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Bond Reimbursement and Grant Review Committee
Meeting Agenda

December 12,2018
8:30am - 4:00pm

Location: Anchorage
Atwood 12th Floor Conference Room (Room 1270)

Audio Teleconference: Call Toll-Free 1-855-244-8681 (US/Canada); Meeting Number 806 051 200

Chair: Heidi Teshner

Wednesday, Dec. 12,2018 Agenda Topics

8:30 — 8:35 AM Committee Preparation
e Call-in, Roll Call, Introductions
¢ Chair’s Opening Remarks
e Agenda Review/Approval
e Past Meeting Minutes Review/Approval

8:35 - 8:45 AM Public Comment (additional comments related to agenda topics may be solicited
throughout the meeting)

8:45 - 9:40 AM Department Briefing
e  FY2020 CIP Report
e Summary Statistics
e Scoring Issues
e [Initial Priority Lists
e  Statewide Six-year Plan
e School Capital Project Funding Report
. Preventive Maintenance Update (PM State of the State)
e  Facilities Book — Data & Updates

9:40 — 10:30 AM Regulation Projects Update

e  Public Comment & DEED Responses
e  Recommendations for SBOE Adoption

10:30 — 10:45 AM BREAK

10:45 AM = 12:15 PM Construction Standards for Cost-effective Construction
¢ Review Updated Geographic Cost Factors
e Subcommittee Reports

¢ Identify Subcommittee Actions




Wednesday, Dec. 12, 2018 Agenda TOpiCS
12:15-1:30 PM LUNCH
1:30 — 3:00 PM Briefing Papers
e ASHRAE 90.1 Implementation/Certification
e Space Guidelines
3:00-3:35PM Publications Update
¢ Preventive Maintenance and Facility Management
e Swimming Pool Guidelines
e A Handbook to Writing Educational Specifications
3:35 - 3:45 PM BR&GR Work Plan Review
3:45-3:50 PM Set Date for Next Meeting
3:50 - 4:00 PM Committee Member Comments
4:00 PM

Adjourn
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BOND REIMBURSEMENT & GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE
March 15, 2018, Wednesday
Teleconference
FOR REVIEW & APPROVAL - MEETING MINUTES

Committee Members Present  Staff Additional Participants
Heidi Teshner, Chair Tim Mearig None.

Dale Smythe Larry Morris

Robert “Bob” Tucker Wayne Marquis

Doug Crevensten Kimberly Crawford

Don Hiley

Rep. Sam Kito

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL at 2:34 p.m.

Heidi Teshner, Director of Division of Finance and Support Services, chair, called the
meeting to order at 2:34 p.m. Roll call of members present; Sen. Anna MacKinnon, Rep. Sam
Kito, Mark Langberg, and William Murdock are excused. Quorum of 5 members.

REVIEW and APPROVAL of AGENDA
Rep. Kito moved the agenda, Bob seconded. Approved by unanimous consent.

PUBLICATION UPDATE

Preventive Maintenance Handbook

Tim introduced the draft handbook and drew attention to the gaps in the material. The hope is to
strategize in this session how to fill them in order to send the draft out for public comment
following this work session. Solicited committee member comments.

Dale offered two comments: the estimated life expectancies of HVAC controls at 20 years and
special electrical at 15 years, has changing technology affected the life spans; and interested in
discussing the measurement of fuel usage as it relates to individual facilities. Tim directed the
committee to the sample renewal and replacement (R&R) tool. Tim clarified whether the concern
was need for upgrade as opposed to systems wearing out; Dale confirmed, software may not
function as long as a component. Discussion of whether program upgrade costs within 10 to 15
years are operational versus capital and whether it is in state’s best interest. Bob offered that
controls are all electrical now and the age should be lower to match that of special electrical due
to rapid technology changes. Dale proposed language update to listing of components —
downplay pneumatic controls and include electronic controls, digital controls.

Committee discussed energy management and tracking of energy consumption at sites and
facilities. Dale offered edit that the implementation section contain language that a district
should designate and identify a position to be in charge of the tracking. Tim stated that the
minimum bars are directly tied to regulation; potential to add in ‘best practices’. Document
needs to be clear what are required for compliance and what is beyond that. Bob suggested
adding it into bullet list as a recommendation of what other districts are doing.

Don identified added language in the statutory authority section that states funding is for capital
projects and not preventive maintenance, then goes on with “nor for projects costs caused by a
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lack of [regular or preventive maintenance]”. Tim acknowledged it cannot be included in the
context of eligibility. Don strongly objected to the addition. Punishes districts for decisions
made by prior district personnel or budget situations. Tim stated that a proper place for a broad
discussion is in the CIP application guidance; there are other statutes and regulations that speak
to department authority to reduce projects. This handbook is not planned to be referenced in or
have the force of regulation. Committee further discussed implications for projects that were or
were not caused by lack of maintenance. Bob offered his support for the concept of the language
in the CIP application. Doug asked whether the differentiation needed to be clearer between
qualifying minimums and best practices. Don agreed that it could be better distinguished.

Tim summarized the structure of the introduction sections: open with statement of the regulation
and regulation requirements, how those are documented by the maintenance certification visits
and application process, state observation of current deficiencies, information related to work
order process, finishes with a paragraph of best practices. At Bob’s suggestion, Tim offered to
expand the purpose section to talk about the structure of the document to provide guidance on
how to best use the handbook.

Tim provided an overview of what is included in the publication and the gaps that still need
additional development. Admitted that including “facility management” in the publication adds a
need for a lot of new material. If publication went out for public comment, department would ask
for stakeholder assistance in filling outlined areas. Dale stated that the format, with “developing”,
“implementing”, and “sustaining”, is reasonable; hoped that public would take opportunity to
offer comments on the undeveloped areas to help form it. Tim observed that gaining input from
district facilities personnel is preferred, as department does not have direct, hands-on experience.

BR&GR WORK PLAN

Tim commented that the updated work plan includes changes from December meeting.
Reviewed publication timelines, possible need for additional review and drafts of the PM
handbook.

Rep. Kito seconded that the public comment should go out with a letter soliciting feedback.
General committee consensus for department to issue handbook for public comment as is.

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Heidi recapped the legislative bills and current actions; not a lot of action on school facilities and
construction topics. Upcoming hearing on HB 212, which would allow REAA funds to be used
for major maintenance projects. No hearings on SB 87 as of yet, committee did a lot of work
related to this bill over the past year. State board of education will meet next week and FY'19
ranking lists are on the consent agenda for approval.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENT

No Rep. Kito and Dale had no additional comments. Bob and Doug thanked staff. Doug liked
the best practices and helpful hints, and suggested, when sending PM handbook out for public
comment, to add specific comment requests to the publication. Don offered that department
should recruit comments, it really needs active participation from personnel in the field. Heidi
thanked committee members for participation and was looking forward to seeing members in
Juneau on April 3.

MEETING ADJOURNED

The committee adjourned at 4:02 p.m.
Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee March 15, 2018
Teleconference Page 2 of 2 DRAFT
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BOND REIMBURSEMENT & GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE
April 3 & 4, 2018, Tuesday & Wednesday
Juneau — DEED Board Room
FOR REVIEW & APPROVAL - MEETING MINUTES

Committee Members Present  Staff Additional Participants
Heidi Teshner, Chair Tim Mearig Kent Gamble, HMS, Inc.
Doug Crevensten Larry Morris Aimee Smith, HMS, Inc.
Don Hiley Wayne Marquis
Mark Langberg Lori Weed
William “Bill” Murdock Kimberly Crawford
Dale Smythe

APRIL 3RP

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL at 1:15 p.m.

Introduction of members and department Facilities staff. Heidi Teshner, Director of
Division of Finance and Support Services, chair, called the meeting to order at 1:15 p.m. Roll
call of members present; Sen. Anna MacKinnon, Rep. Sam Kito III, and Robert Tucker are
excused. Quorum of 6 members.

REVIEW and APPROVAL of AGENDA
Tim offered clarification to agenda, will not be speaking to emergency scoring. Mark
moved the amendment. Amended agenda approved by unanimous consent.

REVIEW and APPROVAL of MINUTES
Minutes reviewed and approved as submitted by unanimous consent.

PUBLIC COMMENT
No public comment.

DEPARTMENT BRIEFING

Tim noted the department briefing is an opportunity to inform the committee of various activities
at the department; some items are closely tied to committee work and some are more ancillary.
Overview of preventive maintenance process and current status of school district certifications.
In response to Dale’s question, Tim explained that the number of ineligible districts is fairly
static since the implementation of a ‘provisional’ status. Wayne observed that a lack of
resources, both personnel and fiscal, is affecting more districts.

Tim observed FY19 CIP rankings are notable for latent FY 18 funding and grant awards that
were finally sorted out and impacted the ranking of the lists. Three districts requested
reconsideration on a project; one resulted in a budget adjustment. There were no appeals of
reconsideration determinations. Currently, there has been no movement in legislature on capital
budget.
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Tim commented that the department has been updating the cost model annually, as opposed to
prior two-year cycle. It is an important tool provided to districts for use in putting together
applications with a reasonable cost basis, which assists in advocating at the legislative level.
Newest version will complete at the end of April.

This past year the department tasked HMS with providing a framework for updating geographic
cost factors, as there is not a record of what the current cost factors are based on. Using
Anchorage as the base, HMS evaluated two districts: Fairbanks and Bering Strait. Broke factors
into several areas: General Requirements (mobilization, shipping), Local Costs, Productivity,
Climate, Structural/Architectural/Mechanical, Risks (assessment of contractor risks). Bering
Strait is down by about ten percentage points and Fairbanks climbed, mostly due to structural
factors. Foundations are not a factor due to being individually modeled in the cost model. Bill
asked if factors were based on estimations or actual projects. Tim clarified that the factors are
based on estimating history. Doug asked how the geographic regions are defined, whether they
related to the BEES regions. Dale noted that the BEES regions were for separating energy usage
and cost rates for design. Noted teleconference in next day agenda with HMS on the cost model.

Tim provided an overview of the SB 237 report, an assessment of all state capital funding that
occurs on schools in the state through the REAA, school construction, major maintenance grant
funds and the debt reimbursement program. Report is data-centric, with different presentations.
Currently analysis is minimal, but department is hopeful it will be able to do additional analysis
as more data is gathered.

Tim reviewed the highlights of the Alaska Education Challenge being implemented by the
department and state board. Any of the focus areas of the Challenge could bleed into facilities,
but none are directly related. It is an ongoing process.

Tim summarized the current status of legislative bills, so far only a little movement in legislation
relating to school facilities. The current capital budget does not have any school funding
proposed; however, the governor has a separate budget initiative providing major maintenance
funding if an income bill also passes.

The department is proposing a ‘clean-up’ regulation project; Facilities has not undertaken one in
a number of years. Recent updated publications are in regulation and references need to be
updated. The hope is to present at the state board’s September meeting for potential action to
issue public comment.

Under publications, the Life Cycle Cost Analysis Handbook is up for committee review later in
the agenda. Initial public comment for the Preventive Maintenance Handbook is underway, the
notice was accompanied by a cover memo letting people know there is more to develop and
asking for specific input and participation. Tim has set up a series of teleconferences to gather
district input and formulate additional content.

PUBLICATION UPDATE

Don objected again to the language stating that a project would not be eligible if project
conditions were due to lack of preventive maintenance; it is now also in the proposed application.
Tim stated the department had looked at the statute and added the language in the application to

Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee April 3 & 4,2018
Juneau Page 2 of 8 DRAFT
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bring it to the committee for discussion on conditions under which certain work would not be
eligible. Bill asked whether there was evidence that schools were not maintaining facilities. Tim
confirmed there are projects with work caused by lack of maintenance, but asserted his belief no
district does it intentionally. Don emphasized that the program should not punish districts for
prior personnel decisions and funding issues. Dale noted that the public expectation is that the
program is being managed responsibly, with the state making good investments with the funds,
and it is a good discussion to have. Tim assured committee there is no department agenda to
remove projects from eligibility, but under statute language, scope may be removed if it should be
part of preventive maintenance. Discussion about need for clarity between project eligibility and
scope ineligibility on conditions caused by lack of preventive maintenance.

Larry introduced the revisions to the Life Cycle Cost Analysis Handbook, last update was two
decades ago. Most changes were minor updates to references to websites and publications; more
development in the instructions on using the tool. Tim noted the department would like to see
more applications using the tool to support the options question; the tool is not complex or time
consuming once the cost information is available. He hoped highlighting the tool in the
upcoming CIP workshop will increase its use. Discussion on usability and validity of the tool.
Tim noted that the published updated tool will have pre-loaded assumptions that districts can
change as needed.

Dale made a motion to put to put out the edited Life Cycle Cost Analysis publication out
for public comment. Passed by unanimous consent.

BREAK

DEPARTMENT CIP BRIEFING

Larry began with the code deficiencies/life safety/protection of structure scoring question; in his
opinion it is the most difficult application question to write for and the most difficult for rater’s
to score. He came up with a sample scoring matrix to rank similar and dissimilar project issues
that would also provide clarity for districts on how points were assigned. Tim added that this
moves the scoring towards formula-driven, but maintains the need for evaluation. Tim provided
information on development of the matrix.

Tim reviewed the condition survey scoring for relative age on a completed project. On planning
and design, Tim re-emphasized need for a condition survey in earlier stages of design for more
projects. There are projects that would have benefited from documenting conditions prior to
finalizing a design strategy or completing the project.

Lori reviewed changes proposed to six-year plan form, which was redesigned to conform with
statute, with room to include a project description and a signature from the school board
president. Column notating state aid, so districts can utilize plan for all capital improvement
projects and the department can separate data as needed for reporting.

CIP APPLICATION

Tim walked through the application mark-up of changes. Application changes in section 3: First,
transition plans modified to be broadly applicable to all facilities, not just state-owned. Second,
removal of the questions relating to investment grade audits. Don noted intent language the
questions had been based on had expired by the time applications had been due last year. Tim
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discussed change in section 6, adding location for application writer to provide information on
why a completed project did not perform a design stage. Mark offered a comma edit for clarity.
Committee discussed scenarios where design stages are skipped and potential variations of
answers to the prompt.

Tim walked through the instructions mark-up. First potential change is to project eligibility in
regards to whether it is a capital project or was caused by lack of maintenance. Important to be
very clear in wording. Don objected that statute only requires the project to be a capital project,
no language speaking to the cause. Committee discussion followed. Tim agreed proposed
language overextends the reading of the statute. Discussion to resume following day.

RECESS

APRIL 4™

CALL TO ORDER at 9:00 a.m.
Heidi called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m., Wednesday, April 4.

PUBLIC COMMENT
No public comment.

FY2020 CIP APPLICATION REVIEW (Continued)

Discussion resumed on application instructions. Tim stated that the edits to questions 2.e and 2.f
clarified where the department is getting the information. Mark noted a minor edit on 2.f,
changing to “each district”. Added language in question 2.d will be removed “evidence
supporting it is not due to inadequate maintenance”. General confirmation to remove from all
materials. Section 3 changes, edits to 3.c, transition plans, were discussed during the application
review.

In question 3.d department introduced language aimed at helping districts and department
manage districtwide project scopes that lack definition. Generally, a project should be a set of
work that will be bid under a single contract. If it is not the case, then the applicant should
provide justification on how it is more cost effective. Minor edits were discussed.

Committee reviewed authority of department to reduce scope and budget of project or grant
award that did not follow appropriate procurement procedures.

Moving on to section 4, Tim observed there are a lot of narrative changes relative to the new
matrix scoring for code. He recommended talk about the matrix in the rater’s guidelines so that
the changes would make sense, and to approve or disapprove of the scoring method. The most
significant change presented in the matrix is the opportunity for districts to support conditions
with work order evidence and information from a registered professional, and they know if they
forego doing those things, they will score lower. This change in the life safety/code category
institutionalizes current practice — providing additional points for professionally documented
conditions. Tim expressed that this will need to be adjusted as things come up that didn’t fit.
Discussion of effect on small and rural districts
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Heidi asked whether there were objections to the matrix method of scoring. Don brought up his
concerns about several of the items, particularly being age based and no installation or material
problems. Dale asked whether there could be more flexibility, perhaps a letter from a registered
professional noting concerns over material installation, etc. Tim stated there is a lot of guessing
about the future, but the department is judging on the severity of the issue as it is; these point
structures are meant to make that more clear. Open to tweaks to ages, scores. etc. General
discussion on fire sprinklers systems versus fire alarms and protection of structure or life safety.
Bill wondered could he do a survey and then send it to a PE for code review and endorsement.
Tim confirmed that could be an option to gain the 3 point boost. Committee discussed scoring
climate-based erosion conditions.

Tim summarized that the committee seems to have some reservations but also a general support
for this change. Tim noted that this approach has a heavy emphasis on evidence from the
maintenance perspective; system degradation can be evidenced through maintenance time
documented through work orders. Committee supported the revised matrix as the approach for
FY20 CIP cycle.

Returning to the instructions, Tim pointed to the added language on how to respond to the
question 4.a, specifically providing maintenance work orders. Discussion on how department
would balance mixed-scope conditions.

BREAK

Tim stated there were no changes to section 5. In section 6, changes reference back to Appendix
B. All changes are for clarity when certain elements do or don’t apply, and have the purpose of
bolstering the need for a condition survey when the project would be best served by having one.
Don expressed dislike of the word “adequately” because there will be differences in opinion.
Tim commended that completed project and in-house work scenarios have added a lot of
complexity to this evaluation; the department is making decisions on whether documents would
have been needed and agreed upon in a project agreement under a normal funding scenario.

The CIP briefing paper provides examples of judgement calls on design and condition survey
points for projects. Tim asked the committee to advance the notion that condition surveys are
considered necessary to complete most projects. Committee action in the past four years have
made the condition survey documents more flexible in who can do them.

Committee discussed intention behind removing additional levels of drawings in questions 6b
and 6¢; determined to keep the original language.

Language in section 7 is cleanup, moving from section 3. Change to question 8c and the project
eligibility checklist provide discretion in implementation of statute. Lori pointed out that
providing an life cycle cost analysis can be an eligibility issue, and the added instruction
language is a reminder of that. Tim stated that the edit to eligibility item “I” is an easing of the
language to conform to department practice of not throwing projects off the list because no cost-
benefit analysis was submitted.
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Tim noted the prior discussion on the instruction appendices and the eligibility checklist. Small
edit on scoring sheet regarding district ranking points only determined by eligible projects. Tim
reviewed smaller edits and clarifications in the rater’s guidelines.

Doug remarked that instruction appendix D on type of spaces is outdated; asked if it is used for
points. Tim confirmed that type of space, as provided in application table 5.2, is used to weight
scoring in a formula-driven category. Discussion of type of space scoring and identification.

Dale made a motion to adopt the application and support materials as edited, Doug
seconded. Adopted by unanimous consent.

STANDARDS FOR COST-EFFECTIVE CONSTRUCTION

Commissioning Subcommittee

Mark stated that the subcommittee last met the first week of March and there are several items he
is planning to follow up on. Tim added that, after the committee submitted its report to the
legislature, the commissioning subcommittee tasks were only ones that could be pursued without
a budget. Committee and department are moving toward developing draft regulations by July to
forward to the state board for the September meeting. Trying to define which projects require
commissioning and credentialing of commissioning agents. Don queried whether there was
going to be a budget impact to projects.

Design Ratios Subcommittee

Dale summarized results of the energy modeling of the one-story versus two-story ratio as being
less than anticipated. Tried to quantify potential energy savings and cost savings. Other ratios
and areas may provide greater benefit. A huge number of variables and assumptions change
affect the potential, including occupant loads and minimum code-required air changes. Surprised
that electrical load increased due to increased fan use to move the air in a two-story building.
Dale expressed appreciation to subcommittee member who donated time and effort for the
modeling. Still work that can be done, without funding, to move the effort forward. Tim noted
that this subcommittee is possibly the most constrained without available funding.

Model School Subcommittee

Doug stated that the subcommittee had not yet met on the four action items in the report to the
legislature. Consultant will assist with keeping the cost model up-to-date based on education
delivery method changes and code changes, similar to presentation in the afternoon. System
standards are currently with the department for development. Although prototypical schools,
even by region, may not do well, there may be prototypical systems that could function,
particularly at a regional level. Model school concept has moved from an idea of a prototypical
school to a foundational-level school that reasonably meets the needs of children.

General conversation on the background and history of the model school used in the escalation
study and cost model.

REGULATION UPDATES

Lori pointed out the summary of changes document provided by the department. The proposed
changes are based on a list the department developed of questions, issues, and problems that
came up during use of the regulations. The list is not exhaustive, and there will be additions, like



\ Page 11 of 258 /

including a section on the provisional certification status; if committee members have other
items, bring those to the attention of the department. Lori walked through each of the identified
regulation changes.

Don asked whether the handbook references could be changed to say ‘current edition’, like code
references do. Lori responded that code references go through another agency’s formal
regulation process; the handbook editions will be provided with the regulations during the
regulatory public comment process.

BREAK - LUNCH

COST MODEL UPDATE

Kent Gamble and Aimee Smith from HMS, Inc. introduced themselves and the requested cost
model task. HMS was asked to finalize model school elements, with particular attention to
providing for ASHRAE 90.1 code requirements. To do so they reached out to the design
community to find out how ASHRAE would affect components of the model. Committee
members asked various clarifying questions on the model and specific changes. HMS will review
and make changes noted.

Doug asked what is HMS’s definition of a model school. Kent stated the original idea was to
develop a typical school in the Anchorage area, approximately 41,400 square feet, that would
serve as the baseline model school as far as using typical construction elements; those elements
get updated as “typical” materials and needs change.

Larry noted department is using 2010 edition of ASHRAE 90.1, and for the 50 percent of
controlled outlets may only be for offices/admin areas and computer classrooms. The 2013
edition changed requirement to all classrooms. Kent commented he will dial it back.

Kent opened conversation to common design elements that may be coming up. Discussion
followed on school security systems.

Kent reiterated that the model school has two functions, the primary is to provide an escalation
factor, to see how a common school tracks through the years. HMS uses it to incorporate design
changes, which are minor in the relative cost growth of the school. The other function is to use
elements of the model school to develop elements and model of different components that can be
traded in and out of the model to develop the cost for difference types of space used in schools.
The way that is accomplished is building different assemblies and trading them in and out. Tim
noted that for the purposes of renovations, a number of individual solutions have been
developed. For the purpose as it relates to the committee, specifically the model school
subcommittee, we want to know what are the acceptable systems and components for the state.

Kent noted anticipated risk with potential trade tariffs, particularly with steel he’s anticipating a
35-50% increase in cost. He parted with a comments that there will be volitivity in prices.

REGULATION UPDATES (Continued)
Lori continued walked through of the identified regulation changes. Noted that there are a
couple of alternative language passages for committee input. Committee reviewed and discussed
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department’s proposed changes. Don noted request from Kathy Christy to increase the minimum
value requiring competitive selection for design services and construction management services
from $50,000 to $100,000. This would keep up with inflation. After review of definition
changing minimum value of “school capital project” from $25,000 to $50,000. Don started
conversation about what constitutes a capital project; general committee discussion followed.
Lori reminded members that if there were edits and suggestions, to contact the department.

BREAK

WORK PLAN REVIEW & UPDATE

The workplan is pretty well intact to what was previously tracked from December. There is an
edit to the publications, substituting out Cost Format for the Architect and Engineering
Services publication. Other change will be adjusting date for the final PM Handbook from May
to June. No date for clean-up regulation project, suggested July 2018. Update from ‘construction
standards regulations’ to ‘commissioning regulations’. General discussion of projected meeting
dates and potential agenda items.

Committee discussed school security features, lock-down procedures, and how it could fit into
the application process.

FUTURE MEETING DATE
Next meeting dates are teleconferences on May 8, June 14, and July 19.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENT

Bill had no additional comments. Don thanked everyone for their work. Doug expressed
appreciation for the face-to-face meeting. Mark also appreciated the in-person meeting to re-
connect or connect with new people; it was good to be a part of the process. Dale echoed Mark’s
comments, a lot of work but fun to be a part of it all. Heidi thanked department staff for putting
everything together and the committee members extra time they’ve put in.

Tim noted CIP workshop will be May 16 in Anchorage, committee is welcome to stop in for any
and all.

MEETING ADJOURNED
The committee adjourned at 4:15 p.m.
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BOND REIMBURSEMENT & GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE
June 14, 2018, Thursday
Teleconference
FOR REVIEW & APPROVAL - WORK SESSION MINUTES

Committee Members Present  Staff Additional Participants

Heidi Teshner, Chair Tim Mearig Dana Mendez, Anchorage School
Mark Langberg Larry Morris District

Dale Smythe Lori Weed

William “Bill” Murdock

Don Hiley

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL at 2:34 p.m.

Heidi Teshner, chair, called the meeting to order at 2:34 p.m. Roll call of members
present; Sen. Anna MacKinnon, Rep. Sam Kito, Robert Tucker, and Doug Crevensten are
excused. Quorum of 5 members.

Bill moved to approve the agenda, seconded by Mark.

REGULATION PROJECT UPDATE

Commissioning

Tim explained that this is the committee’s opportunity to looks at recommended regulations and
language that are planned to be presented at the state board meeting in September. The first set
supports the committee’s report to the legislature on construction standards, specific to
commissioning. Subcommittee has seen earlier versions and will review tomorrow. This
regulation will codify which projects will require commissioning with an aim at ensuring cost-
effective operations at the outset and throughout the life of the building or system. Provides
information on who can provide the services, and wraps in the five standards developed by the
committee. There is one an element of ‘retro-commissioning’ in 4 AAC 31.013. 4 AAC 31.065
sets out procurement standard for commissioning services. 4 AAC 31.080 starts to set out
features that would pin down which projects would require commissioning. There are two
supporting definitions: “commissioning” and “commissioning agent”. Definitions reference
already defined terms and phrases where possible.

Mark thanked the department for providing a starting point of three options for language, he
offered revisions and feedback, and that result is what is before the committee. Subsequent to
that, the document went to the subcommittee for comments. Revisions are anticipated from
members at tomorrow’s meeting; he apologized subcommittee could not meet prior to this
committee meeting. Tim clarified that this is the last committee work session on the regulations
prior to it being sent to the department’s assistant attorney general for review. Department will
accept all committee member and public comments in the development of the regulation.

Tim recommended starting in section .080, which speaks to requirements, parameters, and
allowable costs. Mark asked how the “over 2,000 square feet” requirement fit in with other
regulations. Tim stated it stands on its own. Don asked if there should be a qualifier on the type
or complexity of the facility; doubted commissioning should be required for a storage building.
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Tim reiterated that the purpose of the language is to make the bar pretty high for required
commissioning. Dale opinioned 2,000 square feet is going to capture everything, it could
increase to 3,000 or 5,000 square feet and meet the goal of not wasting dollars on systems that
cost more to run, more value on a larger facility. Tim agreed number may be a low. Don asked
for clarification, in the scenario of adding two classrooms, would this require commissioning of
just the addition or the entire facility. Lori asked whether a mechanical system would need
commissioning if that much additional space was added.

Don was more concerned about cost and complexity of the project than size, as well as the cost
to commission, especially in remote locations. Tim observed the main lack of clarity is in the
definition of “rehabilitation”, should take a look to update that definition. Discussion on various
complexities and levels of commissioning based on project and owner intention.

Don asked what budget category this service will be paid from, project are already crowding and
exceeding recommended design percentages. Tim stated a district should put in a project budget
in its application that includes the necessary cost. Don suggested commissioning be a separate
line item. Tim responded that, to the extent the department may want or need to track it
separately, it could be a separate item and the committee could weigh in during the application
development. Mark noted districts should ensure clear communication and well-defined fees and
scope. Tim agreed clarity needed in what services are provided under what contract.

Bill was concerned about the language regarding preparing owner to operate and maintain.

Tim pointed out the requirement for districts to have a plan to evaluate the need for retro-
commissioning of existing facilities that is being added to the preventive maintenance and facility
management program. This language affects far more buildings and square footage than the
commissioning requirement discussed earlier. Don agreed that it is likely to be a cost to districts.

Heidi summarized that the subcommittee will discuss these concepts and provide
recommendations to the department, which will forward the revised language to the AAG, and
that language will be presented to the board. Recommended providing additional comments to
Mark or Tim, or call into the subcommittee meeting.

“Clean-up”

Lori introduced the “clean-up” regulation change to 4 AAC 31, noting the provided summary of
changes. Items that changed since the April meeting were: preventive maintenance regulation
added “provisional compliance” procedure and reworked language on department determination
of compliance and non-compliance; removed questionable sections brought up at the April
meeting; added option for district to reuse an application score for a substantially completed
project for up to five years. Tim highlighted change in section .016, which helps define how
department treats enrollment of students in leased space. Don sought clarification on when a
department’s determination of a compliant PM program would affect CIP eligibility. Tim stated
the intent is that a compliant determination in August ensures eligibility throughout that year’s
CIP cycle; any change in a determination would affect a subsequent year determination. A
district would work to get recertified by the following August. Department to reword to make
that clear.
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Lori presented department determination of language option in section .023(c) to allow costs

36 months before an initial application of a project with a substantially identical scope. Also in
section .023(c) was new language dealing with district indirect and administrative costs; the
intent of which is to provide an option of districts either providing a detailed accounting of costs
or a percentage of construction costs. Don objected to the use of tiered percentages and
expressed concern over the reduction of budget. Tim clarified that this provision is for districts
that don’t account for their costs; admin costs tracked by a district will be accepted. This is not a
change to the application or range or definition of administrative costs; more applicable to
municipal districts that have prorates and indirect percentages. Tim confirmed regulations were
intended for the September state board meeting and, if approved through the process in
December, could be incorporated into the next CIP application draft.

PUBLICATION UPDATE

Heidi noted the Life Cycle Cost Analysis Handbook is before the committee. Tim stated the
publication went out for comment with none received. Bill marked a small correction to bottom
of page 7, to say “every” year.

Mark made a motion to adopt the Life Cycle Cost Analysis Handbook with minor edits by
the department, seconded by Dale. Adopted by unanimous consent.

Tim observed that this is a progress update for the Preventive Maintenance & Facility
Management Handbook; the effort being a lot bigger than department was prepared for.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION UPDATE

Tim stated that the operating and capital budget bills have been signed. Department is working
on receiving the appropriations to the three grant funds and will begin issuing FY 19 draft project
agreements. Two bills are awaiting signature: HB 135, allowing extension of participating share
deadline, and HB 212, allowing major maintenance funding from REAA fund and providing for
energy efficiency and cost standards. A fiscal note attached to HB 212 would provide $300,000
in funding to work on criteria identified in the committee’s report to the legislature, primarily
energy modeling and consultant services.

WORK PLAN REVIEW & UPDATE

Committee to review the work plan at the next meeting and schedule activities to accomplish the
objectives by the end of fiscal year 2019. Previous assumption that only the commissioning
subcommittee would have a lot of activity this year has change, and the design ratio and model
school subcommittees will have to ramp up. Department will propose changes to the work plan
timeline and activities and present to committee at the next meeting.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENT
No additional comments from Mark, Doug, or Don. Dale will provide square footage limit ideas
to Mark for commissioning subcommittee.

