing it to extend its market reach outside
Alaska.

This project is to assist in implementing the BIDCO assistance program |

4130199 7:42 M
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1 described in AS 37.17.200 - 37.17.390.
i Project it 95-3-089B
1 The purpose of the BIDCO assistance program is to assist in the formation
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1 Project Manager: Rose, David
Start Date: 07/27/1995
End Date: 12/15/1995
TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED .
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $9,684

MATCHING FUNDS: $11,184

Invention New Tie down Rails

Project ft 98-3-104S

Project Manager: Rowe, James

Start Date: 08/25/1998

End Date: 03/31/1999

TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $15,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $45,876

Assessment of Puccinellia Arctica, a
Native Alaska Grass, for Habitat
Alteration as aMeans to Deter and Control
Local Canada Goose Populations

Project if 98-2-090

Project Manager: Scorup, Peter

Start Date: 06/30/1998

End Dale: 04/30/2001

TECHNICAL AREA: AGRICULTURE
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $197,232

MATCHING FUNDS: $180,830

and capitalization of one of more BIDCOs that have a highly qualified
management team and a good business plan, and that are designed to
operate in a profit-oriented, market-oisciplined manner, with excellent
prospects for long-term financial success and viability; promote economic
development by providing a new source of risk capital and management
assistance for businesses, especially small- and medium-sized businesses,
in geographic areas throughout the state, including businesses in rural areas
and distressed areas, and including minority-owned businesses; using state
resources to attract other capital resources; and promoting the successful
operation of BIDCOs.

Complete prototypes of Beta model tie-down rails. Test market these
tie-down rails through consumer use. Research interest in tie-down rails
from end consumers, retail”*a, and distributors. Funding to obtain a patent
registration number to protect design of tie down rail.

The results of this project will address a nonlethal means of controlling a
critical problem: over population of geese in urban areas. The focus of this
technology project is to demonstrate 1) that Puccinellia arctica (PAR) is an
effective, long-term solution for deterring geese under certain mowing and
fertilizer regimes; 2) that PAR is capable of withstanding foot traffic in
high-use areas; 3) to determine if PAR provides for the nutritional
requirements of geese, a key factor for controlling goose populations; and
4) to explore possible reasons for PAR's unpalatable characteristics by
performing leaf toughness tests and laboratory analysis for common
nutritional elements and toxins.

If PAR proves to be unpalatable, its use as a goose deterrent would have a
major impact on people, their safety, and the Alaska economy, which
would grow and distribute PAR seeds for use in circumpolar regions. PAR
is already recognized as a native plant that can be used for revegetating
disturbed sites in the Arctic, another market for the seed.

4/30/99 7:42 AN’
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Alaskan Shellfish Broodstock

Development Products
1

( Project#98-1-074S

Project Manager: Sczawinski, Dave
Start Date: 04/23/1998

End Date: 12/01/2000

TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $18,185

MATCHING FUNDS: $7,950

AMineral Exploration Application of
: TRACER Technology

1 Project# 95-3-102S

1 Project Manager: Senftle, Joseph
Start Date: 09/19/1995
End Date: 11/30/1995
TECHNICAL AREA: MINING
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $17,632
MATCHING FUNDS: $9,681
Seawater Purification System
Project #91-2-118
Project Manager: Sewell, Richard
Start Date: 07/13/1998
End Date: 03/31/2000

TECHNICAL AREA: HEALTH

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $227,073

MATCHING FUNDS: $201,200

http://www.Icgis.state.ak.us/legaud/wcb/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt.htr

The focus of this project is the development of genetically superior oyster
broodstock suitable for use by the Alaskan aquaculture industry. This small
knowledge seeking project is interfaced with a USDA-funded Molluscan
Broodstock Program (MBP) underway at the OSU Hatfield Marine Center
located in Newport, Oregon, under the direction of Dr. Chris Langdon. j
Growout testing of oyster seed provided by the MBP will be performed at
Sczawinski's Pristine Products Sea Farm located in the northern fjords of !
Prince William Sound. At least five brood lines will be selected over the
life of the project, and adults from each of the selected broodlines will be
delivered to the new shellfish hatchery in Seward for use as broodstock for
production of oyster seed that is optimal for rapid growth on Alaskan
farms.

The Alaskan shellfish mariculture will benefit from the development of a
source of seed that is genetically adapted to good survival and growth
characteristics in Alaska. This Broodstock development dovetails with the
opening of the shellfish hatchery in Seward to provide a local source of
dynamic oyster seed to Alaskan farms. This has been one of the major
hurdles for this industry to overcome for it to reach its considerable
potential and grow to become an important sector of the Alaskan seafood

industry.

A demonstration to test the ability of an instrument capable of analyzing
metals in rocks, soils, water, and industrial waste. The operational principle
of the instmment is based on the analysis of a spectrum generated by a
laser-induced discharge. The system, called tracer, is based on a patented
approach developed by Advanced Power Technology, Inc. The project
team would also like to use tracer to analyze treatment plant waters and
natural runoff in the Fairbanks area. With vast areas of Alaska that have
not been geologically mapped in detail, a rapid and low-cost means of
mapping mineralization, ore deposits and hydrology systems will enhance
mineral and petroleum exploration. The proposed concept can lead to
development of a hand-held system for rapid identification and
measurement of trace amounts (ppm-ppb) of elements in water and solid
matrices to be used by mineral explorationists and environmentalists.

The focus of this major technology development project is to construct and
test a commercially sized seawater purification system using ozonation
technology. This system will be used to process the buildup of nitrogen
and bacterial wastes produced by live seafoods when being transported
from harvest areas to distant markets in closed loop marine holding
systems. Tire systems effectiveness would be demonstrated by using it to
restore lobsters and other shellfish being shipped to Asian markets from
the East coast ofthe U.S. and from remote harvest locations in Alaska. The
desired outcome would be the development of a successful system that
would improve mortality rates experienced when holding and transporting
live shellfish.

A successful outcome for this project will benefit Alaska since it will allow
Anchorage to become a major site for collecting and transporting live
shellfish. This would take advantage of Anchorage's strategic geographic
location of being close to sources of live shellfish and a world-class
transportation hub.
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Integrally Heated Arctic Pipe
Project #96-3-06 1S
1 Project Manager: Shaffer, Brent
I1Start Date: 09/06/1996

I End Date: 03/15/1997

TECHNICAL AREA: ARCTIC STUDIES

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: S19,100
MATCHING FUNDS: $45,300

I Growing Wild Ginseng
Project # 96-3-066S
Project Manager: Smith, David
Start Date: 04/15/1997
End Date: 09/30/1998
TECHNICAL AREA: AGRICULTURE
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $20,000
MATCHING FUNDS: $28,000
Growing Organic Ginseng in Alaska
Project # 97-4-140
Project Manager: Smith, David
Start Date: 04/16/1998
End Date: 10/31/2001
TECHNICAL AREA: AGRICULTURE
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $80,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $ 189,000

Mobile Dry Kiln

Project ft 98-2-084S

Project Manager: Smith, Ted
Start Date: 05/01/199S

I End Date: U '31/1998

hitp://www.lcgis state.ak.us/legaud/web/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt litTr

Development of an integrally heated arctic piping system that has
advantages over systems currently in use. Customers will be able to buy a
pre-engineered integrally heated arctic piping system package from a
single manufacturer rather than buying pipe and heaters separately and
having to coordinate the integration in the field. These series circuit heaters
are far superior to the self-limiting heating cables which predominate the
market and also overcome disadvantages often associated with constant
wattage heaters. The heaters will be less expensive, more durable, and
safer. The system will be licensed to allay the concerns associated with
constant wattage heaters and provide a customer with a more durable,
factory-engineered and assembled product that can be produced in Alaska.
This solution is primarily aimed at nonconductive piping systems used
extensively in Alaska, but may be adapted to other systems.

Test and evaluate the growth of ginseng in different Alaskan
environments; primarily birch and poplar old growth (mature) stands in the
Mat-Su Borough and Anchorage area. One or more test sites that are
primarily lacking in shade will be selected to evaluate full sunlight, cool
soils, and the effect of long hours of daylight in June and July. The primary
goal is to identify the types of forest that will support the growth of
American ginseng; the potential fungi, insects, pests; the percentage of
shade that is required for good growth characteristics; and the economic
feasibility of growing ginseng in rural Alaska. Lower 48 ginseng growers
need 65% to 80% shade because of the soil temperature. The Project
manager believes that because of Alaskan soil conditions, Alaskan-grown
ginseng may need only up to 25% shade. The Project Manager has
identified well over 10,000 acres in the region that meets the basic criteria
for the growing of ginseng in Alaska.

The stage 2 project will grow American ginseng in the Matanuska Valley
under typical commercial agriculture conditions in open fields and birch
forests to verify its profitability and the ability to control soil-bome disease
pathogens through the use of various biological control soil amendments.
Several different growing environments and fungal preparations will be
evaluated for adaptation to Alaska's unique growing conditions over a
three-year period.

If successful, this project has the potential to exceed the income of
vegetable production in Alaska, using a very small part of the available
agriculture land in the Matanuska Valley. American ginseng is the most
profitable, sustainable herbal agricultural product in North America,
capable of yielding profits of over $5,000 per acre year in cultivated fields
in Wisconsin and up to $8,000 per acre year in the forest of Appalachia.
Because of the quality of lightness, lack of weed control expenses, and the
availability of suitable land, growing ginseng in Alaska may be even more
profitable.

Vast amounts of construction lumber is imported annually into Alaska.
Until recently Alaska did not have a grading service to supply the
necessary grade stamps to meet construction specifications for all public
and/or architect-designed projects. Dried and surfaced lumber is
necessary for accurate grading, but there are few operating dry Kilns in
the Interior since most of the mills currently operating are too small to
i afford their own dry kiln and are located far from a kiln where that
service might be provided. This project intends to build a prototype to
demonstrate an affordable, effective mobile dry kiln that can be used to
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improve the product of a small rural sawmill anywhere in Alaska.
TECHNICAL AREA: FORESTRY
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: S15,225

MATCHING FUNDS: S2S.200

j Modeling Riverine Fisheries Acoustics: The focus of this project is to gain a greater understanding of how to
new Methods to Estimate Fish better use sonar in rivers to estimate fish size, kind, and populations. The
" Abundance, Alaska Department of Fish and Game has teamed with die University of

Alaska Fairbanks School of Engineering to undertake this three-year
Composition, and Uncertainties in Data ~ knowledge project. The tasks involved are UAF personnel to construct

Analysis theoretical/numerical hydro-acoustic models that will compliment
experimental and field work performed by AKF&G staff. The desired

Project # 97-4-147 outcome of the project is to develop tools that improve methods for using
and analyzing acoustic data to manage salmon runs. This information is

Project Manager: Sonwalkar, Vikas important to understanding fish migrations and distributions, which in
turn is a key to managing the resource for the subsistence, commercial,

Start Date: 05/19/1998 and sport fishers competing for the fish resource.

End Date: 02/28/2001 Project success would bring improved fisheries resource management to

the State's river systems such as the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers.
TECHNICAL AREA: ENERGY

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $111,743
MATCHING FUNDS: 5210,860

'( BIDCO Administrative Plan This project is to assist in implementing the BIDCO assistance program
described in AS 37.17.200 - 37.17.390.

! Project ii 95-3-088B
The purpose of the BIDCO assistance program is to assist in the

Project Manager: Steadman, Stanley formation and capitalization of one of more BIDCOs that have a highly
qualified management team and a good business plan, and that are
Start Date: 07 11/1995 designed to operate in a profit-oriented, market-disciplined manner, with
excellent prospects for long-term financial success and viability; promote
End Date: 12/ 5/1995 economic development by providing a new source of risk capital and

management assistance for businesses, especially small- and

TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED medium-sized businesses, in geographic areas throughout the state,
including businesses in rural areas and distressed areas, and including
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $8,223 minority-owned businesses; using state resources to attract other capital
resources; and promoting the successful operation of BIDCOs.

MATCHING FUNDS: $1,300

Chinook Manufacturing Jager Project Chinook Mfg., Inc., has applied for patent protection on modifications to a
skid-frame suspension system that allows it to be used in an all-season,

Project il 97-3-134 all-terrain, two-tracked vehicle called the "JAGER." This project will develop
the beta prototype for mass production. The JAGER will be built on a basic
Project Manager: Studebaker, Kirk platform, consisting of a cab, chassis, drive train, tow tracks in the rear, and
two steering skis in the front. For summer use the skis are replaced with
Start Date: 04/29/1998 interchangeable standard rubber tires. The proof-of-concept prototype is
remarkably light, yet it travels at speeds above 60 MPH over uneven snow or
End Date: 12/31/199" ground.

TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED A wide range of payload configurations can be fitted onto the basic platform.
The JAGER can be configured for uses including search and rescue, police,

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $200,000 fire engine, utility van, passenger bus, open truck, ambulance, and more. It
has been designed for low maintenance and easy repair. The simplicity of the
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MATCHING FUNDS: $205,825

Seasoning Softwoods and Hardwoods
Project // 98-2-099

Project Manager: Sumrall, John

Start Date: 08/18/1998

End Date:

TECHNICAL AREA: FORESTRY
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $164,910

MATCHING FUNDS: $164,910

Ulaskan Ecotechnology for Commercial

Lingonberry Production

Project # 95-3-094S

Project Manager: Talbot, Vickie

IStart Date: 08/10/1995

[End Date: 10/30/1996

ITECHNICAL AREA: AGRICULTURE
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $20,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $63,348

Ecotechnology for Commercial Lingonberry

Production

%Project// 97-1-0622

Project Manager: Talbot, Vickie

Start Date: 07/18/1997

End Date: 09/01/1999

TECHNICAL AREA: AGRICULTURE
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $75,645

iIMATCHING FUNDS: $493,245
Nomad Shelter Arctic Ger

Project # 97-1-060
Project Manager: Tenhoff, Lee

Start Date: 11/06/1997

http://www.lcgis slate.ak.us/legaud/web/pagcs/audits/1999/4589rpl. ttrr

mechanical features provides for a high degree of adaptability, of tremendous
value in remote and extreme arctic conditions.

The funding requested in this proposal will be used to provide proof of
concept test results for seasoning of high value-added hardwoods and
softwoods. The proposed seasoning technique offers several advantages over
conventional drying techniques such as faster drying times, lower operating
costs, and reduced rates of drying defects. The requested funding will be used
to further develop, for commercial purposes, the technology protected by the
patents held by the authors for this technology. Royalties will be paid to
ASTF upon subsequent licensing of the process after proof of concept testing.

This project will test the effectiveness of recreating a forest environment for
commercial production of lingonberries. Domestication of the lingonberry in
Alaska is potentially valuable for commercial production and is a viable
agricultural development option with a high resale value for value-added
commercial applications, such as candy, jam, and jelly. Testing the forest
replication technology could provide valuable information to potential
growers.

This project will identify optimum conditions for cultivating, irrigating,
marketing and distributing lingonberries as a commercial operation in
Alaska. This project will promote diversification of the Alaskan economy by
developing a prototype for lingonberry production which can be replicated
in many areas of Alaska. Specifically, this operation can be used in areas
with high unemployment and large public assistance roles. Lingonberries
glow in the wild in many areas of the State, but are difficult to harvest in
their natural environment. This product does not require the extensive
adaptations of other warm climate crops transported to Alaska and has
tremendous market potential.

Design and research of new technologies to create a compacting frame and
floor for a portable shelter, Arctic Ger. Build a prototype Arctic Ger that is
light and compact that exhibits technological improvements in both design
and manufacturing processes. The Arctic Ger stmcture will be a unique
value-added  product —meeting a  distinctively  Alaskan  need.

Many resource-based industries in Alaska have a need for seasonal remote
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End Date: 07/31/1998
TECHNICAL AREA: ARCTIC STUDIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: 546,700

MATCHING FUNDS: $68,638
IEB 2000/GcnMan/Application Software

Project # 97-3-122
Project Manager: Thompson, Scott

Start Date: 10/13/1997

End Date: 04/01/1999

TECHNICAL AREA: ENERGY

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $1,500,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $1,500,000

An Innovative Method of Marine Magnetic
Compass Adjustment and Compensation

Project # 98-2-089S

Project Manager: Thynes, Russell

Start Date: 08/18/1998

End Date:

TECHNICAL AREA: ENVIRONMENT
IASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $18,696

|
JMATCHING FUNDS: $9,740

Tidal Power Generation Prototype
Feasibility Studies and Generation
Optimization Program

Project// 97-3-116

Project Manager: Ullman, Peter
Start Date: 03/25/1998

End Date: 06/30/1999

TECHNICAL AREA: ENERGY

http://www.Icgis.statc.ak.us/legaudAveb/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt.htr

housing that is portable and sleerable. The final design for the Arctic Ger is
expected to be more portable and complete than comparable tubular steel
structures and will break down to fit in a Cessna 207. Potential markets for
the Arctic Ger are the Park Service, Fish and Game, Native Corporations,
and the general public.

The project will produce controller technology interfaced to software
applications for the distributed power generation industry which allows users
to select their power source and operate it. The project is comprised of
several major activities: hardware development, firmware development,
software which resides in a personal computer, manufacturing, marketing,
sales, and services. The hardware will be designed to receive and digitize
signals from various sensors located within a distributed power generation
(DPQG) plant, this data is then acted upon by the firmware to produce various
commands for running the power plant and communicating with the PC
software. The firmware controls the process and applies algorithms on the
data to maintain the DPG at top efficiency and low cost. Combined, the
hardware and firmware offer a breakthrough in controller teclinology; the
software closes the loop by providing an interface to the controller and
collecting the power plant data for use in managing the DPG.

This project is expecting to reduce the cost of electricity in Alaska. An
estimated 40-100 additional jobs in Alaska could be created as Alaska
becomes an exporter producing ssvitchgear controllers and power related
software, greater utilization of waste heat from electric generation plants,
and more reliable electricity at less cost. The ultimate goal is to provide an
integrated circuit that is essentially the operating system for controllers and
surround that core with an array of software developed by Distributed
Systems, LLC., and others.

No project description provided.

Alaska's southern coastline has some of the largest tidal ranges in the world.
This study will determine the feasibility of installing a prototypical plant in
Cordova to produce electricity from tidal power using the latest technology.
Previous technologies have yielded plants with environmental and economic
drawbacks which have limited their use and success. These studies will
result in information needed to design the plant, secure financing, and obtain
the necessary permits to construct the plant. Concomitantly, a generation
optimization program will be developed incorporating the load demands of
the city and the tidal cycles of the site.

Tidal power is a clean and renewable source of energy. It is envisioned that
the Cordova plant will be cost-competitive and provide solutions to power
demands for Alaskan coastal communities. If the feasibility is demonstrated,
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1
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $200,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $327,000

Birch Bark Manufacturing Technology
Project # 98-1-002

Project Manager: VonFintel, Florence
Start Date: 06/16/1998

End Date: 07/31/1999

(TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $202,808

MATCHING FUNDS: $147,984
Total Bone Removal System

Project # 96-3-065

I
Project Manager: Wadsworth, Ray

IStar‘t Date: 10/24/1996

Ena Date: 03/31/1997

TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $45,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $55,000

1

JTotal Bone Removal for Salmon
Project # 97-1-0042

Project Manager: Wadsworth, Ray
Start Date: 03/03/1997

||End Date: 10/31/1998

(TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $519,164

MATCHING FUNDS: $660,836

| Leading Edge Exhaust Collector Systems

http:/www.legis state.ak.us/Icgaud/web/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt.htr

it is estimated that many cities may be able to use this technology for power
production.