FUTURE MEETING DATE
Next meeting July19, 2018, will discuss the fiscal note and corresponding committee activities.

MEETING ADJOURNED
The committee adjourned at 4:05 p.m.
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BOND REIMBURSEMENT & GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE
July 19, 2018, Thursday
Teleconference
FOR REVIEW & APPROVAL - WORK SESSION MINUTES

Committee Members Present  Staff Additional Participants
Heidi Teshner, Chair Tim Mearig None

Rep. Sam Kito III Larry Morris

Mark Langberg Lori Weed

Dale Smythe

Doug Crevensten

Don Hiley

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL at 2:36 p.m.

Heidi Teshner, chair, called the meeting to order at 2:36 p.m. Roll call of members
present; Mark Langberg absent; Sen. Anna MacKinnon, Robert Tucker, and William Murdock
are excused. Quorum of 5 members.

Don moved to approve the agenda, seconded by Dale.

REGULATION PROJECT UPDATE

Lori updated the committee on the status of the regulations, currently the two sets of regulations
previously seen by the committee have been sent to the department’s assistant attorney general for
review. In response to Dale’s question, Heidi summarized the next steps: at September meeting
the State Board of Education and Early Development will meet and review the regulations, if it
approves the regulations for a 30-day public comment period, then the board would meet at the
December meeting to approve sending the regulations to the lieutenant governor’s office. Lori
noted that, depending on changes made in response to the public comments, the board could
choose to send the regulations out for an additional public comment period.

Mark joined the teleconference. Quorum of 6 members.

STANDARDS FOR COST-EFFECTIVE CONSTRUCTION

Tim reviewed packet materials, including the matrix comparing the committee report to the
provisions of HB 212. He highlighted four items. One, the bill language did not include
commissioning because committee and department already had authority and resources to move
forward with regulations. However, item two, because the bill did not speak to commissioning,
the fiscal note did not include a $15,000 feasibility analysis on whether to have highly developed
criteria and standards related to commissioning as recommended in the committee report. Item
three, the model school criteria #9, spoke to developing the cost model as a cost limit tool;

HB 212 did not require cost limit or maximum cost per square foot. Future movement will be on
any existing department authority to do so. Item four, the bill will require encouraging,
evaluating, and requiring re-use of school plans. Otherwise, a lot of intersection between the
committee report and the bill; the fiscal note provides a source of funding to accomplish the
objectives.
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Heidi inquired whether the additional funding amounts in the fiscal note could be used to address
the commissioning study. Tim responded that the increased values came from better, updated
information on costs; but it is likely any remaining funding could be shifted. Philosophical
question for the committee on how deep to go, as a regulatory body, in developing and defining
elements of commissioning standards. Mark stated that commissioning is often driven by what
the owner wants and will pay for, companies rely on expertize to accomplish task to owner
satisfaction and budget. There are several national organizations with standards to draw from to
assist development of state-level standards. The goal would be not to constrain people but to
provide better guidance than was previously developed.

Doug observed that the model school elements look comparable. He asked whether it will still
move forward with developing “good, better, best” (minimum and maximum) standards. Tim
noted development of those standards would be under report criteria #11, developing an outline
of building standards.

Heidi provided information on fiscal note appropriations, budgets, and accounting. Timeline for
expenditures is July 1 through June 30.

WORK PLAN REVIEW & UPDATE
Tim reminded the committee that three members will have terms ending February 28, partway
through the work plan timeline; each are eligible to apply for re-appointment.

Tim reviewed the work item 3.1 changes and noted associated budgets and timelines.
Department development of RFP for geographic cost adjustments is on track for August.
Subcommittee is developing a statement of services for an RFP to enhance the cost model’s site
and major maintenance line items, to be issued in October. On use of the cost model as a cost
control tool, the subcommittee will make a recommendation to the committee on whether it
would work, then potential development of regulations. Identifies new process of committee
review and analysis of the model school, where the committee vets changes to the model; this
utilizes the reoccurring funding in the fiscal note to potentially involve industry consultants.

Tim moved to section 3.4, which is work to develop model school systems, starting with
department work to finish system standards aligned to other department resources. Noted that
the feasibility analysis and development of standards do not meet the FY'19 fiscal note timeline.

Outline of design ratio work in work plan section 3.5. The elements proposed by the
subcommittee were addressed by the bill language as a need for a way to measure effectiveness,
and these ratios are what the committee proposed. Tim noted later 2019 dates due to
incrementally staging the start time of each ratio; it may make sense to mesh these timelines
together, and put all of the ratio analysis into one RFP. Dale looked forward to discussing in
subcommittee; he had not anticipated using more than one modeling consultant.

Prototypical design analysis has always been a committee responsibility under statute. Most
recently, the department managed a report on the use of prototypical designs. The last committee
action was a position paper adopted in 2004. Funding provided in the fiscal note to support this
effort, primarily envisioned to obtain peer input, likely through a workshop with several experts.
Tim suggested that this could be handled within context the application and not need regulations.
Doug remarked that a scoring criteria for reuse of plans is something that has been missing in
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prior discussions on this topic. General discussion on reuse of designs. Tim worried that the
associated funding was the least likely to be able to be used in FY'19, as the committee is unlikely
to move far enough along in the process to make use of it. Counting on the committee to
brainstorm and network with associates to bring fresh perspective on prototypes.

FUTURE MEETING DATE

Lori explained that the agenda items anticipated for August were incorporated into this meeting;
did the committee want to meet again or work on subcommittee work. Tim asked whether
December should be a face-to-face, it has worked out well in the past to have that meeting in
Anchorage. Don and Dale agreed that the December meeting in conjunction with the A4LE
conference brought the best participation. Dale proposed, to general agreement, that August and
September be used for subcommittee work.

Doug moved to approve the work plan as presented, seconded by Mark. Adopted by

unanimous consent.

PUBLICATION UPDATE

Lori highlighted the public comments received on the Professional Services for School Capital
Projects, which were primarily positive and appreciative. Tim explained that the department had
added language in the ‘pre-design’ section, expanded on construction management services, and
included information on commissioning.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENT
Mark observed the department has been busy and appreciated the work and progress.

Don and Doug joined mark in thanking the department. No additional comments by Rep. Kito.
Dale warned subcommittee members he would contact them for upcoming work.
Heidi thanked department staff and the subcommittee members for the extra time they put in.

MEETING ADJOURNED
The committee adjourned at 3:54 p.m.



\ Page 19 of 258 /

BOND REIMBURSEMENT & GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE
October 17, 2018, Wednesday

Teleconference
FOR REVIEW & APPROVAL - WORK SESSION MINUTES

Committee Members Present  Staff Additional Participants

Heidi Teshner, Chair Tim Mearig Tim McDermott, Lake & Peninsula
Rep. Sam Kito III Larry Morris Borough School District

Doug Crevensten Sharol Roys

Don Hiley Lori Weed

Dale Smythe

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL at 2:01 p.m.

Heidi Teshner, chair, called the meeting to order at 2:01 p.m. Roll call of members
present; Sen. Anna MacKinnon, Mark Langberg, and Robert Tucker are excused. Quorum of
5 members.

Rep. Sam Kito moved to approve the agenda, seconded by Dale Smythe.

REGULATION PROJECT UPDATE

Tim reminded the committee that there are two sets of regulations out for comment. The first
deals with commissioning and when commissioning would be required on projects funded with
state aid. The second is the department’s cleanup of 4 AAC 31. The state board issued both for
public comment, which closes November 12, 2018. Tim requested members pass the word to
those interested in commenting; the department has sent notifications directly to the Association
for Learning Environments (A4LE) Board and the school district facility managers. The normal
process has the regulations come back to the state board at the next regularly scheduled meeting
on December 6. The department will be working on responding to public comment, working
with the state attorney general, and any proposed changes will go into the packet for the board to
review. The board may decide to promulgate the regulations, put the revised regulations out for
another public comment period, or seek additional information.

Rep. Kito noted two comments. The first, on 4 AAC 31.023 (page 8 of regulation), was about
identifying construction costs for contracted work or forced account work; force account should
be defined. The other comment was in regard to reimbursement for applications costs (4 AAC
31.023(c)); however, “application costs” is undefined. The department could end up in a
situation where a district files for reimbursement of an entire building survey, when the project
activity only involves a portion of it. Rep. Kito complimented the department on catching some
of the other technical corrections.

STANDARDS FOR COST-EFFECTIVE CONSTRUCTION

Commissioning Subcommittee

Tim spoke to the upcoming subcommittee work of developing a recommendation relating to
commission agent certifications recognized by the department and refining the worksheets
developed for the five systems requiring commissioning. He noted that Mark is only current
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BRGR member on the subcommittee due to William Murdock’s resignation; still a number of
industry members active.

Design Ratios Subcommittee

Dale related his conversation with the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) about the
department use of BEES climate regions. AHFC indicated no concern with DEED’s use of the
zones. AHFC adopted the additional zones as an amendment to the International Energy
Conservation Code (IECC), defined by heating degree days.

Dale stated he found a request for proposals template for energy modeling for comparison and
prompting for completing the state procurement documentation. Recommended the modeling
effort be a single solicitation, instead of the work plan’s four or five separate solicitations. Lori
noted that the combined RFP was proposed in the original committee report as a way to achieve
a potential cost savings. General concurrence.

Tim asked for a brief statement of what the professional services will provide. Dale stated that at
the end result will be a potential magnitude of savings per climate region relative to these ratios
based on a typical model school. Anticipate there will be advice from the consultant on the goals
and how to reach that goal better.

Don asked whether the design ratios has become purely about energy savings. In the initial
discussion, there was first cost consideration — e.g. most efficient building shapes as far as
construction costs, one-story versus two-story and the amount of foundation constructed. Dale
noted early subcommittee discussions; there had been some benefits perceived relative to costs
but subcommittee focused on a limited effort, with no construction cost component. Tim
expressed thanks to Don and stated he wanted to pursue it for this effort. Regardless of available
funding, it is important not to just talk about operating costs over time, but also first cost impacts
of the ratios. Lori confirmed original intent was to encompass both first cost and operating cost
and offered that the focus on energy modeling may have been because it requires consultant
effort. Don expressed concern about the disconnect from the life cycle cost of the building.

Doug asked Dale whether the one-story building versus two-story building question has been
answered. Dale responded that he had a different opinion before the modeling effort. The
modeling showed that overall differences were fairly marginal, there were many influencing
variables. The model didn’t show the savings seen in other projects Dale had been involved in.

Tim stated his belief that more time was needed to develop the RFP scope. Heidi confirmed the
committee could review and comment via e-mail to issue the RPF prior to the December meeting.
Tim and Dale agreed to work on developing the RPF before November 15.

Model School Subcommittee

Doug noted a lot of work done by Don on the cost model before the RFP went out for solicitation.
Ultimate goal would be to do away with the “lump sum” item type and to provide a rational,
defensible cost. Many new line items, but many items missing or in flux, e.g. no items addressing
school security, method of determining playground cost, determining useful measurement units.
Don walked the committee through the proposed changes, including more granular cost items and
specific items. More precision will be better costing, especially if used to cap project costs.
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Tim shared that the geographic cost RFP solicitation closed with one proposal from HMS, Inc.; it
should be under contract soon. Subcommittee prepared a draft RFP questionnaire for the
department to issue an RFP for enhancements to the cost model. Doug offered that renovations
and remodeling will be the majority of future projects and this cost model enhancement will
delve down to that level and will be helpful to the state when complete.

Tim provided an overview of the current template of model school standards. Original efforts
started 2002; department and committee has influenced good design through the application and
design review.

WORK PLAN REVIEW & UPDATE
Department will revise work plan based on combined design ratio solicitation.

PUBLICATION UPDATE

Tim observed that the Swimming Pool Guidelines was last updated in 1997. During his tenure at
the department, Rep. Kito had worked on revisions in conjunction with applying the guidelines to
the pool construction projects of the time. Update presented makes straightforward changes but
does not achieve potential goal of providing prescriptive limits to state participation in pool
projects. Key pieces of the publication are to define an acceptable educational program and the
size of pool that is associated with a state-supported educational program. There is an option to
develop this update to base state aid on a prescriptive basis, e.g. on a student count basis, this is
what you get.

Rep. Kito noted that a four-lane pool is not big enough to host a meet; minimum is six lanes,
with regional meets needing eight lanes. Recommends support of a six or eight lane pool with
no amenities, as more students will participate in swim programming if they can be involved in a
competition sport. Tim offered that swimming instruction can occur with four lanes and other
funds can be procured to expand the pool size. Doug noted some parallels between this and the
model school issue of providing an adequate education program as it relates to outdoor facilities
that have more community use.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENT
Rep. Kito apologized for having to miss prior meetings, is trying hard to keep abreast of the
committee conversations. Tim made a special request for Rep. Kito to attend December meeting.

Don mentioned that he would speak with Tim if Swimming Pool Guidelines moved forward; he
was involved with the Ketchikan pool and had had many conversations with the department.

Doug and Dale had no additional comments.

Heidi thanked the subcommittee chairs for their continued work and expressed thanks to
Mr. McDermott for listening in.

FUTURE MEETING DATE
Next committee meeting December 12, 2018. Lori reminded the committee it would be in-
person, all day at the state’s Atwood Building in Anchorage.

MEETING ADJOURNED
The committee adjourned at 4:06 p.m.
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THE STATE Department of Education

of & Early Development
ALASKA FINANCE & SUPPORT SERVICES
801 West 10t Street, Suite 200

GOVERNOR BILL WALKER PO Box 110500

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500
Telephone: 907.465.6906

To: Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee
From: School Facilities
Date: December 12, 2018

DEPARTMENT BRIEFING

Initial CIP Lists

The initial CIP lists are included in the packet. The department provided a memo to the
school superintendents that announced the availability of the lists. The department also
transmitted the lists to the governor’s office for use in developing the FY2020 capital budget.

Following are some year-to-year initial list statistics:

FY2018 FY2019 FY2020
Districts Submitting Applications 37 31 27
Number of Applications Submitted 131 108 86
Number of Applications Scored 64 105 62
Number of Applications Reused 67 39 24
Number of Applications Ineligible 9 1 3
Number of Applications with a 3 3 3
Change in List
Number of Applications with a 52 41 48
Budget Adjustment
Number of Projects on the Major 106 93 72
Maintenance List
State Share Request on Major $156,768,834 | $145,235,869 | $113,787,100
Maintenance List
Number of Projects on the School 17 11 11
Construction List
State Share Request on School $137,559,973 | $179,214,343 | $190,238,739
Construction List

Issues that arose in this year’s application cycle are addressed in a separate FY20 CIP
Department Briefing included in the packet. The revised statewide six-year plan is also
included in the packet.

Per AS 14.11.014(b)(2), the committee is to make recommendations to the State Board of
Education & Early Development concerning school construction grants. Recommended
Motion:
I move that the Bond Reimbursement and Grant Review Committee recommend the
State Board of Education & Early Development adopt the department’s FY2020 list
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of projects eligible for funding under the School Construction Grant Fund and the
Major Maintenance Grant Fund.

School Capital Project Funding Report

The FY2019 capital budget appropriated $24,203,372 to projects eligible for the funding by
the major maintenance grant fund. This amount increased the current balance in that fund to
$29.1 million for allocation by the department in FY2019. The department has been
following 4 AAC 31.023 when awarding from the major maintenance grant funding.

In FY'19, the department used $8 million in lapsed project funds available in the school
construction grant fund to award five grants following procedures in 4 AAC 31.023.

See the REAA & Small Municipality Fund Report for additional information on school
construction list funding.

As debt reimbursement projects reach completion, the recipients may decide to pay down the
bond principal or redirect the remaining project balance to a voter and DEED-approved
project, per 4 AAC 31.064. Two municipal districts, Kenai and Mat-Su have received DEED
approval to redirect prior voter-approved funds to new projects in 2018.

A sheet on the CIP grant request and funding history FY10-FY20 is included for reference.

REAA & Small Municipality Fund Report

The Regional Education Attendance Area fund was established by chapter 93, SLA 2010
(SB 237). The amount of money available each fiscal year is tied to the annual debt service
incurred under AS 14.11.100. In 2013, the fund was amended to include “small municipal
school districts”. In 2018, the fund was amended to allow funding of major maintenance
grants, but maintaining the primary function to fund school construction projects. Since the
first appropriation in FY 2013, $260,953,378 has been deposited into the Regional Education
Attendance Area and Small Municipal School District (REAA) fund. From FY'13 through
FY15, $869,528 in interest also accrued to the fund for a total of $261,822,906. A total of
twelve projects have obligated 260,272,512.

In FY'19, the department allocated construction funding to the first school construction
priority and provided design funding to the second priority project. Additionally, the
department funded the first major maintenance project from the REAA fund after reviewing
funding scenarios and determining that it would not inhibit forecasted funding of construction
projects.

The combined projected FY20 REAA fund appropriation and unobligated fund balance is
anticipated to be approximately $40,420,000. If appropriated, this funding would be
sufficient to provide the state share of $34,450,733 for the priority #1 project on the School
Construction Grant Fund list, Eek K-12 School Renovation/Addition. Phased funding for
Design could be possible for the priority #2 project, Hollis K-12 School Replacement. A
summary sheet is included in the packet.
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Preventive Maintenance Update (PM State-of-the-State)

The Preventive Maintenance State of the State Report was updated on August 15, 2018, and
is included in the packet with a charts showing compliance history. For the current FY20
CIP cycle, 51 of 53 school districts have certified preventive maintenance programs.

Districts that are not currently certified include:
e Aleutian Region
e Hydaburg City

Districts that are certified, but are still working with the department to develop a full year of
reports (Provisional Certification) include:

e Chatham e Pelican City

e Copper River e Tanana City

e (alena City e Southeast Island
e Hoonah City

Problem areas have included tracking and reporting energy consumption and maintaining
maintenance and custodial personnel training plans and records.

Site visits for the upcoming fiscal year are scheduled to take place between September and
April for the following school districts:

e Bering Strait e Lower Yukon

e Bristol Bay Borough e Saint Mary’s City

e Iditarod Area e Skagway Borough

e Lake & Peninsula Borough e Yukon Flats

e Lower Kuskokwim ¢  Yukon Koyukuk
Facilities Book

Since 2002, the Facilities section has assembled pertinent data and historical information on school
facilities and state-aid for school capital projects for use by department leadership. This collection of
documents was titled the Facilities Information Book or Facilities Book for short. For committee
information, included in the packet is the current table of contents for this resource, which may
change over time as needed. It is the intent of the section to work on transitioning this ‘publication’
to a set of accessible web-based documents.

Regulations Update

In September the State Board of Education & Early Development approved both the
commissioning and 4 AAC 31 clean-up regulation packages to go out for public comment.
The public comment period closed on November 12; with any oral testimony intended to be
received at the Board meeting December 6-7. Due to the Governor transition, the Board
meeting has been delayed to December 18 and regulations have been removed from the
agenda. If approved by the Governor’s office, the regulation may be added to the scheduled
January 23 Board meeting. At that, or a future meeting, the Board will determine whether to
adopt the regulations, put the regulations out for a second round of public comment, or seek
additional information. A copy of the comments received, department response to
comments, and the regulations, are included in the packet for discussion under a separate
agenda item.
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Construction Standards

An RFP to update the DEED Program Demand Cost Model geographic cost factors was
awarded to HMS, Inc. in October 2018. A teleconference with HMS has been scheduled to
allow the committee to provide input in the development of the cost factors. See agenda item
and support materials included in the packet.

ASHRAE 90.1

See agenda item and separate briefing paper/support materials included in the packet.

Space Guidelines

See agenda item and separate briefing paper/support materials included in the packet.

Publications Update

Following is a list of publications currently managed by the department along with an
estimated revision priority, and the year of publication or latest draft. Those in bold are
publications proposed for committee approval.

1. Swimming Pool Guidelines (1997) [Proposed update 2019]
A Handbook to Writing Educational Specifications (2005); and Educational
Specifications Supplement (2009)  [Proposed update 2019]
3. Alaska School Facilities Preventive Maintenance Handbook (1999) /Proposed
update 2019]
Guide for School Facility Condition Surveys (1997) [Proposed update 2019]
School Design and Construction Standards Handbook (new)  [Proposed 2020]
Cost Format — EED Standard Construction Cost Estimate Format (2008 2" Ed.)
Space Guidelines Handbook (1996)
Site Selection Criteria & Evaluation Handbook (2011 2™ Ed.)
9. Facility Appraisal Guide (1997)
10. Renewal & Replacement Schedule (2001)
11. Outdoor Facility Guidelines for Secondary Schools (new)
12. Guidelines for School Equipment Purchases (2016)
13. Capital Project Administration Handbook (2017)
14. Project Delivery Method Handbook (2017)
15. Life Cycle Cost Analysis Handbook (2018)
16. Professional Services for School Capital Projects (2018)

PN R

Swimming Pool Guidelines

Included in the packet is a draft update to the Swimming Pool Guidelines; the 1997 edition
is available for reference on the department’s website (education.alaska.gov/facilities/
publications/SwimmingPool.pdf). This draft incorporates the move toward a more clear and
prescriptive document that provides maximum pool tank sizes and maximum facility sizes
based on the number of students in the approved instructional learn-to-swim program. The
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publication is sited in regulation 4 AAC 31.020(a) and establishes department criteria to
apply to AS 14.11.013(d) and AS 14.11.100(h).

A Handbook to Writing Educational Specifications
Included in the packet is a draft update to the A Handbook to Writing Educational
Specifications; the 2005 edition is available for reference on the department’s website
(education.alaska.gov/facilities/publications/EdSpec.pdf). The department has prepared this
update, to the publication, and desires input from the committee on areas that may need
improvements due to changes in conditions or practices including:

e Furnishing & Equipment

e Alternative project delivery
The department will review committee suggestions, incorporate those into an update, and
bring back a draft publication to issue for public comment.

Alaska School Facilities Preventive Maintenance Handbook

Included in the packet is an updated draft of the Alaska School Facilities Preventive
Maintenance Handbook with additional material. The Facilities Section continues to work
on this document as time allows, the comprehensive nature of the update is a large
undertaking.

Department Staffing Update

The School Finance Specialist II position became vacant over the summer and was filled by
Sharol Roys, who came to us with experience in managing the department’s operating grants.

Committee Member Update

William Murdock, serving on the committee as a member with experience in urban or
rural school facilities management, who was originally appointed in March 1, 2017,
offered his letter of resignation on August 7, 2018. The department thanks Bill for his
year and a half of service.

One committee seat is currently vacant, and open until filled:
1. Experience in Urban or Rural School Facilities Management (term 2/28/21)

Three committee seats have terms expiring February 28, 2019:
1. Mark Langberg, Professional Degrees & Experience in School Construction
2. Robert Tucker, Experience in Urban or Rural School Facilities Management
3. Doug Crevensten, Public Representative

A public notice seeking applicants for the upcoming four-year terms will be issued late-
December. Current members are encouraged to seek re-appointment by submitting a letter of
interest and resume to the department.
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THE STATE Department of Education

of & Early Development
ALASKA FINANCE & SUPPORT SERVICES
801 West 10t Street, Suite 200
PO Box 110500

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500
Telephone: 907.465.6906

GOVERNOR BIiLL WALKER

To: Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee
From: School Facilities
Date: November 30, 2018

CIP APPLICATION BRIEFING

General Issues
The downward trend in district participation in the CIP grant application process continued with the
FY20 cycle. The graph below shows the department’s standard data points for this assessment.

TOTAL CIP GRANT APPLICATIONS

® Major Maintenance ™ School Construction = Ineligible
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32 27
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a 102

FY10 FY11l FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20

This trend in total applications is also reflected in the number of districts participating. Over the last
25 years, the high mark for that data point was in 49 in FY99. FY20 marked a new low at

27 districts. Some of this can be attributed to the number of new and renovated schools funded and
constructed in the past 20 years and recent declines in population growth statewide. In other words,
the need has declined. Anecdotally, however, a large portion of the decline in participation seems
more attributable to a lack of capital planning on the part of districts. This planning gap could be
related to a lack of interest, a shortage of resources, or both. In either case, the decline in
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participation is producing an inaccurate picture of school capital needs statewide. To remedy this,
and in anticipation of the end of the five-year moratorium on new debt reimbursement authorizations,
the department has initiated an in-house effort to create a School Capital Funding Forecast Database.
Attached is a synopsis prepared by the Facilities section regarding this project. If aggressively
pursued, the creation of a data-driven capital funding needs assessment internal to the department
could have implications for the department’s current CIP process, which, currently, relies heavily on
district participation for an understanding a statewide capital project and funding needs--statutory
changes notwithstanding.

Rating Issues
During the FY2020 rating process, a couple of areas were uncovered where clarifications would be
beneficial.

Evaluative Scoring

Evaluative scoring continues to improve in consistency and transparency. The cornerstone
for this improvement is the Raters Guidelines document. This document was refreshed by
the Committee for the FY'17 CIP cycle with bracketed scoring rubrics for seven of the eight
categories (no rubric for the effectiveness of preventive maintenance category). For FY20,
the Committee implemented the department-recommended enhanced rubric for the code
deficiency/protection of structure/life-safety category. The previous rubric had three project
types with a suggested score of 0-35 points for each. The new rubric identifies a compendium
of approximately 35 code/life-safety issues and assigns points based on ranges of severity
resulting in over a 100 distinct point assignments.

Code Deficiency/Protection of Structure/Life Safety

In general, the scoring matrix for this element worked very well in its inaugural year. This
was particularly true for the identification of the code/life-safety related issues for each rater
and evaluations related to their ‘seriousness’. In this year’s applications, there were only a
few conditions that were not clearly listed in the matrix. These included back-up power,
prime power, DDC controls, and some kitchen-related deficiencies. Of particular note in this
inaugural year was the lack of response in applications to the clear emphasis on scoring in
this category being driven and supported by work orders in the district maintenance
management system. It’s estimated that less than 10% of the applications included work
order evidence of their deficiencies.

What did cause some struggles in scoring under the new matrix was the assignment of points
based on the weighting of code to non-code work. The strategy used for this cycle was to:

1) assign all of a project’s eligible code/life-safety points, and 2) adjust those points by the
ratio of the estimated cost to correct the code/life-safety issues compared to the full cost of
the project. This strategy worked for the classic large renovation/addition projects, some of
which garnered upwards of 90 points on the raw score. The weighting of points by the cost-
value of the corrective work resulted in well balanced scores within the category’s 50 point
maximum. Where the weighting of points became challenging was on smaller, more focused
projects with between 1-4 code issues. [Low point values where they should get all of the
points and high point values (>10) where the cost of work needed to fix the code issue was
small in relation to the points.] In these cases, an alternate method of weighting might be to
individually ‘weight’ each condition based on cost to correct and then add the ‘weighted’
scores.
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Emergency

The range of points assigned in this category for the FY20 cycle was between 1.67 and 11.67.
Since the Rater’s Guide establishes that scoring in the Emergency category begins at five
points, scores below that, such as 1.67 or 3.33, indicate that the evaluative raters were not
able to establish consensus as to the project’s qualifying for the Emergency point threshold.
This occurred on 8 projects in FY20. The struggle to establish a clear precedent for the five-
point threshold seems non-material to the process as point values in the 1-3 range can be
considered incidental. More significant would be the inability to gain consensus among
evaluative raters for the 25 point threshold established in the rubric for serious emergencies.
To date, that hasn’t been a challenge. No scoring adjustments appear to be needed in this
category after the FY20 CIP cycle.

Formula-Driven Scoring

Formula-driven scoring in the FY20 CIP cycle did not result in any significant issues. The
revisions for the FY20 application regarding the determination of when a condition survey
should be required for eligibility to receive planning and design points resulted in solid best-
practice in the Planning & Design scoring element.

Planning & Design
e In reviewing the tabulation of Planning & Design scoring, five projects which
qualified for Planning points without a condition survey (i.e., none were
Rehabilitations), did not qualify for Schematic Design points without one—in the
department’s judgement. In these cases, the best-practice of a scope-specific
condition assessment occurring prior to project design did not occur. At least for this
cycle, these determinations were solid and easily supported.

Condition/Component Survey

Condition Survey Quality
Some condition surveys did not include make and model of major components and, more
importantly, did not include the age of the component. The term “approaching end of life” is
not valid without an age.

Eligibility
Procurement
One project, Hanshew Middle School Accessibility Upgrades, was determined to be
ineligible on the basis of procurement of construction. This project used an alternate project
delivery method without prior approval by the department.

Recovery of Funds
Many recovery of funds had eligibility issues as follows:
e Procurement of consultants and/or contractors
e Inclusion of scope not considered a capital project but maintenance
e No department pre-approval for district self-performing project
e No department pre-approval for project alternative delivery method
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Potential FY2020 Application Changes
The following changes have been identified as potential changes to the FY2020 CIP application and
support materials. These will be developed and presented in the spring 2019 committee meeting.

Application Form Changes
Section 3 Project Information
e Question 3.h add a spot to list the project number for recovery of funds (if applicable).

Section 7 Cost Estimate
e Add clarification to District Administrative Overhead that there may be a
corresponding reduction based on percentages budgeted in CM by Consultant.
District Administrative Overhead includes in-house construction management (CM)
and, per Appendix C, combined CM should not exceed 5%.

Attachment Checklist
e Add item for district maintenance management system work orders.

Application Instruction Changes
Adjustments will be made to the Application Instructions that correspond to any
Application Changes.

Eligibility Form Changes
e No changes.

Rater’s Guide Changes
e Revise Code Deficiency / Protection of Structure / Life Safety (Q.4a) matrix for
additional project conditions.
e Revise Emergency (Q.8a) standards and matrix.

Rating Form Changes
e No changes.



\ Page 31 of 258 /

School Capital Funding Forecast Database
Synopsis of Data Needs and Resources

Background

Following the passage and signing of SB237 in 2010, state aid for the funding of K-12 school capital
projects was significantly altered. The legislation added a third grant fund, the Regional Education
Attendance Area and Small Municipal School District Fund (AS 14.11.030). The REAA Fund, for short.
The funding source for the REAA Fund is the state’s operating budget and is indexed to the annual
amount of state aid expended on the reimbursement of local debt issued in support of approved
school capital projects (AS 14.11.100). This indexing was intended to resolve legal claims of school
capital project funding inequity between ‘urban’ (debt) and ‘rural’ (grant) school districts.

A provision in SB237 required an annual report on the effectiveness of the school construction and
major maintenance grants, state aid for school construction in Regional Educational Attendance
Areas, and state aid for costs of school construction debt under AS 14.11. The report must include
an analysis of funding sources and the short-term and long-term fiscal effects of the funding on the
state. In February 2019, the department will provide its 7" report. To date, these reports have
contained available information on the funding which has occurred in each of the funds and in the
debt reimbursement program. They have not provided analysis regarding the effects of the funding
which may have been provided year-by-year.

Implied in the requirement to analyze the fiscal effect is the question, “Was the funding effective in
meeting the need?” In order to answer this question, the department needs data on the need for
school capital projects. This need should by-facility, by-district. The following identifies the data
groups and elements needed, options for gathering this data, and miscellaneous features.

Data Group #1 — Capital Renewal Needs

General: Capital renewal needs can be forecasted for facilities based on the anticipated life span
for the building’s systems, the year in which the renewal is anticipated (indexed to the date
installed), and the cost of the renewal. Costs can be projected based on the total replacement value
of the facility and each system’s portion of that replacement value. There is an industry metric for
this type of capital renewal evaluation known as a Facility Condition Index (FCl). Its calculation is:

Maintenance, Repair, and Replacement Deficiencies of the
FCl = Facility
Current Replacement Value of the Facility

This summative number is often used in prioritizing work. Since we have other more detailed
prioritization metrics, the usefulness of an FCl to the department is uncertain. The purpose in
mentioning this metric is to illustrate that you cannot arrive at an FCl without the ability to identify
facility deficiencies. Current regulations (4 AAC 31.013(a)(5)) require that a district develop this
renewal forecast for each facility over 1000sf.

Data Elements: Facility ID, Facility Name, # Stories, Facility GSF, Current Replacement Value,
Standard Building Systems, Building System Life Expectancy, Building System % of Replacement
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Value (1 story/2 story). Calculated elements include: systems/cost of renewal in years 1-6 following
the current year, systems/cost of deferred work prior to year 1, etc.

Options:

e The attached Renewal and Replacement tool was developed by the department to assist
districts in meeting the requirements of regulation. This spreadsheet is widely used by
districts across the state and could be collected and mined for data. An enhanced version of
this tool has been developed by SERRC to account for incremental and partial upgrades
made to building systems through capital projects.

e Software/databases from commercial vendors is available for capital renewal planning and
forecasting. A popular version of this can be reviewed at this website.

e For comparison to DEED’s R&R Tool, see the attached information from the state of
Arkansas. Arkansas calculates an FCl using just 10 categories versus DEED’s 23.

Features/Enhancements:

e Arenewal forecast using this method of system life expectancies with costs indexed to
replacement values could be created and have a solid basis of validity. However, it would be
a more defensible analysis if each instance of a programed system renewal was vetted by an
actual assessment of the system. An opportunity/obligation for each district to access the
database and enter an assessment-based renewal date should be a goal for the project.

e Arenewal forecast using building systems versus building components is likely to be
sufficient for the funding analysis needed at the state level. However, it would be a more
defensible analysis if major component upgrades within a system could be ‘valued’ when
calculating the renewal costs. (Example: System 23 in the R&R tool is Special Electrical. This
system includes fire alarms, intercoms, clocks, and security systems. If a capital project
renewed the security system, the value of that renewal could be removed from the overall
cost to renew the complete system.) Another way of accomplishing this would be to
document partial system improvements and to allow an override of the baseline if such
improvements were documented.

Data Group #2 — School Space Needs

General: School capital funding needs related to enrollment and population growth can be
forecasted for facilities based on population projection metrics, the allowable space per student,
the existing available space, and the estimated cost of the proposed construction. Population
forecasts can be based on historical trends and anticipated future events. The allowable space per
student is defined in regulations (4 AAC 31.020). Space eligibility is controlled on an attendance
area basis versus a single school basis. Costs can be projected based on estimated costs of new
construction in different regions of the state.

Data Elements: School ID, Current School DEED GSF, Enrollment/ADM, Attendance Area, Allowable
Space per Student, Baseline New Construction Cost/SF, Geographic Cost Factors. Calculated


https://www.accruent.com/solutions/capital-planning/capital-planning-vfa
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elements include: population growth rate, ADM projections, school capacity, cost of new space in
years 1-6 following the current year, cost of space prior to year 1, etc.

Options:

e The attached Population & School Capacity tool was developed by the department to assist
districts in meeting the requirements of regulation to demonstrate eligibility for additional
school space based on student populations. This spreadsheet, in conjunction with the
school facility database (current school GSF), is widely used by districts across the state and
could be incorporated and mined for data.

Features/Enhancements:

e The department publishes alternative population projection tools that use live birth data,
and cohort progression grade-to-grade. Data based on these tools could be incorporated for
additional analysis and support.

e School districts have internal methods for determining the capacity of their schools that
differ from the department’s. An ability to have the database include a district capacity for
each school would provide additional analysis.

Data Group #3 — Funds & Funding

General: State aid for school capital construction is governed under AS 14.11. The statute defines
three funds from which state grants are awarded: the School Construction Grant Fund, the Major
Maintenance Grant Fund, and the Regional Education Attendance Area and Small Municipal District
Fund (REAA Fund). The statute also defines processes and amounts for reimbursing local bond
indebtedness; typically this is referred to as the department’s debt reimbursement program.
Annually, through the state’s operating fund, an amount is appropriated to the department
sufficient to meet our commitment to borough and municipal districts for debt reimbursement,
although the appropriation amount can be reduced through the legislative and veto processes.
Though it varies from year to year, the amount of debt reimbursement can be reasonably
forecasted. The REAA Fund was created in 2010 and is indexed to the amount expended by the
department under debt reimbursement. The index calculation also includes elements such as the
number of schools in each group, the ADM in those schools, and a ‘district wealth’ factor. For the
Major Maintenance and School Construction Funds, the legislature makes either project-specific or
general appropriations into those funds as it determines resources are available. Over time, various
state funds and financing mechanisms have been used to make appropriations into the MM and SC
funds. Data regarding past funding in each of these funds may be important to the analysis of the
effectiveness of past funding. Forecasts or modeling of future funding will also be important to this
database tool.

Data Elements: Fund ID, Funding History, Funding Forecasts, School Location/Type, ADM, Full Value
Determination. Calculated elements include: ADM projections (ref. Data Group #2), debt
reimbursement projections, REAA Fund projections, etc.


https://education.alaska.gov/facilities/SchoolFacilityReport/SearchforSchoolFac.cfm
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Options:

e Debt reimbursement projections and REAA Fund projections are created annually by School
Finance and can be mined for data.

o The Facilities section maintains a database of funds and funding with data back to the early
1980s.

e Funding from other sources (e.g., federal, non-14.11 state, local, etc.) may become
important in the forecasting and may need to be incorporated into the data.

Features/Enhancements:

e The ability to model future funding needs may need to incorporate data such as the cost of
borrowing and/or inflation projections.
e The analysis features of the database tool may need to incorporate variables such as:
o Varying levels of debt reimbursement total amounts based on sustainability
o Varying debt reimbursement levels (historically these have ranged from 90% to 60%)
o Varying priority levels of the identified capital needs

Attachments

DEED Renewal and Replacement Tool (MSExcel)
State of Arkansas FCl Systems (Image)

DEED Population & School Capacity Tool (MSExcel)
Hyperlink to Accruent VFA

Hyperlink to DEED Facility Database(s)

e wNRe
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Alaska Department of Education and Early Development
FY2020 Capital Improvement Projects
School Constrution Grant Fund

Initial List
Nov 5 Al t Prior DEED Participatin
Rg\rllk School District Project Name Re::::t‘ed Eligible Amount Funding RecAorr:?uenntded Sh:re 9 State Share Aggregate Amount
1 Lower Kuskokwim  Eek K-12 School Renovation/Addition $37,186,905 $37,685,822 $2,532,013  $35,153,809 $703,076  $34,450,733 $34,450,733
2 Southeast Island Hollis K-12 School Replacement $10,634,956  $10,240,205 $0 $10,240,205 $204,804 $10,035,401 $44,486,134
3 Lower Kuskokwim Anna Tobeluk Memorial K-12 School $55,003,422 $55,003,422 $0  $55,003,422 $1,100,068 $53,903,354 $98,389,488
Renovation/Addition, Nunapitchuk
4 Yukon-Koyukuk Minto K-12 School Renovation/Addition $10,354,940 $9,742,370 $0 $9,742,370 $194,847  $9,547,523 $107,937,011
5 Anchorage Gruening Middle School Accessibility Upgrades $465,545 $406,320 $0 $406,320 $142,212 $264,108 $108,201,119
6 Lower Kuskokwim  Mertarvik K-12 School Construction Newtok $42,087,833  $39,716,385 $0  $39,716,385 $794,328 $38,922,057 $147,123,176
Replacement
7  Lower Kuskokwim  William N. Miller K-12 Memorial School $36,028,901  $35,056,410 $0  $35,056,410 $701,128 $34,355,282 $181,478,458
Replacement, Napakiak
8 Anchorage East High School Bus Driveway Improvements $910,366 $910,366 $0 $910,366 $318,628 $591,738 $182,070,196
9 Lower Kuskokwim  Water Storage and Treatment, Kongiganak $7,078,959 $6,537,224 $0 $6,537,224 $130,744  $6,406,480 $188,476,676
10 Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Campus Transportation and Drainage $1,224,098 $1,162,353 $0 $1,162,353 $23,247 $1,139,106  $189,615,782
Upgrades
11 Yupiit Playground Construction, 3 Schools $1,640,239 $635,670 $0 $635,670 $12,713 $622,957 $190,238,739
TOTALS: $202,616,164 $197,096,547 $2,532,013 $194,564,534 $190,238,739
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Initial List
Nov § Amount Prior DEED Participating
Rank School District Project Name Requested Eligible Amount Funding Rec:m:uer:'ltded Share State Share |Aggregate Amount

1 Fairbanks Barnette Magnet School Renovation Phase IV $11,515,426  $11,331,881 $0 $11,331,881 $3,966,158 $7,365,723 $7,365,723

2 Galena City Galena Interior Learning Academy Composite $6,070,698 $5,122,477 $0 $5,122,477 $256,124 $4,866,353 $12,232,076
Building Renovation

3 Chugach Tatitlek K-12 School Renovation $6,865,335 $5,747,626 $0 $5,747,626 $114,953  $5,632,673 $17,864,749

4 Kake City Kake Schools Heating Upgrades $238,478 $238,478 $0 $238,478 $47,696 $190,782 $18,055,531

5 Anchorage West High School Partial Roof Replacement $7,798,857 $7,031,080 $0 $7,031,080 $2,460,878  $4,570,202 $22,625,733

6 Anchorage Nunaka Valley Elementary School Roof $2,179,698 $1,945,769 $0 $1,945,769 $681,019  $1,264,750 $23,890,483
Replacement

7 Anchorage Northwood Elementary School Partial Roof $2,357,466 $2,177,488 $0 $2,177,488 $762,121 $1,415,367 $25,305,850
Replacement

8 Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Flooring and Asbestos $422,271 $406,247 $0 $406,247 $20,312 $385,935 $25,691,785
Abatement

9 Anchorage Inlet View Elementary School Domestic Water $458,959 $458,959 $0 $458,959 $160,636 $298,323 $25,990,108
System Improvements

10 Juneau City Borough Sayéik: Gastineau Community School Partial $1,500,000 $1,447,435 $0 $1,447,435 $506,602 $940,833 $26,930,941
Roof Replacement

11 Copper River District Office Roof Renovation and Energy $1,093,588 $1,062,537 $0 $1,062,537 $21,251 $1,041,286 $27,972,227
Upgrade

12 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 School Exterior Repairs $2,721,980 $2,250,675 $0 $2,250,675 $45,013  $2,205,662 $30,177,889

13 Chugach Chenega Bay K-12 School Renovation $6,511,595 $5,221,755 $0 $5,221,755 $104,435  $5,117,320 $35,295,209

14 Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial K-12 School HVAC Control $138,318 $138,318 $0 $138,318 $2,766 $135,552 $35,430,761
Upgrades, Grayling

15 Ketchikan Ketchikan High School Security Upgrades $498,793 $498,793 $0 $498,793 $149,638 $349,155 $35,779,916

16 Hoonah City Hoonah Central Boiler Replacement $268,653 $268,653 $0 $268,652 $80,596 $188,056 $35,967,972

17 Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Boiler Replacement $162,027 $178,332 $0 $178,332 $8,917 $169,415 $36,137,387

18 Fairbanks Administrative Center Air Conditioning and $1,404,510 $1,404,510 $0 $1,404,510 $491,578 $912,932 $37,050,319
Ventilation Replacement

19 Aleutians East Sand Point K-12 School Pool Major Maintenance $102,608 $102,608 $0 $102,608 $35,913 $66,695 $37,117,014

20 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Fire Suppression $497,697 $497,697 $0 $497,697 $9,954 $487,743 $37,604,757

21 Denali Borough Anderson K-12 School Roof Replacement $1,859,979 $1,801,397 $0 $1,801,397 $360,279  $1,441,118 $39,045,875

22 Anchorage Muldoon Elementary School Partial Roof $839,290 $666,927 $0 $666,927 $233,424 $433,503 $39,479,378

23 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 School Emergency Lighting & $232,730 $232,730 $0 $232,730 $4,655 $228,075  $39,707,453
Retrofit

24  Yukon-Koyukuk Ella B. Vernetti K-12 School Boiler Replacement, $461,306 $461,306 $0 $461,306 $9,226 $452,080 $40,159,533
Koyukuk

25 Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K-12 School Foundation Cooling $1,046,866 $1,024,516 $0 $1,024,516 $20,490  $1,004,026 $41,163,559
and Repairs, Nunam Iqua

26 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Fuel Tank Replacement $4,851,857 $2,164,524 $0 $2,164,524 $43,290 $2,121,234 $43,284,793
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Nov § Amount Prior DEED Participating
Rank School District Project Name Requested Eligible Amount Funding Rec:m:uer:'ltded Share State Share |Aggregate Amount

27 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School Emergency Lighting $117,829 $117,829 $0 $117,829 $2,357 $115,472 $43,400,265
& Retrofit

28 Kodiak Island Peterson Elementary School Roof Replacement $2,635,470 $2,448,947 $0 $2,448,947 $734,684  $1,714,263 $45,114,528

29 Chatham Klukwan K-12 School Roof Replacement $1,832,385 $1,832,385 $0 $1,832,385 $36,648  $1,795,737 $46,910,265

30 Haines Borough Haines High School Locker Room Renovation $893,147 $849,014 $0 $849,014 $297,155 $551,859 $47,462,124

31 Lower Kuskokwim  Bethel Regional High School Boardwalk $2,109,053 $1,144,015 $0 $1,144,015 $22,880 $1,121,135 $48,583,259
Replacement

32 Mat-Su Borough Districtwide Seismic Upgrades, Phase 1 $7,169,614 $7,169,614 $0 $7,169,614 $2,150,884  $5,018,730 $53,601,989

33 Chatham Fire Alarm Upgrades, 3 Sites $116,285 $108,931 $0 $108,931 $2,179 $106,752 $53,708,741

34 Denali Borough Generator Replacement, 3 Schools $1,226,189 $1,194,366 $0 $1,194,366 $238,873 $955,493 $54,664,234

35 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Carpet Replacement $71,318 $71,318 $0 $71,318 $1,426 $69,892 $54,734,126

36 Kuspuk Jake Egnaty Sr K-12 School Roof Replacement, $1,398,632 $1,402,514 $0 $1,402,514 $28,050 $1,374,464 $56,108,590
Sleetmute

37 Sitka City Borough  Keet Gooshi Heen Elementary Covered PE $521,386 $521,386 $0 $521,386 $182,485 $338,901 $56,447,491
Structure Renovation

38 Haines Borough Haines High School Roof Replacement $2,654,518 $2,407,889 $0 $2,407,889 $842,761 $1,565,128 $58,012,619

39 Lower Kuskokwim Akula Elitnauvik K-12 School Renovation, $3,986,442 $3,986,442 $0 $3,986,442 $79,729 $3,906,713 $61,919,332
Kasigluk-Akula

40 Southwest Region William "Sonny" Nelson K-12 School Renovation, $5,924,269 $3,907,372 $0 $3,907,372 $78,147 $3,829,225 $65,748,557
Ekwok

41 Craig City Craig High School Biomass Boiler $651,631 $615,420 $0 $615,420 $123,084 $492,336 $66,240,893

42  Annette Island Metlakatla High School Gym Acoustical $266,382 $192,241 $0 $192,241 $3,845 $188,396 $66,429,289
Upgrades

43 Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Fire Suppression System $1,431,083 $1,431,083 $0 $1,431,083 $71,554  $1,359,529 $67,788,818
Replacement

44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Mechanical Control $1,443,656 $1,443,656 $0 $1,443,656 $28,873 $1,414,783 $69,203,601
Upgrades

45 Kake City Kake High School Plumbing Replacement $661,543 $661,543 $0 $661,543 $132,309 $529,234 $69,732,835

46 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Generator Refurbishment $129,949 $129,949 $0 $129,949 $2,599 $127,350 $69,860,185

47 Juneau City Borough Dzantik'i Heeni Middle School Roof Replacement $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $0 $1,750,000 $612,500  $1,137,500 $70,997,685

48 Copper River Glennallen and Kenny Lake Schools Energy $2,634,496 $2,502,182 $0 $2,502,182 $50,044 $2,452,138 $73,449,823
Upgrade

49 Anchorage Fire Lake Elementary School Roof Replacement $574,992 $580,315 $0 $580,315 $203,110 $377,205 $73,827,028

50 Southwest Region Twin Hills K-12 School Renovation $4,493,140 $2,201,755 $0 $2,201,755 $44,035 $2,157,720 $75,984,748

51 Anchorage Spring Hill Elementary School Intercom/Clocks $135,655 $135,655 $0 $135,655 $47,479 $88,176 $76,072,924

52 Southwest Region Aleknagik K-12 School Renovation $4,998,977 $3,849,383 $0 $3,849,383 $76,988 $3,772,395 $79,845,319

53 Kake City Exterior Upgrades - Main School Facilities $364,979 $282,565 $0 $282,565 $56,513 $226,052 $80,071,371
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54 Mat-Su Borough Districtwide Energy Upgrades Phase 2 Windows $4,231,918 $3,881,615 $0 $3,881,615 $1,164,484 $2,717,131 $82,788,502

55 Kake City Kake High School Gym Floor and Bleacher $544,353 $544,353 $0 $544,353 $108,871 $435,482 $83,223,984
Replacement

56 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School Siding Replacement $1,179,053 $1,022,904 $0 $1,022,904 $20,458  $1,002,446 $84,226,430

57 Copper River Glennallen Voc-Ed Facility Renovation $759,765 $745,894 $0 $745,894 $14,918 $730,976 $84,957,406

58 Lower Kuskokwim Akiuk Memorial K-12 School Renovation, $3,535,646 $3,535,646 $0 $3,535,646 $70,713 $3,464,933 $88,422,339
Kasigluk-Akiuk

59 Southeast Island Port Alexander K-12 School Domestic Water $114,180 $114,180 $0 $114,180 $2,284 $111,896 $88,534,235
Pipe Replacement

60 Lower Yukon Ignatius Beans K-12 School Marine Header $1,527,731 $1,527,731 $0 $1,527,731 $30,555 $1,497,176 $90,031,411
Pipeline

61 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Underground Storage $346,813 $346,813 $0 $346,813 $6,936 $339,877 $90,371,288
Tank Replacement

62 Iditarod Area Blackwell School HVAC Control Upgrades, Anvik $124,939 $124,939 $0 $124,939 $2,499 $122,440 $90,493,728

63  Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Water System Upgrade $1,122,591 $1,096,073 $0 $1,096,073 $21,921 $1,074,152 $91,567,880

64 Southeast Island Port Alexander & Thorne Bay K-12 Schools Roof $5,029,524 $5,029,524 $0 $5,029,524 $100,590 $4,928,934 $96,496,814
Replacement

65 Lower Yukon LYSD Central Office Renovation $5,306,686 $5,306,686 $0 $5,306,686 $106,134  $5,200,552 $101,697,366

66 Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial K-12 School Roof $1,583,951 $1,583,951 $0 $1,583,951 $31,679 $1,552,272 $103,249,638
Replacement, Grayling

67 Mat-Su Borough Districtwide Elevator Upgrades $3,295,065 $2,300,592 $0 $2,300,592 $690,178  $1,610,414 $104,860,052

68 Mat-Su Borough Roof Replacement, 3 Schools $5,610,011 $5,610,011 $0 $5,610,011  $1,683,003  $3,927,008 $108,787,060

69 Lower Yukon Kotlik & Pilot Station K-12 Schools Renewal and $3,444,256 $2,781,061 $0 $2,781,061 $55,621 $2,725,440 $111,512,500
Repair

70  Yupiit Mechanical System Improvements, 3 Schools $215,550 $176,018 $0 $176,018 $3,520 $172,498 $111,684,998

71 Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K-12 School Exterior Repairs, $1,792,563 $574,110 $0 $574,110 $11,482 $562,628 $112,247,626
Nunam Iqua

72 Lower Yukon Security Access Upgrades, 6 Sites $1,570,892 $1,570,892 $0 $1,570,892 $31,418  $1,539,474 $113,787,100

$153,627,492 $134,693,480 $0 $134,693,479 $113,787,100
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1 Lower Kuskokwim  Eek K-12 School Renovation/Addition  30.00 25.31 30.00 10.00 3.63 28.27 28.77 21.86 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.67 0.00 5.51 22.00 16.00 4.00 3.00 19.67 301.02

2 Southeast Island Hollis K-12 School Replacement 27.00 21.26 0.00 10.00 3.16 30.46 30.00 22.39 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.67 2.33 3.33 3.00 10.33 17.13  22.33 14.00 3.33 3.00 9.00 274.40

3 Lower Kuskokwim  Anna Tobeluk Memorial K-12 School  27.00 18.45 0.00 10.00 3.24 3347 30.00 2245 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.33 0.00 13.33 22,67 1533 567 3.00 13.67 271.62
Renovation/Addition, Nunapitchuk

4 Yukon-Koyukuk Minto K-12 School 30.00 20.01 0.00 20.00 3.09 0.00 2.01 2475 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.67 3.00 3.67 27.48 15.33 16.00 5.00 3.67 12.67 235.34
Renovation/Addition

5 Anchorage Gruening Middle School Accessibility  12.00 19.50 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 1.75 7.67 2567 133 1.67 4.67 189.58
Upgrades

6 Lower Kuskokwim  Mertarvik K-12 School Construction 21.00 873 0.00 0.00 324 9.78 6.42 2232 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.33 16.67 11.67 12.67 13.33 3.67 4.00 11.67 188.50
Newtok Replacement

7 Lower Kuskokwim  William N. Miller K-12 Memorial School 18.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 2255 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.67 2500 10.67 0.00 14.67 4.67 3.00 8.33 183.51
Replacement, Napakiak

8  Anchorage East High School Bus Driveway 6.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 4.67 0.00 13.00 0.00 24.33 233 167 5.00 167.33
Improvements

9 Lower Kuskokwim  Water Storage and Treatment, 24.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.67 0.00 17.33 0.00 17.67 3.00 2.00 9.00 149.63
Kongiganak

10 Lower Kuskokwim  Bethel Campus Transportation and 6.00 2430 0.00 10.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 3.33 3.67 3.33 0.00 11.67 0.00 1567 2.00 3.00 4.33 133.59
Drainage Upgrades

11 Yupiit Playground Construction, 3 Schools 18.00 1.69 0.00 10.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.33 2.33 2.00 2.00 233 0.00 12.00 3.33 11.33 0.00 1.67 6.33 102.29




Alaska Department of Education and Early Development

FY2020 Capital Improvement Projects
Major Maintenance Grant Fund
Total Points - Formula Driven and Evaluative

\ Page 40 of 258 /

Initial List
School | Weight | Prev. | Plan Avg Un- Un- . . . . N Life/Safety | Exist- | Cost | Projvs |Altern Total
I;ov: School District Project Name Dist Avg 14.11 and Expend | Housed | Housed Tsype of SC?_::d Ilillal;n: ﬁa": M':":t Er:r?y (;uf:: n‘ll'lraalir: C;:)au:‘al E::lecr- and Code ing Esti- Oper at- | Options | Project
an Rank Age Fund | Design | Maint Today | 7 Years pace | Survey | Labol P! 9 9 9 gency Conditions | Space | mate Cost ives Points
1 Fairbanks Barnette Magnet School Renovation  30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 3.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 4.33 333 267 3.33 39.41 433 2233 7.33 0.00 9.33 220.95
Phase IV
2 Galena City Galena Interior Learning Academy 30.00 17.75 0.00 25.00 4.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.67 0.00 29.64 3.33 23.67 9.33 0.00 11.33 206.92
Composite Building Renovation
3 Chugach Tatitlek K-12 School Renovation 27.00 18.62 0.00 20.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 5.00 39.50 0.00 17.67 1.33 0.00 12.67 193.23
4 Kake City Kake Schools Heating Upgrades 30.00 27.64 0.00 25.00 1.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.33 0.00 15.00 0.00 27.67 6.00 0.00 7.67 189.94
5 Anchorage West High School Partial Roof 21.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 18.00 1.00 25.33 2.67 0.00 6.67 188.00
Replacement
6  Anchorage Nunaka Valley Elementary School 27.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 8.91 0.00 25.00 2.67 0.00 6.67 183.58
Roof Replacement
7 Anchorage Northwood Elementary School Partial  24.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 11.00 0.00 24.67 267 0.00 7.00 182.67
Roof Replacement
8 Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Flooring and 30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 3.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 267 3.67 0.00 11.00 1.00 2433 2.33 0.00 7.33 180.37
Asbestos Abatement
9 Anchorage Inlet View Elementary School 15.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 15.00 0.00 26.67 0.00 0.00 7.33 179.33
Domestic Water System
Improvements
10 Juneau City Borough Sayéik: Gastineau Community School  30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 2.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 2.67 467 333 3.67 0.00 7.54 0.00 21.67 733 0.00 7.33 179.31
Partial Roof Replacement
11 Copper River District Office Roof Renovation and 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.00 3.67 0.00 26.67 0.00 13.67 4.67 0.00 7.67 176.07
Energy Upgrade
12 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 School Exterior 2400 1.00 0.00 25.00 220 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 267 333 6.67 21.28 3.00 27.33 4.67 0.00 1233 175.81
Repairs
13 Chugach Chenega Bay K-12 School Renovation  30.00 11.59 0.00 20.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 0.00 29.63 0.00 17.67 2.00 0.00 12.33 174.66
14 Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial K-12 School 30.00 14.25 0.00 25.00 2.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 233 233 267 233 233 0.00 15.00 0.00 26.67 6.67 0.00 7.33 172.30
HVAC Control Upgrades, Grayling
15 Ketchikan Ketchikan High School Security 30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 4.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 267 3.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 2433 11.00 0.00 6.67 172.09
Upgrades
16 Hoonah City Hoonah Central Boiler Replacement 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.00 3.67 233 200 0.00 16.67 0.00 13.00 9.00 0.00 13.67 171.09
17 Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Boiler 27.00 30.00 0.00 20.00 3.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 333 267 3.67 0.00 12.67 0.00 18.67 3.67 0.00 8.33 167.70
Replacement
18 Fairbanks Administrative Center Air Conditioning 27.00 8.75 0.00 25.00 3.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 433 333 267 6.67 4.00 0.00 25.33 833 0.00 14.33 166.29
and Ventilation Replacement
19 Aleutians East Sand Point K-12 School Pool Major 30.00 20.32 0.00 25.00 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 267 3.00 200 2.67 200 0.00 4.00 0.00 29.00 8.00 0.00 7.00 162.36
Maintenance
20 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Fire 30.00 9.92 0.00 10.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 9.00 17.33 0.00 1567 6.00 0.00 9.00 160.29
Suppression System
21 Denali Borough Anderson K-12 School Roof 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 4.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.67 3.00 2.67 3.67 1.67 6.00 1.33 14.00 3.33 0.00 7.33 159.52
Replacement
22 Anchorage Muldoon Elementary School Partial 30.00 4.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 24.67 2.67 0.00 6.00 158.67
Roof Replacement
23 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 School Emergency  27.00 0.50 0.00 25.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.33 0.00 6.00 2.00 28.33 10.67 0.00 11.33 157.27
Lighting & Retrofit
24 Yukon-Koyukuk Ella B. Vernetti K-12 School Boiler 27.00 17.78 0.00 20.00 3.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.67 3.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 16.33 3.67 0.00 10.67 154.20
Replacement, Koyukuk
25 Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K-12 School 30.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.33 9.00 15.33 2.33 17.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 152.20
Foundation Cooling and Repairs,
Nunam lqua
26 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Fuel Tank 27.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 233 233 200 200 233 6.00 7.67 0.00 14.00 2.00 0.00 7.67 150.27
Replacement
27 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School 21.00 1.00 0.00 25.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 233 3.00 0.00 6.00 2.00 28.00 11.67 0.00 9.00 149.77
Emergency Lighting & Retrofit
28 Kodiak Island Peterson Elementary School Roof 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 2.00 233 3.00 3.67 3.00 0.00 6.60 0.00 13.67 3.67 0.00 3.67 147.45
Replacement
29 Chatham Klukwan K-12 School Roof 30.00 19.50 0.00 0.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.00 267 233 267 1.67 21.67 0.00 14.00 4.33 0.00 7.67 146.94

Replacement
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30 Haines Borough Haines High School Locker Room 27.00 23.00 0.00 10.00 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 267 3.00 200 2.67 267 0.00 14.88 0.67 14.00 3.33 0.00 8.33 145.76
Renovation

31 Lower Kuskokwim  Bethel Regional High School 9.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 367 1.67 15.58 0.00 14.67 1.67 0.00 6.00 145.21
Boardwalk Replacement

32 Mat-Su Borough Districtwide Seismic Upgrades, Phase  30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 3.67 2.67 267 3.33 3.00 5.33 10.00 0.00 10.67 0.33 0.00 1.00 145.10
1

33 Chatham Fire Alarm Upgrades, 3 Sites 27.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 233 1.67 200 0.00 8.00 0.00 22.67 0.67 0.00 8.00 144.34

34 Denali Borough Generator Replacement, 3 Schools 27.00 27.09 0.00 10.00 4.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.67 3.00 2.67 3.67 0.00 2.67 0.00 14.00 1.33 0.00 6.00 143.95

35 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Carpet 18.00 9.92 0.00 25.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 28.00 1.67 0.00 9.67 143.29
Replacement

36  Kuspuk Jake Egnaty Sr K-12 School Roof 30.00 28.25 0.00 0.00 1.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 267 3.00 200 2.00 233 8.33 10.67 0.67 15.33 267 0.00 7.67 142.51
Replacement, Sleetmute

37 Sitka City Borough Keet Gooshi Heen Elementary 30.00 12.50 0.00 10.00 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 2.67 267 3.33 267 0.00 7.35 1.00 17.00 2.67 0.00 10.33 142.16
Covered PE Structure Renovation

38 Haines Borough Haines High School Roof 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 267 3.00 200 267 267 3.33 15.00 0.00 13.00 3.33 0.00 7.33 141.55
Replacement

39 Lower Kuskokwim  Akula Elitnauvik K-12 School 15.00 19.76 0.00 10.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.33 0.00 10.67 1.33 14.33 3.33 0.00 9.67 140.67
Renovation, Kasigluk-Akula

40 Southwest Region ~ William "Sonny" Nelson K-12 School ~ 27.00 28.25 0.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.33 267 2.67 200 0.00 23.21 0.00 11.33 567 0.00 5.67 140.66
Renovation, Ekwok