This project will bring cutting-edge specialty manufacturing equipment and
technology from around the world to Alaska. It will bring availability of
services to a wide variety of Alaskan specialty manufacturers not currently
available in Alaska. This cutting-edge specialty manufacturing system
package will advance Alaska's capabilities to produce existing and new
products.

Upon completion, this project will be instrumental in assisting numerous
entrepreneurs to overcome production problems which currently are
preventing or limiting its opportunities to establish viable businesses. There
are 21 businesses already signed up to utilize the specialty manufacturing
system package.

The focus of this project is to determine die feasibility of a total bone
removal process for fish that would remove the entire skeleton including
pinbones in a single step. This proof-of-concept level project will refine the
shape and design of die jig and cutting blades and how they would pass
through the fish as a first step. If this project has a successful outcome, the
next step would be to fabricate a bench-level prototype to further refine and
test the device before field testing with an engineering prototype.

This novel concept for deboning salmon could revolutionize the processing
sector of the industry and change the economics of the salmon business if it
proves successful. This in turn would allow die Alaskan salmon industry to
better compete in die world markets with the State's abundant fish resources.
This will help stabilize an important economic base for coastal Alaska and
provide the basis for improved and expanded employment opportunities for
Alaskans.

An engineering prototype machine will be fabricated based on what was
learned in the proof-of-concept stage and will be field tested at a salmon
processing plant located in Kodiak for die 1997 summer season. This second
unit will be used for a series of engineering tests to determine efficiency,
throughput, product quality and reliability of the design for further
evaluation and refinement. Once the results of the tests have been evaluated,
the project team will be able to develop a commercialization strategy and a
leginning business plan for implementing the strategy. The schedule for
completing these tests and commercialization planning is October 1997.

If the results of the testing are encouraging, this work could lead to a
solution of a problem that has been identified by the processing sector as a
major hindrance for the industry to realize greater efficiency and
arofitability in providing market acceptable products from Pink and Chum
salmon. A commercially viable unit would favorably alter the cost structure
jf processing these low-value, high-volume species which would allow the
Droducts to better compete with other convcnience-style products made from
vhite fish and poultry. This outcome would promote higher ex-vessel prices
raid to harvesters and increase product sales for the processors of salmon.

Manufacture a prototype exhaust collector system for Cessna 205 through
210 series normally aspirated aircraft. Document the optimum production
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Project #95-4-120
Project Manager: Wagner, Dane
Start Date: 05/22/1996

End Date: 09/30/1997

. TECHNICAL AREA: UNCLASSIFIED

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $176,513
MATCHING FUNDS: $249,809
Digital Mapping System (DMS)
Project # 94-1-004

Project Manager: Watson, William
Stan Date: 11/08/1995

End Date: 01/31/1999

TECHNICAL AREA: EDL

ASTF FUNDS AV/ARDED: $180,000

MATCHING FUNDS: S141,180

Reverse Engineering

Project #97-1-077

Project Manager: Welles, Stanley
Stan Date: 10/28/1997

End Date: 12/31/1999

TECHNICAL AREA: SCIENTIFIC
RESEARCH

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $240,924

MATCHING FUNDS: $359,598

Research & Development of Birch Sap
Beverages

Project # 96-1-009S
Project Manager: Weltzin, Jeff

Start Date: 03/12/1996

mb

http.7/www.legis.statc.ak.us/lcgaud/wch/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt.htn

processes, receive FAA product approval and develop a comprehensive
business plan.

The product is being developed in direct response to customer requests and
is expected to resolve a number of problems inherent in existing products
and improve the performance and safety of the aircraft on which it is
installed. Research conducted will assist in the future research and
development of a series of follow on products that, together, will support a
new light manufacturing industry in Alaska.

Develop a comprehensive data acquisition and processing digital mapping
System (DMS). The system will collect, process, and display real-time data
from seafloor sonar imagery, seismic profiling data, bathymetry, and
satellite navigation. Among the DMS's most useful capabilities is the
integration of sonar, seismic, and bathymetric (depth) data to give a
three-dimensional representation of the seafloor and subseafloor.

The project will produce a unique tool applicable to Alaskan resources and
scientific concerns. The DMS technology will be marketed to
organizations who require powerful digital map processing including oil,
Mining, Environmental, seafood processing, classified concerns, and
government. The outcome of this project will expand the use of
topographic seafloor data. By making the seafloor maps easy to understand
and analyze, the DMS system will be an essential tool in seafloor and

subseafloor mapping.

Create Reversed Engineering Design and Analytical Databases for the
Pipf PA-18 Super Cub yielding a cost curve per 100 pound increment of
gross weight increase and an FAA-approved Gross Weight Increase. The
tools and methodology developed will be directly applicable to providing
engineering support to the rest of the Alaska fleet of aircraft.

There are some 10,000 general aviation aircraft in Alaska. This represents
approximately 5% of all general aviation aircraft in the entire United
States. Therefore, Alaska has a very high potential for aircraft
modifications. The state of Alaska currently has very limited private
aircraft engineering resources to provide the needed service. Since the
results of this project can be used for engineering support for aircraft
similar to the Piper Super Cub, it will greatly enhance the utility and safety
of a majority of airplanes flying in Alaska.

Development of birch sap beverage formulas tailored to meet specific
export markets; design demonstration production technology; produce
prototype products and deliver to markets; identify consumer preferences
and market strategies; evaluate consumer preferences and production
requirements to develop commercial level production capabilities
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j End Date: 01/31/1997
I

' TECHNICAL AREA: AGRICULTURE

ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $19,835
MATCHING FUNDS: $55,750
Catch Data Uploading in Bristol Bay
Project # 96-4-085

Project Manager: Wiebe, William
Start Date: 03/18/1997

End Date: 11/30/1998

TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $29,866
MATCHING FUNDS: $52,184
Natural Convection Dry Kiln
Project# 97-1-007S

Project Manager: Yamamoto, Rodney
Start Date: 03/28/1997

End Date: 01/31/1999

TECHNICAL AREA: FORESTRY
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $21,797
MATCHING FUNDS: $50,027

Chunk/Flake Style Pink Salmon Meat
Packed in Retortable Pouches

Project #95-1-0142

Project Manager: Zimmerman, Peter
Start Date: 04/13/1995

End Date: 02/01/1996

TECHNICAL AREA: FISHERIES
ASTF FUNDS AWARDED: $435,000

MATCHING FUNDS: $2,585,892

http://www.legis.state.ak.us/legaud/web/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt.htir

This is a further demonstration of utilizing computer technology to capture
and report salmon harvest information between the tender fleet and the
processors. It will develop software to relay catch data compiled by the
fish ticket printer system to the processor's office for interface with their
existing accounting software. The project will take place in the Bristol Bay
with two processors and numerous tender operators during the 1997
salmon season.

The desired outcome would be to improve the accuracy of the catch data at
the harvest delivery site as well as to improve the timeliness of getting it to
the processors in a useful form that would interface with existing counting
software. The long-range goal is to build a system that would also allow
electronic reporting of harvest data to fishery managers and regulators for
real-time management of the fisheries.

This project will design and construct a 15,000-board foot dry kiln that
small sawmill owners can acquire and build for under $25,000. The kiln
will be designed to bum waste wood from the sawmill to create the
primary heat for the kiln. The kiln temperatures should be suitable for the
proper drying of Alaska hardwoods, such as birch. If successful, this
project should provide Alaska's small sawmill operators with a valuable
tool to produce marketable materials and products from currently
underutilized species of Alaskan woods.

A Pilot Project will build on knowledge learned in an earlier "proof of
concept” grant, and expand production to commercial scale. Project will
result in a unique chunk/flake style skinless, boneless pink salmon product
that is demonstrated at precommercialization levels. A goal of this project
will be production of 1,000,000 pounds of the new salmon product using a
prototype processing line to be developed and located in Kodiak. Product
manufactured on the new line will be sold to institutional and wholesale
consumers for continuing market assessment and evaluation.

This project will benefit the Alaska Seafood industry by producing a
modem, consumer-oriented product designed from one of the State's
lower-valued salmon species. This project will significantly enhance
value-added economic development of the resource in-state, while
providing additional employment opportunities in Alaska's coastal
communities.
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Teacher Grants
Funded from January 1995 through September 1998
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Grant No. Date Teacher Project ASTF
97-1-014T  02/97  Albert Constellations of the Arctic & Antarctic $6,795
97-1-015T  02/97  Allen Copper Valley Plant Guide $7,168
97-1-016T  02/97  Allor Wild Water $5,541
96-2-039T  05/96  Angaiak Kilbuck Outdoor School $6,900
95-2-040T  09/95  Atomk Arctic Watershed Project $6,289
96-2-047T  05/96 Barkman Kenai Fjords National Park 'Vebsite $5,620
96-2-027T  05/96 Bartley Kaktovik Inupiag Numerals $9,993
97-1-017T  02/97 Bear Ticasuk Science and Math Fest $7,249
97-1-018T  02/97  Beaudin Kid's Eye View of Prince William Sound $7,019
96-2-031T  05/96  Belcher S.A.M. Link Alaska (Science & Math Linking Alaskans) $7,300
95-2-041T  09/95 Berg Glacier Valley Science Station $5,963
95-2-042T  09/95  Bifelt JHS Seismology Study Project $5,615
97-1-019T  02/97 Bivins Sixth Grade Winter Survival and Environments Project $6,821
97-1-021T  02/97 Bohanan Community Nature Trail System $7,263
97-1-022T  02/97 Brook-Keyes Primarily Marine Science $6,789
98-1-016T  02/98 Buckley Analysis of the Arctic Biome $8,480
95-2-043T  09/95 Butler Glacial Ski Science Learning Expedition $5,832
95-2-044T  09/95  Castor Energy, The Engineering Design Process & Wind power $5,553
98-1-017T  02/98 Castor Operating Models of Power Plant and Coal Mine Systems $7,175
96-2-043T  05/96 Clark Talkeetna Weather Kids $6,163
96-2-032T  05/96 Cole Learning Math, Science & Technology Using Remote Sensors $7,272
98-1-018T  02/98 Collins Experimental Archaeology: Re-creation of Lapp "Bow" $4,018
98-1-019T  02/98 Concilus Interactive Distance Delivered Instruction $8,424
97-1-023T  02/97  Cooper Calculator-based Labs in the Science Classroom $6,996
95-2-045T  09/95  Corsetti Year-round Solar Power in Interior Alaska $2,434
97-1-024T  02/97 Corsetti Coho Salmon Counting Station $7,368
97-1-025T  02/97 Cox Sitka Black-Tailed Deer Population Research, Kodiak Island $7,425
97-1-026T  02/97 Crawford Completing the Cycle, From Garbage to Garden $5,760
96-2-026T  05/96  Dallin Radio Tracking of Black Bears $6,707
98-1-020T  02/98 Dallin Satellite Tracking of Peregrine Falcon Migration $7,842
98-1-021T  02/98 Darrow A Study of the Foraker River Delta $8,702
97-1-027T  02/97 Davis Alaska Stream Monitoring Network $6,793
96-2-028T  05/96  Dean Baseline Ecological Study of Squaw Creek $7,075
96-2-035T  05/96  Decker The Alaska-Oklahoma Connection $6,652
98-1-022T  02/98 Decker Let's Talk Science $6,598
98-1-023T  02/98 DeGray Alakanuk Culture Camp $7,157
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97-1-028T
98-1-024T
98-1-025T
97-1-029T
97-1-030T
98-1-026T

96-2-04 1T
97-1-03 1T
96-2-048T
98-1-027T
97-1-032T
98-1-028T
95-2-046T
98-1-029T
98-1-030T
97-1-033T
95-2-047T
97-1-037T
95-2-048T
97-1-035T
97-1-036T

95-2-049T
97-1-038T
98-1-03IT
97-1-039T
95-2-050T

98-1-032T
98-1-034T
98-1-035T
95-2-051T
97-1-040T
98-1-036T

96-2-046T
97-1-041T
98-1-037T
96-2-038T
96-2-050T
95-2-052T
98-1-038T

02/97
02/98
02/98
02/97
02/97
02/98

05/96
02/97
05/96
02/98
02/97
02/98
09/95
02/98
02/98
02/97
09/95
02/97
09/95
02/97
02/97

09/95
02/97
02/98
02/97
09/95

02/98
02/98
02/98
09/95
02/97
02/98

05/96
02/97
02/98
05/96
05/96
09/95
02/98

Dietzel
Drew
Eck
Eddy
Edwards
Eller

Exe

Farr
Fellenberg
Fellenberg
Fish

Floyd
Foster
Gaquin
Girard
Good
Griffin
Haase-Bushong
Hall
Halverson

Hanna

Hegg
Hegg
Hcrmon
Hodge
Hoffman

Hooker
Hull
Imhof
John
Johnson

Jones

Keep-Bames
Kennedy
Keplingcr
Klopfer
Klunder
Knopp
Knopp

Our Arctic Ocean Environment

Sharing and Showcasing What We Learned About Alaska
Study of Natural Timber Regrowth or SE Alaska
Frederick Sound Water Profiles

FishNct

Killer Whales, Brown Bears,
Teaching DNA the Alaska Way

Chukchi Aquarium

Bogged Down in Math & Science
Remote Robotic Exploration
Discovering the World by GPS

What's Bugging Our River

Classroom Salmon Egg Incubation
Baseline Ecological Study of Squaw Creek, Dillingham, AK

Ethnobotony of Point Hope

The Polaris Schoolyard Habitat for Learning and Growing
Dredge Creek Salmon Enhancement Project

Exploring Science, Math, & Technology Through Ham Radio
Baseline Ecological Study of Squaw Creek, Dillingham, AK
Camping with Science & Math

Cube Cove in the Year 2025

http://www.legis.state.ak.us/legaud/web/pages/audits/1999/4589rpt litn

$8,418
$6,736
$2,399
$7,506
$6,805

and the Double Helix
$7,128

$8,167
$6,795
$6,955
$6,684
$7,217
$3,288
$6,264
$7,414
$6,800
$6,208
$5,254
$7,819
$6,208
$7,546

Exploring the Potential for Wind-generated Power in Coastal

Alaskan Villages
Arctic Engineers

Alaskan Soil-The Layer of Life

Tree Growth and Reclamation

Nunaka by the Sea

$7,729
$5,812
$6,905
$4,321
$6,805

Evaluation of Sewage Outfall Impact on Water and Nearshore

Habitat of East Landing, St.
Science Explorers Program
Offto a Healthy Life
Koyukuk's Web

Alaska Native Science

Project Sealab

$6,682
$5,831
$4,398
$7,954
$6,012
$7,086

Paul Island

A Season of Discontent: What can be done to counteract SAD in

Alaska
A Northern Boreal Museum
Village Math

Surfand Turf- Sea Resources for Land Use
Athabascan Environmental Physics Trail
Alaskan Environmental Research Network
Hatcher Pass Ski Resort Project

Environmental Engineering

$5,509
$6,548
$4,949
$7,038
$5,450
$6,493
$5,852

in the Valley $6,929
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98-1-033T  02/98 Koberstein Emergency Medical Technology Training for High School

Students $8,316
96-2-029T  05/96 Kristich Are You Dressed for Winter? $6,523
98-1-039T  02/98 Langbauer Sitka Statistics $4,828
98-1-040T  02/98 Larson DNA Analysis of Kenai River Fish $6,738
98-1-041T  02/98 Lasher Creating and Exploring Altematwe Growing Environments in

Alaska $6,740
97-1-020T  02/97  Lehman Interconnections:Community, Natural Resources, and Technology $7,457
95-2-053T  09/95 Lennihan Geology of Alaska $4,911
98-1-042T  02/98 Lewis Leave No Trace $7,138
98-1-043T  02/98 Louaermilk Chester Creek Community Watershed Project $6,798
95-2-054T 09/95  Love Calling All Birds $5,711
97-1-042T  02/97 Lundquist Composting Local Barley and Fish Wastes $6,538
97-1-045T  02/97  Lundt Is the Reintroduction of Ruffed Grouse Affecting the Spruce

Grouse Population? “"Radio Telemetry $6,905
97-1-043T  02/97 Marvin The Growing Place $8,068
98-1-044T  02/98  McBee First Grade Science in the Local Community $7,138
98-1-045T  02/98 McCarthy Giants in our Midst: The Mt. Edgecumbe Volcanic Field $6,805
98-1-046T  02/98 McDowell Stream Exchange $6,929
96-2-033T  05/96 McWilliams Weather-A Kid's Eye View $5,679
97-1-046T  02/97 Miller Weather Surveillance $7,285
97-1-047T  02/97  Million-Gilbert Picturing Science $7,104
98-1-047T  02/98  Miner Follow the Tulips $6,700
96-2-040T  05/96  Mwarey Takotna River Fish Counting Tower: Abundance and Run Timing

of Chum $8,724
98-1-048T  02/98  Nolting Reclaiming Alaska's Lost Resource $6,929
98-1-049T 02/98  Okland One for Qil and Oil for One $6,295
98-1-050T  02/98  Onslow Snowmaking - Mathematics & Microclimates $6,800
98-1-051T 02/98  Ooka Chicken Project $7,611
95-2-055T  09/95 Parker Tuyuryarmiut Indigenous Food Cookbook $6,258
98-1-052T  02/98 Parkin Simulating Whale Bones $7,247
98-1-053T  02/98 Peterson Where's the Wolf? $6,616
95-2-056T  09/95  Ricker Environmental Atmospheric Science by a High School Science

Team Using Acoustic Radar $5,186
98-1-054T  02/98 Roschy The People’s Oral History of Alaska Through Subsistence and

Language $6,700
96-2-037T  05/96  Ross Unalakleet Middle School Poultry Project $6,778
95-2-057T  09/95 Sander Calculator-based Labs in the Math Classroom $5,027
96-2-051T  05/96  Sargent Monitoring for Carbon Monoxide: Connecting Students with

Science and Math $6,718
98-1-055T  02/98  Schandelmeier Si niple Air Pollution Monitoring $7,218
98-1-056T  02/98 Scharf Bringing the Ocean into the Class $6,022
98-1-057T  02/98  Schneider The Alutiig Way of Knowing $7,038
98-1-058T  02/98  Schwartz Petersburg Living Laboratory $7,291
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97-1-034T
95-2-058T
95-2-06 1T
96-2-036T
98-1-059T
96-2-044T
97-1-044T
95-2-059T
95-2-060T
96-2-034T
98-1-060T
98-1-061T
96-2-030T
95-2-062T
96-2-045T
96-2-042T
98-1-063T
98-1-062T
97-1-048T
97-1-049T
98-1-064T
9S-1-065T
96-2-052T
98-1-066T
95-2-063T
96-2-049T
95-2-064T
97-1-051T
97-1-050T
98-1-067T
98-1-068T