41 Craig City Craig High School Biomass Boiler 30.00 4.00 0.00 10.00 2.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.00 233 233 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.33 17.33 0.00 19.67 140.65

42 Annette Island Metlakatla High School Gym 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.00 3.00 267 3.67 267 0.00 0.00 3.00 17.33 0.00 0.00 7.33 138.67
Acoustical Upgrades

43 Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Fire Suppression 24.00 22.77 0.00 0.00 3.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 3.67 3.00 4.00 6.00 12.67 0.33 17.67 233 0.00 6.33 137.93
System Replacement

44  Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Mechanical  21.00 9.92 0.00 10.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 1.67 9.67 0.00 13.67 833 0.00 9.00 136.29
Control Upgrades

45 Kake City Kake High School Plumbing 27.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 4.33 3.00 3.00 3.67 0.00 10.33 0.00 12.33 267 0.00 8.33 134.92
Replacement

46 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Generator 30.00 2.00 0.00 25.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 233 233 200 200 233 833 0.00 0.00 18.33 2.00 0.00 10.00 133.61
Refurbishment

47 Juneau City Borough Dzantik'i Heeni Middle School Roof 27.00 800 0.00 10.00 244 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 2.67 4.67 3.33 3.67 0.00 6.00 0.00 17.67 3.00 0.00 4.67 131.77
Replacement

48 Copper River Glennallen and Kenny Lake Schools ~ 27.00 10.75 0.00 10.00 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 333 3.00 3.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.33 10.67 0.00 7.00 131.15
Energy Upgrade

49 Anchorage Fire Lake Elementary School Roof 18.00 17.75 0.00 10.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 26.67 0.00 0.00 5.33 131.08
Replacement

50 Southwest Region  Twin Hills K-12 School Renovation 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.33 2.67 2.67 2.00 0.00 5.78 0.00 11.67 7.33 0.00 5.00 129.32

51 Anchorage Spring Hill Elementary School 9.00 17.75 0.00 10.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 4.67 0.00 8.00 1.33 22,67 3.33 0.00 6.00 128.08
Intercom/Clocks

52 Southwest Region  Aleknagik K-12 School Renovation 24.00 23.00 0.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.33 267 2.67 200 0.00 18.18 0.00 12.33 533 0.00 5.33 127.72

53 Kake City Exterior Upgrades - Main School 2400 26.74 0.00 0.00 164 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.33 0.00 8.43 0.00 14.00 2.67 0.00 8.33 127.13
Facilities

54 Mat-Su Borough Districtwide Energy Upgrades Phase 2 27.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 253 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 1.67 2.00 233 233 267 0.00 14.00 0.33 10.67 3.00 0.00 2.33 125.86
Windows and Lighting

55 Kake City Kake High School Gym Floor and 21.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 4.33 3.00 3.00 3.67 0.00 6.67 0.67 11.67 1.67 0.00 9.33 125.26
Bleacher Replacement

56 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School Siding 15.00 1.50 0.00 25.00 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 267 333 1.67 2.00 0.00 17.00 3.33 0.00 9.00 125.03
Replacement

57  Copper River Glennallen Voc-Ed Facility Renovation 24,00 6.94 0.00 10.00 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.00 3.67 0.00 6.08 0.00 1433 3.33 0.00 6.67 124.76

58 Lower Kuskokwim  Akiuk Memorial K-12 School 12.00 850 0.00 10.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.33 0.00 11.33 2.00 1433 3.33 0.00 6.33 124.41
Renovation, Kasigluk-Akiuk

59 Southeast Island Port Alexander K-12 School Domestic  12.00 19.38 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 6.00 15.00 0.00 13.33 1.67 0.00 9.33 122.75
Water Pipe Replacement

60 Lower Yukon Ignatius Beans K-12 School Marine 18.00 586 0.00 20.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 233 3.00 0.00 8.67 0.00 12.67 0.00 0.00 7.67 121.96

Header Pipeline
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61 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Underground 24.00 9.92 0.00 10.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 0.00 9.33 0.00 13.67 0.00 0.00 9.33 119.29
Storage Tank Replacement

62 Iditarod Area Blackwell School HVAC Control 2400 26.50 0.00 10.00 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 800 0.00 0.00 300 233 267 267 3.00 0.00 8.33 233 12.00 3.33 0.00 8.33 118.83
Upgrades, Anvik

63 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Water System 24,00 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 233 233 200 200 233 11.67 19.00 0.00 10.00 2.67 0.00 9.33 116.61
Upgrade

64 Southeast Island Port Alexander & Thorne Bay K-12 15.00 10.16 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 0.00 20.67 2.00 13.00 2.00 0.00 9.00 114.87
Schools Roof Replacement

65 Lower Yukon LYSD Central Office Renovation 12.00 22.69 0.00 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 233 3.00 0.00 10.33 0.00 13.00 533 0.00 7.33 111.79

66 Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial K-12 School 27.00 12,50 0.00 10.00 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 233 267 267 3.00 0.00 19.67 0.67 14.00 267 0.00 7.67 110.16
Roof Replacement, Grayling

67 Mat-Su Borough Districtwide Elevator Upgrades 24.00 22.66 0.00 0.00 253 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 1.67 2.00 233 233 267 0.00 3.33 0.33 11.67 0.00 0.00 2.33 102.86

68 Mat-Su Borough Roof Replacement, 3 Schools 21.00 11.91 0.00 0.00 253 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 1.67 2.00 267 2.00 267 0.00 8.67 0.00 1233 3.33 0.00 267 98.44

69 Lower Yukon Kotlik & Pilot Station K-12 Schools 3.00 3.00 0.00 10.00 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.33 0.00 3.99 0.00 12.00 3.00 0.00 5.00 87.52
Renewal and Repair

70  Yupiit Mechanical System Improvements, 3 21.00 1.69 0.00 0.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.33 2.33 200 2.00 233 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 4.33 0.00 7.33 87.29
Schools

71  Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K-12 School Exterior 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.33 1.67 2.00 0.00 13.33 3.33 0.00 10.00 86.87
Repairs, Nunam Iqua

72 Lower Yukon Security Access Upgrades, 6 Sites 6.00 093 0.00 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.00 0.00 5.67 0.00 12.67 233 0.00 533 74.03
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Sand Point K-12 School Pool Major

Aleutians East 19 M Maintenance 30.00 20.32 0.00 25.00 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.67 3.00 2.00 267 2.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 29.00 8.00 0.00 7.00 162.36

Anchorage 5 C Gruening Middle School Accessibility Upgrades ~ 12.00 19.50 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 1.75 7.67 2567 1.33 1.67 4.67 189.58

Anchorage 8 C East High School Bus Driveway Improvements  6.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 4.67 0.00 13.00 0.00 2433 233 1.67 5.00 167.33

Anchorage 5 M West High School Partial Roof Replacement 21.00 30.00 0.00 2500 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 4.33 4.00 400 3.00 5.00 0.00 18.00 1.00 2533 2.67 0.00 6.67 188.00
Nunaka Valley Elementary School Roof

Anchorage 6 M Replacement 27.00 30.00 0.00 2500 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 4.33 4.00 400 3.00 5.00 0.00 8.91 0.00 25.00 267 0.00 6.67 183.58
Northwood Elementary School Partial Roof

Anchorage 7 M Replacement 24.00 30.00 0.00 2500 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 4.33 4.00 400 3.00 5.00 0.00 11.00 0.00 2467 267 0.00 7.00 182.67
Inlet View Elementary School Domestic Water

Anchorage 9 M System Improvements 15.00 30.00 0.00 2500 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 0.00 15.00 0.00 26.67 0.00 0.00 7.33 179.33
Muldoon Elementary School Partial Roof

Anchorage 22 M Replacement 30.00 4.00 0.00 2500 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 4.33 4.00 400 3.00 5.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 2467 267 0.00 6.00 158.67
Fire Lake Elementary School Roof

Anchorage 49 M Replacement 18.00 17.75 0.00 10.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 400 3.00 5.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 26.67 0.00 0.00 5.33 131.08

Anchorage 51 M Spring Hill Elementary School Intercom/Clocks  9.00 17.75 0.00 10.00  5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 4.00 400 3.00 4.67 0.00 8.00 1.33 2267 3.33 0.00 6.00 128.08
Metlakatla High School Gym Acoustical

Annette Island 42 M Upgrades 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.00 3.00 267 3.67 267 0.00 0.00 3.00 17.33 0.00 0.00 7.33 138.67

Chatham 29 M Klukwan K-12 School Roof Replacement 30.00 19.50 0.00 0.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.00 267 233 267 167 21.67 0.00 14.00 4.33 0.00 7.67 146.94

Chatham 33 M Fire Alarm Upgrades, 3 Sites 27.00 30.00 0.00 1000 1.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 233 1.67 2.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 2267 0.67 0.00 8.00 144.34

Chugach 3 M Tatitiek K-12 School Renovation 27.00 18.62 0.00 20.00 144 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 5.00 39.50 0.00 1767 133 0.00 12.67 193.23

Chugach 13 M Chenega Bay K-12 School Renovation 30.00 11.59 0.00 20.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 0.00 29.63 0.00 1767 200 0.00 1233 174.66
District Office Roof Renovation and Energy

Copper River 11 M Upgrade 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.00 3.67 0.00 26.67 0.00 13.67 4.67 0.00 7.67 176.07
Glennallen and Kenny Lake Schools Energy

Copper River 48 M Upgrade 27.00 10.75 0.00 10.00 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.00 3.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.33 10.67 0.00 7.00 131.15

Copper River 57 M Glennallen Voc-Ed Facility Renovation 24.00 6.94 0.00 10.00  1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.00 3.67 0.00 6.08 0.00 1433 3.33 0.00 6.67 124.76

Craig City 41 M Craig High School Biomass Boiler 30.00 4.00 0.00 10.00 265 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.00 233 233 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.33 17.33 0.00 19.67 140.65

Denali Borough 21 M Anderson K-12 School Roof Replacement 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 4.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.67 3.00 267 3.67 167 6.00 1.33 14.00 3.33 0.00 7.33 159.52

Denali Borough 34 M Generator Replacement, 3 Schools 27.00 27.09 0.00 10.00 4.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.67 3.00 2.67 3.67 0.00 2.67 0.00 14.00 1.33 0.00 6.00 143.95

Fairbanks 1 M Barnette Magnet School Renovation Phase IV 30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 3.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 1500 10.00 4.00 3.67 433 333 267 333 39.41 433 2233 7.33 0.00 9.33 220.95
Administrative Center Air Conditioning and

Fairbanks 18 M Ventilation Replacement 27.00 8.75 0.00 2500 3.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 3.67 433 333 267 6.67 4.00 0.00 2533 833 0.00 1433 166.29
Galena Interior Learning Academy Composite

Galena City 2 M Building Renovation 30.00 17.75 0.00 2500 4.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.67 0.00 29.64 3.33 2367 933 0.00 11.33 206.92

Haines Borough 30 M Haines High School Locker Room Renovation 27.00 23.00 0.00 10.00 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,00 15.00 10.00 2.67 3.00 200 2.67 267 0.00 14.88 0.67 14.00 3.33 0.00 8.33 145.76

Haines Borough 38 M Haines High School Roof Replacement 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.67 3.00 2.00 267 267 3.33 15.00 0.00 13.00 3.33 0.00 7.33 141.55

Hoonah City 16 M Hoonah Central Boiler Replacement 30.00 30.00 0.00 1000 1.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 3.00 3.00 367 233 200 0.00 16.67 0.00 13.00 9.00 0.00 13.67 171.09
David-Louis Memorial K-12 School HVAC

Iditarod Area 14 M Control Upgrades, Grayling 30.00 14.25 0.00 2500 238 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 233 233 267 233 233 0.00 15.00 0.00 26.67 6.67 0.00 7.33 172.30
Blackwell School HVAC Control Upgrades,

Iditarod Area 62 M Anvik 24.00 26.50 0.00 1000 233 0.00 0.00 0.00 800 0.00 000 3.00 233 267 267 3.00 0.00 8.33 233 12,00 3.33 0.00 8.33 118.83
David-Louis Memorial K-12 School Roof

Iditarod Area 66 M Replacement, Grayling 27.00 12.50 0.00 1000 233 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 3.00 233 267 267 3.00 0.00 19.67 0.67 14.00 267 0.00 7.67 110.16

Juneau City Sayéik: Gastineau Community School Partial

Borough 10 M Roof Replacement 30.00 30.00 0.00 2500 244 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,00 15.00 10.00 3.67 2.67 467 333 3.67 0.00 7.54 0.00 2167 7.33 0.00 7.33 179.31

Juneau City Dzantik'i Heeni Middle School Roof

Borough 47 M Replacement 27.00 8.00 0.00 10.00 244 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 2.67 467 333 3.67 0.00 6.00 0.00 17.67 3.00 0.00 4.67 131.77

Kake City 4 M Kake Schools Heating Upgrades 30.00 27.64 0.00 25.00 1.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.33 0.00 15.00 0.00 27.67 6.00 0.00 7.67 189.94

Kake City 45 M Kake High School Plumbing Replacement 27.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 4.33 3.00 3.00 3.67 0.00 10.33 0.00 1233 267 0.00 8.33 134.92

Kake City 53 M Exterior Upgrades - Main School Facilities 24.00 26.74 0.00 0.00 1.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.33 0.00 8.43 0.00 14.00 2.67 0.00 8.33 127.13
Kake High School Gym Floor and Bleacher

Kake City 55 M Replacement 21.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 4.33 3.00 3.00 3.67 0.00 6.67 0.67 11.67 1.67  0.00 9.33 125.26

Ketchikan 15 M Ketchikan High School Security Upgrades 30.00 30.00 0.00 2500 4.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 267 3.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.33 11.00 0.00 6.67 172.09

Kodiak Island 28 M Peterson Elementary School Roof Replacement  30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 2.00 233 300 3.67 3.00 0.00 6.60 0.00 13.67 3.67 0.00 3.67 147.45

Issue Date: 11/05/2018
Run Date: 11/01/2018
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Jake Egnaty Sr K-12 School Roof Replacement,

Kuspuk 36 M Sleetmute 30.00 28.25 0.00 0.00 1.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.67 3.00 2.00 200 233 833 10.67 0.67 1533 2,67 0.00 7.67 142.51

Lower Kuskokwim 1 C Eek K-12 School Renovation/Addition 30.00 25.31 30.00 10.00 3.63 28.27 2877 2186 10.00 15.00 10.00 400 367 3.33 333 3.67 0.00 5.51 22.00 16.00 4.00 3.00 19.67 301.02
Anna Tobeluk Memorial K-12 School

Lower Kuskokwim 3 C Renovation/Addition, Nunapitchuk 27.00 18.45 0.00 10.00 3.24 33.47 30.00 2245 10.00 15.00 10.00 433 367 3.00 3.00 4.33 0.00 13.33 2267 1533 5.67 3.00 13.67 271.62
Mertarvik K-12 School Construction Newtok

Lower Kuskokwim 6 C Replacement 21.00 8.73 0.00 0.00 3.24 9.78 6.42 2232 0.00 15.00 10.00 433 3.67 3.00 3.00 433 16.67 11.67 1267 13.33 3.67 4.00 11.67 188.50
William N. Miller K-12 Memorial School

Lower Kuskokwim 7 C Replacement, Napakiak 18.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 2255 0.00 1500 10.00 4.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.67 25.00 10.67 0.00 1467 4.67 3.00 833 183.51

Lower Kuskokwim 9 C Water Storage and Treatment, Kongiganak 24.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 367 3.33 333 3.67 0.00 17.33 0.00 17.67 3.00 2.00 9.00 149.63
Bethel Campus Transportation and Drainage

Lower Kuskokwim 10 C Upgrades 6.00 24.30 0.00 10.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 367 3.33 367 333 0.00 11.67 0.00 1567 2.00 3.00 433 133.59
Bethel Regional High School Boardwalk

Lower Kuskokwim 31 M Replacement 9.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 3.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.00 367 3.33 333 367 167 15.58 0.00 1467 1.67 0.00 6.00 145.21
Akula Elitnauvik K-12 School Renovation,

Lower Kuskokwim 39 M _Kasigluk-Akula 15.00 19.76 0.00 10.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 367 3.00 3.00 4.33 0.00 10.67 1.33 1433 333 0.00 967 140.67
Akiuk Memorial K-12 School Renovation,

Lower Kuskokwim 58 M _Kasigluk-Akiuk 12.00 8.50 0.00 10.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 4.33 367 3.00 3.00 4.33 0.00 11.33 200 1433 333 0.00 6.33 124.41

Lower Yukon 12 M Hooper Bay K-12 School Exterior Repairs 24.00 1.00 0.00 25.00 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 267 3.33 6.67 21.28 3.00 2733 467 000 1233 175.81
Hooper Bay K-12 School Emergency Lighting &

Lower Yukon 23 M Retrofit 27.00 0.50 0.00 2500 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 233 3.33 0.00 6.00 200 2833 10.67 0.00 11.33 157.27
Sheldon Point K-12 School Foundation Cooling

Lower Yukon 25 M and Repairs, Nunam Iqua 30.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 220 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.33 9.00 15.33 233 17.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 152.20
Scammon Bay K-12 School Emergency Lighting

Lower Yukon 27 M & Retrofit 21.00 1.00 0.00 2500 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 233 3.00 0.00 6.00 2.00 28.00 11.67 0.00 9.00 149.77
Scammon Bay K-12 School Siding

Lower Yukon 56 M Replacement 15.00 1.50 0.00 2500 220 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 267 3.33 167 2.00 0.00 17.00 3.33 0.00 9.00 125.03
Ignatius Beans K-12 School Marine Header

Lower Yukon 60 M Pipeline 18.00 5.86 0.00 20.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1500 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 233 3.00 0.00 8.67 0.00 1267 0.00 0.00 767 121.96

Lower Yukon 65 M LYSD Central Office Renovation 12.00 22.69 0.00 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 267 3.00 233 3.00 0.00 10.33 0.00 13.00 533 0.00 7.33 111.79
Kotlik & Pilot Station K-12 Schools Renewal and

Lower Yukon 69 M Repair 3.00 3.00 0.00  10.00 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 267 333 0.00 3.99 0.00 12.00 3.00 0.00 5.00 87.52
Sheldon Point K-12 School Exterior Repairs,

Lower Yukon 71 M Nunam lqua 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 267 333 1.67 2.00 0.00 13.33 3.33 0.00 10.00 86.87

Lower Yukon 72 M Security Access Upgrades, 6 Sites 6.00 0.93 0.00 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 2.67 3.00 233 3.00 0.00 5.67 0.00 1267 233 0.00 5.33 74.03

Mat-Su Borough 32 M Districtwide Seismic Upgrades, Phase 1 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 243 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 3.67 267 267 333 3.00 533 10.00 0.00 10.67 0.33  0.00 1.00 145.10
Districtwide Energy Upgrades Phase 2 Windows

Mat-Su Borough 54 M and Lighting 27.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 2.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 1.67 2.00 233 233 267 0.00 14.00 0.33 10.67 3.00 0.00 233 125.86

Mat-Su Borough 67 M Districtwide Elevator Upgrades 24.00 22.66 0.00 0.00 2.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 1.67 2.00 233 233 267 0.00 3.33 0.33 1167 000 0.00 233 102.86

Mat-Su Borough 68 M Roof Replacement, 3 Schools 21.00 11.91 0.00 0.00 2.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 1.67 2.00 267 200 2.67 0.00 8.67 0.00 1233 3.33 0.00 267 98.44
Nenana K-12 School Flooring and Asbestos

Nenana City 8 M Abatement 30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 3.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 267 3.67 0.00 11.00 1.00 2433 233 000 733 180.37

Nenana City 17 M Nenana K-12 School Boiler Replacement 27.00 30.00 0.00 20.00 3.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 1500 10.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 2.67 3.67 0.00 12.67 0.00 1867 367 0.00 833 167.70
Nenana K-12 School Fire Suppression System

Nenana City 43 M Replacement 24.00 22.77 0.00 0.00 3.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 3.67 3.00 4.00 6.00 12.67 033 1767 233 000 6.33 137.93
Keet Gooshi Heen Elementary Covered PE

Sitka City Borough 37 M Structure Renovation 30.00 12.50 0.00 10.00 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 2.67 267 3.33 267 0.00 7.35 1.00 17.00 2.67 0.00 10.33 142.16

Southeast Island 2 C Hollis K-12 School Replacement 27.00 21.26 0.00 10.00 3.16 30.46  30.00 2239 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 367 233 333 3.00 1033 17.13 2233 14.00 3.33 3.00 9.00 274.40
Thorne Bay K-12 School Fire Suppression

Southeast Island 20 M System 30.00 9.92 0.00 10.00  3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 9.00 17.33 0.00 1567 6.00 0.00 9.00 160.29

Southeast Island 35 M Thorne Bay K-12 School Carpet Replacement 18.00 9.92 0.00 25.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 333 233 3.00 3.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 28.00 1.67 0.00 9.67 143.29
Thorne Bay K-12 School Mechanical Control

Southeast Island 44 M Upgrades 21.00 9.92 0.00  10.00  3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 3.33 233 3.00 3.00 1.67 9.67 0.00 13.67 833 0.00 9.00 136.29
Port Alexander K-12 School Domestic Water

Southeast Island 59 M Pipe Replacement 12.00 19.38 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 333 233 3.00 3.00 6.00 15.00 0.00 1333 1.67 0.00 9.33 122.75
Thorne Bay K-12 School Underground Storage

Southeast Island 61 M Tank Replacement 24.00 9.92 0.00  10.00  3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 333 233 3.00 3.00 0.00 9.33 0.00 13.67 0.00 0.00 9.33 119.29
Port Alexander & Thorne Bay K-12 Schools

Southeast Island 64 M Roof Replacement 15.00 10.16 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.33 333 233 3.00 3.00 0.00 20.67 2.00 13.00 2.00 0.00 9.00 114.87
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Wmam "Sonny" Nelson K-12 School
Southwest Region 40 M Renovation, Ekwok 27.00 28.25 0.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 233 267 267 2.00 0.00 23.21 0.00 11.33 5.67  0.00 5.67 140.66
Southwest Region 50 M _Twin Hills K-12 School Renovation 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 233 267 267 2.00 0.00 5.78 0.00 11.67 7.33 0.00 5.00 129.32
Southwest Region 52 M Aleknagik K-12 School Renovation 24.00 23.00 0.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 3.00 233 267 267 2.00 0.00 18.18 0.00 12.33 5.33 0.00 5.33 127.72
Yukon-Koyukuk 4 C Minto K-12 School Renovation/Addition 30.00 20.01 0.00 20.00 3.09 0.00 2.01 2475 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 367 3.00 3.67 27.48 15.33 16.00 500 3.67 1267 235.34
Ella B. Vernetti K-12 School Boiler
Yukon-Koyukuk 24 M Replacement, Koyukuk 27.00 17.78 0.00 20.00 3.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 15.00 10.00 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.67 3.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 16.33 3.67 0.00 10.67 154.20
Yupiit 11 C  Playground Construction, 3 Schools 18.00 1.69 0.00 10.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.33 233 2.00 200 233 0.00 12.00 3.33 1133 0.00 1.67 6.33 102.29
Yupiit 26 M Tuluksak K-12 School Fuel Tank Replacement  27.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 15.00 10.00 2.33 233 2.00 200 233 6.00 7.67 0.00 14.00 2.00 0.00 7.67 150.27
Yupiit 46 M Tuluksak K-12 School Generator Refurbishment  30.00 2.00 0.00 25.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.33 233 2.00 200 233 833 0.00 0.00 18.33 2.00 0.00 10.00 133.61
Yupiit 63 M Tuluksak K-12 School Water System Upgrade  24.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.33 233 200 200 233 1167 19.00 0.00 10.00 2.67  0.00 9.33 116.61
Yupiit 70 M Mechanical System Improvements, 3 Schools 21.00 1.69 0.00 0.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 10.00 2.33 233 2.00 200 233 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 4.33 0.00 7.33 87.29

Issue Date: 11/05/2018
Run Date: 11/01/2018

School Construction and Major Maintenance by District
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1 3 Alaska Gateway Tanacross K-8 School Renovation C S 4,196,355 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
2 3 Alaska Gateway Northway School Renovation C S 4,951,000
3 3 Alaska Gateway Eagle School Renovation C S 3,208,000
4 3 Alaska Gateway Tetlin School Renovation C S 1,671,000
5 3 Alaska Gateway Dot Lake School Renovation C S 1,161,000
6 3 Alaska Gateway Mentasta School Renovation C S 570,000
1 56 Aleutians East Borough Sand Point K-12 School Pool Major Maintenance C S 102,608
1 5 Anchorage Muldoon Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 839,290
2 5 Anchorage Nunaka Valley Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 2,179,698
3 5 Anchorage Northwood Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 2,357,466
4 5 Anchorage West High School Roof Replacement C S 7,798,857
5 5 Anchorage Fire Lake Elementary Roof Replacement C S 574,992
6 5 Anchorage Inlet View Elementary School Domestic Water System C S 458,959
7 5 Anchorage Hanshew Middle School ADA Upgrades D S 200,760
8 5 Anchorage Grueing Middle School ADA Upgrades C S 465,545
9 5 Anchorage Spring Hill Elementary School Intercom/Clocks C S 135,655
10 5 Anchorage East High School Bud Driveway C S 910,366
11 5 Anchorage Inlet View Elementary School Replacement Design C S 2,783,890
12 5 Anchorage Orion Elementary School Rood Replacement C S 8,693,000
13 5 Anchorage Eagle River Elementary School Roof Replacemnt C S 5,668,000
14 5 Anchorage Government Hill Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 5,215,000
15 5 Anchorage Bear Valley Elementary School Domestic Water Improvement C S 3,164,000
16 5 Anchorage O'Malley Elementary School Deferred Requirements C S 1,665,000
17 5 Anchorage Homestead Elementary School Safety Improvements D S 1,654,000
18 5 Anchorage Chugiak High School Roof Replacement C S 19,260,000
19 5 Anchorage Taku Elementary School Roof Restoration C S 3,661,000
20 5 Anchorage Planning & Design for 2020 Deferred Requirements Projects C S 2,044,000
21 5 Anchorage East High School Academic Area & Pool Safety Improvements D S 13,377,000
22 5 Anchorage Chinook Elementary School Roof Replacement & Retoration C S 4,688,000
23 5 Anchorage Campbell Elementary School Partial Roof Replacement C S 2,977,000
24 5 Anchorage Alpenglow Elementary School Partial Roof Replacement C S 5,276,000
25 5 Anchorage Spring Hill Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 5,226,000
26 5 Anchorage Warehouse-Purchasing Roof Replacement C S 5,490,000
27 5 Anchorage Aurora Elementary School Roof Restoration & Boiler Replacement C S 4,666,000
28 5 Anchorage College Gate Elementary Boiler Replacement D S 5,941,000
29 5 Anchorage Bayshore Elementary School Boiler Replacement D S 4,666,000
30 5 Anchorage Planning & Design for 2021 Deferred Requirements Projects C S 1,920,000
31 5 Anchorage Abbott Loop Elementary School Bond B S 31,436,000
32 5 Anchorage Inlet View Elementary School Replacement BOND & Construction B S 42,656,000
33 5 Anchorage Wonder Park Elementary School Renovation Design C S 1,726,900
34 5 Anchorage Romig Middle School Renovation Design C S 2,674,000
35 5 Anchorage Chugiak Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 5,525,000
36 5 Anchorage Kincaid Elementary School Site Improvements F S 5,525,000
37 5 Anchorage Birchwood Boiler Replacement C S 4,818,000
38 5 Anchorage Maintenance Building Roof Restoration C S 3,159,000
39 5 Anchorage Scenic Park Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 5,525,000
40 5 Anchorage Tudor Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 5,525,000
41 5 Anchorage Ursa Minor Elementary School Roof Restoration C S 3,253,000
42 5 Anchorage Kasuun Elementary School Partial Roof Replacement C S 1,601,000
43 5 Anchorage Lake Hood Elementary School Partial Roof Replacement C S 1,633,000
44 5 Anchorage Planning & Design for 2022 Deferred Requirements Projects C S 4,285,000
45 5 Anchorage Wonder Park Elementary School Renovation BOND C S 17,269,000



\ Page 47 of 258 /

Priority District # District Name Project Location and Description Primary Purpose FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 Reused?
46 5 Anchorage Romig Middle School Renovation Renovation C S 30,740,000
47 5 Anchorage Whaley School Planning & Design C S 5,381,920

1 6 Annette Island Metlkatla HS Gym Sound System C S 266,382

2 6 Annette Island Maintenance and Facilities Building C S 450,000

3 6 Annette Island Metlakatla District Office Renovation C S 250,000

4 6 Annette Island Elementary School Classroom Addition B S 1,500,000

5 6 Annette Island Metlakatla Music Building C S 300,000

6 6 Annette Island Metlakatla Middle School Parking Lot Expansion F S 500,000
1 7 Bering Strait Districtwide LED Upgrades E S 750,000

2 7 Bering Strait District Office HVAC & Controls Replacement & Upgrades D S 125,000

3 7 Bering Strait Gambell K-12 School Commoms & Corridors Flooring Replacement C S 180,000

4 7 Bering Strait Wales K-12 School Roof Replacement C S 470,000

5 7 Bering Strait Unalakleet K-MS Window Replacement C S 105,000

6 7 Bering Strait Gambell K-12 School Window Replacement C S 245,000
7 7 Bering Strait Brevig Mission K-12 School Addition C S 19,000,000

8 7 Bering Strait Stebbins K-12 School Addition C S 19,500,000
1 8 Bristol Bay Borough Bristol Bay School Renovation Phase 1 E S 4,000,000 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.

1 9 Chatham Klukwan School Roof Replacement C S 1,770,420 Y
2 9 Chatham Districtwide Fire Alarm Upgrades D S 116,285

1 10 Chugach Chenega Bay K-12 School Renovation C S 6,511,595

2 10 Chugach Tatitlek K-12 School Renovation C S 6,865,335

3 10 Chugach Whittier K-12 School Renovation C S 550,000

4 10 Chugach Tatitlek K-12 School Playground Renovation F S 225,000

1 11 Copper River District Office Roof Renovation & Energy Upgrade C S 1,093,588

2 11 Copper River Glennallen & Kenny Lake Schools Energy Upgrade E S 2,634,496

3 11 Copper River Glennallen Vocational Education Facility Upgrade D S 759,765

4 11 Copper River Kenny Lake School HVAC System Replacement C S 500,000

5 11 Copper River Glennallen School Renovation C S 14,400,000

6 11 Copper River Kenny Lake School Renovation C S 9,300,000

7 11 Copper River Slana School Renovation C S 1,500,000

8 11 Copper River District Office Renovation C S 24,000,000
1 13 Craig Craig High School Biomass Boiler E S 651,631

2 13 Craig Districtwide Security Improvements C S 500,000

3 13 Craig Craig High School HVAC Controls Upgrades B S 1,200,000

4 13 Craig Craig Elementary School Boiler Replacement C S 250,000

5 13 Craig Craig Middle School Gym Roof Replacement C S 900,000

6 13 Craig Craig High School Flooring Replacement C S 400,000

7 13 Craig District Bus Barn Construction F S 350,000

4 14 Delta/Greely Delta High School Gymnasium Floor Replacement & Bleacher Upgrade C S 220,000 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.

5 14 Delta/Greely Delta Elementary & High School Complex Door & Restroom ADA Upgrades B S 300,000

6 14 Delta/Greely Delta High School Complex Parking Areas Resurfacing F S 150,000

7 14 Delta/Greely Delta Elementary Additional Classroom Expansion F S 4,000,000

8 14 Delta/Greely Replacement of Delta Junction Senior High School Complex D S 32,000,000

9 14 Delta/Greely Delta Elementary Well Reconstruction or Replacement C S 80,642

1 2 Denali Borough Anderson School Roof Replacement C S 1,859,979

2 2 Denali Borough Generator Replacement, 3 schools E S 1,226,189

3 2 Denali Borough Districtwide Electrical Upgrades C S 200,000

4 2 Denali Borough Tr-Valley School Septic System upgrades C S 574,321

5 2 Denali Borough Tri-Valley School Boiler Replacement C S 500,000

6 2 Denali Borough Cantwell School Electrical Upgrades D S TBD
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7 2 Denali Borough Cantwell School Heating System Upgrade E S TBD
8 2 Denali Borough Cantwell School Restroom ADA Remodel D S TBD S -
9 2 Denali Borough Anderson School Heating Upgrades C S 2,000,000
10 2 Denali Borough Kitchen Renovations, 3 Schools C S TBD
11 2 Denali Borough Anderson School Egress & Acceesibility Upgrades D S TBD
12 2 Denali Borough Tri-Valley School Library & Restroom Renovation D S TBD
13 2 Denali Borough Cantwell School Renovation C S TBD
1 16 Fairbanks Barnette Magnet School - Renovation Phase IV D S 11,515,426
2 16 Fairbanks Districtwide Security Project C S 1,700,000
3 16 Fairbanks Administrative Center Replace Air Conditioning & Ventilation E S 1,404,509
4 16 Fairbanks Districtwide Backflow Preventers C S 837,821
5 16 Fairbanks Ben Eielson Jr/Sr School Roof Replacement C S 4,356,672
6 16 Fairbanks Districtwide Emergency Electical System Upgrades C S 7,040,833
7 16 Fairbanks Wood River Roof Replacement C S 3,051,701
8 16 Fairbanks Lathrop Partial Roof Replacement C S 558,548
9 16 Fairbanks Woodriver Phase Ill Renovation C S 8,065,990
10 16 Fairbanks Tanana Renovation Phase 1 C S 10,891,679
11 16 Fairbanks Arctic Ligh Elementary Lighting & Energy Efficiency Upgrades E S 2,021,928
12 16 Fairbanks Pearl Creek Classroom Upgrades Phase 1 E S 5,302,686
13 16 Fairbanks Weller Classroon Upgrades Phase 1 E S 4,745,337
14 16 Fairbanks North Pole Middle School Interior/Exterior Renovation E S 11,077,614
15 16 Fairbanks University Park Traffic Safety Improvements C S 837,821
16 16 Fairbanks Administrative Center Site Upgrades E S 1,675,643
17 16 Fairbanks Lathrop Kitchen Upgrades D S 2,887,908
18 16 Fairbanks Pearl Creek Traffic Safety Upgrades F S 1,899,062
19 16 Fairbanks Joy Classroom Flooring, Interior, and Lighting Replacement C S 5,026,929
20 16 Fairbanks West Valley Auditorium Upgrade F S 1,117,095
21 16 Fairbanks West Valley Gym Wing Renovation C S 5,026,929
22 16 Fairbanks Districtwide Hallway Locker Replacement C S 1,552,411
23 16 Fairbanks Salcha Interior Renovation C S 2,792,738
24 16 Fairbanks North Pole High HVAC Control Upgrades E S 726,112
25 16 Fairbanks University Park Lighting & Energy Efficiency Upgrades E S 1,396,369
26 16 Fairbanks Administrative Center Floor Repair & Replacement C S 837,821
27 16 Fairbanks North Pole High School Site Improvements F S 2,792,738
28 16 Fairbanks Joy Site Improvements E S 1,396,369
29 16 Fairbanks Crawford Flooring & Classroom Upgrades C S 7,261,120
30 16 Fairbanks Randy Smith Security & Control System E S 558,548
31 16 Fairbanks Howard Luke Roof & Siding Replacement C S 2,178,336
32 16 Fairbanks Arctic Light Site Upgrades F S 837,821
33 16 Fairbanks Administraive Center Roof Replacement C S 670,257
34 16 Fairbanks Midnight Sun Site Upgrades & Safety Improvements F S 558,548
35 16 Fairbanks Ticasuk Brown Classroom Upgrades C S 3,909,834
36 16 Fairbanks University Park Renovation Phase | C S 5,250,348
37 16 Fairbanks Midnight Sun Elementary Renovation Phase I C S 5,026,929
38 16 Fairbanks Anderson Roof Replacement C S 1,061,241
39 16 Fairbanks Ladd Site Impovements F S 837,821
40 16 Fairbanks Ann Wien Flooring & Classroom Upgrades C S 7,261,120
1 17 Galena GILA Composite Building Renovation E S 6,070,698
2 17 Galena Sidney C. Huntington School Renovation E S 5,250,000
3 17 Galena Sidney C. Huntington Elementary School Fire Protection Upgrade D S 162,000
4 17 Galena Sidney C. Huntington School Floor Upgrades C S 255,000
5 17 Galena GILA Automotive Lab Energy Upgrades E S 51,000



\ Page 49 of 258 /

Priority District # District Name Project Location and Description Primary Purpose FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 Reused?
6 17 Galena GILA Costetology Building Energy Upgrade E 41,000
1 18 Haines Haines High School Roof Replacement C S 2,654,518
2 18 Haines Haines High School Locker Room Renovation D S 893,147
3 18 Haines Haines High School Track Renovation & Upgrade F S 1,000,000
1 19 Hoonah Hoonah Central Boiler Replacement C S 262,100 Y
4 20 Hydaburg Hydaburg High School and Gym Roof Replacement C S 950,000 * District not FY20 CIP eligible. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
1 21 Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial School HVAC Control Upgrades, Grayling C S 138,318
2 21 Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial School Roof Replacement, Grayling C S 1,530,387 Y
3 21 Iditarod Area Blackwell School HVAC Upgrades, Anvik C S 121,892 Y
4 21 Iditarod Area McGrath School Backup Generator C S 700,000
1 22 Juneau Sayéik: Gastineau Community School Partial Roof Replacement C S 1,500,000
2 22 Juneau Dzantiki Heeni Middle School Roof Replacement C S 1,750,000
3 22 Juneau Riverbend Elementary School Roof Replacement C S 2,000,000
4 22 Juneau Juneau-Douglas High School Roof Repair C S 500,000
5 22 Juneau Marie Drake School Renovation C S 20,000,000
6 22 Juneau Mendenhall River School Renovation C S 20,000,000
1 23 Kake Kake High Heating Updates C S 238,478
2 23 Kake Kake High School Plumbing Replacement C S 639,172 Y
3 23 Kake Exterior Upgrades - Main School Facilities C S 364,979
4 23 Kake Kake High School Gym Floor & Bleacher Replacement C S 548,148 Y
5 23 Kake Vocational Building Renovations C S 400,000
6 23 Kake Covered Play Area Construction & Playground Equipment Replacement F S 800,000
7 23 Kake Kake Middle School & Library HVAC Upgrades C S TBD
8 23 Kake Kake High School HVAC D S TBD
9 23 Kake Kake Elementary Roof Replacement C S TBD
1 24 Kenai Nanwalek Middle/High School New Construction B S 25,000,000
2 24 Kenai Districtwide Building Security Upgrades & Office Remodel A S 6,500,000
3 24 Kenai Homer High School Attic Ventilation & Gutters C S 5,620,000
4 24 Kenai Redoubt Elementary Roof Insulation Upgrade C/E S 1,250,000
5 24 Kenai West Homer Elementary North Wall Sealing C S 450,000
6 24 Kenai Paul Banks Elementary Window Replacement C/E S 500,000
7 24 Kenai Tustumena Elementary Window & Siding Replacement C/E S 550,000
8 24 Kenai Sterling Elementary Window Replacement C/E S 500,000
9 24 Kenai Paul Banks Elementary Parking & Traffic Upgrade F S 850,000
10 24 Kenai Soldotna Elementary Parking & Traffic Upgrade F S 750,000
11 24 Kenai Susan B English Backup Generator C S 40,000
12 24 Kenai Chapman Elementary Window Replacement C/E S 250,000
13 24 Kenai Homer High School Heating Controls Upgrade C/E S 700,000
14 24 Kenai Redoubt Elementary Replace Gym Floor (Abate Vinyl Asbestos Tile) A S 150,000
15 24 Kenai Seward High Field Turf & Track F S 3,000,000
16 24 Kenai Homer Middle School Drainage & Traffic Upgrade F S 750,000
17 24 Kenai Homer Flex Parking Reconfiguration F S 150,000
18 24 Kenai Kaliedoscope - Replace Gym Floor (Abate Vinyl Asbestos Tile) A S 150,000
19 24 Kenai Districtwide Re-roof Phase Ill - Metal Roofing Systems C 16,450,000
20 24 Kenai Homer High School Parking Lot Renovation and ADA Entrance Upgrade F 850,000
21 24 Kenai Mt. View Elementary Parking and Traffice upgrade F 800,000
22 24 Kenai Ninilchik Track Upgrade F 950,000
23 24 Kenai School District Warehouse Backup Generator C 85,000
1 25 Ketchikan Ketchikan High School Security Upgrades C S 498,793
2 25 Ketchikan Pt. Higgins Elementary Mechanical Upgrades C S 1,950,566
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3 25 Ketchikan Pt. Higgins Elementary Pitched Roof Replacement E S 4,086,729
4 25 Ketchikan Ketchikan High School Biomass Boiler E S 2,083,615
1 28 Kodiak Peterson Elementary Roof Replacement C S 2,887,554
2 28 Kodiak Kodiak Middle School Special Electrical & Security D S 1,434,987
3 28 Kodiak East Elementary Special Electrical & Security D S 851,342
4 28 Kodiak East Elementary Parking Lot Safety Upgrade F S 936,332
5 28 Kodiak Main Elementary Special Electrical & Security D S 785,211
6 28 Kodiak Main Elementary Paint & Siding Repairs C S 279,930
7 28 Kodiak East Elementary Paint & Siding Repairs C S 144,493
8 28 Kodiak North Star Elementary Special Electrical & Security D S 673,888
9 28 Kodiak North Star Elementary Siding Replacement C S 507,560
10 28 Kodiak Chiniak School Water Treatment Code Compliance D S 263,555
11 28 Kodiak Chiniak School Flooring Replacement C S 76,511
12 28 Kodiak Port Lions School Flooring Replacement C S 230,494
13 28 Kodiak North Star Elementary Fire Panel Replacement C S 242,841
14 28 Kodiak North Star Elementary HVAC Controls E S 984,092
15 28 Kodiak Kodiak Middle School Paint & Siding Repairs C S 164,433
16 28 Kodiak Peterson Elementary Paint & Siding Repairs C S 228,885
17 28 Kodiak Chiniak School HVAC Controls E S 219,954
18 28 Kodiak Main Elementary HVAC Controls E 964,725
19 28 Kodiak Akhiok School HVAC Controls E 243,436
20 28 Kodiak Port Lions School HVAC Controls E 625,070
1 29 Kuspuk Jack Egnaty Sr. K-12 School Roof Replacement, Sleetmute C S 1,398,632
1 31 Lower Kuskokwim Eek School Renovation-Addition B S 37,186,905
2 31 Lower Kuskokwim Anna Tobeluk Memorial School Renovation/Addition, Nunapitchuk B S 53,661,875 y
3 31 Lower Kuskokwim Water Storage & Treatment, Kongiganak A S 7,078,959
4 31 Lower Kuskokwim Merkarvik K-12 School Newtok Replacement B S 39,705,503 Y
5 31 Lower Kuskokwim William N. Miller K-12 Memorial School Replacement, Napakiak B S 36,028,901
6 31 Lower Kuskokwim Akula Elitnauvik K-12 School Renovation/Addition, Kasigluk-Akula B S 3,889,212 Y
7 31 Lower Kuskokwim Akiuk Memorial K-12 School Renovation, Kasigluk-Akiuk C S 3,449,411 Y
8 31 Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Regional High School Boardwalk Replacement D S 2,109,053
9 31 Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Campus Transportation & Drainage Upgrades F S 1,224,098
10 31 Lower Kuskokwim Arviq School Improvement, Platinum D S TBD
11 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fuel Tank Disposition, Districtwide D S 2,031,078
12 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fuel Tank Remediation, Bethel D S 215,152
13 31 Lower Kuskokwim Qugcuun Memorial School Renovation Addition, Oscarville B S 16,100,000
14 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fuel Tank Upgrades, Districtwide D S 7,250,000
15 31 Lower Kuskokwim Nelson Island School Deferred Maintenance, Toksook Bay C S 40,300,000
16 31 Lower Kuskokwim Roof Repairs, Districtwide C S 27,800,000
17 31 Lower Kuskokwim Wastewater Upgrades, Districtwide D S 14,200,000
18 31 Lower Kuskokwim Water Treatment & Storage Upgrades, Districtwide D S 8,400,000
19 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fire Alarm & Sprinklers, Districtwide D TBD
1 32 Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K-12 School Foundation Cooling & Repairs, Numam Iqua C S 1,046,866
2 32 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 School Emergency Lighting & Retrofit D S 232,730 Y
3 32 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 Exterior Repairs C S 2,721,980
4 32 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School Emergency Lighting Retrofit D S 119,467 Y
5 32 Lower Yukon Ignatius Beans K-12 School Marine Header Pipeline D S 1,542,993 Y
6 32 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School Siding Replacement C S 1,179,053
7 32 Lower Yukon LYSD Central Office Renovation C S 5,257,426 Y
8 32 Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K-12 School Exterior Repairs, Nunam Iqua C S 1,792,563
9 32 Lower Yukon Security Access Project, 6 Sites C S 1,532,578 Y
10 32 Lower Yukon Kotlik and Pilot Station K-12 Schools Renewal and Repair C S 3,444,256
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1 33 Mat-Su Water System Replacement, 3 Schools (Big Lake, Butte & Snowshoe D S 2,833,136 Y
Elementary Schools)
2 33 Mat-Su Districtwide Seismic Upgrades, Phase 1 C S 7,326,904 Y
3 33 Mat-Su Districtwide Energy Upgrades, Windows, Phase 2 C S 4,231,918
4 33 Mat-Su Districtwide Elevator Upgrades D S 3,295,065
5 33 Mat-Su Roofing Replacements, 3 Schools (Talkeetna, Colony Middle, and Wasilla D S 5,610,011
Middle
6 33 Mat-Su Palmer High School Mechanical Upgrade, Phase 3 D S 3,652,000
7 33 Mat-Su Box School Renovations, 4 Schools (Butte, Cottonwood Creek, Pioneer Peak, D S 23,434,134
Snowshoe Elementarys)
8 33 Mat-Su Palmer Junior Middle School Renovation C S 19,866,000
9 33 Mat-Su Districtwide HVAC Control Upgrades Phase 2, 7 Schools D S 9,162,366
10 33 Mat-Su Districtwide Emergency Generator Replacements Phase 2 (7 schools) D S 6,760,486
11 33 Mat-Su Districtwide Indoor/Outdoor Bleacher Replacement D S 6,356,000
12 33 Mat-Su Exterior Envelope Upgrades, 4 schools D S 11,116,192
13 33 Mat-Su New Wasilla Area Elementary School B S 28,862,000
1 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Flooring & Asbestos Abatement D S 422,271
2 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Boiler Replacement E S 162,027
3 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Fire Suppression System Replacement D S 1,382,689 Y
4 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Major Maintenance [Phase I] D S 1,600,000
5 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Roof Repair/Replacement C S 1,365,000
6 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Major Maintenance [Phase Il] E S 577,500
7 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Major Maintenance [Phase Il1] A S 650,000
8 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School ADA Access & Site Improvements F S 1,312,500
9 34 Nenana Nenana K-12 School Career Vocational Education Classroom Remodel & D S 1,075,000
5 35 Nome Nome Elementary School Exterior Envelope Replacement C S 6,000,000 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
6 35 Nome Building A Primary Electrical Service D S 250,000
7 35 Nome Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School Exterior/Interior Renovations C S 500,000
8 35 Nome Beltz High School HVAC Control Systems C S 200,000
9 35 Nome Districtwide Exterior Lighting Upgrades C S 40,000
10 35 Nome Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School Boiler Replacement & Mechanical Upgrades C S TBD
11 35 Nome Maintenance Building Siding & Roof Replacement C S 225,000
12 35 Nome Quonset Hut Siding Replacement C S 120,000
13 35 Nome Building D Mechanical Update & Control Automation for Air Handlers C S TBD
14 35 Nome Districtwide Carpet Replacement C S 375,000
1 36 North Slope Borough Barrow High School Life Safety Renovations C S 14,800,000 S 9,800,000
2 36 North Slope Borough Districtwide Renovations and Systems Upgrades C S 8,295,000
3 36 North Slope Borough Districtwide Renovations and Systems Upgrades C S 8,295,000
4 36 North Slope Borough Districtwide Renovations and Systems Upgrades C S 8,295,000
5 36 North Slope Borough Districtwide Renovations and Systems Upgrades C S 8,295,000
3 37 Northwest Arctic Buckland K-12 Heating System Improvement C S 1,300,000 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
4 37 Northwest Arctic Davis Ramoth K-12 School Heating System Upgrade, Selawik A S 446,250
3 38 Pelican Pelican High School Plumbing Upgrade C S 150,000 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
4 38 Pelican Pelican High School Lighting and Electrical Upgrades C S 350,000
5 38 Pelican Pelican High School Roof Replacement C S 600,000
1 39 Petersburg Petersburg Middle/High School Digital HVAC Controls E S 150,000 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
2 39 Petersburg Petersburg Middle/High School Electrical Upgrades C S 1,000,000
3 39 Petersburg Petersburg Stedman Elementary Plumbing System Replacement C S 750,000
4 39 Petersburg Repair Auditorium Failing Floor System C S 150,000
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5 39 Petersburg Districtwide ADA Renovations D S 1,000,000
1 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Covered PE Structure Renovation C S 521,386
2 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Playground Equipment Refurbishment C S 180,000
3 42 Sitka Baranof School Playground Equipment Refurbishment C S 180,000
4 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Electrical Boiler Installation E S 350,000
5 42 Sitka Baranof School Electrical Boiler Installation C S 350,000
6 42 Sitka Districtwide Interior/Exterior LED Lighting Upgrade E S 400,000
7 42 Sitka Sitka High School Parking Area Paving F S 275,000
8 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Parking/Play Area Paving F S 300,000
9 42 Sitka Blatchley School Parking Area Paving F S 200,000
10 42 Sitka Baranof School Parking/Play Area Paving F S 275,000
1 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 Fire Suppression System C S 480,867 Y
2 44 Southeast Island Hollis K-12 School Replacement B S 10,634,956
3 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 Underground Storage Tank Replacement C S 335,085 Y
4 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 Mechanical Control Upgrades C S 1,408,445 Y
5 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Flooring Replacement C S 69,579 Y
6 44 Southeast Island Roof Replacement, 2 Schools (Thorne Bay, Port Alexander) C S 4,906,853 Y
7 44 Southeast Island Port Alexander K-12 Domestic Water Pipe Replacement D S 85,289 Y
1 45 Southwest Region Twin Hills K-8 School Renovations C S 4,493,140
2 45 Southwest Region Ekwok K-8 School Renovations C S 5,924,269
3 45 Southwest Region Aleknagik K-8 School Renovations C S 4,998,978
4 45 Southwest Region Manokotak School Interior Floor Finishes & Ceiling Replacement C S 1,451,727
5 45 Southwest Region Togiak School Interior Floor Finishes C S 1,533,070
6 45 Southwest Region Togiak K-12 HVAC Controls Upgrade E S 570,018
7 48 Valdez Districtwide Electrical Wiring and Technology Upgrades D S 250,000 * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
8 48 Valdez Hermon Hutchens Elementary Exterior Upgrades/ Building Envelope and C S 2,000,000
Windows
9 48 Valdez Hermon Hutchens Elementary UST Replacment D S 2,000,000
10 48 Valdez Valdez High School Carpet Replacement C S 58,984
11 48 Valdez Valdez High School Gym Floor Replacement C S 750,000
12 48 Valdez Valdez High School Exterior Lighting Upgrades C S 500,000
13 48 Valdez Districtwide Waterline Replacement C S 1,900,000
14 48 Valdez Exterior Door and Card Reader Locks at Valdez High School and Hermon C S 500,000
Hutchens Elementary School
15 48 Valdez Districtwide Storm Drainage Upgrades C S 300,000
16 48 Valdez Valdez High School Locker Room Upgrades C S 500,000
18 48 Valdez Valdez High School Science Lab Renovation C S 100,000
19 48 Valdez Valdez High School Culinary Arts Room Remodel C S 350,000
7 51 Yukon Flats Beaver Major Maintenance C S TBD * District did not submit a 6-year plan or application. Fiscal year data left as-is from prior year.
8 51 Yukon Flats Venetie Major Maintenance C S TBD
9 51 Yukon Flats Fort Yukon Major Maintenance C S TBD
1 52 Yukon-Koyukuk Minto K-12 School Renovation A S 10,354,940
2 52 Yukon-Koyukuk Koyukuk K-12 School Boiler replacement C S 461,306
3 52 Yukon-Koyukuk Gladys Dart Manley Renovation and Upgrade C S 6,000,000
4 52 Yukon-Koyukuk District Office Exterior Upgrade C S 600,000
5 52 Yukon-Koyukuk Minto K-12 School Soil Remediation D S 350,000
6 52 Yukon-Koyukuk Hughes Renovation and Upgrade D S 6,500,000
7 52 Yukon-Koyukuk Kaltag Kitchen Upgrade D S 120,000
1 54 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School gnerator Refurbishment C S 129,949
2 54 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 Fuel Tank Replacement D S 4,851,857
3 54 Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Water System Upgrades D S 1,122,591
4 54 Yupiit Mechanical System Improvements, 3 Schools C S 215,550
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Priority District # District Name Project Location and Description Primary Purpose FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 Reused?
5 54 Yupiit Districtwide Playground Construction F 1,640,239
6 54 Yupiit Kitchen Upgrades, 3 Schools C S 1,500,000
7 54 Yupiit Gym Flooring Replacement, 3 Schools C S 850,000
| Totals: 464,793,661 S 189,088,063 $ 168,324,866 S 334,836,534 S 91,018,300 S 141,315,128 | S 133,092,161 |

Total Six-Year Plan Estimate: $

1,389,376,552
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EDUCATION

& EARLY DEVELOPMENT

CIP Grant Requests and Funding History FY 10 to FY 20

FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020

Total Applications 185 175 158 158 137 121 126 127 131 105 86
Percent of Districts Applying 73% 73% 72% 64% 66% 64% 66% 68% 70% 58% 51%

# Projects Reusing Scores 24 35 45 20 52 23 57 27 67 39 24
Major Maintenance 138 130 117 120 111 102 102 98 107 84 72
MM Total $ $269,627,387  $272,421,065  $275,132,938  $267,017,375  $253,682,082  $183,505,181 $172,195,526  $181,570,096 $164,887,094  $142,892,281 $114,437,031
School Construction 32 35 32 27 24 17 18 18 15 11 11
SC Total $ $453,149,071 $411,643,149  $313,999,772  $276,691,304  $284,133,432  $274,150,436  $230,920,120  $206,267,345 $123,294,419  $179,214,343  $190,238,739

Notes:
O Total § is State Share

School Construction and Major Maintenance Funding

FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020
Grant Projects Funded $42,443,481  $155,901,830 $87,765,592 $78,952,700 $94,171,539 $43,279,791 $56,728,592 $74,715,471 " $53,177,429 "  $82,665,391 "
Percent Grant $ Funded 5.9% 22.8% 14.9% 14.5% 17.5% 9.5% 14.1% 8.6% 17.3% 15.5%
Debt Projects $29,805,834 @ $90,251,551 © $409,400,183 @  $78,525,000 ® $138,622,000 ® $13,353,394 © $0 $0 $0 $0

Notes:

Grant Projects Funded includes all reappropriated or reallocated funding, including grant funding from prior fiscal years.
™ Includes AS 14.11.025 grants

@ HB13,HB373 debt projects DEED & voter approved

) SB237 debt projects DEED & voter approved, effective 7/1/2010 - 12/31/2014

As of Date: 10/31/2018
Run Date: 10/31/2018
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REAA Fund
As of:
Thursday, November 29, 2018
Projected
Deposits: FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 Total
REAA Fund Capitalization 35,512,300 | 35,200,000 | 39,921,078 | 38,789,000 | 31,230,000 | 40,640,000 | 39,661,000 | 38,869,000 299,822,378
Interest Earned (Actual as of 7/7/17) 118,206 368,142 383,180 - - - - - 869,528
Subtotal Deposits| 35,630,506 | 35,568,142 | 40,304,258 | 38,789,000 | 31,230,000 | 40,640,000 [ 39,661,000 | 38,869,000 300,691,906
Projected

REAA-funded Capital Project Funded Projects: FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 Total
Nightmute School Renovation/Addition - 32,965,301 32,965,301
Kuinerramiut Elitnaurviate K-12 Renovation/Addition, Quinhagak - 13,207,081 13,207,081
Kwethluk K-12 Replacement School - 25,008,100 | 31,516,900 56,525,000
St. Mary's Andreafski High School Gym Construction - - 8,958,100 8,958,100
Bethel Regional High School Multipurpose Addition - - - - 7,129,765 7,129,765
Lewis Angapak K-12 School Renovation/Addition, Tuntutuliak - - - - 40,343,416 704,620 41,048,036
Jimmy Huntington K-12 Renovation/Addition, Huslia - - - - 15,394,787 980,000 16,374,787
Shishmaref K-12 School Renovation/Addition - - - - - 16,184,008 490,000 16,674,008
J Alexie Memorial K-12 School Replacement, Atmautluak - - - - - 3,261,667 | 39,556,086 42,817,753
Auntie Mary Nicoli Elementary School Replacement, Aniak - - - - - 18,641,380 18,641,380
Eek K-12 School Renovation/Addition - - - - - - 2,481,373 | 34,450,733 36,932,106
St. Mary's Campus Upgrades Ph2 - - - - - - 3,449,928 3,449,928
Hollis K-12 School Replacement - - - - - - - 752,655 752,655
Subtotal REAA-funded Projects - 71,180,482 | 40,475,000 - 62,867,968 | 39,771,675 | 45,977,387 | 35,203,388 295,475,900
Reconciliation of Available Funds:| 35,630,506 18,166 (152,576)| 38,636,424 6,998,456 7,866,781 1,550,394 5,216,006 5,216,006
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PM State-of-the-State

Report of DEED Maintenance Assessments

and Related Data
AS OF 8/15/2018

Date of Last | Year of ]| Approved [ Maintenance R&R Maint. CIP
District Visit Next Visit FAIS Management | Energy [ Custodial | Training ] Schedule | Status | Program JProgram Name] Eligible

Alaska Gateway 3/30/2017 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W School Dude Yes
Aleutian Region 7/19/2011 2016 Y N Y Y Y Y 4 0of 5 w School Dude No
Aleutians East 12/17/2014 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Anchorage 1/23/2018 2023 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Annette Island 12/3/2015 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Bering Strait 3/19/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f 5 w School Dude Yes
Bristol Bay Borough 4/14/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Chatham 3/6/2017 2022 Y Y \'4 Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Chugach 1/26/2018 2023 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Copper River 3/31/2017 2022 Y Y vy P Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Cordova 1/13/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Craig City 11/14/2016 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Delta/Greely 3/28/2017 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Denali Borough 3/24/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Dillingham City 2/2/2016 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Fairbanks 3/27/2018 2023 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Web Help Desk, ~ Yes
Galena 3/22/2018 2023 Y Y yP Y Y Y 50f 5 w Maximo* Yes
Haines 11/17/2015 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Hoonah City 4/17/2017 2022 Y Y \'4 Y Y Y 40f 5 W Maximo* Yes
Hydaburg City 11/16/2016 2022 Y N Y Y N Y 30f5 W MPulse No
Iditarod Area 3/14/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Juneau 11/3/2015 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 L TMA Yes
Kake City 2/4/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Kashunamiut 11/13/2014 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f 5 w Maximo* Yes
Kenai Peninsula 3/1/2018 2023 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Ketchikan 12/2/2015 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f 5 w School Dude Yes
Klawock City 12/19/2016 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Kodiak Island 10/29/2014 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f 5 w School Dude Yes
Kuspuk 2/24/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Lake & Peninsula 4/16/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Manager Plus Yes
Lower Kuskokwim 1/21/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Manager Plus Yes
Lower Yukon 1/23/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f 5 w School Dude Yes
Mat-Su Borough 2/3/2017 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Nenana City 3/26/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Nome City 4/28/2017 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
North Slope Borough 5/21/2018 2023 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Northwest Arctic 2/23/2016 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Pelican City 4/9/2018 2023 Y Y yP Y yF Y 50f5 w School Dude | Yes
Petersburg City 1/7/2016 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Pribilof Island 4/23/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Sitka City Borough 4/24/2017 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Skagway City 5/5/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 L MC Yes
Southeast Island 11/18/2016 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f 5 w MPulse Yes
Southwest Region 2/4/2016 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
St Mary's 1/27/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Tanana City 3/23/2018 2023 Y Y yF Y yF Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Unalaska City 12/18/2014 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Valdez City 4/18/2018 2023 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w School Dude Yes
Wrangell City 1/8/2016 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Yakutat City 1/14/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Yukon Flats 3/11/2014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
Yukon-Koyukuk 3/7/12014 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 w Maximo* Yes
Yupiit 4/7/2015 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y 50f5 W Maximo* Yes
In Compliance 53 51 53 53 52 53 50 51

Legend

N = Not in compliance
Y = In full compliance
Y P = Provisional compliance

FAIS = Fixed Asset Inventory System

W= Web-based Computerized Maintenance Management System
L = Local Area Network (LAN) Computerized Maintenance Management System
* = Use Maximo through SERRC Service Contract

Bold - Site visit pending

"Year of Next Visit" dates are subject to change at the department's discretion. School Districts will be notified in a timely manner if scheduled visit dates listed on this report are altered.
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4 AAC 31.013(a) is amended to read:

(a) For a district to be eligible for state aid under AS 14.11.011 or AS 14.11.100, the

district must have a facility management program that addresses the following five elements of
facility and maintenance management:

(1) a formal maintenance management program that records maintenance
activities on a work order basis, and tracks the timing and cost, including labor and materials, of
maintenance activities in sufficient detail to produce reports of planned and completed work;

(2) an energy management plan that includes

(A) the recording of energy consumption for all utilities on a monthly
basis for each building; for facilities constructed before December 15, 2004, a district
may record energy consumption for utilities on a monthly basis when multiple buildings
are served by one utility plant; and

(B) regular evaluation of the effectiveness of and need for

commissioning existing buildings;

(3) a custodial program that includes a schedule of custodial activities for each
building based on type of work and scope of effort;

(4) a maintenance training program that specifies training for custodial and
maintenance staff and records training received by each person; and

(5) arenewal and replacement schedule that, for each school facility of permanent
construction over 1,000 gross square feet, identifies the construction cost of major building

systems, including electrical, mechanical, structural and other components; evaluates and
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establishes the life-expectancy of those systems; compares life-expectancy to the age and
condition of the systems; and uses the data to forecast a renewal and replacement year and cost

for each system.