Total Amount All Proposals: $945,885

02/97
09/95
09/95
05/96
02/98
05/96
02/97
09/95
09/95
05/96
02/98
02/98
05/96
09/95
05/96
05/96
02/98
02/98
02/97
02/97
02/98
02/98
05/96
02/98
09/95
05/96
09/95
02/97
02/97
02/98
02/98

Serbula
Sheppard/Gillam
Sinnott

Slaven

Sloat

Smith

Sotelo

Squires

Szarzi

Taylor

Taylor

Taylor

Taylor

Terrill
Thomas
Thompson
Thompson
Tiemey-Sword
Warme
Washington
Weaver
Webber
Webber-Werle
Webber-Werle
Weimann
Wellman
Whitmore
Whitmore
Wingo

Wood

Yatsik

Lowest Proposal Amount $2,399

Project No

Date
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TRIP (Tanana River Ice Project)

The Effect of the Aurora on Brassica Rapa Seeds
Project Habitat

Salmon Streams & Sherrod School

Alaska Applied Forest Technology

Solar Heated Garden

Project Lift-Off

Laser Communications

Water Quality of Subarctic Lakes

Central School of Science Forensic Science Project
Potter’s Marsh Watershed Project

Voyage ofthe Yukon Canoes

Atomic Signatures on the Farm

Kaltag School Wetlands Project

Project to Understand our Glacial Environment
St. Michael Island Clear Lakes Study

St. Michael Island Clear Lake Study Il

Baseline Ecological Study of Squaw Creek, Dillingham

Flight Learning Center

The Graded Gardeners

Moose in a Pot

Science Concepts In-public Hands-on Investigation
Parents as Partners in Science

Backpacks for Noatak: A Bird Project

Northern Regions On-line

An Alaskan Epidemic:Coming to Terms with the Spruce Beetle

Bugged By Beetles
The Role of Fire in Alaska

Science Creatively Unifying Marine Mathematics (SCUMM)

Tuluksak Hydroponics Project
Life and Pollution Beneath the Lake Surface

Highest Proposal Amount $9,993

Total Proposals This Batch: 143

APPENDIX D

Internet Grants

Funded from January 1995 through September 1998

Grant Manager

Project

ASTF

$7,204
$2,844
$5,862
$6,765
$6,772
$5,613
$7,295
$6,030
$6,266
$7,406
$6,800
$6,929
$6,760
$4,849
$5,610
$4,243
$5,982
$7,910
$7,990
$6,778
$6,899
$6,919
$8,892
$8,855
$4,722
$7,677
$5,422
$7,864
$6,775
$7,480
$7,038

Average of All Proposals: $6,615

Matching
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97-1-0591 04/97 Gorsuch Internet ~ Connectivity ~ Project (1) $4,378 $19,700
97-1-0611 04/97 Johnson Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (2) $7,242 $3,000
97-1-0651 02/97 Comeau Internet ~ Connectivity ~ Project  (3) $960,000 $4,050,000
97-1-0661 04/97 Bowling Internet ~ Connectivity ~ Project  (4) $150,000 $120,025
97-1-0701 04/97 Billingsly Internet ~ Connectivity ~ Project  (5) $10,000 $192,000
*7-1-0711 04/97 Key Internet ~ Connectivity ~ Project () $20,000 $100,000
97-1-0721 04/97 Knudsen Internet  Connectivity  Project  (7) $129,874 $115,724
97-1-0731 04/97 Palenske Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (8) $279,961 $269,378
97-1-0741 04/97 Hebhardt Internet ~ Connectivity ~ Project  (9) $18,322 $0
97-1-0781 05/97 Bromenschenkel Internet  Connectivity  Project  (10) $399,892 $1,000,000
97-2-0811 05/97 Johnson Internet  Connectivity ~ Project (1D $90,112 $110,000
97-2-0831 05/97 Pratt Internet  Connectivity  Project (12) $28,955 $28,955
97-2-0841 05/97 Langton Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (13) $85,568 $90,000
97-2-0861 05/97 Ververs Internet  Connectivity  Project (14) $10,000 $5,000
97-2-0881 06/97 Greseth Internet  Connectivity  Project  (15) $10,000 $10,208
97-2-0951 06/97 Beck Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (16) $59,954 $315,000
97-2-0961 06/97 Tolzin Internet  Connectivity  Project  (17) $60,000 $11,570
97-2-0971 06/97 Evans Internet  Connectivity  Project (18) $80,000 $12,540
97-2-09SI 06/97 Doyle Internet  Connectivity  Project  (19) $85,339 $157,381
97-2-1011 06/97 Bush Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (20) $110,000 $27,500
97-2-1021 06/97 Van Wechel Internet  Connectivity  Project (21) $200,000 $200,000
97-2-1031 06/97 Kinna Internet  Connectivity  Project (22) $29,435 $22,070
97-2-1041 06/97 Hargraves Internet  Connectivity  Project  (23) $79,967 $114,500
97-2-1051 06/97 Lcath Internet  Connectivity — Project  (24) $20,000 $1,000
97-2-1061 06/97 Swenson Internet  Connectivity = Project  (25) $159,987 $150,000
97-2-1071 06/97 Carden Internet  Connectivity  Project (26) $19,539 $9,500
97-2-1081 06/97 Walters Internet  Connectivity  Project (27) $160,000 $299,000
97-2-1091 06/97 Weise Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (28) $60,000 $60,000
97-2-1111 06/97 Robertson Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (29) $20,000 $70,000
97-2-1131 08/97 Monahan Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (30) $310,000 $39,569
97-3-1191 08/97 Hopkins Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (31) $6,176 $27,000
97-3-1201 08/97 Francis Internet  Connectivity  Project  (32) $27,949 $48,362
97-3-1231 08/97 Griffin Internet  Connectivity  Project  (33) $28,133 $13,533
97-3-1261 08/97 Wilson Internet  Connectivity  Project  (34) $29,727 $74,313
97-3-1271 08/97 Bentley Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (35) $10,045 $6,843
97-3-1291 09/97 Gilley Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (36) $10,000 $6,606
97-3-1361 10/97 Cathers Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (37) $20,000 $83,987
97-4-1391 10/97 Fryrear Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (38) $80,000 $88,338
97-4-1441 12/97 Beckford Internet  Connectivity  Project  (39) $150,000 $69,537
97-4-1451 12/97 Knapp Internet  Connectivity  Project  (40) $64,241 $15,000

97-4-1461 12/97 Novak Internet  Connectivity =~ Project  (41) $30,000 $70,000
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97-4-1491 12/97 Halverson Internet  Connectivity  Project  (42) $19,944 $251,240
98-1-0111 02/98 Holt Internet  Connectivity ~ Project  (43) $49,629 $55,635
98-2-0961 06/98 Ferguson Internet  Connectivity  Project  (44) $270,000 $324,000
Total Matching: 58,560,214
Total Amount \U Proposals: $4,454,369
Average of Al Proposals: $101,236
Highest Proposal Amount: $960,000
Lowest Proposal Amount; $4,378
Total Proposals This Batch: 44
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APPENDIX E

Small Business Innovations Research Bridge Grants
Funded from January 1995 through September 1998

Fish Return Forecasting with Neural Networks
Project# 95-3-103R

Project Manager: Simpson

ASTF Funding: $50,000

Matching Funds: $34,825

This SBIR bridging grant project will result in the extension of its neural network forecasting methodology
from the Bristol Bay area to major Alaska river systems. SBIR Phase | project for the first phase evaluation
of the use of neural networks to the forecasting of fish returns has been completed and the final report
submitted to NSF. Phase Il application has been submitted to NSF and is currently under review. ASTF
funding is for three reasons: (1) it will help Scientific Fishery Systems, Inc. (SFS) win the Phase Il
proposal, (2) based on the result of Phase I, neural networks appear to offer a great deal of promise for
improved fish forecasts, and (3) the funding, combined with SFS cash will allow SFS to continue

forecasting fish returns.

This project will develop an approach that can yield improved fish forecasts. Improved accuracy will
provide Alaska with a greater ability to manage its salmon resource. In addition, improved accuracy can
reduce international disputes concerning the size of salmon returns under multinational junsdiction.

Fisheries Management GIS
Project # 95-3-104R

Project Manager: Simpson
ASTF Funding: $55,000
Matching Funds: $34,825

The SBIR Phase | project for the first phase development of a fisheries management geographic
information systems (GIS) has been completed and the final report submitted to NSF. The Phase Il
application has been submitted to NSF and is currently under review. This SBIR bridging grant project will
focus on the development of a prototype fisheries GIS product that will result in a software product ready
for beta testing. Scientific Fishery Systems, Inc. (SFS) will use the bridge grant funding for three
proposers: (1) the bridge grant funding will help SFS win the Phase Il proposal, (2) as other software
developers may begin similar efforts, the bridge grant funding will keep this product development ahead of
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competition from outside Alaska, and (3) the bridge grant funding, when combined with SFS cash, will
allow the prototype to be completed even if the Phase Il SBIR funding is not granted.

This project develops a technology that improves fishery efficiency. The product is a software tool that will
allow fishers to quickly and easily utilize every piece of available information related to their fishing
operation. As such, fishers will be able to reduce their bycatch (which reduces the stress on the ecosystem)
and increase efficiency (catching their total allowable catch with less expense makes Alaskan fishers more

able to compete).

AGENCY RESPONSE

Alaska Science and Technology Foundation

January 4, 1999

Ms. Pat Davidson

Legislative Auditor . .
Le8|slat|v_e Budget and Audit Committee
3305 Arctic Blvd. Suite 101

Anchorage, AK. 99503

Dear Ms. Davidson:

Here is the ASTF response to the LB&A management audit letter of November 4, 1998 and the preliminary audit
report dated September 30, 1998.

In Part I, Findings and Recommendations, ASTF accepts the LB&A recommendations and agrees to implement the
recommended changes this fiscal year. Part I, Discussion, is attached which includes a more detailed explanation of

the issues raised in the sequentialorder ofsections ofthe LB&A report.
Findings and Recommendations

Recommendation No. 1: ASTF should increase its efforts to monitor large ongoing grants

ASTF will improve its grant monitoring system thisyear. For large ongoing grants, ASTF will expand its recent
practice offorming advisory pan_el_s_qren?agmg the services ofan expertin the field, ASTF agrees with the findings
of Ms. Fairchild that the responsibilities ot the grants administrator are very demanding and this concentration of
responsibility does contribute to a less than desirable level of monitoring of grants. This also applies to .
recommendations Nos. 2 and 3. Continual improvement of grant monitoring and strengthened reporting has and will
be achieved but the cost and effectiveness ofthat improvement willbe considered.

Because of staff vacancies and the requirement to maintain a lean operation, ASTF has spent only 75-85% ofits
operating budget in the last three years while the number ofprojects and theirscale has s_ubstan_tlallﬁl increased. The
ASTF Board will review with staffplans to increase grant monitoring and post-grant reporting. With the filling ofa
funded vacant position, it can be expected that more staffattention will be devoted to grant monitoring and post-grant
reporting and evaluation without breaking the ASTF's Board's 1995 commitment to maintain a flat operating budget.

Recommendation No. 2: ASTF should enforce post-arant reporting requirements

See above comment. ASTF agrees with the recommendation that we take a more pro-active approach to enforcin
post-grant reporting requirements. In the past, we have sent a reminder letter to appropriate grantees and if they did
not respond within a few months, we senta follow-on letter, and in several cases telephone calls and meetings
resulted. The McDowell Study currentI?/ underway should provide ASTF with a meaningful evaluation on the impact
of ASTF projects on the economy ofAlaska. This study will provide:

1. Abroad survey of the impact of ASTF projects based on the performance measures negotiated by ASTF with
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the Legislature.
2. A deeperanalysis of those projects which have had a larger or more structural economic impact.

3. Arecommendation on a system for tracking the performance measures ofongoing ASTF projects and revising
grant application and reports to collect these data.

4. A comparison of ASTF with other state funded technology programs to provide context for the general reader
interested in state technology programs.

Recommendation No. 3: ASTF should implement procedures to ensure itis receiving all the repayment to which itis
entitled from oast grantees

ASTF will continue to improve itsprocedures to ensure itis receiving all the repayment to which it is entitled from
past grantees. This is especially true since the 1995 statutory change thatenabled the Foundation to receive grant
repayment from all sources ofincome related to technology developed by ASTF funds.

ASTF agrees that it needs to strengthen annual efforts to remind grantees ofthe obligations contained in thePrant _
agreement that they signed when they accepted grant funds. Additional information, such as annual certified financial

statements, could be required to ensure such compliance.

Recommendation No. 4: The legislature should consideramending ASTF's peer review statute to reflect the
Foundation's current practice

Board members who are assi%ned as apeerreviewerfora Proposal under $20,000 will complete the standard

Proposal Evaluation Form that otherpeer reviewers complete or staff will obtain other written reviews. That would
complete the review process and the proper documentation would be retained in the files. No change in statute

should be required.
Recommendation No. 5: ASTF should submit complete and timely conflict-of-interest reports to the AG’s office

ASTF will provide quarterly statements to the AG's office. ASTF has submitted all Board and staff conflict statements
to the AG on atleast 6 month basis, butsuch statements will now be provided quarterly.

Recommendation No. 6: ASTF's board should document the statutory authority for each grant
ASTF believes this is an excellent idea and it was implemented starting with the December 10, 1998 Board meeting.
Sincerely,

Jamie Kenworthy
Executive Director

cc: Commissioner Debby Sedwick

[I Discussion

Statutory Changes gave ASTF extraordinary broad grant authority

Any discussion ofASTF's broad authority should also mention ASTF appropriate related selection criteria to ensure
that authority is exercised only when narrower investment criteria are met. ASTF has 3 selection cnteria;

1. Expected significance ofknowledge or technology
2. Demonstrates measurable benefit to Alaska and Alaskan presence, and

3. Appropriate shared risk and reward.
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In addition there are project standards which must be met, éSee ASTF Grants and Information Booklet pp. 15-18.)
ASTF believes that itis In the interest of the state to give ASTF the broad authority to look at where science and
technology can produce benefits but have ASTF exercise that authority with these investment criteria so only worthy

projects are funded.

No other State ofAlaska pro?ram has a focus on investment in technical innovation. While other departments have a
requlatory or economic development mission, ASTF alone has the mission to develop science or technology to
address issues re%ardlng health, natural resources, or economic development. As examples, ASTF is looked to fund
the science or R&D stage on such issues as total dissolved solids in water quality standards, assessing aﬁproprlate
technology for rural sanitation, orprocessing technology to assist the salmon or timberindustry. Itis the “holes”
rather than the "overlap" which concerns ASTF and individuals contacting ASTF.

ASTF identified the "sustained growth and development of Alaskan science and englneerlnc? capabilities" as the
statutory authority for the grant to Industry Network Corporation (INC) to match federal funds as part of the -
ManufaCturing Extension Partnership program funded by the U.S. Department of Commerce. The ASTF project
provides grading and other technical assistance to sawmill owners to adopt technology to process Alaska timber.

Prior to this project ASTF had co-funded work at UAF to define the superior desl%;_n properties of Alaska white spruce
and organized sawmill owners around the state to indicate the technical competitiveness issues facing them. The
prodect with INC was a subsequent award to follow through on thatPrevmust funded grading work (Project 91-1-050
and 95-1-002S) as wellas other forms oftechnical assistance and echnolow utilization issues facing mill oia i €rs
seekln? toadd value to Alaska timber. The technical assistance language of the BIDCO statute may be an even
closerfitto ASTF's mission than "science and engineering capability." However, ASTF believes g?radlng Alaska wood
to certify its de5|?n properties andltherebz ensure that it can be sold in the building code areas ofthe state orin
government con ractln? is a_technical task. It ensures wood is produced which meets specifications necessary for
sale in the 70%-80% ofthe in-state market which requires graded dimensional lumber. The ASTF funds also Support
such technical work as modeling and data collection to demonstrate the maximum utilization of lumber from Iogis.
This work is also the type ofpractical value adding next step necessary to achieve "the economic development and

technological innovation"purpose cited in the statute.

The $20,000 ?rant to Anchorage Economic Development Corporation to work with the Oil Industry SugportAlllance
had as its stated purpose the development ofa secure method ofthe transfer of electronic data interchange (EDI)
between Sakhalin and Anchorage. The purpose of this gqrantwas not to subsidize the marketing costs of oil service
firms. The ASTF funds supported a project focused on the encryption and organization of company specific data in a
format which allowed companies to communicate with each otherand potentially bid on projects as a %{oup. This
technical demonstration is the first step to putting in place an efficient way for companies to team and bid projects. It
was the demonstration of this technical task which ASTF found was an appropriate use offunds.

ASTF.a%rees with LB&A that the ability to grant funds for "management assistance" without the tie-in of related
technical work is too broad. Any management assistance co-funded by ASTF is tied to technical innovation or

commercializing technology.
Grant approval process
ASTF agrees with this section.

The LB&A letter states that tec.hnqloga/ development proposals under?o a business review by a bhusiness assistance
contractor informally called a circuit rider. Generally, when we requesta business peerreview, itis performed by a
peerreviewerin the banking industry or external business consultants.

Grant monitoring

We would a%ree that continued improvements to the grant monitoring system are necessary and appropriate, but
disagree with the description of the current system as being weak.

ASTF monitors the benchmarks and results during the projects and ifASTF sees problems during the course of the
project, special efforts are made to correct the problem or terminate the project. And, the Board reviews the final
project report before taking action. Since 1996, ASTF has had three small management reviews to evaluate grant
monitoring, to select random project files to review proper documentation, and recommend betterprocedures. The
first review was by Coopers & Lybrand in 1996, the second by Altman, Rogers & Co. in 1997, and a third by Deloitte

& Touche LLP in 1998.
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Currently, there are 101 active smalland reqular grants that are administered by the %rants administrator, support
staffofone, and two circuit riders who may averaPe up to 20 hours per week for ASTF. The circuit riders assist
grantees with the business development phase of the project, assist in grant monitoring, find new potential projects,
and assist people who may be interested in submitting a grant application to ASTF.

Generally, aftera grant agreement has been si%ned, the monitoring ofgrants is handled through the progress and
financial reports that are submitted on a q.uarterr basis throughout the period of the grant. The progress reports are
reviewed bg the grants administratorand in most cases by a circuit rider. The information in the progress reports is
compared fo the project benchmarks as shown in the grant agreement for the period the report, covers. Forseveral
IargerproHects ghe nchorage Microzone Seism ologyfgrOJect, the INC forest products project, the UAF Coal project,
the SeaAlaska Forest Regeneration Project, etc.g)A. has involved an industry advisory group to review and
comment on progress _re?orts before they are submitted. There may be questions raised as a result of the
information contained in the report which'results in a telephone conversation with thegrantee. When itappears there
may be problems with the project; i.e., not meeting benchmarks, reports are submitted late, level of matching funds is
less than budgeted, etc., we take further action. is may include a meeting with the grantee, visiting the project site,
revising the benchmarks, revising the budget, and in some cases terminating the project.

Onpage 10 ofthe Report Conclusions section, the $122,000 project is an example ofg.rant monitoring. The applicant
requested a grant for $357,096. After the Board approved the project ata reduced funding level, the grant agreement
was negotiated for $171,820. As progress and financial reports were received, the grants administrator and a circuit
riderbecame qoncerned about theé)rogress ofthe ProHect. There were several meetings with the grantee, which
resulted in revised benchmarks and more oversight ofthe _rcgec_t including the circuit rider visiting the remote site
location. Thlspro(J_ect was terminated six months after the field trip by the circuit rider. ASTF retained the remaining
grant funds, but did not attemf)t to recoup the grant funds that were expended because it was decided that seeking to
recoup funds in this case could not be cost effective. The death of the co-applicant, who was also the spouse of the
grantee, was a sad fact that made this an usual project for all concerned.

ASTF believes that the few examples cited ofincomplete or questionable monitoring on projects is an
unreﬁ)resentatlve sample of ASTF projects funded to date. In-addition, funding projects at the early research and
development stage or pre-startup phase is inherently risky and success rates cannot be expected at the same level
as the commercial sector or for investments in ongoing concerns.

Finally, the report states that ASTF customarily aggroyes an initial payment 0f50% ofthe grant amount. Formost
projects over $20,000, an initial payment of over 50% is the expe_Ftlon and not the rule. Budget items such as
equipment purchase and ongoing match reguwements dictate initial payments. All projects require a 10% hold back
until'acceptance of the FinalReport by the Board.

Procedures for closing grants

ASTF agrees with this section.

The agreed-upon revieerpcedur_e performed by a CPA is re%uired atthe end ofthe project for girants up $150,000.
The formal audit by a CPA is required for grants over $150,000. Audits may be waived by ASTF orpro%ects ofless
than $50,000. This action to change the audit criteria was taken by the ASTF Board at its April 8-9,1997, meeting.
This action was taken because it was not considered cost effective to ga]y_for the cost ofa formal audit for all smaller
projects. No matter the size of the project, audits are required when ASTF has any reason to believe there are
questionable expenses or uncertain documentation.

Post-grant requirements

ASTF agrees with LB&A that ASTF improvements in this area are warranted.
Unresolved questions on earlier APS grants existed when current grant was approved
Three additional clarifications:

1. The Remote Monitoring prooiect was approved by the Board in October 1994, a gfrant agreement was signed
on December 13, 1994° and the original complefion date vras August 31, 1995. There Were two extensions
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approved through May 1, 1996. There were four written reminders concerning the Final Report sent to the

Grantee between June and December 1996. There were also verbal reminders, It was understood that

because the Hrantee was con.tlnum? to refine the technolog*, and applications for patents were filed, the
rantee was nesitant to submit the final report. ASTF was also recelving several requests for information from
e public about the project as well. The final report was received on February 12, 1997,

2. APS had applied for five patents. Three patents have been issued and are incorporated in the current grant
agreement. Two otherpatents were disallowed and later consolidated into one application whose status has

not yet heen determined.

3. Fuel efficiencies are a_verY important component of the technology. The current grant agreement includes
Prqvmons foraddressing the fuel efficiencies, including the ability of ASTF, in its sole and absolute discretion,
0 install fuel meters to measure the amount of fuel actually used and meters to measure actual energy

generated and sold at each location.

In regard to the 1995 fuel consumption comparison between APS and the Division of Energy, ASTF has not verified
whether this information is actuallg comparing the same 12 month period, as that could have effect on the outcome.
In the course ofnegotiating the DSI agreement, staffhad extensive contacts with the Division of Energy and the
Public Utilities Commission staffin re(l;ards.to fuel consumption figures for communities eligible for PCE. There were
extensive notes in the files on the fuel efficiency achieved in different size villages. The comment that ASTF should
have obtained full assurance offuel efﬂmencrst,andards achieved by the earlier technology misses the point of the
incentive in the grant to achieve higher fuel efficiency. ASTF was investing in the R&D stage to improve the earlier
generatlon technology and the efficiencies of that technology. If this next generation technology funded by ASTF was
egloged tw any provider and achieved efficiency greater than 12.5 gallons per KWH in villages generatlnEI less than
300,000 KWH/year, 13.0 KWH/gallon in V||Iaq<es Eleneratlng 300,000 KWH-775,000 KWH/yearor 13.5 KWH/gallon for
villages generating 775,000 KWH-4,000,000 KW H/year then the repayment obligation is reduced. There were
conversations between ASTF and the Division of Energ>{ andAPUC on these goals and extensive work with APUC
staffto assure ASTF that technology meeting these goals would be a 5|%n|f|cant improvement over existing practice
as documented in existing PCE reports. Since this was an R&D project to develop technology, and not utility
procurement for proven technology, thejob ofASTF was to set the incentive or target efficiency appropriately high

enough.

In addition, the ASTF Executive Director had conversations to encourage cooperation of APS with the Division of
Energy study cited and with the Division ofEnergg on the issue ofkeeping proprietary data so as to ensure sufficient
cooperation so the study cited could be completed.

Current DS grant awarded despite ASTF's awareness of potential problems

-4s a general comment, the Board was aware of the financial instability of Alaska Power Systems and the
controversial nature of the grant because of the ?ossmle impact of the technology to restructure the Alaska industry.
The Promlse of digital technology to improve fuel performance and avoid operatln? and maintenance costs was such
that the Board decided the investment was the type ofhigh risk/high reward investment ASTF should make
considering the potential payoff to the state economy and lower costs to wllages. Extensive work was done Prlor to
the a?reementto show where costs could run to $0.60/KWH and less than 10 KWH were generated per gallon of
diesel fuel. The agreement was crafted to provide incentives for the technology to be deployed by any providerto
achieve efficiencies above their current levels,

The Board and stafftherefore went to extraord_marg measures to inform the ?ubllc about the potential investment
(participation at an APS Open House to describe the technology in July 1997, meetings with critics of the proposed
grant, comment at multiple public hearings, commission of an engmeerlr&g evaluation of the technology made
available to the public, etc.) priorto the Board adoption ofthe prohect andto communicating the reasons for Board's
decision after that decision was made. It also explained the lengthy agreement and the legal expenses to protect
ASTF's interest in the Alaska rl%hts to the technology. Whetherthe Board should have been more wary ofthe
investment will be ajudgement that can finally be made when the commercial future ofthis technology'is certain, the
ability ofany digital monitoring technology to achieve costsavings in rural Alaska is demonstrated, and the structure
of the funding to pass any savings through to consumers and the state is clearer than itis today.

Benchmarks modified but still not met

DSl financial reports have been received through July 31, 1998. Grantee has also provided a balance sheet and
profitand loss statement and other financial information.
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ASTF's public relations (PR) contract

The ASTF public relations contract includes a number of tasks and functions that could be done by in-house staff, but
ASTF staffdecided these tasks can be more efficiently and effectlvelz done by contracting out these services. These
tasks include production of annual report, monthly faxes to ASTF stakeholders, communication to localpress
regarding actions taken at six Board meetln%s peryear, assistance on logistics and promotion for annual teacher
conferences, science lecture series with UAA, andentrepreneurs showcase as well as general communication tasks.

ASTF believes all expenditures for public relations fall under the recent LB&A definition ofpubic relations: "the
management function that evaluates public attitudes, aligns the policies and procedures ofthe State with the public
interest, and executes a program ofaction and communication to earn public understanding and acceptance.”

ASTF beligves that "public service announcement” (PSA) is a more accurate description than "TV spots” to describe
what ASTF paid to have produced and the stations ran for free. PSA criteria published by the FCC, in keeping with
the mandate of The Federal Communications Act, state that the PSA sPonsor be a non-profit organization providing
material on the basis ofpublic interest considerations and not the private economic interests of the TV station or any
company featured in the PSA, and that the TV station receive no_galn from airing them. A number of state agencies
produce PSAs and ASTF believes ASTF's PSAs should be considered in the same light.

ASTF agrees that it is not an appropriate use ofpublic funds to pag for ?.eneral_commercials in the media nor in the
last fouryears ASTF has done so. The $50,000 cost to produce 10 Public Service Announcements (PSAs) was
expended to assure the high quality video required for free air time as PSAs. No ASTF funds were sBent to place the
PSAs ori the air. (The PSA's were awarded second prize by the Alaska Public Relations Society for PSAs in
November, 1998. United Way was first.)

ASTF agrees itis not a proper use of public funds to Iobbr legislators and can document from billings that the public
relations contract with Bernholz and Graham did not pay forany such activity.

The LB&A report correctly identifies one goal of the public relations effort raising the awareness of ASTF's role
among the general public, media, community, business leaders and qulslators. Legislators are one of the many
audiences ofthe ASTF annual report and monthly faxes but mention of this one audience should not be construed as
the primary purpose of the public relations contract.

In the LB&A interviews, the primary audience for the PSAs was identified as potential grantees who may have ideas
on how to use science or technology for roEcts which could qualify for ASTF funding. There was a significant
increase in contacts with ASTF after the PSAs were aired. To omit this purpose for the PSA campaign and this
audience for the public relations effort is to quote so selectively from interviews as to mislead the reader of this report

as to the purpose ofthe outreach effort.

LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR’S ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

January 6, 1999
Members of the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee:

We have reviewed the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation’s (ASTF) response to our preliminary
audit report on ASTF grant procedures. Nothing contained in the response gives us cause to modify our

findings.

While we did not always agree with ASTF on its approach and handling of certain activities, we did
appreciate the candid responses and cooperation we received from the foundation’s board and staff during

our audit.

Pal Davidson, CPA
Legislative Auditor

4130199 7:42 At
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p EPORT CONCLUSIONS

As stated in the Objectives, Scope, and Methodology section of this report, this audit focused
on the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation’s (ASTF or the foundation) grant
procedures. We note that statutory changes since 1995 have allowed the foundation
extraordinarily broad authority to fund a wide variety of grants. We believe that ASTF’s
overall grant procedures are generally consistent with this broad authority. Finally, we
believe the board is committed to funding those projects that have potential to generate

beneficial results for Alaskans.

However, we have concerns regarding the manner in which the foundation is monitoring
ongoing grants and its lack of enforcement of post-grant reporting requirements. We are also
concerned with the foundation’s actions in relation to its grant to Distributed Systems, LLC.
While it appears the foundation’s board took public testimony in deciding on this grant, we
believe ASTF overestimated the feasibility of the project when it awarded the grant and it
failed to enforce benchmarks or heed signs that the project’s success was doubtful.

The scope of our audit also included a review of ASTF’s contract with an Anchorage public
relations firm. We do not believe such a use of public funds is appropriate.

Our detail conclusions follow.

Statutory changes gave ASTF extraordinarily broad grant, authority

In a 1994 audit report, we noted that ASTF was operating outside its statutory authority by
soliciting and funding technology projects.2 At that time, ASTF had the authority to grant
funds for basic and applied research. In 1995, statutory changes3 were made to allow grants
for technology projects. This specifically included grants for the development and
commercialization of technology. In 1996, ASTF was authorized to make grants for a new
Business Industrial Development Corporation (BIDCO) program.4 This program was
designed primarily to provide “ris/c capital and management assistance for businesses"
throughout die State. In addition to grants from a new BIDCO fund, ASTF was authorized to
expend up to $2,000,000 of endowment income for BIDCO purposes.5The net result of these
statutory changes is that ASTF now has extraordinarily broad authority to fund a wide

variety of grants.

ASTF has increased its emphasis on economic development over the course of its ten-year
existence. It requires t! . a feasible business plan be included in all technology project
proposals. It has also funded several projects targeted purely at die promotion of economic

2 See Division of Legislative Audit Control No. 04-4481-94, Department of Revenue, Alaska Science and

Technology Foundation. April 15, 1994.

3Sec AS 37.17.
4See AS 37.17.200-37.17.390.

5See AS 37.17.225.



development within the State. The Manufacturing Extension Partnership Center project is an
example of such a grant. This $600,000 grant is targeted at economic development of the
forest products industry and has little or no research or technology associated with it. The
stated purpose of this grant is to promote the forest products industry by providing businesses
with free or low-cost business assessments, establishing lumber grading6 within the State,
and facilitating joint business ventures. It is also to provide low-cost technical assistance for
production and marketing, and o establish a forest products business center. ASTF believes
projects such as this are within the foundation’s authority found in AS 37.17.010(a)(1)(D).
This statute states that the foundation is to promote and enhance "sustained growth and
development of Alaskan scientific and engineering capabilities. ™ However, we believe that
there is little if any connection between this grant and the growth or development of
scientific and engineering capabilities. Although ASTF has declined to identify it as such,
this $600,000 grant may fall under the broad umbrella of "management assistance for
businesses™ allowed under die BIDCO program. See Recommendation No. 6.

Although diis grant authority is very broad, in most cases it appears there is a potential
benefit to the State in the grants approved by ASTF. However, we did note a few grants
where such potential for benefit is limited. While these were generally older grants for under
$20,000, a grant to the Alaska Pesource Alliance is a more recent grant with which we are
concerned. The alliance is a gr ..p of Alaskan companies active in the oil industry. These
companies have banded together with the intention of supplying oil exploration,
development, and production operations to instate and world markets. A $20,000 grant was
requested and approved to fund the formation of a for-profit corporation, to prepare a
business plan, and to electronically connect each participant to an Internet web page through
which its supplies or services can be purchased. It is our belief that the companies associated
with the Alliance are well able to finance such a project without state assistance. In our
opinion, the formation of this for-profit corporation is not of significant benefit to the State.

As stated above, we believe most ASTF grants are of potential benefit to the State. However,
we note diat ASTF’s expanded authority now permits the it to grant monies for research,
management assistance.” Traditional, basic economic development
projects may be funded, rather than focusing on research and technology. Such grants blur
the line between ASTF and other economic development vehicles in state government, such
as the Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority and the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development. The legislature may wish to reevaluate the role of
the foundation from time to time to prevent an unnecessary duplication of agency missions.

ASTF’s grant approval process is generally adequate

ASTF grant procedures are described in the Grant information and Forms booklet published
by the foundation. The application process begins with the submission of a pre-proposal
which briefly describes what the proposed project would be expected to accomplish. ASTF’s
technology administrator reviews the pre-proposal and either invites the applicant to submit a
full proposal, or informs the applicant of how the project does not meet ASTF requirements.

(Lumber gradinn is the process by which lumber quality is established.
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Full proposals for projects requesting grant funds greater than $20,000 are submitted' to a
peer review panel of recognized experts.7 This peer review process is an important
mechanism for providing the board with independent expert opinion on the merits of
proposed projects. In addition, proposals for technology development undergo a business
review by a circuit rider8 to determine the commercialization potential of the project.
Summarized peer review and business plan evaluations are given to board members for their
review as they consider proposed projects. Board members serve as peer reviewers for grants
under $20,000. By not submitting proposals requesting between $5,000 and $20,000 to peer
review, the board violates AS 37.17.090(b). This statute requires peer review for all
proposals over $5,000. Although an independent peer review is not conducted for these
grants, given the dollar value associated with these projects, the current board procedures
appear reasonable. We believe that the statute should be amended to reflect the board’s

current procedures. See Recommendation No. 4.

Select board members are given the full project proposal and full peer review evaluations
prior to the board meeting when the proposal is to be voted on. The selection of which
member is to review a particular proposal is based on considerations such as the member’s
area of expertise and availability. These members report to the full board on the proposal.
Other members receive only a summary of the proposal and peer review reports. This

summary is prepared by ASTF staff.

Time is allotted at all board meetings to hear public testimony on any grant proposal. In our
review of 38 grant files, public testimony was offered on only one grant proposal.9 The
foundation advertises all meetings and makes a meeting agenda available to anyone who

requests it.

In many instances, applicants whose proposals are to be considered attend board meetings.

Board members often question the applicant. If the proposal is not approved in its current
form, the board often ad 'ises the applicant on what can be done to make the proposal

acceptable.

Often, projects are approved contingent on modification of some aspect of the pioposal. Each
grant includes benchmarks that are used to measure the project’s progress and success.
Benchmarks are unique to each grant and are the aspect of the proposal most likely to be
modified in the approval process. ASTF’s grants administrator is responsible for ensuring
these modifications are made. Grant agreements are reviewed and signed by the executive

director.

Overall, procedures for approving new grants appear reasonable.

7Peer review panels generally consist of between two and four members of the scientific or engineering community
who have recognized expertise in the appropriate discipline. Each member of the panel rates the project and
makes recommendations to the board as to whether the project should be funded, funded at a lower level, or not

funded.
1The board contracts for services with two to three circuit riders who provide grantees with technical and business

development assistance. Circuit riders also review proposed business plans and grantee reports.
JSec subsequent discussion of grants to Alaska Power Systems and Distributed Solutions,
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ASTF grant monitoring is weak

Although ASTF has commissioned three management reviews over the last few years, wc
still noted several deficiencies in ASTF’s grant monitoring process. While grant funds are
disbursed throughout the grant period, little if any independent verification of information
reported to ASTF by grantees is obtained until the final report phase of the project.

Once a grant agreement is signed, an initial grant payment is made. This payment is often as
much as 50% of the total grant amount. Subsequent payments are scheduled to follow due
dates for progress and financial reports. Enforcement of reporting requirements is limited
alniD.SLexclusi.yely to the withholding of subsequent payments until progress and financial
reports are received and reviewed. Either tHe g'ranTadministrator or a circuit rider performs
this review. Unless grantee reports indicate that there are problems with the project, no other
monitoring efforts are geneTally empldyFd.TATlon”s the”™rantee is submitting” reports''that
indicate benchmarks and budgets are being met, subsequent payments are generally
forthcoming with no additional oversight until the final report is issued." *

The final grant distribution, which is usually 10% of the total grant amount, is withheld until
the final report is approved. An audit or some sort of agreed-upon review procedure is
generally required at the end of the grant project and in some instances an on-site visit is
conducted at that time. However, by the time these independent reviews generally occur,

90% of the grant funds for the project have been disbursed.

If a grantee is not submitting reports or if ASTF becomes aware that progress is not being
made toward the project benchmarks, ASTF staff or circuit riders contact the grantee to try to
determine what problems exist and to offer any assistance possible. If progress is still not
made, the grant is deemed to be in default. After default status is established, circuit riders
again try to work with the grantee to correct the deficiencies that lead to the default. If the
problems with" the grant "are stilf not corrected” ifis terminated.10 However, ASTF appears

slow to pursue the default/termination process.

During our audit, we reviewed all funded grants that ASTF has terminated since its
inception. We found ASTF actions in relation to these grants to generally be reasonable.
However, as stated above, we noted that ASTF appeared slow to terminate grants. In one
instance, the last progress re~port~on~a~granT was Tecelv5dl hree~years prioTto the" date"the'

project was terminated.

In addition, we found one instance in which progress reports were being received, but it was
clear that the grantee was not working toward the objectives described in the grant
agreement. A $26,000 disbursement was made after a circuit rider report questioned whether
the grant should be terminated. A total ofJ>122,000 was disbursed for the grant, and ASTF
has not made any effort to recover these funds even though the final audit of the project
contained a disclaimer of opinion because the grantee refused to give their auditors access to

financial records relating to the grant funds.