(Eff. 7/13/2000, Register 155; am 12/19/2002, Register 164; am _ / / , Register )

Authority:  AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.015 AS 14.11.100
AS 14.11.011 AS 14.11.017 AS 14.11.132
AS 14.11.013

4 AAC 31.065(a) is amended to read:
(a) If a school district determines that it is necessary to engage the services of a private

consultant to provide design, [OR PROVIDE] commissioning, or construction management

services for an educational facility with money provided under AS 14.11.011 - AS 14.11.020, or
for a project approved for reimbursement of costs under AS 14.11.100, and the estimated cost of
the contract is more than $50,000, the selection of the consultant shall be accomplished by
soliciting written proposals by advertising in a newspaper of general circulation at least 21 days
before the proposals are due. The contract shall be awarded to the most qualified offeror, after
evaluating the proposals submitted.

(Eff. 12/2/83, Register 88; am 8/31/90, Register 115;am _/ / | Register )

Authority:  AS 14.11.017 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.132

4 AAC 31.080 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
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(1) A school district shall perform commissioning of the systems included in a school
capital project if the school capital project is an addition of over 5000 square feet or new
construction of an education-related facility that is over 5,000 square feet. If the school capital
project is a rehabilitation of an education-related facility over 10,000 square feet, a school district
shall perform commissioning of each system substantially upgraded in the school capital project.
A school district may perform commissioning for a rehabilitation of an education-related facility
for each system impacted by the project but not substantially upgraded in the rehabilitation.
Commissioning required under this subsection must include the services of a commissioning
agent. Commissioning permitted under this subsection for a system that is impacted by a
rehabilitation project but not substantially upgraded in the rehabilitation may use the services of
a commissioning agent or may use a qualified facility professional, including a school district
employee. The cost of commissioning, including the cost of a commissioning agent, required or
permitted under this subsection is an allowable cost of school construction. (Eff. 12/2/83,
Register 88; am 8/31/90, Register 115; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 11/20/2005, Register 176;
am _/ /  ,Register )

Authority:  AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.132

4 AAC 31.900 is amended by adding new paragraphs to read:

(31) “commissioning” means functional testing activities for a mechanical,
electrical, fuel oil, controls, and building envelope system to ensure that a facility or a system
operates as the owner and designers intended and that prepares an owner to efficiently operate its

systems and equipment;
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(32) “commissioning agent” means an individual who is certified with a
recognized standards organization approved by the department to provide commissioning
services, who may be an employee of the school district or an independent design consultant
hired on behalf of the school district to

(A) create a commissioning plan, checklists, and functional performance
tests for each commissioned system;
(B) coordinate the commissioning team for the mechanical, electrical, fuel
oil, controls, and building envelope systems;
(C) coordinate the work of the construction contractor, school district, and
design team as it pertains to the commissioning process;
(D) witness the functional performance testing;
(E) assist in resolution of issues found during commissioning; and
(F) verify the training of owner maintenance personnel on commissioned
systems; (Eff. 3/1/78, Register 65; am 6/9/83, Register 86; am 12/2/83, Register 88; am
9/12/85, Register 96; am 8/31/90, Register 115; am 9/29/90, Register 115; am 10/7/95,
Register 136; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 2/18/99, Register 149; am 7/13/2000,
Register 155; am 8/23/2001, Register 159; am 12/19/2002, Register 164; am 12/20/2002,
Register 164; am 6/17/2010, Register 194;am  / / , Register )
Authority:  AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.102
AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.100 AS 14.11.132

AS 14.11.011
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4 AAC 31.013(e) is amended to read:

() [ON AN ANNUAL BASIS, THE] The department will make a determination of a

district’s [SHALL PROVIDE A PRELIMINARY NOTICE TO EACH DISTRICT
REGARDING ITS] compliance with each element required in (a) of this section, based on
evidence of a program [PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED TO] acquired by the department, [OR

THAT WAS] including information gathered by the department during an on-site visit

conducted under (f) of this section. The department may change a determination at any time

during the vear based on new evidence. For purposes of eligibility for an application

submitted under AS 14.11.011, on [ON] or before June 1, the department will provide [ITS]

preliminary notice of its determination. [THE DEPARTMENT MAY CHANGE A

DETERMINATION OF NON-COMPLIANCE AT ANY TIME DURING THE YEAR BASED
ON NEW EVIDENCE.] Districts that are not in full compliance must provide evidence of
compliance to the department by August 1. On or before August 15, the department will notify
districts of its final determination regarding compliance. The department will deny a grant
application submitted under AS 14.11.011 by a district that has received a final determination

from the department that the district is out of compliance with this section.

4 AAC 31.013(f) is amended to read:
(f) The department will [SHALL] conduct an on-site inspection [INSPECTIONS] of a
school district preventive maintenance and facility management program [PROGRAMS] at

least once every five years; however, if the department issues a finding of noncompliance

under (e) of this section and the district does not provide adequate evidence of compliance,

the department may postpone an onsite visit beyond the five-year period. The department
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may make additional inspections as it deems necessary. The department may change its
determination of compliance based on information obtained during an [THE] on-site inspection

[INSPECTIONS].

4 AAC 31.013 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(h) Notwithstanding (e) and (f) of this section, the department may make a determination
of provisional compliance for a district that provides evidence of a plan that meets all required
elements identified in (a) of this section but does not provide documentation of adherence to that
plan. A determination of provisional compliance will allow a district to be eligible for state aid
until a final determination of compliance or non-compliance is provided.

(Eff. 5/24/2001, Register 158; am 12/19/2002, Register 164; am 12/15/2004, Register 172; am

6/17/2010, Register 194;am _ / / , Register )
Authority:  AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.011 AS 14.11.132
AS 14.07.060

4 AAC 31.016 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(1) The enrollment calculated for students in leased space will be excluded from use in
calculating eligibility for additional square footage for facilities unless
(A) that enrollment is in an attendance area comprised of a single school, or
(B) the lease is due to terminate within two years and district submits an
application for a capital improvement project under AS 14.11 for new school construction to
house the student population of the terminating lease space. (Eff. 7/13/2000, Register 155; am

12/19/2002, Register 164;am _ / / , Register )
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Authority:  AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.015 AS 14.11.100
AS 14.11.011 AS 14.11.017 AS 14.11.132
AS 14.11.013

4 AAC 31.020(a) is amended to read:
(a) The following are the basic guides for educational facility planning adopted by
reference:
(1) for a school capital project application submitted to the department, Creating

Connections: The CEFPI Guide for Educational Facility Planning [CREATING

CONNECTIONS: THE CEFPI GUIDE FOR EDUCATIONAL FACILITY PLANNING], 2004
Edition, as published by the Council of Educational Facilities Planners International;

(2) repealed 4/17/98;

(3) repealed 4/17/98;

(4) Guidelines for School Equipment Purchases [GUIDELINES FOR SCHOOL

EQUIPMENT PURCHASES], as published by the Alaska Department of Education and Early
Development, 2016 edition [1997 EDITION];

(5) deleted 8/31/90;

(6) repealed 4/17/98;

(7) Swimming Pool Guidelines [SWIMMING POOL GUIDELINES], as

published by the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development, 1997 edition; and

(8) Site Selection Criteria and Evaluation Handbook [SITE SELECTION

CRITERIA AND EVALUATION GUIDELINE], as published by the Alaska Department of

Education and Early Development, 2011 edition [1997 EDITION].



\ Page 67 of 258 /

4 AAC 31.020(d) is amended to read:
(d) The department will [SHALL] reduce a project budget in proportion to the amount
that the project's design exceeds the square feet allowable as determined under (c) of this

section[. THIS SUBSECTION APPLIES TO A PROJECT], until an agreement, as described

in 4 AAC 31.023(c), is fully executed [THAT HAS NOT RECEIVED A GRANT UNDER

AS 14.11, A PROJECT THAT HAS RECEIVED MONEY FROM THE DEPARTMENT FOR

PLANNING]. The department may proportionally reduce the project budget under this

subsection if [, AND] a project [THAT] has not secured the approval of the commissioner under
4 AAC 31.040 [THIS SUBSECTION DOES NOT APPLY TO A PROJECT THAT HAS
SECURED THE APPROVAL OF THE COMMISSIONER UNDER 4 AAC 31.040].

(Eff. 3/1/78, Register 65; am 6/9/83, Register 86; am 12/2/83, Register 88; am 8/31/90, Register
115; am 10/7/95, Register 136; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 2/18/99, Register 149; am
7/13/2000, Register 155; am 8/23/2001, Register 159; am 12/20/2002, Register 164; am
6/17/2010, Register 194;am _ / / Register )

Authority:  AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.011 AS 14.11.100

AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.132

4 AAC 31.021(e) is repealed and readopted to read:
(e) Using the criteria set out in 4 AAC 31.022(b), the department will score each
application and use the score to assign a priority ranking to the projects approved for eligibility.

The department may annually approve a school district’s request to reuse an original application
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and its score for up to five additional years after the year the original application is submitted, if,
for a school capital project listed in the district's six-year capital improvement plan,

(1) the school district identifies, in a letter accompanying the six-year plan, the
specific application for which the district requests consideration beyond the initial
application period;

(2) the chief school administrator certifies in writing that the district's eligibility
for any additional square footage associated with the project has not decreased; and

(3) for requests to reuse the application and score for the first additional year;

(A) the physical condition of a facility included in the project has not
deteriorated so as to increase the project's cost to exceed the amount determined by
application of the inflation factor under (f) of this section; and

(B) health and life safety conditions and code conditions have not changed
so as to affect the project's score under 4 AAC 31.022(b); or

(4) for requests to reuse the application and its score in years two through five

after the year of the original application, the project construction must be substantially complete
at the time of the original application. An inflation factor under (f) of this section will not be

added to the project cost when an application is reused under this paragraph.

4 AAC 31.021(f) is repealed and readopted to read:

(f) If, under (e) of this section, the department approves a district’s reuse of its previous
year's application and score for one additional year after the year the original application is filed,
the department will add an inflation factor based on an industry-accepted method to costs

anticipated to occur after the award of the grant.
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4 AAC 31.021 is amended by adding new sections to read:

(g) If, under (e) of this section, a district reuses its original application and score for one
or more additional years after the year the original application is filed, the district may not appeal
its priority ranking in any of the additional years.

(h) A grant application must include certification that insurance or a program of self-
insurance exists under 4 AAC 31.200 — 4 AAC 31.225 and will be revised, if necessary, to
include the proposed facility. (Eff. 8/31/90, Register 115; am 8/12/93, Register 127; am 3/10/96,
Register 137; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 7/13/2000, Register 155; am 12/19/2002, Register
164; am 6/17/2010, Register 194;am _ / /[ Register )

Authority: AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.011 AS 14.11.132

AS 14.11.008 AS 14.11.013

4 AAC 31.022(b) is amended to read:

(b) When reviewing the six-year capital improvement plans and the grant applications
submitted by school districts, department staff shall separately rank projects in the following
classifications in the first year of the plan, in descending order of priority, as serves the state's
best interests, where:

(1) school construction projects are those projects the primary purpose of which is

to accomplish work under the categories established in AS 14.11.013(a)(1)(A), (B), (F), and (G)

[AS 14.11.013(a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), AND (a)(1)(E) - (a)(1)(G)]; and
(2) major maintenance projects are those projects the primary purpose of which is

to accomplish work under the categories established in AS 14.11.013(a)(1)(C)-(E)
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[AS 14.11.013(a)(1)(C) AND (D)], except that a major maintenance project may not include

additional or replacement square footage.

4 AAC 31.023(c) is amended to read:

(c) The department will, before the disbursement of grant or allocations of other financial
assistance [MONEY] to a school district, require the execution of a grant or other financial
assistance agreement, on a form prescribed by the commissioner, that contains the following
conditions:

(1) the project will be constructed and equipped under the requirements of 4 AAC
31.020(a), within the project budget determined under 4 AAC 31.022(e);

(2) money will be disbursed as the parties agree to allow the accomplishment of
stages in the project, such as site acquisition; design and construction; and to reimburse the
district for money actually and necessarily spent, before the award of the grant or allocation of
other financial assistance,

(A) for application costs, planning costs, design costs, and construction

costs incurred not more than 36 months before the initial submission of the grant or

other financial assistance application with a substantially identical scope; and

(B) site acquisition costs incurred not more than 120 months before the

initial submission of the grant or other financial assistance application with a

substantially identical scope for which the department has given its approval under 4

AAC 31.025;
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(3) the district's performance under the grant or other financial assistance is
subject to financial audit at any time; the cost of an audit required by the state is an allowable
cost of school construction;

(4) the site for the school facility is approved under 4 AAC 31.025;

(5) designers, commissioning agents, and construction managers of the facility

shall be selected under 4 AAC 31.065; [AND]
(6) construction shall be performed by contracts awarded under 4 AAC 31.080;
and

(7) unless a district provides documented evidence of project-specific indirect

administrative costs in excess of these limits, indirect administrative costs may not exceed

(A) three percent of construction costs, if construction costs are

$500.000 or less;

(B) the greater of $15.000 or two percent of construction costs, if

construction costs are over $500,000 but less than $5,000,000:

(C) the greater of $100.000 or one percent of construction costs, if

construction costs are $5,000,000 or more.

4 AAC 31.023 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(e) In (c) of this section,
(1) “indirect administrative costs” means an allocable portion of administrative
and operating expenses; and
(2) “construction costs” means the cost of contracted work as well as force

account for facility construction, site preparation, site improvements, and utilities.
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(Eff. 8/31/90, Register 115; am 8/12/93, Register 127; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 2/18/99,
Register 149;am  /  / , Register )
Authority: AS 14.11.013 AS 14.11.017 AS 14.11.132

AS 14.11.015 AS 14.11.100

4 AAC 31.026(d) is amended to read:
(d) Within 10 working days after the filing of an appeal under (c) of this section, the chief

administrative law judge of the office of administrative hearings [COMMISSIONER] shall

appoint a hearing officer to hear the case. The hearing officer shall consider the issues raised in
the appeal on the basis of

(1) the school district's updated capital improvement plan submitted under 4 AAC
31.011;

(2) the grant application, and supporting documentation submitted by the school
district under 4 AAC 31.020(c);

(3) the comments received at the public hearing conducted under (a) of this
section;

(4) the decision rendered by the department on the request for reconsideration
under (b) of this section; and

(5) the appeal filed by the school district under (¢) of this section.
(Eff. 8/31/90, Register 115; am 8/12/93, Register 127; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am _/ /
Register )
Authority:  AS 14.11.013 AS 14.11.016 AS 14.11.132

AS 14.11.015
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4 AAC 31.030(a) is amended to read:

(a) A school district shall submit the elements of a plan for a school capital project,

including new construction, additions, demolitions, and rehabilitations, to be undertaken by the
school district that are to be funded under AS 14.11.011 [AS 14.11.020] or for which

reimbursement is to be sought under AS 14.11.100. The elements of the plan must be submitted
to the commissioner for the commissioner's review and approval as the elements are developed

and before any construction contract solicitation or construction activity is initiated.

(Eff. 3/1/78, Register 65; am 12/2/83, Register 88; am 10/7/95, Register 136; am 4/17/98,
Register 146;am  /  / , Register )
Authority:  AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.011 AS 14.11.020

AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.013 AS 14.11.100

4 AAC 31.040(a) is amended to read:

(a) Before commencing construction contract solicitation or construction activity under

AS 14.11.011 [AS 14.11.020] or construction contract solicitation or construction activity for

which reimbursement will be sought under AS 14.11.100, a school district or a regional school
board shall secure the approval of the commissioner of the documents for the project as follows:
(1) the school district or regional school board shall submit to the commissioner
95 percent construction documents at least 20 work days before a bid invitation is made;
(2) if construction contract bids are to be invited for the project, the school district
or regional school board shall submit the construction bid documents, excluding the construction

plans and specifications if the 95 percent construction documents submitted under (1) of this
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subsection were stamped and signed by the professionals in responsible charge, to the
commissioner at least five work days before the bid invitation is made;

(3) if the project will not be advertised for bids, the school district or regional
school board shall submit the final stamped and signed construction documents to the
commissioner no later than 15 work days before commencing each construction phase; and

(4) a municipality or a school district may request, in writing, a waiver to the
construction document approval process set out in (1) - (3) of this subsection for a project based
on the ability of the municipality or school district to provide a thorough and complete
independent review.

(Eff. 3/1/78, Register 65; am 12/2/83, Register 88; am 4/17/98, Register 146;am /[ |
Register )
Authority:  AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.011 AS 14.11.100

AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.020

4 AAC 31.060(i) is amended to read:
(1) Reimbursement for rehabilitation costs under AS 14.11.100 is limited to projects

exceeding $200,000 [$25,000].
(Eff. 3/1/78, Register 65; am 2/24/83, Register 85; am 12/2/83, Register 88; am 9/12/85, Register
96; am 2/8/86, Register 97; am 5/30/90, Register 114; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 7/13/2000,
Register 155; am 6/17/2010, Register 194;am _ / / Register )
Authority:  AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.102

AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.100 AS 14.11.132

AS 14.11.011
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4 AAC 31.061(b)(2) is repealed:

(2)repealed / /  ;[FOR A CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
GRANT APPLICATION SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT BEFORE JANUARY 1,
1996, NONASSIGNABLE SPACE MAY NOT EXCEED 25 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
SPACE, EXCEPT THAT THE DEPARTMENT WILL, IN ITS DISCRETION, GRANT A
VARIANCE OF UP TO 35 PERCENT OF TOTAL SPACE IN SMALL SCHOOLS IN
REMOTE AREAS IF IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED THAT THE VARIANCE IS IN THE
BEST INTEREST OF THE STATE AND THE DISTRICT; AND]
(Eff. 9/12/85, Register 96; am 2/8/86, Register 97; am 5/30/90, Register 114; am 9/29/90,
Register 115; am 10/7/95, Register 136; am 4/17/98, Register 146;am _/ / , Register )
Authority:  AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.102

AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.100 AS 14.11.103

4 AAC 31.064 is amended to read:
4 AAC 31.064. Redirection of bond proceeds. If a municipality has bond proceeds

remaining after termination of all design, construction, and equipment contracts for [THE

CONSTRUCTION OF] a project approved by the department for debt retirement under 4 AAC
31.060 and by local voters under AS 14.11.100(j), and the municipality seeks to construct a
project different from the one approved by the department, the municipality may only receive
reimbursement for the project if the new project is approved by the department and

(1) the bond proposition originally approved by the local voters authorized the use

of any excess money for school capital projects such as the new project; or
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(2) the municipality meets the requirements of AS 14.11.100(j), including the
requirement for a municipal election to approve the new use of the money. (Eff. 5/30/90,
Register 114;am  / / , Register )

Authority:  AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.100 AS 14.11.132

4 AAC 31.065(a) is amended to read:
(a) If a school district determines that it is necessary to engage the services of a private

consultant to provide design, commissioning, or [PROVIDE] construction management

services for an educational facility with money provided under AS 14.11.011 - AS 14.11.020, or
for a project approved for reimbursement of costs under AS 14.11.100, and the estimated cost of

the contract is more than $50,000, the contract shall be awarded to the most qualified

proposer after evaluating proposals submitted in response to an approved solicitation. The

selection of the consultant shall be accomplished by soliciting written proposals by advertising_at

least 21 days before the proposals are due by providing notice through publication in a

newspaper of general circulation, The department may approve an alternate means of notice

through publication on the Internet if the website has the express purpose of advertising

similar solicitations, has unrestricted public access, and is equally likely to reach

prospective proposers [AT LEAST 21 DAYS BEFORE THE PROPOSALS ARE DUE. THE

CONTRACT SHALL BE AWARDED TO THE MOST QUALIFIED OFFEROR, AFTER

EVALUATING THE PROPOSALS SUBMITTED].

4 AAC 31.065 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) The department may deny or limit its participation in the costs of design,
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commissioning, or construction management for a project eligible for grant funding under AS

14.11.011 or for reimbursement under AS 14.11.100 if the school district does not comply with
the requirements of this section. (Eff. 12/2/83, Register 88; am 8/31/90, Register 115; am
/_ , Register )

Authority: AS 14.11.017 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.132

4 AAC 31.080(b) is amended to read:

(b) The school district shall publish [PROVIDE] the first notice of its solicitation at

least 21 days [BY ADVERTISEMENT IN A NEWSPAPER OF GENERAL CIRCULATION
IN THIS STATE AT LEAST THREE TIMES] before the opening of the offers. [THE FIRST
PRINTING OF THE ADVERTISEMENT MUST OCCUR AT LEAST 21 DAYS BEFORE
OPENING THE OFFERS.] The department may approve a solicitation period shorter than 21
days when written justification submitted by the school district demonstrates that a shorter
solicitation period is advantageous for a particular project [offer] and will result in an adequate
number of responses. A school district may provide additional notice by mailing its solicitation
to contractors on any list it maintains, and any other means reasonably calculated to provide

notice to prospective offerors. The district shall provide notice of its solicitation by

publication at least three times in a newspaper of general circulation in the state. The

department may approve an alternate means of notice through publication on the Internet

if the website has the express purpose of advertising similar solicitations, has unrestricted

public access, and is equally likely to reach prospective offerors.

4 AAC 31.080(e) is amended to read:
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(e) The department may deny or limit its participation in the costs of construction for a

project eligible for grant funding under AS 14.11.011 or for reimbursement under

AS 14.11.100 if the school district does not comply with the requirements of this section. [A
SCHOOL DISTRICT THAT ENTERS INTO A CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT FOR A
PROJECT AUTHORIZED FOR CONSTRUCTION UNDER AS 14.11.020 THAT WAS
AWARDED WITHOUT COMPETITIVE SELECTION UNDER THIS SECTION MAY NOT
RECEIVE MONEY UNDER ITS PROJECT AGREEMENT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION

PHASE OF THE PROJECT.]

4 AAC 31.080(f) is amended to read:
() Nothing in this section precludes a school district from using an alternative

construction delivery method as defined and described in the Project Delivery Method

Handbook [PROJECT DELIVERY METHOD HANDBOOK], 2017 edition [NOVEMBER,
2004], adopted by reference, if the department approves the method in advance of any
solicitation, the proposed method is in the state's best interest, and the school district concurs in
any directives the department makes concerning the type of selection and award of the contract.
The department may deny or suspend use of an alternative construction delivery method by a
school district if the department concludes, based on substantial evidence, that use or repeated
use of a delivery method by the school district has resulted or will result in limited competition

or higher costs.

4 AAC 31.080(g) is amended to read:

(g) A school district may, with prior approval by the department, enter into a lease or
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purchase agreement for, or accept a donation of, an existing facility or land for use as an

education-related facility if

(1) for the purchase, lease or accepted donation of an existing facility, a cost

saving over new construction is achieved;

(2) the purchase or lease price is arrived at through impartial negotiation and is

supported by a real estate appraisal that meets accepted standards; and

(3) the purchase, lease, or donation is in the best interests of the state and the

school district.

4 AAC 31.080 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(1) The department may deny or limit its participation in the costs of a school capital
project if the real property for the project is acquired by a school district through purchase, lease,
or donation without the approval of the department under (g) of this section. (Eff. 12/2/83,
Register 88; am 8/31/90, Register 115; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 11/20/2005, Register 176;
am__/ /  ,Register )

Authority:  AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.132

4 AAC 31.085(a) is amended to read:

(a) The department may dispose of state-owned school buildings and other facilities
under this section if it determines that the buildings or facilities are no longer needed to provide
the educational program in the community in which they are located. The determination will be
made in writing after consultation with the regional educational attendance area (REAA) in

which the property is located, and the reasons for the determination will be documented. The
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department will not make a determination under this section unless the regional school board that
was given a use permit under 4 AAC 31.090 for the property provides, in support of the
determination, a resolution requesting termination of the use permit and declaring that the
property, both land and buildings, is no longer needed for the purpose of providing education
services. In addition, the regional school board must give notice of its excess property on a form
provided by the department, and must agree that the conditions and responsibilities contained
under 4 AAC 31.090 in the use permit will remain valid for a one-year period after the date of
the notice or the date of last occupancy, whichever is later, unless the department, in writing,

relieves the regional school board of responsibility in whole or in part. Nothing in the section

relieves a regional school board of its ongoing responsibilities or liabilities arising out of its

interest in or use or operation of the property.

(Eff. 10/4/90, Register 115; am 4/17/98, Register 146; am 12/19/2002, Register 164; am
6/17/2010, Register 194;am __ / / , Register: )

Authority:  AS 14.07.030 AS 14.07.060

4 AAC 31.220 is amended to read:

4 AAC 31.220. Proof of insurance. Except for a district that has an authorized self-
insurance program under 4 AAC 31.205, each school district shall provide to the department a
certificate of insurance, by July 15 [JULY 1] of each year, that provides notice of the per
occurrence and aggregate limits of coverage, and shall provide for 45 days' notice to the
department of cancellation, termination, or any material change in policy conditions. (Eff.
8/31/90, Register 115;am  / /  ,Register )

Authority:  AS 14.03.150 AS 14.07.060
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4 AAC 31.900(2) is amended to read:

(2) "capital equipment" means built-in and movable equipment used to furnish a
newly constructed or rehabilitated space; it includes first-time purchase of library books,
reference material, and media to furnish a new or renovated library; it does not include supply

items such as textbooks and expendable commodities; the term is further defined in the

Guidelines for School Equipment Purchases [GUIDELINES FOR SCHOOL EQUIPMENT

PURCHASES], 2016 edition [1997 EDITION];

4 AAC 31.900(21) is amended to read:
(21) "school capital project" means a school construction or major maintenance
project for which state aid is requested or provided when the costs of the construction or major

maintenance exceed $50,000 [$25,000];

4 AAC 31.900 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(33) “construction manager” means a private consultant contracted by the school
district during any phase of a school capital project to manage the project’s scope, quality, and
budget. (Eff. 3/1/78, Register 65; am 6/9/83, Register 86; am 12/2/83, Register 88; am 9/12/85,
Register 96; am 8/31/90, Register 115; am 9/29/90, Register 115; am 10/7/95, Register 136; am
4/17/98, Register 146; am 2/18/99, Register 149; am 7/13/2000, Register 155; am 8/23/2001,
Register 159; am 12/19/2002, Register 164; am 12/20/2002, Register 164; am 6/17/2010,
Register 194;am  / /| Register: )

Authority: AS 14.07.020 AS 14.11.020 AS 14.11.102
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AS 14.07.060 AS 14.11.100 AS 14.11.132

AS 14.11.011
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Comments on Proposed School Facility Planning Regulations
by Kathy J. Christy, Project Resources
Received November 12, 2018

COMMENT: 4 AAC 31.080 (i). What will be the effective date? Commissioning was not
included in budget for FY 2019 and 2020 grants. Is this a design cost and will the % limit for
AJ/E services be raised?

DEPT RESPONSE: The effective date will be the effective date of the regulations as determined
by the Lt. Governor’s office. The regulations will not be applied to funded projects. Future
allocations of state aid for school capital projects will be reviewed to ensure funds are adequate
for required commissioning. The Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee will review
the application to determine whether the current design services budget, as an allowable
percentage of construction cost, needs modification.

COMMENT: 4 AAC 31.020 (a) (1) suggest deleting this reference as the CEFPI document is no
longer current and CEFPI is now A4LE.

DEPT RESPONSE: The referenced document is the most current document on developing
educational specifications provided by the organization now named A4LE. At such time as a
new handbook is developed, the department will propose a regulation to update the reference.

COMMENT: 4 AAC 31.022(b) (1) The proposed regulation change is not affected, but Category
G has not been included on the DEED grant application form.

DEPT RESPONSE: Statute sets out Category G (AS 14.11.013(a)(1)(G)) as a project required to
“meet an educational need not specified in (A) — (F) of this paragraph, identified by the
department”. The department has not identified a need that warrants inclusion of this category in
the application.

COMMENT: 4 AAC 31.030(a) Is not clear what constitutes “elements of [the] plan” and at
what stage of development is to be addressed?

DEPT RESPONSE: This is clarified in the following subsection, 4 AAC 31.030(b); it was not
listed in the proposed regulation because it was not amended.

COMMENT: 4 AAC 31.040(a) (3) suggest rewording this section for clarification as final
documents or the entire project may not be complete before commencing with phased work.

DEPT RESPONSE: The revised regulations do not address this particular subsection. We agree
the subsection may need some clarification and will mark it for future work.
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Comments on Proposed School Facility Planning Regulations
by the Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee

Received October 17,2018

COMMENT: 4 AAC 31.023(e) adds a definition for “construction costs” as used within the
31.023 section. That definition includes the phrase, “or forced account work”; force account
should be defined. At DOT this is a common term but there is another technical name for this
type of construction; even though we know what it is, it should be defined well enough legally,
so it can be implemented.

DEPT RESPONSE: We concur the term ‘force account’ has a variety of definitions in the
construction industry. We describe Force Account as a project delivery method in the DEED
publication Project Delivery Method Handbook, 2017. This publication has the force of
regulation and the term ‘force account’ as used in this section will be as described in that
handbook.

COMMENT: 4 AAC 31.023(c)(2)(A) is amended to include ‘application costs’. The regulations
to not provide a definition for application costs — it might be important to be clear on what are
considered “application costs” because the department could end up in a situation where a
district files for reimbursement of an entire building survey, when the project activity only
involves a portion of it.

DEPT RESPONSE: We concur that the term ‘application costs’ is not a defined term and that it
could consist of a variety of internal and contracted expenditures. Adding the term was
intentional and is intended to cover this broad spectrum of costs as allowable pre-award
expenditures. Necessary clarity as to the limit of applicability is provided by the addition of
clarifications in subsection (B), which limit the expenditures to those supporting the initial
submission of the grant or other financial assistance application which has a substantially
identical scope approved under 4 AAC 31.025. In the above example, it should be possible to
differentiate between expenditures supporting the scope and those not supporting the scope of
the project.
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DEED Geographic Cost Factors Matrix

General Requirements
Freight (base)

Freight (air)

Equipment

Utilities

Fuel

Site Administration
Bonds/insurance

Labor Cost

Per Diem

Crew Rotation

Title 36 Wages

Labor Productivity (temp)
Labor Productivity (site cond.)