IDTermination means that a grantee is no longer eligible for subsequent ASTF grants. However, no action has ever
been taken to recoup grant lands that may not have been expended appropriately.
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We believe that these problems are a direct result of the foundation’s weak monitoring
controls over ongoing grants. We note that the grants administrator is responsible for drafting
the grant agreements, negotiating grant modifications, and monitoring ongoing and closed
grants. These responsibilities appear very demanding and this concentration of responsibility

may contribute to this weakness. See Recommendation No. 1

Procedures for closing grants are generally reasonable

Final progress reports, including requests for equipment dispositionll are reviewed by the
grant administrator or circuit riders. On occasion, site visits are conducted at the end of the
grant period. Based on these reviews, a project summary is drafted and recommendations to
the board are made regarding whether the final report should be accepted, whether the final
payment should be disbursed, whether the equipment disposition request should be approved,

and in rare instances, whether a bonus12 should be awarded.

In addition, a financial audit or an agreed-upon review procedure performed by a CPA is
required at the end of the project for grants over $20,000. These requirements are at the

board’s discretion for grants under $20,000.

Once the board approves the final report and the CPA review or audit, the final payment is
disbursed and the grant is considered closed.

We found ASTF’s approach to the disposition of equipment purchased with grant funding to
be reasonableTIn'most instancesTASTF gives title tcTequipment purchased with'grant funds
to the grantee after successfuPcbmpletion'of "the project. In the case of terminated grants,
ASTF takes possession ot such equipment it it is~practical "tcf'do so. ASTT'then'dbhates'the
equipment to ancTtHeFresearch institution sucHHs'tHe University of Alaska."

Post-grant requirements are not enforced

ASTEF’s relationship with its grantees does not simply terminate after the grant is finished.
The foundation’s standard grant agreement requires grantees to submit five annual update
reports to ASTF after the grant is closed. Additionally, if the grant is proprietary in nature,
the grantee is required to reimburse ASTF based upon tfiFprofits received as a result of the

project’s success.13

1 Grantees usually request that title to equipment purchased with ASTF funds be sighed over to the grantee at the
completion of the project. In the case of grantees who have completed successful projects, this request is almost
always granted.

2 According to ASTF, bonuses are awarded only in rare instances. They arc contingent on the grantee having
performed above expectations and are given for a specific purpose. Bonuses arc not subject to any repayment
provisions. ASTF was unable to provide totals for the nhumber of bonuses it has approved, or the dollar amount
paid; the foundation’s records do not permit easy extraction of such information.

11 These repayment provisions are specified in the grant agreement. Typically, grantees agree to repay 5% of profits
from technology developed with ASTF funds up to 1.5 times the grant amount if the grant is successful. If a
grantee fails to maintain an Alaska presence as defined in the grant agreement, repayment provisions typically
double to 10% of profits up to three times the grant amount. If a project is not successful, no repayment is
required.
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However, ASTF efforts to enforce these grant agreement provisions are not sufficient. On an
annual basis, the grant adimnisTiitbTsencls out aletter to past grant recipients askingl'or an
update report. These letters are written in a very infomill'ru~rierTThey simplyTs}c the
grantee to send in an update. They do not referlo"the fact that these 'updates are required, and
no action is taken if the update is not forthcoming. See Recommendation No. 2.

No independent verification is required to show whether a past grant recipient owes any
repayment to the foundation. To date, ASTF has received approximately $100,000 in
repayment from seven grantees. Of this total, $89,000 has been received from a single
grantee. We note that prior to a 1995 statute change, the foundation was entitled to
repayment from royalty income only. While several projects resulted in some type of income
for the grantee, very few produced royalty income. Thus, ASTF was entitled to few
repayments from pre-1995 grants and monitoring for repayment provisions was not as

important as it is now.

Since the 1995 statutory change, however, the foundation is entitled to repayment from all
sources of income relatih*~tolechh6logy"develope'd‘in ASTF funded projects. Therefore, it is
incumbent on the board to implement procedureTld~ensure-that'ASTF'is"receiving'all the
repayment to whlchins entitledTSee RecommehdatioffNoTX

Alaska Power Systems (APS) and Distributed Systems. LLC (DS) granted $1.83 million

Since 1992, ASTF has awarded two grants to APS and one grant to APS’ who’ly-owned
limited liability company, DS. For a number of years, APS provided and maintained power
generation systems for a variety of entities including some small, rural Alaskan communities.
DS was established to conduct product development research for APS, but only after APS
was experiencing significant financial difficulty. Each grant is briefly discussed below.

In 1993, ASTF approved an award to APS for $249,438. This project is titled Village-scale
Hydro/Diesel Generation System (the Hydro/Diesel Project). As presented in the grant
proposal project description, this project was to develop an innovative hydro/diesel power
generation system to be used in the village of Akutan on the Aleutian chain. EXxisting
available technology was to be adapted and transferred to this new application.

In 1994, ASTF awarded APS a second grant of $81,167 for a project titled Remote Control
and Monitoring for Multiple Diesel Generation (the Remote Monitoring Project). This
project was to involve the development of technology necessary for simple automated
control of multiple paralleled diesel generating systems in rural Alaska, including improving

remote monitoring, troubleshooting, and reprogramming.

In 1997, ASTF awarded DS a $1.5 million grant over the ardent objections of some members
of the public. The project title is IED 2000/GenMan/Application Software (the IED 2000
Project). The project was to develop technology capable of monitoring and controlling power
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generation systems from remote locations. To date, $700,0004 has been disbursed for this
project, which is reportedly ongoing. In deciding whether to fund this proposal, the board
had to consider the project’s strengths and its weaknesses. On one hand, the project appeared
to have the potential to bring high paying technology jobs and capital to the State. It also had
potential to provide lower-cost power generation to rural Alaska. Or. the other hand, the cost
of the grant was very high, the company had a history of delays on earlier grants, and the
company’s financial position was shaky. We acknowledge that this was not a clear and easy
decision, however, for reasons outlined in the following sections, we are concerned with the

board’s actions in relation to this grant.

Unresolved questions on earlier APS grants existed when current grant was approved

The $1.5 million IED 2000 project is among the kirgest ever approved by the foundation.15
Given the size of the project, we believe the board was obliged to exercise extreme care in
approving this grant. This included an obligation to establish confidence in the grantee’s
ability to meet its projected goals. From its two prior grants, APS had an established track
record of grant performance available for ASTF to consider when determining funding for
the IED 2000 project. In reviewing these prior grants, several issues of concern came to our

attention.

e An ASTF circuit rider questioned the disposition of equipment purchased with grant
funds from the Hydro/Diesel Project prior to the board’s approval of that project’s final
report. ASTF did not adequately pursue answers to these questions before accepting the
final Hydro/Diesel Project report or before the two subsequent grants to the company and

its subsidiary were made.

* We noted several areas of concern in our review of the Remote Monitoring Project.

1 It was originally scheduled for completion within six months. In actuality, it took
approximately 26 months for the foundation to receive the final project report. This

indicates that APS had trouble meeting the deadlines it established.

2. As part of the final review for this project, an ASTF circuit rider examined the final
report submitted by APS. This report stated that APS had applied for five patents. We
have only been able to verify that three were applied for. Two of these patents have
been granted and one is pending. No explanation regarding the other two patents was
ever obtained by ASTF. This indicates a lack of oversight on ASTF’s part.

3. We also noted statements in the final Remote Monitoring Project report regarding fuel
efficiencies achieved using technology developed during the project. Based on a study

14 A $500,000 disbursement was made shortly after the grant agreement was signed and two subsequent disbursements

of $100,000 each have also been made.

BB The only projects larger than this were grants to the Kodiak Launch Facility, the Aurora BIDCO project, and the
Low Rank Coal Water Fuel project. Each of these projects received a special legislative appropriation of ASTF
funds.
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commissioned by the Division of Energy regarding power systems using this
technology, these statements appear overly optimistic. ASTF did not obtain any
independent verification of this reported information. We believe such verification
should have been obtained, not only because it was necessary to adequately assess
this project, but also because the IED 2000 project was, to some degree, an extension
of this project. It would seem prudent for the board to obtain full assurance that the
results of this project were favorable before it approved funding for the IED 2000

project.

» At the time the IED 2000 Project was approved, the third annual post-grant report for the
Hydro/Diesel Project was approximately eight months overdue. Also, the first annual
report on that project, dated April 11, 1995 states, in part,

Akutan has a powerhouse chat has over the past 12 months generated
335, "6-Kilowatt hours of electricity from the combination of hydro and

die. J consuming 11,900 gallons of diesel.

However, Division of Energy records show that from April 1994 through April 1995,
366,613-Kilowatt hours of electricity were generated using 31,229 gallons of diesel.
ASTF did consider fuel efficiencies when drafting incentives in the repayment provisions
of the grant agreement.’6 However, we note that efficiency incentives are of no
consequence if the technology is not sound. As in other instances mentioned above,
ASTF did not verify information reported to it by the grantee. We believe that such
verification is essential for accurate assessment of projects previously funded, and so that
knowledgeable  decisions  regarding  future grants can be made. See

Recommendation No. 1

Current DS grant awarded despite ASTF’s awareness of potential problems

When the IED 2000 grant award was approved, the board believed that the project had great
potential to create a high technology export industry within the State. It appears that potential
may still exist. However, the board was also aware of many potential obstacles to achieving

this success.

e The board voted to fund the IED 2000 grant on September 5, 1997, contingent on grant
agreement negotiations. A follow-up teleconference meeting was held on
September 26, 1997 to discuss two modifications to the grant agreement provisions
approved at the prior meeting. In addition to the negative input received in the months
leading up to these meetings, the board heard significant negative public testimony
regarding funding this project at each of these meetings. Much of this testimony, as well
as a significant amount of correspondence, was received from individuals who had direct
dealings with APS. In addition, members of the rural power industry cautioned the board
about the project. This is particularly significant given the fact that although the board

16 Repayment obligations would be reduced if the IED 2000 technology resulted in lower power generation costs in

Alaska.
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provides time for public testimony at all its meetings, it is extremely rare that such
testimony is offered. The board took the testimony offered, but approved the IED 2000

grant despite the ardent objections it heard.

The board was aware that APS was in serious financial difficulty. In fact, it appears that
DS was established, at least in part, to protect assets from APS creditors. ASTF included

language in the grant agreement stipulating that grant funds were not to be used to pay
APS debt.

At its September 26 meeting, the board was made aware that a key member of the
development team was leaving the company. Retention of this person, as well as other
key employees was one of several grant benchmarks. Thus, ASTF was aware that grant
agreement benchmarks had been violated even before the agreement was signed. By the
time the grant agreement was signed, ASTF was aware that diis member of the
development team was leaving, at least in part, due to nonpayment of salary.

Review of the IED 2000 grant file indicated that the technology development was taking
place in California prior to the signing of the grant agreement. DS did move these
operations to Alaska, but it is not clear exactly when. We note that DS moved all its
operations back to California in February or March 1998. The board apparently believed
that even if DS developed the technology for the IED 2000 system in California, it would

return to Alaska for actual production.

In addition to the initial grant payment of $500,000, ASTF disbursed another $200,000 to
DS after it moved its operations back to California. According to AS 37.17.090(h) the
board is required to give preference to Alaskan applicants. The statute also stipulates that
the board award only grants that benefit Alaska. According to the foundation’s mission
statement, all projects must bring direct and significant benefits to Alaskans. As DS’ ties
to die state diminished, the chances that the project would benefit Alaska decreased
substandally. We believe it was incumbent on the board to take this into consideration.

In response to the negative indications the board had been receiving regarding this
project, ASTF commissioned an independent engineer’s report on the IED 2000
technology. The engineer’s report indicated that the IED 2000 power generation control
system was viable and had potential for success. However, the report also contained
indications diat the project might not be as beneficial to the State as ASTF might have
hoped. Although IED 2000 was being designed to provide a range of functions not
available in existing power generation control systems, the report also noted that each
individual function or some combinations of the functions included in the IED 2000
system were currently available from systems produced by other manufacturers. Many
companies in this market sector were conducting significant research and development on
similar projects. Thus, competition was strong, and timeliness was of the essence. As
discussed above, APS had performed slowly with the Remote Monitoring grant. The
technology, or a variation of it, was sure to be developed and made available in Alaskan
markets in the near future. If another company beat DS to market with similar
technology, DS’ potential success would be severely hampered.

- 15-



Given all the above mentioned indications that the IED 2000 project might be troublesome, it
appears that the board should have been wary of approving this project.

ASTF board chairman disclosed potential conflicts of interest with APS/DS

In July 1997, ASTF’s board chairman, who is also the president of an Anchorage-based
telecommunications company, disclosed that APS and his company shared office space in
two villages and that APS owed that company $20,000 for phone services, some of which
was past due. His company’s annual revenues are approximately $200 million, and the ASTF
board chairman owns 3% of its stock. He also disclosed that he is a personal friend of
APS/DS’ principal owner. The board substantially followed state procedures in determining
that tire disclosed facts did not constitute a conflict of interest for the board chair. Those
procedures included voting on whether the disclosed information constitutes a conflict and
submitting a report to the Attorney General’s (AG) Office regarding all disclosed potential

conflicts. See Recommendation No. 5.

According to another member of the board, all were satisfied that no true conflict existed.
The board apparently believed there was no potential for the board chairman to benefit
directly from the project. The appearance of conflict was also reportedly considered. In
determining whether the appearance of conflict of interest was significant enough to exclude
the chairman from the decision-making process on the IED 2000 grant, board members
considered the fact that he was one of the members most knowledgeable in the area of the

technology applicable to the grant.

Usual grant approval procedures require review of peer review recommendations and staff
reports. In this case, in addition to those processes, significant board involvement occurred.
Prior to the board’s approval of the grant award for the IED 2000 project, two board
members, including the board chairman, spent time reviewing the project. One member
reviewed the technology development work being done by the company, and the other
reviewed the company’s business plan. These members recommended that the grant amount
be increased from $950,000 to $1,500,000, although peer reviewers did not indicate the
project was underfunded. Based on their review, these two members believed that the
$1,500,000 was needed if the project was to be a success. Such involvement in the project by
board members is controversial. Close scrutiny by board members leads to more informed
decisions. However, there is a danger that board members may lose their objectivity if they

become too involved in the project.

Standard grant repayment provisions enhanced for the IED 2000 grant

In modifying the grant agreement, the board negotiated terms that have potential to increase
the benefit of the grant to the State.

To its credit, ASTF combined repayment provisions from prior grants into the current grant
agreement. Both grants to APS were made before the 1995 statutory changes discussed
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earlier in this section. Under the old statutes, repayment provisions were based only on
royalty income received by the grantee as a result of technology developed with ASTF funds.
Because neither grant project generated royalty income, repayment requirements did not

apply.

In drafting the provisions of the IED 2000 grant agreement, however, ASTF included
repayment provisions that covered not only the current grant funds, but also the two earlier
APS grant monies. According to the agreement, if DS maintains an Alaska presence, its
repayment obligation will be 1.5 times the total grant proceeds from all three grants. Thus,
the repayment provision totals $2,745,908, subject to credits earned if EED 2000 systems are
installed in Alaska and shown to reduce the cost of power generation within the State. If
Alaska presence is not maintained according to the original grant agreement, DS repayment
provisions increase to Five times the grant amount, up to $7,500,000. However, all repayment
provisions are moot if the project is not a success, or if those provisions are not enforced. See

Recommendation No. 3.

Benchmarks modified but still not met

Many benchmarks contained in the original IED 2000 grant agreement have not been met,
yet funding for the project continued until May 1998. For example:

Key technical and Financial personnel were to be committed to the IED 2000 project
during the First two years of the grant. Currently, one year into the project, only two of
these key personnel, the company’s owner and a Financial consultant, are still associated
with the project. The person most involved in actual development of the project had
resigned before the grant agreement was signed. In January 1998, ASTF became aware
that other key personnel, including the grant manager, had left the company. Their actual

departure dates are not clear.

The agreement stipulates that if any of these individuals left, ASTF could determine at its
discretion if equivalent talent was committed to the project. In all these cases, ASTF
determined that equivalent talent was available for the project. It should be noted,
however, that time was supposedly of the essence for the project’s success. Changing
personnel under these circumstances was an obvious impediment for timely completion

of the project.

* Monthly Financial statements based on generally accepted accounting principles, and
annual audit reports for both DS and APS were to be submitted. These requirements have
never been met. In lieu of monthly Financial statements, ASTF was provided with a
checkbook register printout. This register showed payments to APS that were reportedly
to cover personnel costs. However, ASTF did not obtain supporting documentation to
determine if these expenditures were proper. No audits for either company have been

provided. See Recommendation No. 1
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* A beta test of the system was to be performed demonstrating system capabilities in terms
of several functions. The actual beta test, performed in March 1998, included only one

function.

Disbursements were made through May 1998. Further disbursements have been held pending
DS compliance with grant agreement stipulations, as outlined in a May 1998 amendment to
the grant agreement.7 DS reportedly has potential customers for its product outside the
United States. However, whether any sales will actually occur remains to be seen. Even if the
company becomes a success, there are few indications that Alaskans will benefit from the

funding ASTF has contributed to the project.

Based on the preceding aspects of grants to APS and DS, it appears that ASTF poorly
handled the IED 2000 grant. Not oriy did ASTF overestimate the feasibility of the project
when it approved the grant, it also failed to enforce benchmarks or heed signs that the

project’s success was increasingly doubtful.

ASTF’s public relations fPR) contract of questionable value to the State

We are concerned that certain functions provided to ASTF by a public relations firm on
contract to the foundation are inappropriate for a state agency. Specifically, we do not
believe state monies should be used in an effort to influence legislative decisions on funding.
Further, we question whether contracting with such a firm is the most efficient manner of
reaching potential grantees to solicit interest in the foundation’s program.

ASTF currently has an Anchorage public relations firm under contract. The three-year
contract, signed June 16, 1996, is for $110,000 per year. Additionally, a $50,000 amendment
was signed in 1997 that requires the firm to produce a series of television spots for the

foundation.13

Tasks required by the initial contract include issuing press releases and monthly news faxes,
one-on-one media briefings, advertising and promoting teacher conferences and an ASTF
lecture series, issuance of the annual report, and Internet web site enhancement and support.

I7 Certain aspects of the grant agreement are proprietary in nature and arc not subject to public disclosure.
IS We note with interest that the television spots did not explicitly state that ASTF was soliciting new proposals.
While the foundation's web page address was included in each spot, ASTF's phone number and address were not.
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The stated goal of the contract is:

To increase awareness and understanding of ASTF's role in growin% and
diversifying Alaska's economy among the general public, media, community and
business leaders, and e gisiators. (EMphasis added.]

ASTF’s executive director stated that the foundation required such a firm on contract for the
following reasons.

1

To get the attention of industry leaders so they would think of ASTF when they are
considering doing projects. To inform people that ASTF is ready to «(o pTO]ECtS.

To get the attention of "oplnlon leaders" because they have the ear of the legislature. He
spoke of fears that the ASTF endowment could be "raided." Opinion leaders are also
important because they can influence the attitude of Alaskans as a whole. By promoting a
"We can produce it here" attitude, the foundation furthers its mission to sustain growth
and development of Alaskan scientific and engineering capabilities. Capability is fueled

by attitude.

A public relations firm can more effectively "get the word out~ regarding ASTF projects
and programs. Foundation staff do not have the expertise or time to do what the public

relations firm does.

We realize that a small agency such as ASTF may wish to use a contractual public relations
service to generate interest in its program with the intent of attracting additional proposals for
projects. However, this does not appear to be what the contract in question is primarily
designed to do. Indeed, if attracting new proposals was the primary reason for the contract,
we believe it is a highly inefficient means of accomplishing this task. We are concerned that
the thrusts of many of the services performed under this contract are tantamount to an
attempt to protect ASTF’s funding base. We do not believe such actions are appropriate for a

state agency.
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Recommendation No. 1
ASTF should increase its efforts to monitor large ongoing grants.

Monitoring of ongoing ASTF grants generally consists of a staff or circuit rider review of
progress and financial reports submitted by the grantees. These reviews are performed to
ensure that reports show that benchmarks and budgets are being met. However, independent
verification of reported information is rarely obtained until the final report is submitted.
Supporting documentation of reported financial or project information is generally not
requested. Site visits are usually conducted only when there is a clear indication that

problems exist or toward the end of a project.

Under current procedures, few if any measures are taken to ensure that the reported
information is accurate until the final report is submitted. At the final report stage, agreed-
upon review procedures or an audit by a CPA is required in most instances. While these
measures appear adequate for smaller grants, we believe more stringent monitoring for larger
ASTF grants is warranted. Payments are made on many grants over an extended period of
time. Ongoing verification that reported information is accurate is necessary to ensure that
ASTF grant funds are being expended properly. Such monitoring need not be burdensome
for the grantee. It could simply consist of more on-site visits or the submission of supporting
documentation for reported expenditures for review by ASTF staff. In some cases, periodic
audits may be wananted. This would allow ASTF to better identify potential problems before

the bulk of funding for a project has been disbursed.

We note that the grants administrator is responsible for drafting the grant agreements,
negotiating grant modifications, and monitoring ongoing and closed grants. These
responsibilities appear very demanding and this concentration of responsibility may
contribute to the weakness in the monitoring function that we note in this recommendation
and to the weaknesses we note in Recommendation Nos. 2 and 3.

Recommendation No. 2
ASTF should enforce post-grant reporting requirements.
Article IV section 22 of the standard ASTF grant agreement states:

During the Term of this Agreement and for a period of five (5) years thereafter,
the Grantee shall provide ASTF with a detailed written report within forty-five
Ig45) days after the end of each calendar year summarizing the Grantee's post-

roject efforts, including, without limitation:
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a) Its efforts and plans to Commercialize the Technology and Intellectual
Property.

b) Its efforts and plans to otherwise use, disclose or disseminate the Technology
or Intellectual Property, such as publishing articles, lecturing, and
distributing materials related to the Technology or Intellectual Property.

Currently, the grant administrator sends a letter out annually requesting update information.
The letter makes no reference to the above mentioned grant agreement clause. It does not
convey any sense of urgency or authority, and in many instances grant recipients ignore it.

No follow-up action is taken when former grantees do not submit these annual reports. In at
least one instance, ASTF made a subsequent grant to a company that was not current with
post-grant reporting requirements associated with prior ASTF funded projects.

Without the post-grant information required by the grant agreement, the foundation is not
able to accurately assess the effect of these projects on the Alaskan economy. It is unable to
track how effective the grants it has made have been. Consequently, it is difficult, if not
impossible, for ASTF to do any meaningful self-assessment as to the types of projects it has
funded in the past or should fund in the future. Therefore, we recommend that ASTF take a
more proactive approach to enforcing post-grant reporting requirements. This could include
reminding past grant recipients that they are contractually obliged to submit these reports.

Recommendation No. 3

ASTF should implement procedures to ensure it is receiving all the repayment to which it is
entitled from past grantees.

No enforcement mechanism is in place to ensure that the foundation is receiving the
repayment to which it is entitled. Under AS 37.17.090(g), ASTF is required to obtain a fair
and reasonable return from the revenue, economic value, or profits derived by the grantee
from ASTF sponsored projects. ASTF’s standard grant agreement requires the grantee to pay
the foundation 5% of any profits up to 1.5 times the original grant amount so long as the
grantee remains in Alaska. If the grantee moves out of the State, the provisions double to
10% of income up to three times the grant amount. Such provisions are applied to proprietary
grants only and are subject to modification at the board’s discretion. Repayment provisions
are not applied to knowledge projects because no economic gain is expected to be received

by the grantee.

However, ASTF takes no actions to ensure that past grantees are meeting the repayment
provisions they agreed to or that repayments are adequate. Past grantees are essentially on an
honor system when it comes to repayment. ASTF takes no measures to seek out past grantees
beyond those described in Recommendation No. 2, nor does it require independent
verification to ensure that the repayments it does receive are adequate.



Recommendation No. 6
ASTF’s board should document the statutory authority for each grant.

The foundation appears to be operating under the assumption that any grant that promotes the
purposes of the foundation as defined under AS 37.17.010 is appropriate. That is to say, any
rant that promotes and/or enhances ~ €COINO, Acdevelopment and technologlcal Innovation In

laska: public health: telecommunications: and sustained growth and development of
Alaskan scientific and engineering capabllmes-- is appropriate. There does not appear to be
acknowledgement of the constraint that such purposes are to be accomplished either

“throuqh asic and applied research and the development and commercialization of
techno Ogy" or through means specified in other sections of ASTF’s statute.

On several occasions during the course of our audit, ASTF staff were unable to tell us what
statute allowed them to approve a particular grant. The grant for the Manufacturing
Extension Partnership Center discussed in the Report Conclusions is an example. It appears
that this grant may be appropriate under AS 37.17.225. However, the foundation is limited to
spending no more than $2 million in endowment income for grants approved under this
statute and this grant alone was $600,000. If ASTF does not determine what statute allows a
particular grant, it is unable to ensure compliance with requirements such as th;s. Therefore,
we recommend that clear statutory authority be documented for all ASTF grants.
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m ASTF's Mission

The mission of the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation is
to enhance the development and apﬁ{)hcatlon of Science and
technology for the direct benefit of Alaskans. The Alaska Science
and Technolo%y Foundation will help establish an environment
where Alaska has the confidence, know-how, technology, and
risk capital to grow an economy of sustainable wealth.

ASTF's History

The Governor and the Alaska State Legislature established ASTF
in 1988. ASTF's statutory purpose is "to promote and enhance,
" through basic and a?plled research and the development and
' commercialization of t' :hnology, economic development and

technological innovation in Alaska; public health;
telecommunications; and the sustained growth and development

of Alaskan scientific and engineering capabilities."
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01 -1998 Director's Report
The Honorable Tony Knowles, Governor
The Honorable Members of the Alaska Legislature

Citizens of the State of Alaska,

We are pleased to offer this reEort on the Alaska Science and
Technology Foundatior's (ASTF) 1998 operations.

ASTF is having an Incre ising impact on gzroyvin% Alaska's
entrepreneurial economy. Funded projects in 1998 totaled $13.4

million with a record $64.5 million match.

A McDowell survey of recent grantees reports: _
100 jobs a year since 1995 have heen added by ASTF projects;

$13 million"in additional sales;

84 percent report that the project would not have happened
without ASTF: and _ _
more than a third report that they would not be in business
without ASTF co-investment in their project.

Since the process from idea to sales takes seven to 10 years for
most start-up technology companies, we think this shows ASTF's

growing impact on Alaska's future economy,

ASTF would like to credit its partners in business, the university
and the community in w_orklng with us to develoP science and
technology for the benefit of Alaskans. Our grantees willingness
to share risk, to develop clear research and develoPment and
business lolans and to directly involve end users of the science
or technology being developed, are key criteria for both ASTF

funds and ongoing success.

The reader of this report will see the impact ASTF is having
working with different parts of the state’'s economy.

Mining . _

ASTF's work with state requlatory departments and the industry
on a simpler test for measuring the impact of total dissolved ~
soiids promises to bring better'science and more certainty to this
key permitting issue. ASTF's work with mining and remote
sensmg( companies_on producm% maps that integrate the latest
techno o?y with existing geotech-nical and topographic data has
been wellreceived by mining representatives.

Forest Products , _ _
In 1998, a lumber grader was stationed in the state as a first

step to recapturing the state 70-90 million board feet of
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imported lumber each year. Seven mills are_now producing
graded lumber. More mills are undertaking improvement projects
and improving the technology and training necessary to

compete.

Ener

Workl% with the resource owners and a long-term marketing
focus on selling coal water fuel to Asian utilities, ASTF renewed
its $4 million Commitment to the coal water fuel demonstration
plant being built at UAF. A number of other ASTF projects aim at
using digital technolo?y and alternative energy to bring lower
cost electricity to rural Alaska.

Seafood _ _
This summer, Alaska will see the first beta test of an Integrated

system to remove pinbones from salmon. ASTF investments In
the seafood industry continue to exceed other sectors because of
the opportunity to apply the latest technology to processing
salmon into food and to expand the state's shellfish industry to

new markets.

Internet , _
Most of Alaska's classrooms are now wired to the Internet with

the helprof thousands of NetDay volunteers, businesses, schools
and ASTF's $10,000 per bmldn&gdgrants to cover one-time wiring
and router costs, This increased demand and the new federal
e-rate Erogram Is resulting in improved high-speed connections
to Alaskan schools and communities. In the coming year, ASTF
will continue to work with communities and schools on
integrating the technology into the curriculum and widening the
discussion on the appropriate use of the technology. In addition,
our work with science museums, schools, and regional economic
development organizations will continue so Alaska can realize
%hhe fulll educational and economic promise of being connected.
anks
In the comm?_z/ear, ASTF will sgend more time communicating
the impact of its work. Part of that task is to offer a clearer
picture of the technical and commercial challenges in each
Industry sector so we can build a broader economic base for the
state, We continue to have the highest aqu_rematlon for the
foresight and participation of Alaska's political leaders and

citizens inour work.

Respectfully submitted, Ronald Duncan, Chair
Dr. Jamie Kenworthy, Executive Director

[ Back t0'1998 Al Report |

Copyright 1999 Alaska Science and Technology Foundation. All Rights Reserved.
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Fiscal Year 1998
Fund Balances - Year Ending June 30, 1998

Principal - $101, 113 000

Earnln - $14.455,
Total und Balance - $115 568,000

Expenditures of ASTF Funds - Year Ending June 30, 1998

. ASTF

ASTF Grants - $12,512,527
ASTF O eratln% Budget - $1,109,182

Total - 313,621,709

Le gFlsIatlve Apropriations Of ASTF Funds
AF Agriculture - $2 610 ,00

Total Expenditures of ASTF Earnings - $17,214,909

Fiscal Year 1999
Projected Usage Of ASTF Earnings

ASTF

ARTE Srants - $1ILL200 s 0g
eratin udget
oW Tank CoalWate? Fuel - 3-830.000

Total - $12,797,200
%lslatlve Approprlatlons of ASTF Funds

AF Agriculture - $2,630,0
Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation Operating - 557,600

TOtal ' $3'187'600
Total Projected Usage - $15,984,800

*FY99 Budget Appropriations
| Richard K. Strutz, Treasurer

Annual Reportl]
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Gross Receipts.

For the purpose! of Section 4 of the Agreement, the term "Gross Receipts* shall include, without
limitation, all the gross revenues and receipts received by or for the benefit of the Grantee from (a) sales,
leasing, subleasing, licensing or sublicensing of any goods, products or services covered by the Intellectual
Property or involving the Technology, in whole or in pan. (b) royalties or any other form of income
received from the Intellectual Property or the Technology, in whole or in pan, and (c) that portion of the
sales price received from the sale or exchange of any of its securities, equity or assets that has been
allocated or should be allocated, to the Technology and/or the Intellectual Property.

Transfer of and Security Interest in Intellectual Property,

a.

Until ASTF has received all of the Repayment due it under Section 4 of the Agreement and the
repayment of any Grant funds repayable to ASTF by the Grantee under the Agreement, the
Grantee shall have no right, power, or authority to assign, convey or otherwise transfer any or
all of its right, title or interest in or to the Technology and/or Intellectual Property, in whole or
in port, directly or indirectly, voluntarily or involuntarily, and regardless of whether by license,
sublicense, lease, sublease, sale or by transfer of a controlling interest [as defined as AS
10.06.990(12)] in a corporate Grantee (analogously applied for a non-corporate Grantee), except

as follows:

i. (A) the assignee, conveyee or other transferee of such right, title and interestin and
to the Technology and/or Intellectual Property expressly agrees to assume, and
to fully, faithfully and timely perform, all of the Grantee’s obligations and
liabilities to ASTF under the Agreement, including, without limitation, the

Repayment obligation to ASTF, and

(B) ASTF has approved the assignee's, convcycc's or other transferee’s technical,
financial and business capabilities to perform such obligations and satisfy such
liabilities, which approval may be withheld in the sole and absolute discretion

of ASTF; or

ii. ASTF receives full (A) payment of the Repayment and (B) repayment of all Gram funds
repayable to ASTF by the Granrce under this Agreement.

In no event shall any such assignment, conveyance or other transfer or ASTF’s approval thereof
result in any release or discharge of any of the Grantee's obligations or liabilities to ASTF under
the Agreement or with respect to the Grant or Project, in whole or m pan. unless ASTF, in its
sole and absolute discretion, elects to expressly do so in writing.

The Grantee hereby grants and assigns to ASTF a lint, prior and paramount security interest in,
all of the Technology and Intellectual Property which it now has or may hereafter acquire to
secure the full, faithful, and timely performance of all of the Grantee's obligations and satisfaction
of all of the Grantee’s liabilitiesto ASTF under tho Agreement and/or with respect to tho Project
or Grant. The Grantee shall execute and deliver to ASTF such UCC financing statements,
continuation statements, assignments and notices of assignment of copyrights, trade secrets,
technical know-how, patent applications and patents, together with such other instruments as may
bo necessary or appropriate to nuke or perfect such grant and assignment for security as may be
requested by ASTF from time to time. In the went tho Grantee fails or unreasonably delays in
doing so, ASTF is hereby granted a power of attorney to do so by the Grantee, which power is
(a) irrevocable, unconditional and durable, (b) shall survive the death, bankruptcy, dissolutionand

incompetence of the Grantee, and (c) is coupled with an interest in ASTF.

-8- A:AGRFENEW.APP
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Maintenance and Retention of Books and Records.

The Grantee shall (a) maintain all of its business, tax and financial books and records in written and/or
electronic form according to generally accepted practices consistently applied and (b) account to ASTF for
all matters relating to the Project, the Grant and/or the Repayment in accordance with Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles ("GAAP") consistently applied, including, without limitation, all revenues and
receipts directly or iadirectly derived from the Technology and/or Intellectual Property and all Project
costs. The Grantee shall retain all such books, records and other data pertinent to the Agreement ("'Grant
Information™) for a period of five (5) yean following fulfillment of the Grantee’s obligation to make the

Repayment to ASTF.
Rights to Site and Record*; Inspection.

At any reasonable time, and from time to time, ASTF, and its employees, representatives, professionals
and agents shall have the right during normal business hours to visit and inspect the Project site(s) and
Equipment. The Grantee shall cooperate with and assist such ASTF employees, representatives,
professionals and agents during each such visit and inspection. ASTF shall also have the right during
normal business hours to inspect or audit the Grant Information upon five (5) business days advance notice,
and the Grant Information shall be made available by the Grantee to ASTF at a location designated by
ASTF within the State of Alaska unless otherwise agreed to by ASTF in writing. Such inspection or audit
may be performed by ASTF. other State of Alaska personnel, independent accountants, auditors or
attorneys selected by ASTF or the State of Alaska or any combination of such persons. Exercise of the
right to inspect or audit under this Section 29 does not relieve the Grantee of its obligation to submit any
information, audits or reports to ASTF required by the Agreement. The audit and Inspection rights under
this Section 29 shall survive for a period of five (5) years after fulfillment by the Grantee of its obligation

to make the Repayment to ASTF.

No Lobbying or Political Activities.

The Grantee shall not use any Grant funds, directly or indirectly, for any lobbying or political activities,
including, without limitation, any aixempt or effort to directly or indirectly (a) influence a (i) political,
legislative or administrative process, or (ii) consideration, reconsideration, enactment or determination by
the Alaska State Legislature, Executive Branch or any State agency, body or instrumentality or (b) make
any political contributions of any type to any person, party or organization.

Permits. Laws and Taxes.

The Grantee shall, at its expense, acquire and maintain in good standing all permits, consents, licenses,
approvals and other entitlements necessary or appropriate for its performance of the Agreement. The
Grantee shall timely pay all uxes, charges, assessments and fees in any way pertaining to. arising out of
or resulting from the Agreement or the Grant.

Compliance with Applicable Laws.

The Grantee shall comply with all applicable federal, state and local statutes, laws, rules, code, ordinances
and regulations, including, without limitation, those relating to equal employment opportunity, affirmative
action, civil rights, the handicapped and environmental protection.

Use of ASTF Name.

The Grantee shall list ASTF as an independent funding and supporting source in all materials published
by the Grantee relating to the Project, except for literature pertaining to Commercialization of the

A:AGREENEW.APP
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AAKADENTAL CAE BILLCFRIGBTS

Alill currently before the Alaska Stale Legislature entitled the "Alaska Dental Cera Bill of Rights" speaks to certain issues as they pertain to 1)I;our rights as a
dental patient both in terms of the care you receive and the reimbursement of benefit daims for that treatment. The key points of the hill are as follows:

1 A health care insurer may not prohibit a person from 4, Ahealth care in?ureﬁma no%directl or Indirgc%lg/
obtaining dental care services from.a dentist of the re|mburseaftl)at|ent or the cost of treatment at a différent rate
patient's c?woice, Incluamg a specialist. .because of the patient's choice of dentist.

2 Ahealth care insurer may not restrict a patient's ﬁ Ahealth care insurer may not den cov.erage, cancela
right to receive full information fromthelrdeﬁtl} galth Insurance Blan or otherwise take action dgainst a
reqqar Ing t?\e care or treatment options aval aﬁ e tothe atient or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
patient hese rights.

3 IIaheaItg car? insurer wishes to revigwdental 6. Aperson may bring dvil action against a health care
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a Insurer to enforce these rights.

tilization review, such review must be completed by a
Hentlst?lcense in tnis state. P y

Ifyou su_Fport this legislation, p/easo sign yourname inrite space provided. Also, ifyon arc willing to write a latter or tosUfy boforB the State Legislature In support
ofthis hillbased on the above_provisions grifyou have had experiences related to'lnose provisions, please indicato your willingness to do so by placing a check
mark in the appropriate box. Thank you for participating  The Alaska Dsntal Society
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AAKADNIALCARE BLLCRRGATS

Alill currently before the Alaska Stale Legislature enlilled Uie “Alaska Dontii Can Bill ol Rights" speaks to certain Issues as they pertain to your rights as a
dental patient both in terms of the care you receive and the reimbursement of benefit claims for that treatment. The key points of the bill are as follows:

1 Ahealth care insurer may not prohibit a person from
obtaining dental care 3erwces fro.rﬁ)_a dentistof the [)e|mburse
patient's choice, Including a Specialist.