Building Design
Structural Loading
Architectural (envelope)
Architectural (elevated floor)
Mechanical (utilities to 5ft)
Mechanical (design loads)

Risks
Risk Factors
= weather events: frequency of weather events
resulting in job shut-down
= crime/vandalism: crime events per capita
= shipping damage: total number of freight

= urban/rural: directness of air service compared to ANC loads/transloads

= soil type: tundra/peat, sand, or gravel

= labor shortage/turnover: skilled labor statistics

= annual precip: bracket percent compared to ANC
= annual snow: bracket percent compared to ANC

DEED Geographic Cost Factors Matrix

Categories

Freight (base)

Freight (air)

Equipment

Utilities

Fuel

Site Adminstration
Bonds/insurance

Per Diem

Crew Rotation

Title 36 Wages

Labor Productivity (temp)
Labor Productivity (site cond.)

urban/rural:
soil type:
annual precip:
annual snow:

Structural Loading
Architectural (envelope)
Architectural (elevated floor)
Mechanical (utilties to 5ft)
Mechanical (design loads)
Risk Factors

weather events:
crime/vandalism:
shipping damage:

labor shortage/turnover:

General Req. Labor Cost Building Design Risks
X

> oxX X X X X

b A >

X
directness of air service compared to ANC
tundra/peat, sand, or gravel
bracket percent compared to ANC
bracket percent compared to ANC

X X X X X

X
frequency of weather events resulting in job shut-down
crime events per capita
total number of freight loads/transloads
skilled labor statistics
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Subcommittee Communications Updates
Commissioning

Design Ratio

Model School
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From: Dale Smythe

To: Mearig, Timothy C (EED

Cc: Teshner, Heidi A (EED); Weed, Lori (EED)

Subject: Re: Design Ratios RFP

Date: Friday, November 09, 2018 6:21:05 AM

Tim,

I11 make this happen- I think we can keep this on track.
Thanks

Dale

On Nov 8, 2018, at 4:30 PM, Mearig, Timothy C (EED) <tim.mearig(@alaska.gov> wrote:

Dale,

The October 17 BR&GR meeting included some actions needed by the department and
the Design Ratios subcommittee prior to a poll vote approving an RFP for energy
modeling and cost estimating. | had Lori pull meeting note/transcript from the meeting
record to see what those actions and timelines were (see attached). After review, the
short version is that you and | were supposed to provide an updated, final RFP by
November 15. That document would be passed by the BR&GR for approval and then
used by DEED to make the solicitation.

I’'m wondering if there is any way to remain on schedule for this. It seems like the
missing pieces in the draft RFP were: 1) experience and credentials for a qualified
proposer, 2) the current ASHRAE standards that pertain to the modeling effort, and 3)
the need for analysis of first-cost implications associated with the ratios. If you could
take the first two, | think | can handle #3. I'm pretty sure the department will use a
standard RFP template so what is needed is a statement of services (with deliverables),
selection criteria, and schedule. To that end, I’'m attaching a procurement
guestionnaire with blanks for the first two factors and suggested language for the third.

I’'m headed out for some leave time tomorrow through Sunday, 11/18. If you can get
the procurement questionnaire completed and back to Lori, she will handle the BR&GR

committee polling/approval. Then, on my return on the 19th, I'll send the package over
to our procurement specialist.

Tim Mearig, Manager
FSS/Facilities

Education & Early Development
907 465-6906 office

907 321-5564 mobile

Ps. Dale, | drafted this early in the day and thought I'd be able to complete more of it
before | needed to take off. Please try to make whatever sense you can of the body of
this email and the attachments. They don’t align too well. Ultimately, we need all the


mailto:dsmythe@bettisworthnorth.com
mailto:tim.mearig@alaska.gov
mailto:heidi.teshner@alaska.gov
mailto:lori.weed@alaska.gov
mailto:tim.mearig@alaska.gov
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elements/questions in the questionnaire answered either on the document or in an
attachment. Look forward to anything you can do on this while I'm out. --Tim

<mime-attachment>

<Design Ratios Project Questionnaire Energy Modeling 11-8-18.docx>
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From: Mark Langberg

To: Weed, Lori (EED); Mearig, Timothy C (EED)

Cc: Marquis, Wayne R (EED)

Subject: RE: October 17 BR&GR

Date: Monday, November 26, 2018 9:43:26 AM

Attachments: Commissioning Subcommittee Final Recommendations Draft.docx
Lori, Tim,

Unfortunately, I've been way too busy at work & personally to do anything with the Cx
subcommittee. | just reviewed the documents and am surprised that a year has gone by
since we last worked on this. On 1 December 2017 | emailed the various Cx-related
documents to the department. Those draft systems documents incorporated the public
review comments. The draft “recommendations” document was also included, and had
some potentially incomplete items in it. I've attached that document for your convenience.
The items in red may or may not need more effort or perhaps should simply be deleted.

Short of reconvening the Cx subcommittee to re-hash any of the documents, it looks like
the only document still needing work is the Energy Efficiency Building Envelope Spec,
which | recall was being spearheaded on by Craig Fredeen and Bill Murdock. | will send
them an email and CC you folks. | do know that Bill has retired from LKSD earlier this year,
so | may not have a valid email for him.

| am working out of town for most of the next 3-1/2 weeks, including the rest of this week

(flying this afternoon). This includes the 12t & so | will be unable to attend or call in for the
meeting.

My apologies this was not better handled in a more timely manner.

Mark

Mark Langberg, PE, LEED AP, CPO
Principal Mechanical Engineer

AMC ENGINEERS

Anchorage, AK | Bellingham, WA
t. 907.257.9100 | d. 907.257.9121
amc-engineers.com | facebook | linkedIn
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From: Mearig, Timothy C (EED

To: Doug Crevensten

Cc: Teshner, Heidi A (EED)

Bcc: Weed, Lori (EED); Roys, Sharol A (EED); Larry Morris; Marquis, Wayne R (EED)
Subject: Model School Subcommittee Work

Date: Friday, November 02, 2018 11:51:00 AM

Doug,

In the Dec 2017 report to the legislature, the BR&GR identified four recommendations for cost
effective school construction that the Model School Subcommittee had prepared:

1. Improving the Cost Model for possible use as a cost control standard.

2. Establishing a process of regular updates to the Cost Model based on updates to a ‘model

school’.

3. Develop Model Alaskan School Standards by building system.

4. Establish restrictions on non-core-education elements.

HB212, responding in part to these recommendations, added the following to AS14.11.017:

“(d) The department shall develop and periodically update regionally based model school
construction standards that describe acceptable building systems and anticipated costs and establish
school design ratios to achieve efficient and cost-effective school construction.”

In response, the department, through the BR&GR created our HB212 Matrix and BR&GR Work Plan.
Below are the key action items from the work plan and a status comment:

3.1.1 Geographic Cost
Adjustments

Contract solicited and
awarded; completion date is
12/19/18.

None

3.1.2 Cost Model
Enhancements

RFP documents drafted and
provided to DEED; RFP
anticipated 11/20; award
12/14.

Participate in scoping session 12/31

3.1.3 Cost Model as Cost
Control

Awaiting action.

Prepare analysis and draft
regulations for Committee review by
May 2019

3.1.4 Model School
Analysis/Update

Awaiting action.

Establish procedures for updates to
Cost Model’s ‘model school’
element by January 2019

3.4.1 Model School
Building Systems

Committee review of standard
outline completed 10/17.

Develop statement of services for
feasibility analysis by Nov 2018

3.4.2 School District
System Standards

Awaiting action.

TBD

4.2 Criteria for Reuse of
School Plans

Awaiting action.

TBD. This was assigned to the
Committee with a completion date
of February. They could probably
use some subcommittee help.
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In summary, it looks like the Model School Subcommittee is pretty well on track. A subcommittee
meeting this month would be good. On that agenda would be actions from work plan items 3.1.4
and 3.4.1. I'll be out of the office from 11/9-16. How about a subcommittee WebEx on 11/277?

R/

Tim Mearig, Manager
FSS/Facilities

Education & Early Development
907 465-6906 office

907 321-5564 mobile
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By: Larry Morris Date: November 30, 2018
Architect Assistant
Fefitect Assistan File:  G:\SF Facilitics\BR_GRCom\
Phone: 465-1858 Papers\ASHRAE Enforcement BP
For: Bond Reimbursement & Grant Subject: ASHRAE 90.1-2010
Review Committee Review and Enforcement

BRIEFING PAPER

Background

Due to school districts concerns with growing operational costs, primarily energy costs, the
legislature, passed SB 237 in 2010 (ch. 93, SLA 2010), requiring the department institute an
energy code for construction and renovations of school facilities. There are two energy related
provisions in the legislation; the first change is highlighted in AS 14.07.020(a):

(11) review plans for construction of new public elementary and secondary schools
and for additions to and major rehabilitation of existing public elementary and secondary
schools and, in accordance with regulations adopted by the department, determine and
approve the extent of eligibility for state aid of a school construction or major
maintenance project; for the purposes of this paragraph, “plans” include educational
specifications, schematic designs, projected energy consumption and costs, and final
contract documents. [emphasis added]

The second is an addition to the responsibilities accorded to the department’s Bond
Reimbursement and Grant Review (BR&GR) committee, which adds the following language to
AS 14.11.014(b):

(8) set standards for energy efficiency for school construction and major
maintenance to provide energy efficiency benefits for all school locations in the state and
that address energy efficiency in design and energy systems that minimize long-term
energy and operating costs.

In response to this statute, at its December 5, 2012 meeting, the BR&GR recommended the
department adopt the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning
Engineers Standard 90.1, 2010 edition (ASHRAE 90.1-2010) as the most suitable energy
efficiency standard. The department prepared regulations to incorporate this standard and
proposed these to the State Board of Education for formal adoption into regulation. The board
adopted the amended regulations, which added the following language to 4 AAC 31.014(a); this
section sets out applicable codes and standards for school capital projects with state-aid:
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(7) energy efficiency code, consisting of the American Association of Heating,
Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 90.1, Energy
Standard for Buildings Except Low-Rise Residential Buildings, (2010 Edition), and
adopted by reference.

This regulation amendment became effective June 14, 2013, under Register 206; however,
following that date, it appears no specific implementation effort was made by the department.
During department submittal reviews performed under 4 AAC 31.030, Facilities staff noticed
that many consultants were not citing the ASHRAE standard in designing their projects. Some
of this is due to districts having standard specifications and practices that are in conflict with
ASHRAE 90.1, and some has been reinforced by lack of review on the part of the department.
The Facilities Section was rigorous in applying the requirements under AS 14.07.020(a) for
energy consumption and costs reports, but enforcement of ASHRAE 90.1 was not occurring.

Upon research, the reason for this lapse was very clear. Up to 2013, all codes and standards
adopted by the department under 4 AAC 31.014(a) had an enforcement agency outside the
department that was responsible for ensuring compliance. This is illustrated by the listing below
from that regulation; note the primary adoption of each of these is done under statute or
regulations at either the Department of Public Safety (13 AAC) or the Department of Labor &
Workforce Development (8 AAC, AS 18):

(1) building code, adopted by 13 AAC 50.020;

(2) electrical code, adopted by 8 AAC 70.025;

(3) plumbing code, adopted by AS 18.60.705(a);

(4) mechanical code, adopted by 13 AAC 50.023;

(5) ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, adopted by 8 AAC 80.010;
(6) fire code, adopted by 13 AAC 50.025; and

As is further described in the following Discussion section, there is no state-wide energy code.
Therefore, there is no statewide enforcement agency. This brings us to the point of this briefing
paper. Since there is no other authority having jurisdiction over enforcing ASHRAE 90.1, how
can the department best fill this role until and unless one is created?

Discussion

This discussion will review the general situation with energy standards within the State of
Alaska, what other Alaska jurisdictions have adopted for energy efficiency standards, the
enforcement structure contained within ASHRAE 90.1, and possible methods of review and
enforcement. The Recommendations section will offer options for department implementation
of review and enforcement, and evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of each.
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Energy Standards in Alaska

In addition to the legislative activity directed to DEED, cited earlier in this paper, the 26"
Legislature, in 2010, took additional actions to establish energy policy and requirements.

HB 306 provided a state energy policy in AS 44.99.115, SB 220 amended AS 44.42 to place
energy efficiency requirements on state facilities, and under AS 46.11.040 the Alaska Housing
Finance Corporation established energy standards for facility projects with funding from that
agency. Some municipalities have also adopted energy standards; however, most of these are
limited to residential development. Finally, it appears that individual school districts may have
adopted design or energy standards but those do not have the force of law at the state level.
These cited energy standards are as follows:

General Statutes

Sec. 44.99.115. Declaration of state energy policy. (ch. 82, SLA 2010 (HB306))
The State of Alaska recognizes that the state's economic prosperity is dependent on
available, reliable, and affordable residential, commercial, and industrial energy to supply
the state's electric, heating, and transportation needs. The state also recognizes that
worldwide supply and demand for fossil fuels and concerns about global climate change
will affect the price of fossil fuels consumed by Alaskans and exported from the state to
other markets. In establishing a state energy policy, the state further recognizes the
immense diversity of the state's geography, cultures, and resource availability. Therefore,
it is the policy of the state to

(1) institute a comprehensive and coordinated approach to supporting energy
efficiency and conservation by

(A) encouraging statewide energy efficiency codes for new and renovated
residential, commercial, and public buildings;

(B) decreasing public building energy consumption through conservation
measures and energy-efficient technologies; and

(C) initiating and supporting a program to educate state residents on the
benefits of energy efficiency and conservation, including dissemination of
information on state and federal programs that reward energy efficiency;

(2) encourage economic development by

(A) promoting the development of renewable and alternative energy
resources, including geothermal, wind, solar, hydroelectric, hydrokinetic, tidal, and
biomass energy, for use by Alaskans;

(B) promoting the development, transport, and efficient use of nonrenewable
and alternative energy resources, including natural gas, coal, oil, gas hydrates, heavy
oil, and nuclear energy, for use by Alaskans and for export;

(C) working to identify and assist with development of the most cost-
effective, long-term sources of energy for each community statewide;

(D) creating and maintaining a state fiscal regime and permitting and
regulatory processes that encourage private sector development of the state's energy
resources; and
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(E) promoting the efficiency of energy used for transportation;

(3) support energy research, education, and workforce development by investing in

(A) training and education programs that will help create jobs for Alaskans
and that address energy conservation, efficiency, and availability, including programs
that address workforce development and workforce transition; and

(B) applied energy research and development of alternative and emerging
technologies, including university programs, to achieve reductions in state energy
costs and stimulate industry investment in the state;

(4) coordinate governmental functions

(A) by reviewing and streamlining regulatory processes and balancing the
economic costs of review with the level of regulation necessary to protect the public
interest;

(B) by using one office or agency, as may be specified by law, to serve as a
clearinghouse in managing the state's energy-related functions to avoid fragmentation
and duplication and to increase effectiveness; and

(C) by actively collaborating with federal agencies to achieve the state's
energy goals and to meet emissions, renewable and alternative energy, and energy
production targets.

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT/PF)

SB 220 (ch. 83, SLA 2010), amended DOT/PF statutes to add AS 44.42.067. This statute
requires that department to implement energy savings retrofits, if funding is available, and—at
the statute level—prescribes ASHRAE 90.1 in its most current edition (the most current is
90.1—2016) as the energy efficiency standard for public facilities,

AS 44.42.067 Retrofits and new construction for energy efficiency; energy efficiency
report.

(a) Not later than January 1, 2020, the department shall work with other state
agencies to retrofit at least 25 percent of all public facilities, starting with those it
determines are the least energy efficient, if the department determines that retrofitting the
public facilities will result in a net savings in energy costs to the state within 15 years
after completion of the retrofits for a public facility and if funding for the retrofits is
available.

(b) A retrofit or deferred maintenance of a public facility performed under this
section, to the extent feasible, shall meet or exceed the most recently published edition of
the ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1, Energy Standard for Buildings Except for Low-Rise
Residential Buildings, as published by the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating
and Air-Conditioning Engineers.

(c) New construction of a public facility under this section shall meet or exceed the
most recently published edition of the ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1, Energy Standard
for Buildings Except for Low-Rise Residential Buildings, as published by the American
Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers. ....
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Alaska Housing Finance Company (AHFC)
Under AS 18.56.096, AHFC is prohibited from providing funding unless a building meets certain
energy requirements:

(c) The corporation may not make, participate in the making of, purchase, or
participate in the purchase of a loan for a residential building if construction of the
building began after December 31, 1991, unless the building complies with the thermal
and lighting energy standards required by AS 46.11.040. The corporation

(1) may adopt regulations to implement this subsection; and
(2) shall, by regulation, establish

(A) procedures by which the person responsible for the construction of the
building may demonstrate that the building complies with the thermal and lighting
energy standards, including

(1) self-certification, if the contractor responsible for the building
construction provides satisfactory evidence that the contractor has completed a
training program that is satisfactory to the corporation;

(i1) submission of the certificate of a registered architect, registered
engineer, or a building inspector, and the architect, engineer, or building inspector
has completed a training program that is satisfactory to the corporation;

(ii1) submission of the certificate of occupancy issued by the municipality
in which the building is located, if the certificate is issued by a municipality in
which the municipal building code meets or exceeds the thermal and lighting
energy standards, as determined by the corporation;

(iv) another method approved by the corporation in regulations adopted by
the corporation; and

(B) criteria by which the energy conservation standards may be met; for
purposes of this subparagraph, the residential building complies with the energy
standards if the residence has received a rating under a home energy rating system
adopted by the corporation that, in the judgment of the corporation, meets or
exceeds the thermal energy standards required by AS 46.11.040.

Sec. 46.11.040. Applicability of thermal and lighting energy standards to residential
buildings.
State financial assistance may not be approved or granted for the construction of or
purchase of a loan for a residential building if construction of the building began after
December 31, 1991, unless

(1) the building is in compliance with thermal and lighting energy standards

(2) the building is in compliance with the building code of a municipality and the
standards for thermal and lighting energy of the municipal building code meet or exceed
the thermal and lighting energy standards;

(3) the building

(A) is constructed under an exception to the municipal building code granted
because the exception will result in increased energy efficiency; or
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(B) is located or is to be located in an area where thermal and lighting energy
standards are not justified because of the high cost of implementation of the
standards, with specific consideration given to the availability of inexpensive home
heating energy sources, as determined under regulations adopted by the Alaska
Housing Finance Corporation; or

(4) the applicant agrees, in writing, that the building will be brought into
compliance with thermal and lighting energy standards within one year of conveyance.

The above statute was implemented in regulation as

15 AAC 155.010. Adoption of energy standard and amendments

The International Energy Conservation Code of 2012 with Alaska-specific amendments
dated June 18, 2014, which are adopted by reference, shall constitute the building energy
efficiency standards for Alaska. The standards establish criteria for a building's thermal
envelope and other mandatory energy efficiency measures for residential and commercial
buildings subject to the requirements of AS 46.11.040.

15 AAC 155.020. Applicability of standard; exemptions

[Note: This subsection responds to the statutes “justification” basis by providing a way
for communities to request an exemption from the standard when, on a life cycle basis,
the operational cost savings don’t justify the cost of compliance.]

15 AAC 155.030. Compliance with the standard

[Note: This section provides extensive requirements and parameters with which to

determine compliance. It is shown in its entirety here as an example of the extent to

which the department may be required to go in order to be an enforcement agency.]
(a) A building complies with the standard adopted in 15 AAC 155.010 if:

(1) the building has been rated by an energy rater under Chapter 4, Section 404 of
the energy standard and has been assigned an energy rating of "four-star", "four-star
plus", "five-star", or "five-star plus" using the Alaska Home Energy Rating System
established under 15 AAC 155.510 - 15 AAC 155.560; however, a building constructed
after December 31, 1994 must be assigned a "four-star plus" or higher rating in order to
comply with the standard;

(2) an authorized inspector certifies in writing, in a format provided by the
Corporation, that the building conforms to that standard. For purposes of this paragraph,
an "Authorized Inspector" means a person who:

(A) is a licensed architect, a licensed engineer, or an individual who is
registered under AS 08.18 to perform home inspections for new construction who
has satisfied the requirements of (c¢) of this section; or

(B) a licensed mechanical contractor who has satisfied the requirements of (c)
of this section, except that such a person may only certify compliance with the
ventilation requirements of the energy standard;
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(3) a certificate of occupancy or of compliance with a municipal building code
has been issued for a building constructed after the building code of the municipality was
determined by the executive director, under 15 AAC 155.030(d) to meet or exceed the
standard adopted in 15 AAC 155.010;

(4) the building has been certified by the builder as complying with the standard
under the provisions of 15 AAC 155.040;

(5) the building qualifies for financing under 15 AAC 151.600, relating to
nonconforming housing, and has an energy rating, rated by an energy rater under Chapter
4, Section 404 of the energy standard, that is acceptable to the Corporation, or

(6) the Corporation determines that the documented proof of compliance with
15 AAC 155.010 by one or more individual units in a condominium building and other
evidence demonstrates compliance with 15 AAC 155.010 by one or more other
individual units in the condominium building which lack documented proof of
compliance.

(b) Compliance with ventilation requirements may be certified separately from the
certification of compliance with other requirements of the energy standard.

(c) In order to certify compliance with the standard under (a)(1), (a)(2), or (a)(4) of
this section, a person must provide documentation to the Corporation showing that (1) the
person has completed training approved by the Corporation in cold-climate home
building, (2) the person has, within the last two years, completed training approved by the
Corporation in BEES ventilation requirements, and (3) the person has successfully
passed any testing required by the Corporation.

(d) A municipality may request from the executive director a determination of
whether the municipality's building code meets or exceeds the standard adopted in
15 AAC 155.010. The request must include a copy of the applicable portions of the
municipal building code and will be acted on as follows:

(1) the executive director will send a determination on the request to the
municipality by certified mail within 60 days after receipt of the request; and

(2) a municipality may appeal the executive director's determination under
15 AAC 150.210.

(e) If the executive director determines under 15 AAC 155.030(d) that a
municipality's building code does not meet or exceed the standard adopted in 15 AAC
155.010, the municipality may submit another request under 15 AAC 155.030(d) when
the municipal code has been changed to bring it into compliance with that standard.

The AFHC Building Energy Efficiency Standard (BEES) is currently comprised of the 2012

International Energy Conservation Code (IECC), ASHRAE 62.2 2010, with Alaska-specific

amendments to both. A minimum energy rating of 5 Star is required for projects with AHFC
funding.

All buildings that began construction on or after January 1, 1992 must comply with BEES if
AHFC or other state financial assistance is used in the purchase of a loan.
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Municipality of Anchorage (MOA)

23.05.010 Adoption of codes. In November 2015, the MOA adopted the International
Energy Conservation Code, 2012 Edition with local amendments.

Title 23.05.010.
The Municipality of Anchorage, pursuant to Charter Section 10.04, adopts and
incorporates by reference the following codes of technical regulation . . .

Title 23.60.100 - 23.60.R405.3
Local Amendments to the International Energy Conservation Code 2012 Edition.

Fairbanks (City and Borough)

The City of Fairbanks has adopted the 2009 IECC but enforcement is not regulated. Fairbanks
North Star Borough (FNSB) has not adopted an energy code but there is anecdotal information
that the borough has established R-values for envelope requirements.

Requirements of the Standard

To recap, in 2010, the department was required by statute to set standards for energy efficiency
in school capital projects. In doing so, the department adopted ASHRAE 90.1 — 2010, a national
standard prepared by that organization for use by authorities having jurisdiction (AHJs). Since
there is no AJH enforcement of energy standards at the state-wide level, it is incumbent upon the
department to assume AHJ responsibility and to establish rules for ASHRAE 90.1 compliance.
Therefore, the department needs to develop methodology for both informing school districts and
their consultants as to the requirements for compliance, and for how the department will review
elements of the school plan for that compliance.

Under ASHRAE 90.1-2010 Section 4.2.2, compliance documentation requirements are as
follows:

4.2.2.1 Construction Details. Compliance documents shall show all the pertinent data
and features of the building, equipment, and systems in sufficient detail to permit a
determination of compliance by the building official and to indicate compliance with the
requirement of this standard. And,

4.2.2.2 Supplemental Information. Supplemental information necessary to verify
compliance with this standard, such as calculations, worksheets, compliance forms,
vendor literature, or other data, shall be made available when required by the building
official. [emphasis in original]

There are two primary methods of reviewing compliance in the various building codes. The first
is for the Owner (or its consultant) to prepare the designs and submit for permits and the AHJ to
review the drawings, sometimes with the assistance of a checklist, to determine if the documents
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meet the required standards. The second is for the consultant to self-check and communicate to
the AHJ, again possibly with a checklist, showing how compliance with the standards is being
met. In the case of ASHRAE 90.1, compliance measurement is somewhat complicated by the
fact that the standard has two separate compliance paths, a prescriptive method, and a
performance method. The prescriptive method establishes specific limitations for various
discrete building systems and components which, taken together, will result in an efficient
building. The performance method focuses on whole-building metrics and allows individual
systems to exceed the prescriptive limitation if enhancements in other systems are made to offset
the inefficiency created. As an example, the performance compliance method would allow the
building to exceed the maximum percentage of windows on the exterior wall and off-set the
energy loss by increasing the R-value of the remaining walls. This allowance for a performance
method can result in increased flexibility and in overall efficiency, which can benefit both the
recipient of state-aid and the department over the life of the building.

It is also very common for AHJs to amend codes and standards they adopt in order to customize
the national or international code to the specific local conditions. Local conditions could be
related to climate, building practices, ability to enforce, and a host of other factors. In most
AHJs, including the Departments of Public Safety and Labor, at the state level, this is done
through the regulation process and Alaska Administrative Code. While this process is essential
for broad constituencies, something more streamlined may be adequate for the department’s
implementation of ASHRAE 90.1, since it is limited to schools and education related facilities.
The United States Department of Energy has developed a compliance checklist for

ASHRAE 90.1-2010, attached, as well as for the more recent 90.1 iterations (2013 and 2016).
This checklist is designed towards field inspections but it can also be utilized for design reviews.
It is proposed that the department develop a DEED-specific checklist based on the USDOE
document. The DEED checklist would be developed through the ‘committee process’ similar to
that of publications that have the force of regulations. At the point a checklist is developed, there
are a few options for the department in reviewing project documents for compliance.

Options for Consideration

Option 1

Consultant/owner submits documents and the department utilizes the checklist during review.
This is similar to many AHJs review of documents. However, most AHJs only review the final
construction plans, whereas the department reviews all documents from the initial project
agreement through all closeout documents. Typical drawings and specifications review occurs
for 35% schematic design, 65% design development, 95% construction documents, and final
signed contract/bid documents.

Option 1 allows a more continuous review by the department as documents are developed;
however, it involves an increase in work for both the consultant and the department. When there
is a large number of projects in need of review, the department’s goal of a seven-calendar day
review may not be achievable.
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Option 2

Consultant uses the checklist and self-certifies that drawings are designed to ASHRAE 90.1-
2010 standards. Self-certification would be included with the contract documents and the
department could either not review for compliance or perform only a spot review.

Option 2 would involve a limited or no review of compliance by the department. The onus of
compliance would fall strictly on the consultant. This would relieve the department from review
and would not increase workload beyond a check to see if the consultant has self-certified.
However, over the past year, department staff have observed designs not conforming to
ASHRAE 90.1-2010 even when the consultant states that the drawings meet the standard.

Option 3

Multi-stage review and compliance process involving review by the department and some
amount of self-checking by the consultant. This could involve discussions between the
department and the owner/consultant and some items would involve how the consultant shows
compliance in the documents being submitted. The basic outline of the procedure would be:

1. 35% Schematic Design — An edited compliance checklist would be developed for the
project. The amount of editing would vary from a small amount for new construction to
a large amount for a minor renovation like window replacement to an agreement of not
applicable for replacement of finishes. This would be similar to submitting an outline of
the specification section. There could be discussions between the department and the
owner/consultant prior to submission of the edited checklist.

2. 65% Design Development through Contract Documents — Each set of designs would
include documentation on the cover sheets of Architectural, Mechanical, and Electrical
with items like lighting power densities, R-values, and air barriers, etc. as determined by
the checklist. Documentation would include references and detail listings for items like
air barrier sealing and building penetrations. In the equipment schedules there could be
columns of ASHRAE requirements contrasted with items actual. At 65% design,
consultant will supply building load and heating and ventilation calculations where these
items are part of the project. Once all items are accepted as compliant, typically at 65%
design, then the references and details can be transferred to later phases of design
documents.

3. Construction Phase — During construction, the checklist would be provided to the
contractor to inform requirements and for the contractor’s periodic quality control checks.
It would be provided to the owner’s representative to inspect and certify that the items
have been completed as required. The signed checklist would be a required submittal for
project closeout.

Option 3 allows the department, owner, and consultant to agree on what the ASHRAE 90.1-2010
project requirements would be prior to major design effort. There would be limited amount of
review requirement for the department and if all items are accepted as compliant at 65%, then
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there would only be a transferring of the references and details to later phases of design. Adding
the inspection component after construction assures the owner and the state that the final project
is compliant and will operate as designed. An area of concern is when a design component (e.g.
fan system) crosses an action threshold during later design phases, which then requires additional
design and review. That is why the requiring calculations will help in determining if an action
threshold has been crossed. The calculations can also be used to determine the amount of
redundancy and whether over-design is happening.

Recommendation(s)

Recommendation 1

Adopt Option 3 as the department’s method of administering energy efficiency standard in
school construction. This would require altering the Project Agreement to list the ASHRAE
compliance checklist as a submittal item at 35% design and the final inspection as a submittal at
closeout. The Capital Project Administration Handbook would also need to be updated to
include the requirements.

Recommendation 2

This recommendation addresses ASHRAE 90.1 versions. In order to keep the department’s
energy standard current, the BR&GR would, under its responsibility in AS 14.11.014(b)(8),
recommend and the department would adopt the same energy efficiency standards as DOT/PF as
referenced in AS 44.42.067 (i.e., the most current version of ASHRAE 90.1). Alternatively,
there could be legislation to amend AS 14.11 to match AS 44.42.067. The majority of major
facility construction and renovations, either under state ownership or state supported, fall under
either DOT/PF or DEED. Further, any construction or major maintenance of a school facility
not performed by a school district or municipality is managed by DOT/PF. Having the same
energy efficiency standard for the two largest state managers of facility construction and
renovations makes sense.