2 'rtAt health carfle”insfurer rrtlay rfmt retsrt]ri,ctda ptatients P
irt to receive full information from their dentis ealth ins
Pg r(?l % Halbfe to the atient or

ng the care or treatment options ava
paient. hese rights.
3. Ifa health car(i insurer wishes to review dental 6 Aperson may bring civil action against a health care
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a Insurer to enforcé these rights.

tilization review, such review must be completed by a
HEH'[ISI?ICGHSE(YV n ttfus stale. P Y

Ifyou suEport this legislation, pleaso signyour name in tho spaco provided. Also, ifyou era willing to write a letter or testify before the Stale Legislature in support
[based on [tio abova rovl(smns ?Orrlfgou. have had expenencrs related to theseé)trowsmns, please indicate your willingness to do so by placing a check
y

ofthis bi ]

mark in the appropriate box. Thank'you for participating * Tha Alaska Dantal Soci
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ALVISKA DENTAL CARE BULL OFRIGHTS

Al currently before the Alaska Slate Legislature entitled the ‘Alaska Dental Care Bill of Rights" speaks tocertain Issues as they pertain to your rights as a
dental patient both in terms of the care you receive and the reimbursement of benefit daims for that treatment The key points of the hill are as follows:

ibi 4. Ahealth care Insurer may not directly or indiret|
%btaﬁiﬂeaﬁgnﬁg{%é'ﬁé “E%.“SS Prgtﬁfz"'&'ebd%é‘t%‘%r?ﬁe” fiom re|mburseaRat|en_t (orthe cost of treatnient at a dlﬁgrent rate
patient'schoice. Incluamg a specialist. because of the patient's choice of dentist
2 Ahealth care insurer may not restrict a patient's 5. Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
right to receive full information from their dentist health Insurance plan or otherwise taka action against a
re?ardmg the care or treatment options available to the Patlentlor dentist because the patient has asserted one of
patient hese rights.

3 |ta health ca_r? insurer wishes lo review dental 6 Aperson may bring civil action against a health care
treatment, a denial treatment plan or conduct a insurer to enforcé these rights.

tilization review, such review must be completed by a ..
Hentlst?lcense In this stale. P Y

Il ousu_f)gonthis legislation, please sign your name in lho space provided. Also, ifyou are willing to write a letter or testify before tho State Legislature in support
ofthis billbased on the above provisions or ifyou have had experiences relateAto these provisions, please Indicate yourwillingness to do so by placing a check

marl;in lire appropriate box. Thank you for participating  Jfw Alaska Dantal Society

Signature Printed Nemo Address Registered Voter? Phone Letter? Testify?

1*7-nrfbrio

Please return this formto the Alaska Dental Society no later than April 19,1999. Simply fold and Uipe this page. Return postage is provided.



AAKATENTAL CAREOLLCFRGEHIS

Adbill currently before the Alaska Slate Legislature entitled the ‘Alaska Dentil Cara Bill ol Rights" speaks to certain issues as they pertain to %{)our rights as a
denial patient doth in terms of the care you receive and the reimbursement ol benefit claims for that treatment The key points ol the hill are as follows:

1. Ahealth care insurer may not prohibit a person from A A health care insurer may not directly or Indirectly
obtaining dental care services from a dentist of the reimburse a ﬁatlen; for the costof treatment at a different rale
patient's choice, including a specialist. because of the patient's choice of dentist.

2 Aheallh care insurer may not teslrict a patient's 5. A heallh care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
right Id receive lull information from their dentist heallh insurance Elan or otherwise take aclion against a
regarding the care or treatment options available to the patient or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
patient these rights

6. A person m3y bnng civil acticn against a health care

3 Ifa heallh care insurer wishes to review denlcl ' |
insurer to enforce these rights.

treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a
utilization review, such review must be completed by a
dentist licensed in this state

[you SUfJ ort this Ieﬁnislation, please sign your name- in lhe space ptovided Also, ifyou are willing to write a teller or testify before the Slate Legislature In supped
I e ebove provisions or ifyou have had experiences related to these provisions, please indicate your willingness to do so byplacing a check

of this bill based on
mark in lhe appropriate box. Thank you for participating  The Alaska Dental Socloty
Signature Printed Name Address Repisiered Voter? Phone Letter? Testify7
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Please return this form to die Alaska Dental Society no later than April 19,19S9. Simply fold and tape this page. Return postage is provided.



AAKATENTAL CAREBLLCFRIGHTS

Alill currently before Ihe Alaska Stale Legislature entitled (ho *Alaska Dental Care Bill ofRIgtrts*speaks (o certain issues as they pertain to 1)z/)our rights as a
denial patient both Interms ol the care you receh/t and the reimbursement of benefit claims for that treatment  The key points of the hill are as follows:

1 Ahealth cate insurer may not prohibit a person frwr. 4. Ahealth care Usurer ma notdirectlyorlndire,ctlg/
obtaining %ental care servioes from a dentist of the [)elmburse atient for the cost oJ éreatment ata différent rate
patient'schoice, Including a specialist ecause of the patents cholco o dentist

2, Aheallhca;e insPrerma}/]notre trict a patient's 5. Ahealth care lisurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
[ htg)rec Ive full Information from their eﬁ)nsi heallh msarance lan or otherwise take action agajnst a
reg?ar Ing the care or treatment options available to the atient or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
pafient hese rights.

3 Ifaheallh car? Insurer wishes to review dental 6. A person ma bring civil action against a health care
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a Insurer to enforcé these rights.

3tilizat|?,n review, such review must be completed by a
entist licensed In this state.

If ousui)port this legislation, ploase sign your namo inthe Space provided Also, ItKou are willing to write a letteror testify before Ihe Stale Legislature in support
these provisions, please Indicate your willingness to do so by placing a chock

ofthis billbased on the above provjsions orifyou, have had experiences related to
markiin Ihe appropriate box. Thank you for participating  The Afaska Dental Society
| Signature_ Printed Name Address Registered Voter? Phone__ Letter? Testify?
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Please return this form to the Alaska Dental Society no later than April 19,1999. Simply told and lapo this page. Return postage is provided
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ALASKA DENTAL C% BLLO:HG_"S

Alill currently before the Alaska Slate Legislature entitled the “Alaska Dental Care Bill of Rights" speaks to certain issues as they pertain to your rights as a
dental patient both in terms of the care you receive and the reimbursement of benefit daims for that treatment  The key points of the hill are as follows:

1 Aheallh care insurer may not prohibit a person from 4. Ahealth care |n?ureﬁma no%dlrectl or Indir c%lév
obtaining %ental care services from.a dentist of the reimburse a patient or the cost of treatnient at a Ifferent rate
patient's choice. Incluémg a specialist. because of the patient's choice of dentist.
2. Ahealth care insurer may not restricta patient's 5. Ahealth care insurer may n_otdenycov,erage,gancela
[ htap recElve full Information from their de tIS} health Insurance Blan or otherwise take action dgainst a
re%{ar Ing Ine care or treatment options available to the ?atlent,or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
patient hese rights.
3. Ifahealth care insurer wishes to review dental 6. Aperson ma t?]r gc_lwl action against a health care
treﬁtment,adental tr%atment plan o[)con uc}a Insurer to enforcé these rights.

e completed bya

tilizatlon review, sych review must
Hentlst ?{&ense(},vln thus slate.

Il?lou su_P%ort this Ieﬁnislation, ploase sign your name in |he space provided. Also, ifyou are willing to write a loner ortestify before the Stale Legislature In support
ol this billbased on [he above provisions or ifyou have had experiences related to those provisions, please indicate your willingness to do so by placing a check

mark in I>e appropriate box. Thank you for participating  The Alaska Dental Society

19" ArtlAc™nCl K\9. S
m sm m Jty-inu¥\du /OS/%*, Ir,

& - SRC)
Jama Query 5"30 Knoll Crvr.le f tA]

TD'T H U nLEiA
MIcUIf M acevwy WO £>C* AfftA ISV Ssic! ]

lb 05 T alllath fzstlU , /JJ,s's
IpJL 4M Vaf<rr* £T- kL tf AtAU_
- ftZAM fdrihZjttn.el 7 ATaUiAl

I Olnom TPRHfip 6. " Y4 Bixg P 0 Fo X /33&, &lioApa

%>7-28'3-(SZ2'T
907-£67//<?
<?07-Jf0-70/7
fpi-m -inn
L907-7T7Th'StW
W rssz-im f

7
<7F)

- Olnffin fMckwkRin Shmnn - Dnhim rrtfl”



AAKATENTAL GARE BLLCRRGETS

Abhill currently before (he Alaska State Legislature entitled lhe 'Alaska Dental Cara Bill of Rights™ speaks to certain issues as they pertain to your rights as a
dental patient both in terms of (he cane you receive and the reimbursement of benefit claims for that treatment. The key points of the bill are as follows:

1 Ahealth care insurer may not prohibit a person frcm 4. Ahealth care in?urer ma no%directlyor indirgcélg/
obtaining ﬁental carF aerwces frqrﬁ)_adentlstoflhe reimburse ﬁa ent for the cost of treafmient at a différent rale
patient's'choice, Including a specialist. oecause of the patient's choice of dentist

5. Aheallh care Insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a

2. Aheallh cars insurer may not restrict a patient's
right t Tegalve full information from their deritlsf health insurance Blan or otherwise take action gainst a
E%%%aern |lng Iho care or treatment ptions available to the Pﬁélseenhaﬂ gentlst ecause the pab'ent has asserted one of

6 Aperson may bring cij action against a health care

3 lla heallh care insurer wishes to review dental ¢
insurer to enforcé these rights.

trefgtment, a dental tr?]atment plan oi)conducf a
tilization review, such review must be completed by a
dentist licensed In this stale.

ou are willing to write a letteror testify Before the State Legislature in support

Ifyou su_PEort tills Ieﬂ]islation, pleoso sign your name in the space provided. Also. ”ﬁ/ yill et _
ofthis billbased on Ine ebove provisions gr Ifyou have had experiences related to these provisions, please indicate your willingnoss to do so byplacing a check

mark in Ihe appropriate box. Thank you for participating ~ The Alaska Dental Socioty

Signature Printad Name Address Registered Voter? Phone Letter? Testify?
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Please return this form to the Alaska Dental Society no taler than Aprii 19,1999 Simply fold and tape this page. Return postage is provided.
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AAKATENIA CAREBLLOFRGHTS

Adbill currently before Ihe Alaska Stale Legislature entitled the “Alaska Dental Can Bill of Rights" speaks to certain Issues as they pertain to your rights as a
dental patient both interms of the care you receive end the reimbursement of benefit claims for that treatment. The key points of the hill are as follows:

1. Ahealth care insurer may not prohibita person (rom 4. Ahealth care insurer may notdlrcetly or Indirectly
obtaining dental care services from a dentist of the reimburse a patient for the cost of treatmentat a different rate
patient's choice, Including a specialist because of the patient's choice of dentist.

5. A heallh care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a

health insurance Elan orotherwise take action against a
patient or dentist because the patient has asserted one of

these rights. I

2. Ahealth care insurer may not restrict a patients
nght to receive full information from their dentist
regarding Ihe care or treatment options available to the
patienL

6. A person may bring civilaction against a health care

3. Ifa health care insurerwishes to review dental € |
insurer to enforce these rights.

treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a
utilization review, such review must be completed by a
dentistlicensed in this slate.

Ifyou support this legislation, plooso sign your name In the space provided Also, ifyou an willing to write a letter or testify before Ihe Slate Legislature In support
ofthis billbased on lhe above provisions or Ifyou have had experiences related to these provisions, pleaso indicate your willingness to do so by placing a chock
mark in the appropriate box. Thank you for participating Tha Alaska Dental Society

lgnature Printed Name Address Registond Voter? Phone Letter? Testify?
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Please return this form to the Alaska Dental Soiiety mo later tham Apfil 19,1998, SII’TH( fold and tape this pagd. Return postage Is provided.



AAKACINTAL GAEBLLCFREHTS

Abhill currently before Ihe Alaska Stale Legislature enblied the "Alaska Dental Can Bill of Rights " speaks to certain Issues as they pertain to your rights as a
dental patient both in terms of the care you receive and the reimbursement of benefit claims for that treatment The key points of the bill are as follows:

4. Ahealth care insurer may notdlredly or indirectly
reimburse a patient for the cost of treatment at a different rate
because ot Ihe patient's choice of dentlsi.

1. A health care insurer may not prohibit a person from
obtaining dental care services from a dentist of the
patient's choice, including a specialist

5. Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
healttt Insurance plan or otherwise take actton againsta
paUent or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
these fights.

2. A health care insurer may not restrict a patient's
right to receive full information from their dentist
regarding the care or treatment options available to Ihe
patient.

3. Ifaheallh care insurerwishes to review dental 6. Aperson may bring civil action against a health care
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a Insurer to enforce these rights.

utilization review, such review must be completed by a

dentist licensed in this slate.

Ilyou support this legislation, ploaso sign your name in the space provided. Also, ifyou are willing to write a letter or testify before the Stale Legisleluro In support
ofthis billbased on the above provisions or ifyou have had experiences related to these provisions, please indicate your willingness lo do so by placing @ check

mark in Ihe appropriate box. Thank you tot participating  .Tho Alaska Dental Society

Printed Name Address Registered Motor? Phono Letter? Testify?
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Please rotum this form to ike Alaska DentaJ Society no Tater than April 19,1999. SImiffiy fold and tape this page. Return postage is provided.




AAKATENIAL CAEBLLOFRGHIS

Alill currently before the Alaska State Legislature entitled Ihe *Alaska Dental Care Bill of Rights" speaks to certain issues as they pertain to your rights as a
dental patient both In terms of the cane you receive and the reimbursement of benefit claims for that treatment. The key points of the hill are as follows:

1. A heallh care insurer may not prohibit a person from 4 Ahealth care Insurer may not directly or indirectly
obtaining dental care services from a dentist of Ihe reimburse a patient for the cost of treatment at a different rata
patient's choice, including a specialist because of the patient's choice of dentist.

5 Ahealth care Insurer may notdeny coverage, cancel a

2. Ahealth care Insurer may not restrict a patients . : .
right to receive full Information from their dentist health Insurance plan or otherwise take action againsta
regarding the care or treatment options available to the patient or dentist because the patient has asserted one of

patient these rights.

6. Anperson may bring civil action against a health care

3 tfa health care insurerv/ishes to review dental |
Insurerto enforce these rights.

treatment a dental treatment plan or conduct a
utilization review, such review must be completed by a
dentist licensed in this state.

Ilyou support this legislation, please sign your name in the space provided Also, ifyou are willingto write a letter ortestily before the Stale Legislature Insuppo
of this bill based on the above provisions or ifyou have had experiences relalod to those provisions, please indicate your willingness to do so by placing a Chech

mark in lho appropriate box. Thank you for participating The Alaska Dental Society

Signature Printed Name Address flstend Voter? Phone Lottor? Testify
KICEJ 10qtf6 Tdr'+anocL CrY & n
y *$89% kiihRifLfiop, J&> - A< mM au

Please return this form to the Alaska Dental Society no later than April 19.1999 Simply fold and tape this page. Returnpor
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Aheallh care insurer rnay not prohibit a person from 4. Ahealth care insurer may not directly or indirec
&bt'h #1 i i Z ni) E & reimburse a atlenpfc)or?he cgstoftreat entataglflﬂgrentrate

aining denial care services from.a dentist of the |
patlent'sgc Oice, Including a specialist. because of the patlent's choice of denbsL

2. Ahealth care jnsurer may not restrict da ﬁatient’s 5. Aheallh care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
entis health Insurance Blan or otherwise take action t%amsl a

neghttg, rec%we full information from their f

rq,ar ing Ihe care or treatment options available to the Eatlent,ordentlst ecause the patient has asserted one of
patient hese rights.

3. Ifahealtg car? insurer wishes to review dental 5. Aporeon mag/ l?]nn%c_lwl action against a health care
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conouct a Insurer to enforce these rights.

Htlllzatl?,n review, s%ch review must be completed by a

entist licensed In this state.

Ifyou squort this Ie%slation, ploase signyourname in the space provided. Also, if%ou are willing to write a lottor or testify before tho State Legislature In support
I ese provisions, please Indicate your willingness to do so by placing a chock

ofthis billbased on [he above provisions orifyou have had experiences related to
markin the appropriate box. Thank you for participating  .The Alaska DsnLai Society
Signature 4 Printed Name Address Roglstored Voter? Phono___ Letter? Testify?
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ALASKstDENTAL CARE BILL OFRIGHTS

B R S s S TR R

' ibit a person from 4.. Ahealth care insurer may not directly or indirectl

%bta%%aagn%a E;,{Pé “E%EEZX rgﬁﬁé‘)ﬂ'&ngt%? t%e reimburse a patient ?or tI%e cost o% freatment at a gﬁwlgrent rate
patient's choice, Incluamg a speclalist. because of the patient's choice of dentlsL
2. Ahealth care insurer may not restrict a patient's 5. Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
right tq receive {ull m%rmatlo from_ their dentist health insurance Blan or otherwise take action against a
regarding the care or treatment options available lo the atient or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
patenL hese rights.
3. Ifa health care insurer wishes to review dental 6. Aperson may bring civil action against a health care
treatment, a gental treatment plan or conduct a Insurer to enforcé these rights.
gtlllzatl?n rewe(\{v s%ch review must bo completed by a

entist licensed n this stale.

Ityou su,Pportthis Ie%slation, ploase sign your name in tho space prvvkfod Also, ifyou am willing to write a letter or testify bofore the State Legislature in support
ofthisbillbased on the above rov'(swns rif ou,havehadexpenencTs related to thosaprovisions, pleaso indicate your willingnoss to do so by placing a chec

mark in the appropriate box. Thank you for participating . The Alaska Dental Society

0
k

Printed Name Address Registered Voter? Phone Letter? Testify?
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Please retum this formtothe Alaska bertaJ Society nolater then Apil 19,1999, Sinply fold and tape this page. Retum postage is proviced



ALASKA DENTAL CARE BILL OFRIGHTS

B T R L s B R S P B R

1 Aheallh care insurer may not prohibita person from
obtaining %ental caqe aerwces from a gentist of the
patient's choice, Including a specialist

2. Ahealth care Insurer m_aﬁ not restrict a patient's
right t rec?]lve full Information from their de tlgf

regq_ar t|ng the care or treatment options avallable to the
patient.

3 Ita heallg carT insurer wishes to review dental
trethent, a (lental tr%atment plan oLcon uc} a

tillzation review, such roview must be completed by a
entlstﬂcensec\(vm #us state, P Y

A Ahealth care insurer may not directly or indirectly
reimburse a Ratlen,t for the cost of treatmient at a different rate
because of the patient's choice of dentist.

5. Ahealth care Insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
heglth Insurance Blan or otherwise take action agajnst a
atient or dentist because the paUent has asserted one of

hese rights.
6 APerson ma t;]rin% civil action against a health care
Insurer to enforcé these rights.

['you supgort this legislation, please signyour name in the space provided. Also, ifyou are willing to write a letteror testify before the State Legislature In support

ofthis b.Il

markin the appropriate box. Thank you for participating
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A Aheallh care Insurer may not directly or indirect|
?rt%%n flom reimburse a patent ?or the cdst o%trea?,myent ata |t%grenl rate

because of the patient's choice of dentist.

5. Ahealth cane Insurer may not deny cov,erage, cancel a
h inst a

Ahealth care insurer may not prohibit a
gbﬁam,ng %entg care ,erwceg gr]o_ Pa dentmt%
palcnl's choice, Including a specialist

2 Aheallh care Insurer may not restrict a patientfs

right lo, receive full information from their deptis eallh Insurance plan or otherwise take action

reg arc?lngt e care or treatment options avallalbfe to Ihe Pab entor Hentlst Because the patient has asserted one of
patient. hese rights.

3 Ifahealtg carT insurerwis\wes to review dental 6. Aperson may bring civil action against a health care
treFtrrent, a denta tr%atment plan or con uc} 2 Insurer to enforce these rights.

tilization review, such review must he completed by a
3ent|s[ﬂcensec¥\lmt¥wls state. P Y

Il?lousu_F ort this legislation, please sign yournam Intho space provided. Also, if%ouaro willing to write a teller or testify before the Slate Legislature In support
olthis billbased on { eabove_l%rovwlons orifyou have had experl,encTs rotated to those provisions, please indicate your willingness to do so by placing a chock
markin tho appropriate box. Thank you for participating .Ttie Alaska Dsntal Socisty

Printed Name Address Registered Volar? Phone Letter? Testify?
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1 Ahealth care insurer may not prohibit a person from 4. Ahealth care Insurer may not directly or indirectly
obtaining dlental care Services from a dentistof the reimburse ﬁatlentforlth cOst of treatnientat a different rate
patient's choice, Including a specialist because of the palent's choice of dentist

2. Ahealth care insurer may not restrict a patient's 5. Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
right to receive full InH)rmatio% from, theirde(ﬁ)tisf health insurance plan orothe¥W|s,e Iakg actlong ainsta
re%ar Ing tho care or treatment options available to the Patlent_or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
patient heso rights.

3. Ifa healtg car? insurer wishes to revigw dental 6 Anperson may bring civil action against a health care
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a Insurer to enforcé these rights.

tilization review, such review must bo completed by a
3ent|st?|cense£¥\lln #usstate. P Y

Ilyou su_Fport this Ieﬁ\islation, ploase sign your namo in tho space provided Also, ilﬁou are willing to write a toJer or testify before tho Stale Legislature in support
olthis billbased on the above provisions orifyou havo had experiences related to these provisions, ploase Indicate your willingness to do so by placing a check
mark in the appropriate box. Thank you for participating  The Alaska Dental Society
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dental patient both in terms o

aining denta ?arF ervices from a dentist of the

patient'schoice, Including a specialist

2. Aheallh care ins%lrer may not restrict da atients
right to receive full Information from their deptist

reqardlng the care or treatment options available to the
patient P

3. Ifahealth car? insurer wishes to revigw dental
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a

A health care insurer may r.ot prohibit.a person from
it e oty

ALAKKADENTAL CARE BILL OFRIGHTS

i Abil ?urrentl%/ before the AIaTka Stale Legislature cntiBed the *A/as*» Dentil Cap Bill oIRights” speaks to certajn Issues as theg/ tgzﬁrtain lo %/?ur rights as a
|

Ine cane yol receive and the reimbursement of benefit claims for that treatment. The key points of th

4. Aheallhcare in
reimburse a patient

are as follows:

ureﬁma no%directl or indirgcélg/
or the cos! of treatmentata différent rate
because of the patient's choice of dentist

5. Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a

health insurance
atient or dentist
hese rights.

lan or other/nse take acton a%amst a
ecause the patent has asserted one of

6. Aperson may bring civd action against a health caro
insurer to enforcé these rights.

HtlllZ&tl?_n review, such review musl be completed by a

entist licensed In this state.

If ousquortthisle islation, ploase sign yourname Intho space provided. Also, Ifyou are willing to write a leltor orloslify before the State Legislature In support

ofthis billbased on the above rovl(sions?rif ou haw had experienc
mark in Ihe appropriate hox. Thank you orgartl
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ALAKKADENTAL CARE BILL OFRIGHTS

Abil currentl beLore theAIa?kﬁ Stale Legnlature entléled the "Alaska Denﬂ)ene Dill of R| ts" speaks o certain issues as the gltnﬁrtain IoY(hurnghtsasa

denta] patient both in terms of the ¢r « yoti receive and the reimbursement o Itclaims for'that treatment The key points of Dié bill are as Tollows

]bAhea hcaolnsurerma nPronjlbltape son from Ahealth care |n?ureﬁma no%dnect or indir c,%g

obtaining enta care servme ro entist of the relmburseaﬁatlent or the cast of treaf entata rent rate

patient's choice, Including a specialist because of the patient's choice of dentist

2. Ahealthcare Insurer ma not restrict a patient's 5. Ahealth care insurer maynotdenycovera%o cancel a

n ht to receive full information from their ei u health Insurance lan or olhelwlse take action againsta
?ern ng the care or treatment options available to the Paélseenh%r dentlst ecause the patient has asserted one of

3 Ifa healtg car InsurerW|shes to rewgwdental 6. Aperson may bring qvll action againsta heallh care

treatment, a ucta Insurerto enforce these rights.

enta tr%atment plan or con
H’[I|Ilatl?ﬂ reviey, such review must be completed by a
entist licensed in tnis stato.

H ousuf)gort|h|sleﬁ1|slat|on ptaaso. S|gnyournamemthespaceprOVIded Also, ifyou oro willing to write a lottor or testify before the Stale Legislature in support

ofthishillbased on Ihe above rovswns rifyou.have hadexp nen srelédlot ese provisions, pleaso indicate your willingness todo so by placing a check
markmtheappropnate box. an you cr articipating aska antal Society
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Ablllfurrently beLore liie Ala? ﬁStaIe Le%lslature entléled the "Alaska Den tgll,lofmlgt ts' speaks toc nissues asftlt"] gt? rtain Io urnghts asa

dental patient both Intears of the care you receive and the reim ursemento ene aims for'that treatment T ey points 0 are as ows

A health care insurer may not prohibit a person from 4. Ahealth care insurer may not directly or indirec
gbtalnn] Jenta care servrpce%fronP r(}ennst%ftsh relmburseaﬁatlent?ortl[lec sto}treat entata f%grent rate
patient's ch0|ce Induding a specialist because of the patient's choice of dentist.
2. Aheallh care jnsurer may not restrict a patient's b, AheaIIhcaremsurermaynotdenycoverage cancela
right to receive full information from, thelrdeﬁ) Ibf health Insurance Blan or otherwise take action against a
r%qar ing the care or treatment options available lo the ?atlentor entist because the patient has asserted one of

hese rights.

F Ifahealtgcar(i |nsurerW|shes torewgwdental 6. A person may bring civil action againsta health care
e-jtment, a gental tr atment plan or conduct a insurer lo enforcé these rights.

Hnllzatl?n revie review must bo completed bya
entist license Int |s state.

|f|yOUSUp ortthlsle slatmn ptoaso. S|gnyourname|n the space provided. Also, IfKOU are willing to write o letteror testify before the State tsg|s|ature|ns pport
thishinbased on the above provisions grifyou hove had experiences related to these provisions, please Indicate yourwillingness to do so by placing a check
markin tne appropriate box. Thank you for parUclpating  ".The Alaska Denial Society
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A health cam Insurer may not prohibit a person from A heallh caro insurer may not directly or Indirec
gbt ! %enta‘ﬂca y r(}ennst% fthe relmburseaR enttortrlec sto%treat entatag ffé/rentrate
e

aining re aervmes fro
patlentsc oice, Including a speualst because of the patient's choice of dentist
2. Ahealth cam jnsurer may not restrict a patient's A health caro insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
nght | receive full Information from their dentist heaIIh insurance Blan or otherwise lake action agajnst a
r%%ar ing the care or treatment options available to the Pa&eghgr gentlst ecause the patient has asserted one of
3. Ifahealth care insurer wishes to rewewdental 6 A person may bring civil action against a heallh eare
treatmentadental tr%atmen v\Plano con ucﬁ Insurer to enforcé these rights.
utilization review, such review must bo completed by a

dentistlicensed In this state.

It ousuFBorttms legislation, please sign your name in Ihe space provided Also, ifyou are willing to wrffe a latteror testify hetoro (he Sfafu Legislature in support
of this billbased on the above rovisions orifyou have had experiences related to t 0se provishns. please indicatoyour ~ mgness lo do so byplacing a check
mark In the appropriate box. Thank you lor participating TheAIaska Dental Society
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LfLEEAVENIALO RE BILL OFRIGHTS

Abill curre_ntIY before the Alaska State Legislature entrtiect the “Aleska Dental Care BillatRights' speaks lo certain issues as thog tEer’tain to Tyour rights as a
dental patient both in terms of the carc yol receive and the reVnbursementofbanelH damns for that treatment The key points of thé bill are as follows:

4.. Ahealth care insurer may not directly or indirectly

ébtﬁuﬂ%ﬂ&%%%?g urgrrv?é%)s/ HS%PS%“@?{E.%[%? e for reimourse a patient for die cost of treatment at a diiférent rate
patient'schoice, mcIuémg a spteshst, because of the patient's choice of dentist.

2. Ahealth care jnsurer may not restricta patient's 5. Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancela
right I receive %ulfm ormatio ?rom their dentist he?lth mswanf:e Blan 0r otherwise ta eacnongt% nst a
reqardmgthecare or treatment options avalaWe lo (lie Pﬂlentpf enfct because the patient has assorted one of
patient hesa rights.

3. Ifahealth care insurer wishes to review dental 6 Aperson may bring crvilachof against a health cars

fment a dental treatment plan o oonduc} insurer to enforce these rights.

tre
utlﬁlaton review, suc reweumust [)e comp

a
a0l , SUC eted by a
dentist licensed in this state.

[fyou Su_Pgortthis_ legislation, please sign you: name in the space provided. Also, itKou am wiling to write a letter ortestify before the Stalo U*,'<slatom in support
ofthishillbased tin tho above provisions orifyou have had experiencesrelated ld these pmvisions, please indicate your wilingncss to do so by ‘actng a check
mark in tho appropriate box. Thank you for participating  .The Alaska Dsntal Society
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Please retumn this form to the Alaska Dental Society no later than April 19.1W9. Simply fold and tape this page. Return postage is provided.
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Abill curre,ntV before ttie Alaska Stats Legislature endued fine VUas** D tnul CareBill o fRights" speaks to certain issugs as d.og/ tE%ertain to your rights as a

dental patient both interms of the care you receive and (lie reimbursement of benefit deinns for that tréatment Tho key points of thé bl are as follows:

1. Ahealth cans insurer may not prohibita person from 4, Ahealthc rsin?ureﬁma nat directly or indirectly
obtaining dental care services from a dentist of the relmburseaﬁa ent for the cost Oftreafiment at @ amereni rare
patient's choice, Including a spedaist because of the patient's choice of dentist

2. Ahealth care insurer may not restrict a patient's 5. Ahealth care insurer may rurl deny coverage, cancel a
right to receive full information from their dentist health Insurance glan or otherwise take action againsta
re%ardlng the care or treatment options avalable to the ent or dentist because die ptitient has asserted one of
patient. hese rights.

3. Ifahealth car? irrurer wishes to review dental 6 A person may bring avil action against a health care
treatment, a ental treatment plan or conduct a insurer to enforce these rights.

utilization review, such review must be completed by a
dentist licensed in this stale.

IfP/ousu_Fgortthis legislation, ploase sign your namo In the Space provided  Also, 3¥0u are wiling to write a latter or testify before the State Legislature in support
ofthis billbased on tho above provisions or ifyou have had experiences related to these provisions, please indicate your wllingness to do so by placing a check
mark in the appropriate box. Thank you for participating .The Alaska Dental Society

Please retumthis famtothe Alarka Dental Socrety no later thenApil 19,1999, Sinplyfold and tape thispace. Retum postage isprovkd
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ALASKA DENTAL CASE BUL OFBIGHTS
Abill currently before die AIask% Stale Legislature entiAIed the 'AUskt DenFaI Cara BillofFights' speaks to certain issues as ftPheey tg)lﬁrtain to ?/our rights as a

denial patient both In terms of the care yoU receive and the reimbursement of benefit claims for that tréatment The key points o are as folows:

V' Ahealth care insurer may not prohibita person hom 4.. Ahealth care insurer may not rfrrctf orinch,clig
obtaining dental care services bom a demist of the reimburse a Ranen_tforthec_s!oftreat_ ent at a diffé/e Urate
pailenfsc oice, Including a specialist because of the patient's choice of dentist

2. Ahealth care jnsurer may not restrict (? patent’'s 5. A healthcare insurer may not dony coverage, cancel a
right to receivo full information from ther dentist healthmsarance lan or otherwise take action agajnst a
reqardlng the care or treatment options available (o (he Patlent,or entist because the patient has asserted one of
patient hese rights.

3. Ifa health care insurer wishes to review dental 6 A person may bring civil action against a health cam
treﬁtr?ent a (ental tr atmen\}\f)lan o%conduct 2 insurer to enforcé these rights.

ytilaalion review, such review must be ccmptetod by a

dentist licensed in this states

Ifyou support tills legislation, ploase sign your name inlhe space provided. Also, Ityou are willing lo wiho a letter cr testify before the Siato Legislature m support
ofthis hiHhased on _ﬁne above provisions or ifyou have trad experiences related to these provisions, p'easo indicato your willingness to do so byplacing a check
markin tho appropriate box. Thank you foe participating  -Tivo Alaska Dental Sodaty
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ALASKA DENTAL CARE BILL OFRIGHTS
Abill currently before the Ala?ka Stale Legislature entiéled the 'ALuka Dental Cara Bill o fRights” speaks to c?]rtain Issues as ft{]heg/ t!?Srtain to ?ur rights as a

dental patient both In terms of the care yol recelve and the reimbursement of benefit daims for Out treatment. The key points o are as follows:

' ibi A Ahealth care Insurer may not directly or indires
0 ta%%age]nctg ecépgurgrrv?ggg Proo%?rao hgr%%gt%%rﬁ?g fom reimburse a ﬁatlen,t ?or.the cg}/st o%treat_n?ént ata daferent rate
patient's choice, Induding a specialist because of the patient's choice of dentist

' ' ient' . Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
%' htA} h?gtlzt?:}\?g %&frlﬁ orr%m%% ?Pr}nrle%rtlrelﬁt eﬁﬁtslfe s ﬁeaﬁm Insurance plan or othe¥W|se ta% action ggal nst
regqardﬂng the care or treatment options available to tho E)atlent,or dentist because the patienthas asserted one of
patient hese rights.
3 Ifahlalth care insurer wishes to review dental 6 A person may bring civil adion againsta health care
treatment a dental treatment plan or conduct a insurer to enforce these rights.

tilization review, such review must be completed by a
Hentlst?lcensegvtot is state. P Y

Il (_)_Usu_F ort this legislation, please sign youiname In tho space provided. Also, It%ou gre wiling to whlo a letteror testify botore the State Legislature in support
offtiis billbased on the above provisions orrtyou havo had experiences related lo these provisions, please Indicate yourwillingness to do so by placing a check

markin the appropriate box. Thank you for participating .The Alaska Dental Society
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Abill currently before the Alaska Slate Legislature entitled the "Alaska Dental C
|fue Plbo?h ?tﬁ glrecglveanlé bl emf o

cental patien In terms of the care yo

ALAKADENTAL CARE RILL OFRIGHTS

the reimbursement o

1.~ Ahealth care insurer may not prohibit a person from

obtaining dnntal care aerwces from a dentist of the
patient'schoice, Including a specialist.

2. Ahealth care insurer may not restrict a patient's
Ml htté) recelve full information from their eﬁ
Eegi%nltng the care cr treatment options aval

3 lla heaItQ carﬁ insurer wishes to revigw dental
treatment, a denial treatment plan or conduct a

ggfe totho

utiliz,atltl)_n review, such review must be completed by a

dentistlicensed in this state.

enefit claims fo

hts" speaks to certain issues as they pertain to your righs as a
that trgatment Dleaf<ey points of H]g bﬁ)S areas %ﬁmg

4 Ahealthcare in?urer ma3/ no;directl or Indirgcftflg/
relmburseaﬁatlen,t or the cost of treatment at e différent rate
because of the patient's choice of dentisL

5. Ahealth care insurer may not deny coverage, cancela
health Insurance Blan or otherwise take action againsi a

tient or dentist because the patient has asserted one of
hese rights.

G Aperson may bring civil action against a health care
insurer to enforce these rights.

Ifyou supBort this legislation, please signyourname In Ore spaco prowled. Also, ifyou am wining to write o letteror testify before trio Slate Legislature insupport

o 'triis bin

markin the appropriate box. Thank you for participating
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Abfl current
dentafpat?en

ALASKADENTAL CARE RILL OFRIGHTS

Interms of the care yol receive an the reimbursement o

entist of

%b Ahealth cafe insurer may Potnﬁ)rogibit_a pert3ﬁ>6n from

taining .v 'ta

care Services from.a

patient'scnoicc, Including a specialist

2. Ahealth care Insurer may not restrict a patient's
right to rec

regarding the care or
pa(ilent J

ﬁlve full inf%rmatlon from their dentlsf
eatmenl options available tothe

3. llahealth car? insurer wishes to review dental
treatment, a dental treatment plan or conduct a
tilization review, such review must be completed by a
dentist licensed in this state.

[fyousu
ofthis bi

mark in trio appropriate box. Thank you for participating

_OvvicJu fAOnjtA™ G/AITY]

i

ort this legislation, please sign your name in the space provided. Also, If
ased on tho above provisions or ifyou have had experiences related to t

A

IP/btg)%ore Ihe Ala?l% Stale Legmlature entléled the "G\ulaska Damfatj)ecn%%iet %glj r%é %i?hts"s 0aks toc% In Issues asttﬂéemﬁrtamto ur rights as a
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ALASKA DENTAL CARE BILL OFRIGHTS
Abil CLFJ)rarbe,nﬂg bofore tho Ala%ka Stale Legislature entitled (be "Alaska Dantal Can BlljofRights" speaks to certain ISsues as theg tEl(frtain to ?ur rights as a
e |

dental both In terms of the caro you receive and the feimburse/nentof benefit claims for but treatment. Tho key points of thé Dill are as follows:

1 A health caro insurer may not prohibit a person from 4.~ Ahealth cam insurer may not directly or Indirectly
obf)aining ental care _erviceg fro pa denbst%fthe reimburse a patient for the cost of treatment at a different rate
pab‘onfschoice, Inclualng aspecgllst because of the patient's choice of dentist

2. Ahealth care jnsurer may not restrict a patent's 5. Ahealth cam insurer may not deny coverage, cancel a
right t0 recglve fil Thormati ?rom,t B GeNCS health insurance Blan or othe¥W| e tak% actlon%gamsta
reqardlng the care or treatment options avalable to the Panent,or denbst becauso the pabent has assertéd one of
patent hese rights.

3. Ifa heaitficane Insurer wishes to review dental 6 A nperson may bring civil action against a health care

treatment a dental trﬁatment lan OBconducf a insurer lo enforce these rights.
ytilization review, sulh review must be completed by a

dentist licensed in this slate.

II;/ou su_Pport this Ieﬁjslation, ploase signyourname In the space provided. Also, 1/you are willing to write a letteror testify hefore trio Stale Legislature in support
oTthis billbased on [he above rovl(swns ?H%)u,havehad expenencrs related 7 esegtr)(;wsmns, please indicate yourwifiingness to do so by placing a check

markin tho appropriate box. Thank you for participating .The Alaska Dental Socl
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