ﬁﬁl S co re Sto re Commercial Building Data Collection Checklist
ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2010

Building ID: Climate Zone:
Date: Name of Evaluator(s):
Building Contact (optional): Name: Phone: Email:
Building Name: Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?
State: County: Jurisdiction:
Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[] Prescriptive [ Trade-Off [IPerformance
Compliance Software (if used): Above-Code Program:
Building Use: [] office [Jwarehouse/Storage [C]Education/School [_]Lodging/Hotel/Motel [CJRestaurant/Dining/Fast Food
[JRetail/Mercantile [JHigh-Rise Residential [ _]Healthcare []Public Assembly/Religious [_]Other
Building Ownership:[_| State-owned [JLocal Government-owned[ ] National Account [ |Speculative [ ]Private [ _|Other
Foundation Type: [ ]|Below-Grade []Slab []Floor Over Unconditioned Space
Project Type: [CINew Building [] Existing Building Addition [_] Existing Building Renovation Valuation (If Renovation):$
90.1 '_201 0 Plan Review Complies? Comments/Assumptions
Section #
422, Plans, specifications, and/or calculations provide all information with which compliance can  [] Complies
5.4.3.1.1,5.7 be determined for the building envelope and document where exceptions are claimed. [J Does Not Comply
[PR1]! Envelope tradeoff option (5.6) or energy cost budget (11) submitted for buildings with vertical [] Not Observable
fenestration area >40% or skylight area >5%. [ Not Applicable
422, Plans, specifications, and/or calculations provide all information with which compliance can [J Complies
6.44.2.1, be determined for the mechanical systems and equipment and document where exceptions  [] Does Not Comply
6.7.2 are claimed. [] Not Observable
[PR2]' [] Not Applicable
4.2.2,6.7.2.3, |Plans document that systems are balanced in accordance with generally accepted ] Complies
6.7.2.4 engineering standards. Detailed instructions for HVAC systems commissioning included on  [] Does Not Comply
[PRE] the plans or specifications for >=50,000 ft2. [] Not Observable

[] Not Applicable
422,771, Plans, specifications, and/or calculations provide all information with which compliance can [] Complies

10.4.2 be determined for the service water heating systems and equipment and document where [ Does Not Comply
[PR3]! exceptions are claimed. Service water pressure booster systems designed with pressure ] Not Observable
sensors, pressure reducers, and flow controls. [ Not Applicable

4.2.2,8.4.1.1, Plans, specifications, and/or calculations provide all information with which compliance can 1 Complies
8.41.2,8.7 be determined for the electrical systems and equipment and document where exceptions are [] Does Not Comply

[PR6]? claimed. Feeder connectors sized in accordance with approved plans and branch circuits ] Not Observable
sized for maximum drop of 3%. ] Not Applicable

422,944, Plans, specifications, and/or calculations provide all information with which compliance can 1 Complies

9.7 be determined for the interior lighting systems and equipment and document where [J Does Not Comply

[PR4]" exceptions are claimed. [] Not Observable

[] Not Applicable

422,97 Plans, specifications, and/or calculations provide all information with which compliance can  |[] Complies

[PR8J? be determined for the exterior lighting systems and equipment and document where [ Does Not Comply
exceptions are claimed. [] Not Observable

[] Not Applicable

Additional Comments/Assumptions:

08/28/2012 | 1 [High mpact (Tier 1) | 2 |Medium Impact (Tier 2) | 3 [Low Impact (Tier 3) Page 1 0f 13
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General building information only required if different than above

\ Page 104 of 258 /

Building ID:
Date: Name of Evaluator(s):
Building Contact (optional): Name: Phone: Email:
Building Name: Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?
Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[_] Prescriptive [ Trade-Off [IPerformance
Compliance Software (if used): Above-Code Program:
90.1-2010 . . . Plans Verified Field Verified e n
Section # Footing / Foundation Inspection Value Value Complies? Comments/Assumptions
5.5.3.3 Below-grade wall insulation R-value. R- R- [ Complies
[FO1]! [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5.8.1.2 Below-grade wall insulation installed per If complies: ] Complies
[FO2 manufacturer's instructions. []Good [ Does Not Comply
L] Fair [] Not Observable
[ Poor [] Not Applicable
55.3.5 Slab edge insulation R-value. R- R- [J Complies
1
[FO3] [] Unheated [] Unheated g zoszOt Colr)rl1ply
ot Observable
[] Heated [] Heated [ Not Applicable
5.8.1.2 Slab edge insulation installed per manufacturer's If complies: [J Complies
[FO4]! instructions. [1Good [J Does Not Comply
L Fair [] Not Observable
[JPoor [] Not Applicable
5.5.3.5 Slab edge insulation depth/length. ft ft [J Complies
[FO5]! [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5.8.1.7 Exterior insulation protected against damage, 1 Complies
[FOs6]! sunlight, moisture, wind, landscaping and equipment [J Does Not Comply
maintenance activities. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5.8.1.7.3 Insulation in contact with the ground has <=0.3% [J Complies
[FO7]" water absorption rate per ASTM C272. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.3.2,6.4.4.1, |Piping, ducts and plenum are insulated and sealed R- R- ] Complies
6.4.4.2 when installed in or under a slab. [ Does Not Comply
[FO8]' ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.3.8 Freeze protection and snow/ice melting system 1 Complies
[FO9P® sensors for future connection to controls. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.4.1.5 Bottom surface of floor structures incorporating R- R- [J Complies
[FO11]® radiant heating insulated to >=R-3.5. [J Does Not Comply

[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

Additional Comments/Assumptions:

08/28/2012

Version 3.0

| 1 |High mpact (Tier 1)

| 2 [Medium Impact (Tier 2)

| 3 [Low Impact (Tier 3)
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General building information only required if different than above

Date:

Building Contact (optional): Name:

Building Name:

\ Page 105 of 258 /

Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[] Prescriptive

Compliance Software (if used):

Above-Code Program:

Building ID:
Name of Evaluator(s):
Phone: Email:
Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?
[ Trade-Off []Performance

90.1-2010 . n Plans Verified Field Verified e .
Section # Framing / Rough-In Inspection Value Value Complies? Comments/Assumptions

54312 Continuous air barrier is wrapped, sealed, caulked, ] Complies

[FR15]" gasketed, and/or taped in an approved manner. [J Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

54.3.2 Factory-built fenestration and doors are labeled as [] Complies

[FR1P3 meeting air leakage requirements. [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

5434 Vestibules are installed where building entrances ] Complies

[FR4P® separate conditioned space from the exterior, and [] Does Not Comply

meet exterior envelope requirements. Doors have [] Not Observable
self-closing devices, and are >=7 ft apart. [] Not Applicable

5.5.4.3a Vertical fenestration U-Factor. U- U- [ Complies

[FR8]' [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

5.5.4.3b Skylight fenestration U-Factor. U- U- [J Complies

[FRO]'! [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

5.54.4.1 Vertical fenestration SHGC value. SHGC: SHGC: [J Complies

[FR10]" [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

55442 Skylight SHGC value. SHGC: SHGC: [ Complies

[FR11]! [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

58.2.1 Fenestration products rated in accordance with [] Complies

[FR12]? NFRC. [ Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

5.8.2.2 Fenestration products are certified as to performance 1 Complies

[FR13]" labels or certificates provided. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

5.8.2.3, U-factor of opaque doors associated with the building | U- U- [J Complies

5.5.3.6 thermal envelope meets requirements. Swingin Swingin [J Does Not Comply

[FR147 O oing = gmng [] Not Observable

[] Nonswinging

[] Nonswinging

[] Not Applicable

Additional Comments/Assumptions:

08/28/2012

Version 3.0

| 1 | High mpact (Tier 1)

| 2 |Medium Impact (Tier 2)

| 3 [Low Impact (Tier 3)
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General building information only required if different than above
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Building ID:

Date: Name of Evaluator(s):

Building Contact (optional): Name: Phone: Email:

Building Name: Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?

Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[_] Prescriptive [ Trade-Off [IPerformance

Compliance Software (if used): Above-Code Program:

90.1-2010 Plumbing Rough-In Inspection Complies? Comments/Assumptions
Section #

7.4.3 Service hot-water piping systems insulated. Where piping is installed in or under a slab, ] Complies

[PL1J? verification may need to occur during Foundation Inspection. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7441 Temperature controls installed on service water heating systems (<=120 °F to maximum [J Complies

[PL2]® temperature for intended use). [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7442 Automatic time switches installed to automatically switch off the recirculating hot-water [] Complies

[PL3] system or heat trace. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7.4.6 Heat traps installed on non-circulating storage water tanks. ] Complies

[PL4® [ Does Not Comply

[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

Additional Comments/Assumptions:

08/28/2012

Version 3.0
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| 3 [Low Impact (Tier 3)
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General building information only required if different than above
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Building ID:
Date: Name of Evaluator(s):
Building Contact (optional): Name: Phone: Email:
Building Name: Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?
Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[] Prescriptive [ Trade-Off [IPerformance
Compliance Software (if used): Above-Code Program:
90.1-2010 : g - Plans Verified Field Verified e .
Section # Mechanical Rough-In Inspection Value Value Complies? Comments/Assumptions
6.4.1.4, HVAC equipment efficiency verified. Non-NAECA Efficiency: Efficiency: [J Complies
6.4.1.5 HVAC equipment labeled as meeting 90.1. [J Does Not Comply
[ME1] ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.1.5.2 PTAC and PTHP with sleeves 16 in. by 42 in. labeled [] Complies
[ME2]? for replacement only. [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.3.4.1 Stair and elevator shaft vents have motorized [] Complies
[ME3]? dampers that automatically close. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.3.4.2, Outdoor air and exhaust systems have motorized 1 Complies
6.4.3.4.3 dampers that automatically shut when not in use and [J Does Not Comply
[ME4]® meet maximum leakage rates. Check gravity ] Not Observable
dampers where allowed. ] Not Applicable
6.4.3.4.4 Ventilation fans >0.75 hp have automatic controls to [J Complies
[ME5]® shut off fan when not required. [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.3.4.5 Enclosed parking garage ventilation has automatic [] Complies
[ME39]® contaminant detection and capacity to stage or [] Does Not Comply
modulate fans to 50% or less of design capacity. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.3.9 Demand control ventilation provided for spaces >500 ] Complies
[MEg]" ft2 and >40 people/1000 ft2 occupant density and [J Does Not Comply
served by systems with air side economizer, auto ] Not Observable
modulating outside air damper control or design [] Not Applicable
airflow >3,000 cfm.
6.4.3.10 Single zone HVAC systems with fan motors >=5 hp [] Complies
[ME40]? have variable airflow controls. Air conditioning [J Does Not Comply
equipment with a cooling capacity >=110,000 Btu/h ] Not Observable
has variable airflow controls. [] Not Applicable
6.4.4.1.1 Insulation exposed to weather protected from [J Complies
[MET7]® damage. Insulation outside of the conditioned space [] Does Not Comply
and associated with cooling systems is vapor ] Not Observable
retardant. ] Not Applicable
6.4.4.1.2 HVAC ducts and plenums insulated. R- R- [J Complies
[ME8J2 [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.4.1.3 HVAC piping insulation thickness. in. in. ] Complies
[ME9J2 [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.44.1.4 Thermally ineffective panel surfaces of sensible [] Complies
[ME41]3 heating panels have insulation >= R-3.5. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.4.4.2.1 Ducts and plenums sealed based on static pressure [] Complies
[ME10]? and location. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
08/28/2012 Page 5 of 13
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90.1-2010 . . Plans Verified Field Verified P .
Section # Mechanical Rough-In Inspection VETIE Ve Complies? Comments/Assumptions
6.4.4.2.2 Ductwork operating >3 in. water column requires air
[ME11]3 leakage testing.
6.5.1, Air economizers provided where required, meet the
6.5.1.1.1, requirements for design capacity, control signal, and
6.5.1.1.2, high-limit shut-off and integrated economizer control.
6.5.1.1.3,
6.5.1.3
[ME12]'
6.5.1.1.4 Return air and outdoor air dampers meet minimum air
[ME13]J? leakage requirements.
6.5.1.1.5 Means provided to relieve excess outside air during
[ME14]" economizer operation.
6.5.1.2, Water economizers provided where required, meet
6.5.1.2.1, the requirements for design capacity, maximum
6.5.1.2.2, pressure drop and integrated economizer control and
6.5.1.3 heating system impact.
[ME15]'
6.5.2.1 Zone controls can limit simultaneous heating and
[ME17]! cooling and sequence heating and cooling to each
zone.
6.5.2.2.3 Hydronic heat pump systems connected to a common
[ME18]? water loop meet heat rejection and heat addition
requirements.
6.5.2.3 Dehumidification controls provided to prevent
[ME19]® reheating, recooling, mixing of hot and cold
airstreams or concurrent heating and cooling of the
same airstream.
6.5.2.4 Water economizer specified on hydronic cooling and
[ME20]® humidification systems designed to maintain inside
humidity at >35 °F dewpoint if an economizer is
required.
6.5.3.1.2 HVAC fan motors not larger than the first available bhp: bhp:
[ME21]? motor size greater than the bhp.
6.5.3.2.1 VAV fan motors >=10 hp to be driven by variable
[ME22)? speed drive, have a vane-axial fan with variable pitch O
blades, or have controls to limit fan motor demand. 0
6.5.3.2.2 VAV fans have static pressure sensors positioned so
[ME23]J? setpoint <=1/3 total design pressure.
6.5.3.2.3 Reset static pressure setpoint for DDC controlled
[ME24)? VAV boxes reporting to central controller based on
the zones requiring the most pressure.
6.5.3.3 Multiple zone VAV systems with DDC of individual
[ME42]3 zone boxes have static pressure setpoint reset
controls.
08/28/2012 | 1 | High mpact (Tier 1) | 2 |Medium Impact (Tier 2) | 3 [Low Impact (Tier 3) Page 6 of 13
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90.1-2010 : - Plans Verified Field Verified P .
Section # Mechanical Rough-In Inspection VETIE Ve Complies? Comments/Assumptions
6.5.3.4 Multiple zone HVAC systems have supply air [J Complies
[ME43]® temperature reset controls. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.4.1 HVAC pumping systems >10 hp designed for variable ] Complies
[ME25]3 fluid flow. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.4.2 Reduce flow in pumping systems >10 hp to multiple [] Complies
[ME26]® chillers or boilers when others are shut down. [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.4.3 Temperature reset by representative building loads in [] Complies
[ME27]3 pumping systems >10 hp for chiller and boiler [J Does Not Comply
systems >300,000 Btu/h. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.4.4.1 Two-position automatic valve interlocked to shut off ] Complies
[ME28]° water flow when hydronic heat pump with pumping [J Does Not Comply
system >10 hp is off. [ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.4.4.2 Hydronic heat pumps and water-cooled unitary air [] Complies
[ME44]® conditioners with pump systems >5 hp have controls [ Does Not Comply
or devices to reduce pump motor demand. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.5.2 Fan systems with motors >=7.5 hp associated with [] Complies
[ME29]® heat rejection equipment can operate at 2/3 of full- [] Does Not Comply
speed and have fan speed controls. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.5.3 Centrifugal fan open-circuit cooling towers with a [ Complies
[ME45]° combined capacity >1,100 gpm meet the cooling [J Does Not Comply
tower requirements in Table 6.8.1G. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.6.1 Exhaust air energy recovery on systems >=5,000 cfm [J Complies
[ME30]' and 70% of design supply air. [ Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.6.2 Condenser heat recovery system that can heat water [] Complies
[ME31]® to 85 °F or provide 60% of peak heat rejection is [] Does Not Comply
installed for service hot water in 24/7 facility, water ] Not Observable
cooled systems reject >6 MMBtu, and SHW load >=1 [ Not Applicable
MMBtu.
6.5.7.1.1 Replacement air introduced directly into the hood [] Complies
[ME32]J? cavity of kitchen exhaust hoods shall not exceed 10% [] Does Not Comply
of the hood exhaust airflow rate. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.7.1.2 Conditioned supply air to space with a kitchen hood [] Complies
[ME46]® shall not exceed the greater of a) supply flow required [J Does Not Comply
to meet space heating or cooling, or b) hood exhaust ] Not Observable
flow minus the available air transfer from available [] Not Applicable
spaces.
6.5.7.1.3 Kitchen hoods with a total exhaust airflow rate >5,000 [] Complies
[ME4TP? cfm meet exhaust rate requirements. [ Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.7.1.4 Kitchen hoods with a total exhaust airflow rate >5,000 1 Complies
[ME48]® cfm meet replacement air, ventilation system, or [] Does Not Comply
energy recovery requirements. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.7.1.5 Approved field test used to evaluate design air flow [J Complies
[ME49]® rates and demonstrate proper capture and [J Does Not Comply
containment of kitchen exhaust systems. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
08/28/2012 Page 7 of 13
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90.1-2010 ; g : Plans Verified Field Verified P .
Section # Mechanical Rough-In Inspection VT Ve Complies? Comments/Assumptions
6.5.7.2 Fume hoods exhaust systems >=15,000 cfm have 1 Complies
[ME33]" VAV hood exhaust and supply systems, direct make- [] Does Not Comply
up air or heat recovery. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.8.1 Unenclosed spaces that are heated use only radiant [J Complies
[ME34]? heat. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
6.5.9 Hot gas bypass limited to: [] Complies
[ME35]" <=240 kBtu/h — 50% [ Does Not Comply
>240 kBtu/h — 25% [] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
7.4.2 Service water heating equipment meets efficiency [J Complies
[ME36]? requirements. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
7.51 Combined space and water heating system not [J Complies
[ME37]? allowed unless standby loss less than calculated [J Does Not Comply
maximum. AHJ has approved or combined connected ] Not Observable
load <150 KBtu/h. [] Not Applicable
7.5.2 Service water heating equipment used for space [J Complies
[ME38]? heating complies with the service water heating [ Does Not Comply

equipment requirements.

[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

Additional Comments/Assumptions:

08/28/2012
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General building information only required if different than above
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Building ID:
Date: Name of Evaluator(s):
Building Contact (optional): Name: Phone: Email:
Building Name: Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?
Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[] Prescriptive [ Trade-Off [IPerformance

Compliance Software (if used): Above-Code Program:

gz:t-lit::g Rough-In Electrical Inspection Complies? Comments/Assumptions

8.4.2 At least 50% of all 125 volt 15- and 20-Amp receptacles are controlled by an automatic [] Complies

[EL10)? control device. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9411 Automatic lighting control to shut off all building lighting installed in buildings >5,000 ft2. [] Complies

[EL1]2 [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.41.2 Independent lighting control installed per approved lighting plans and all manual control [] Complies

[EL2J? readily accessible and visible to occupants. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.41.3 Parking garage lighting is equipped with required lighting controls and daylight transition zone |[] Complies

[EL11]2 lighting. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9414 Primary sidelighted areas >=250 ft2 are equipped with required lighting controls. [] Complies

[EL12]" [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.41.5 Enclosed spaces with daylight area under skylights and rooftop monitors >900 ft? are [] Complies

[EL13]! equipped with required lighting controls. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.41.7 Automatic lighting controls for exterior lighting installed. ] Complies

[EL3P? [J] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.4.1.6 Separate lighting control devices for specific uses installed per approved lighting plans. [] Complies

[EL4]' [J Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.4.2 Exit signs do not exceed 5 watts per face. [] Complies

[EL6]! [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.4.3 Exterior grounds lighting over 100 W provides >60 m/W unless on motion sensor or fixture is [] Complies

[EL7]" exempt from scope of code or from external LPD. [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.6.2 Additional interior lighting power allowed for special functions per the approved lighting plans |[] Complies

[EL8] and is automatically controlled and separated from general lighting. [ Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.6.3 Where space LPD requirements are adjusted based on room cavity ratios, dimensions are [] Complies

[EL14]° consistent with approved plans. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

10.4.1 Electric motors meet requirements where applicable. [] Complies

[EL9P? [J Does Not Comply

[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

Additional Comments/Assumptions:

08/28/2012
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General building information only required if different than above

Date:

Building Contact (optional): Name:

Building Name:

\ Page 112 of 258 /

Building ID:
Name of Evaluator(s):
Phone: Email:
Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?
[ Trade-Off []Performance

Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[] Prescriptive

Compliance Software (if used):

Above-Code Program:

90.1-2010 q . Plans Verified Field Verified e .
Section # Insulation Inspection Value Value Complies? Comments/Assumptions
5.4.31 All sources of air leakage in the building thermal [J Complies
[IN1]" envelope are sealed, caulked, gasketed or weather [J Does Not Comply
stripped to minimize air leakage. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
55.3.1 Roof R-value. For some roof systems, verification R- R- [] Complies
[IN2]" may need to occur during Framing Inspection. [] Above deck | [] Above deck [ Does Not Comply
[] Metal [] Metal [] Not Observable
] ] [] Not Applicable
[ Attic [ Attic
5.8.1.2, Roof insulation installed per manufacturer's If complies: 1 Complies
58.1.3 instructions. Blown or poured loose-fill insulation is [1Good [J Does Not Comply
[IN3]! installed only where the roof slope is <=3 in 12. CIFair [] Not Observable
[JPoor ] Not Applicable
5.5.3.1 Skylight curbs insulated to the level of roofs with R- R- [J Complies
[IN4]3 insulation above deck or R-5. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5.5.3.1.1 High-albedo roofs meet solar reflectance of 0.70 and | SR: SR: [J Complies
[IN5]3 thermal emittance of 0.75 or SRI of 82. SRI: SRI: [ Does Not Comply
D— e [] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5,532 Above-grade wall insulation R-value. R- R- ] Complies
[IN6]! [ Mass [] Mass O Eoes Not CorT|1pIy
] Metal [] Metal [ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
[] steel [] steel
[] Wood [] Wood
5.8.1.2 Above-grade wall insulation installed per If complies: [] Complies
[IN7]! manufacturer's instructions. [1Good [J Does Not Comply
L Fair [] Not Observable
[JPoor [] Not Applicable
5.5.3.4 Floor insulation R-value. R- R- [J Complies
1
[IN8] [] Mass [] Mass (| Eoez:ot Cotr)r;ply
[ steel [] steel ENEI ApSIGi}c:;?)Iee
[] wood [] Wood
5.8.1.2 Floor insulation installed per manufacturer's If complies: 1 Complies
[IN9]! instructions. [1Good [J Does Not Comply
L] Fair ] Not Observable
[JPoor ] Not Applicable
5.8.1.1 Building envelope insulation is labeled with R-value or [J Complies
[IN10]? insulation certificate providing R-value and other [J Does Not Comply
relevant data. ] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5.8.1.4 Eaves are baffled to deflect air to above the [] Complies
[IN11]2 insulation. [ Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
58.1.5 Insulation is installed in substantial contact with the If complies: [] Complies
[IN12]2 inside surface separating conditioned space from [JGood [] Does Not Comply
unconditioned space. OFair [] Not Observable
[JPoor ] Not Applicable
5.8.1.6 Recessed equipment installed in building envelope 1 Complies
[IN13]? assemblies does not compress the adjacent [J Does Not Comply
insulation. [] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
08/28/2012 Page 10 of 13
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90.1-2010 q . Plans Verified Field Verified P .
Section # Insulation Inspection Value Value Complies? Comments/Assumptions
5.8.1.7 Exterior insulation is protected from damage with a [] Complies
[IN14]? protective material. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5.8.1.7.1 Attics and mechanical rooms have insulation [J Complies
[IN15]? protected where adjacent to attic or equipment [J Does Not Comply
access. [] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
5.8.1.7.2 Foundation vents do not interfere with insulation. [] Complies
[IN16]2 [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
58.1.8 Insulation intended to meet the roof insulation [] Complies
[IN1773 requirements cannot be installed on top of a [] Does Not Comply
suspended ceiling. Mark this requirement compliant if ] Not Observable
insulation is installed accordingly. [ Not Applicable
Additional Comments/Assumptions:
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Building ID:

Date: Name of Evaluator(s):

Building Contact (optional): Name: Phone: Email:

Building Name: Address: Conditioned Floor Area: ft?

Compliance Approach (check all that apply):[] Prescriptive [ Trade-Off [IPerformance

Compliance Software (if used): Above-Code Program:

gz:t-li(::g Final Inspection Complies? Comments/Assumptions

54.3.3 Weatherseals installed on all loading dock cargo doors in Climate Zones 4-8. [] Complies

[F11]* ] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.1.1 Heating and cooling to each zone is controlled by a thermostat control. [J Complies

[FI2]2 [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.1.2 Thermostatic controls have a 5 °F deadband. [] Complies

[FI3]® [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.2 Temperature controls have setpoint overlap restrictions. [] Complies

[FI20P° [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.3.1 HVAC systems equipped with at least one automatic shutdown control. [J Complies

[FI21P3 [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.3.2 Setback controls allow automatic restart and temporary operation as required for [J Complies

[F122]3 maintenance. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.3.3 Systems with air capacity >10,000 cfm include optimum start controls. ] Complies

[Fl4]? [J] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.3.4 Zone isolation devices and controls. [J Complies

[FI23]3 [ Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.5 Heat pump controls prevent supplemental electric resistance heat from coming on when not [] Complies

[FI5]° needed. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.4.3.7 When humidification and dehumidification is provided to a zone, simultaneous operation is ] Complies

[FleJ® not possible. [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.7.2.1 Furnished HVAC as-built drawings submitted within 90 days of system acceptance. [J Complies

[FI7? [ Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.7.2.2 Furnished O&M manuals for HVAC systems. [] Complies

[FI8]® [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

6.7.2.3 An air and/or hydronic system balancing report is provided for HVAC systems serving zones [] Complies

[Fl9]! >5,000 ft? of conditioned area. [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable
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90.1-2010 : : ine? ;
Section # Final Inspection Complies? Comments/Assumptions

6.7.2.4 HVAC control systems have been tested to ensure proper operation, calibration and 1 Complies

[FI1o7" adjustment of controls. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7443 Public lavatory faucet water temperature <=110 °F. ] Complies

[FI113 [J] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7444 Controls are installed that limit the operation of a recirculation pump installed to maintain [] Complies

[FI123 temperature of a storage tank. [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7451 Pool heaters are equipped with on/off switch and no continuous burning pilot light. 1 Complies

[FI13P [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7.45.2 Pool covers are provided for heated pools and pools heated to >90 °F have a cover >=R-12. [] Complies

[FI147? [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

7.4.5.3 Time switches are installed on all pool heaters and pumps. [J Complies

[FI15]3 [ Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

8.7.1 Furnished as-built drawings for electric power systems within 30 days of system acceptance. [] Complies

[FI16]3 [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

8.7.2 Furnished O&M manuals for electrical power systems and equipment. [] Complies

[FI17P [J Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.2.2.3 Installed lamps and fixtures are consistent with what is shown on the approved lighting plans, [] Complies

[FI118]" which demonstrate proposed watts are less than or equal to allowed watts. [J Does Not Comply
[ Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

9.4.3 Exterior lighting power is consistent with what is shown on the approved lighting plans, which 1 Complies

[FI1o1 demonstrate proposed watts are less than or equal to allowed watts. [] Does Not Comply
[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

10.4.3 Elevators are designed with the proper lighting, ventilation power, and standby mode. ] Complies

[FI207? [J] Does Not Comply

[] Not Observable
[] Not Applicable

Additional Comments/Assumptions:
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BRIEFING PAPER

Background

Substantive changes to the state’s space allocation for K-12 schools were last made in December
2002. The 16-year interval between that last update and the date of this paper is not, by itself,
any particular cause for concern regarding the validity of those standards. Instead, the question
at hand is, “Have there been substantive changes in the delivery of K-12 education, or in building
system requirements over the past 16 years that have impacted the amount of space needed to
provide an adequate education?” The answer to this question might well result in a decrease in
space needs rather than an increase—though, undoubtedly, the latter is assumed by most people.
Regardless, 16 years is a long period of stasis in a world that seems to be in constant change; it is
time to both ask and answer the question.

For the State of Alaska, the question is neither academic nor likely to be inconsequential. In
Alaska, space allocation means resource allocation—funding. In a briefing paper prepared in
2005, the exposure to the state associated with the 2001/2002 space allocation increase was
assessed at $80 million. That number would be 60% higher today. In a time of fiscal constraint,
any increase to the state’s space allocation is going to be closely scrutinized. In past instances,
the catalyst for engaging in an analysis of space allocations has come from accuracy issues.
Examples of these are the knowledge that the current calculation has at least a piece of it that is
“broken”, or that in applying the elements that comprise the allocation (e.g., terms, definitions,
etc.), parties are unable to arrive at the same allocation amount. Once opened for analysis on an
accuracy basis, a second category of space allocation issues—adequacy—is prone to surface and
is often undertaken. This briefing paper discusses both of these categories: accuracy issues and
adequacy issues.

Discussion
Accuracy Issues

During the past year, while running some space allocations using the department’s Attendance
Area ADM and GSF Calculations tool, department staff encountered an anomaly in which an
allowable space calculation for a specific student population under the K-12 allocation resulted
in less space than when that population was run under the K-6 and 7-12 allocations and
combined. Generally, this should not occur. The K-12 allocation includes, in its supplemental
square feet element, an allowance for additional storage as may be associated with bulk delivery
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of operations and maintenance supplies. Work to isolate and establish the magnitude of this
discrepancy has not been undertaken, as yet, at the department. We don’t yet know if the issue is
in the actual space allocation formula contained in regulation, or in the tool only (i.e., an errant
calculation).

In the past three years, mostly as a result of personnel changes within the Facilities section, a
number of questions have arisen around the application of space allocations—primarily that of
measuring space—that fall into the ‘interpretation’ category. Every effort is made during the
development of regulations to have clear, understandable, and enforceable language. Inevitably,
however, due to the unique variations found within the full spectrum of school capital projects,
clarity isn’t achieved on a particular project and interpretation is needed. The tabulation below
shows some of the areas where computations of school space have varied between projects and
parties due to a lack of clarity in the regulations.

Precedent and Interpretation Options

Water Treat/Storage Fire Water Generator
Waste Water Treat Fire Pumps Stairs
Mech/Plumbing Chase Exterior Elevators

Fan Room Ducting

Under 4 AAC 31.020(e)(2), is the allowance for water and waste water treatment space; is it
intended to be 5% of the allowable space for both, combined, or for each? Is the allowance for
water storage intended for fire sprinkler water, for potable water, or for both? Shouldn’t there be
an allowance for fire pump rooms, as not all schools need them equally? Is the space to house
generators included under this section of allowances; what about prime power generators versus
back-up power generators?

Under 4 AAC 31.020(e), is the exterior face of exterior wall the furthest protrusion in the siding
and/or trim or is it supposed to be the exterior of the structural component of the wall? What is a
utility distribution area really? Are HVAC shafts included in the term ‘pipe chase’? How should
stairs and openings be counted in the GSF?

Adequacy Issues

Within the current BR&GR Work Topics Master List (last updated 12/2017), the following
topics have accumulated under the Space Allocation Issues section:

Career Tech

Resource Rooms and Special Ed

Space Related to Security

Net vs. Gross

Electrical/Mechanical Space (ASHRAE 90.1, etc.)
Storage in Remote Areas

“Found Space” (cost-effectiveness test)
Replacement Schools Clarifications

Non-school Facilities

Educational Adequacy/Space Increase



\ Page 118 of 258 /

Community Use Space

Pre-school

Out-of-District Enrollment (vocational/charters, etc.)
Second Attendance Area Schools

Enrollment Projection Models

Standard Gym Size

Of these, three of the most prevalent are:
1) Net vs. Gross — there is a persistent question as to whether the inclusion of wall thickness
within the GSF calculation is appropriate and fair.
2) Electrical/Mechanical Space — this has been heightened by the department’s recent
‘enforcement’ of ASHRAE 90.1 and ties in also with Net vs. Gross.
3) Storage in Remote Areas — when can you have too much storage.

Recommendation(s)

This briefing paper is a simple ‘soft-start’ in the area of space allocations. The Background
provides some history and perspective for the Committee on space allocations. The Discussion
section describes how some accuracy issues may be functioning as a catalyst to analyze 