SUSTAINABLE UTILITIES WORK GROUP RETREAT

NOVEMBER 3-4, 2005

Attendees:  Bill Allen, Gene Kane, Debby Retherford, Jill Smythe (USDA Rural Development); Kurt Fredriksson, Dan Easton, Bill Griffith (Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation); Rayna Swanson, Cindy Roberts (Denali Commission); Tom Coolidge (U.S. Indian Health Service); Mike Black, Scott Ruby, Elizabeth Manfred, Peter McKay, Ruth St. Amour, Tammy Aga, John Nickels (Alaska Dept. of Commerce, Community & Economic Development); Joe Sarcone, Dennis Wagner, Santina Gay (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency); Steve Weaver, Ed Lohr, John Warren (Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium); Karl Powers (Yukon Kuskokwim Health Corporation); Shirley Kelly (U.S. Economic Development Administration), Mike Harper, Chris Mello, Terri Harper (Alaska Energy Authority); Tony Nakazawa, Bill Hall (UAF Cooperative Extension); Sharman Haley, Christi Bell, Pete Larsen (UAA, Institute of Social & Economic Research); Roland Shanks, Jeff Weltzin (Rural Community Assistance Corporation); Jacob Kagak, Kent Grinage (North Slope Borough); Robert Rosenfeld, Jon Waterhouse, Anna Pratt (Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council); Glenn Skin (City of Noorvik); Luther Nagaruk (City of Elim); Roberta Nick (City of Nunapitchuk); Rose Cheemuk (City of Kotlik); Elsie Vent (City of Huslia); Tom Quick (City of Ouzinkie); Mike Andon, Thelma Starr, Stephanie Nicholia (Tanana Tribal Council), Raphael Murran (City of Hooper Bay); Jeff Demientieff (City of Holy Cross); Shirley Clark (City of Grayling); Virginia Washington (Norton Sound Health Corporation/Rural Alaka Sanitation Coalition/City of St. Michael), Brian Connors (RurAL Alaska Community Action Program); Meera Kohler (Alaska Village Electric Cooperative, Inc.); Jim Strandberg, James Keen (Regulatory Commission of Alaska); Gene Dobrzynski, Deb Alston (HUD), Dan Fauske (Alaska Housing Finance Corporation), Marvin Yoder (City of Galena), Brian Rogers (Information Insights), Lucy Brown (Alaska Association of Housing Authorities), Del Conrad (Rural Alaska Fuel Services).
DAY 1
1. Call to Order / Introductions.  Bill Allen called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce themselves.  Bill said that this is the third retreat for the Sustainable Utilities Work Group.  At this retreat, the Work Group will review priorities for action during the next year and have good discussions on subjects such as rate setting and sustainability.  He noted that some excellent presentations were on the agenda and thanked all present for their attendance.
2. Approval of Minutes, August 11, 2005 Meeting.  The minutes of the last Work Group meeting, held on August 11, 2005, were approved without comment.
3. Approval of Agenda.  The agenda was approved without comment.
4. Updates and Reports
a. Sustainable Utilities / CEPRA (Bill Allen)  
Bill Allen said that CEPRA is an acronym for the Council on Economic Policy for Rural Alaska.  This is something that he and Dept. of Commerce, Community & Economic Development Commissioner, Bill Noll, have been charged with by the Governor.  The task is to identify opportunities for economic development in rural Alaska.  At the same time, impediments to those possible economic development opportunities are to be identified and ways and means to eliminate those impediments are to be established.  The bottom line is the creation of full time, sustainable jobs in rural Alaska.  Bill said that Commissioner Noll has been very busy in his new role as Commissioner.  As a result, Bill said he has been traveling the state quite extensively talking about CEPRA, and encouraging the development of task forces.  He noted that CEPRA is not intended to compete with existing economic development organizations, such as ARDORS or Economic Development Districts, or any other groups, nor does it want to duplicate any other efforts.  He said the concept has proved very popular.  In general, people want job creation and to see both renewable and non-renewable resources developed.  Bill said there will be a council of 16 people from rural Alaska.  Agency people like himself would be ex-officio, but would assist with the financing of projects.  Projects will come from communities, through the region, to the council.  Mark Edwards (DCCED) has agreed to head the project evaluation committee.  Once approved by the evaluation committee, the proposed opportunity goes over to the capital committee, which is made up of bankers from all over State (including government financing entities such as AIDEA and USDA).  Once a project is determined to be feasible and sustainable, it is that group’s job to find the financing for it.  The bottom line is to find sustainable jobs in rural Alaska.  Bill said that if anyone present had questions about CEPRA, he could meet with them during breaks.  He added that he is very excited about the project and is pleased with the response to date.  He promised that people will be hearing a lot more about CEPRA as the process progresses.
b. Regulatory Commission of Alaska Rural Rate Study (Ed Lohr and Debby Retherford)
Debby Retherford referred to the report, “Rural Water/Sewer Utility Rate Setting and the Potential Role of the Regulatory Commission of Alaska (RCA),” prepared by the RCA Sustainability Taskforce.  This work grew out of a petition filed with RCA in June 2004 by the Denali Commission and others asking RCA to adopt regulations to enable utilities to build equity for future replacement of grant-funded infrastructure.  RCA rejected the petition.  However, in October 2004, RCA issued a new notice of inquiry and held several meetings on grant-funded infrastructure.  In June 2005, the present taskforce was formed and was charged with looking at remaining four items in the original petition.  The taskforce fulfilled two roles, both as a subcommittee of the Sustainable Utilities Work Group and as a stakeholders group of RCA.  It developed recommendations for RCA action on four remaining goals addressing rate setting, residential rate affordability guidelines, RCA rate review, and the development of RCA regulations implementing the work group product.  The taskforce was asked to identify the role of RCA and how it would recover its costs.  Debby said that the first two pages of the report are a summary of actions and recommendations.  The taskforce wanted general consensus by the Sustainable Utilities Work Group on its recommendations.  
Ed Lohr said the analyses were done only for rural water and wastewater utilities.  The taskforce used expertise from RCA, RUBA etc. to define good practices and developed a rate setting methodology that fit rural water and wastewater systems.  It also developed a user friendly interface and a training mechanism on how to get this out to rural utilities, together with suggested incentives for compliance.
Debby Retherford said that under Goal #2, to identify “safe harbor” and affordability criteria that would guide in developing reasonable rates, “safe harbor” was not an appropriate term for what they were doing.  A better description is “affordability criteria.”  When you go back to the original letter to the Regulatory Commission of Alaska from Jeff Staser, he talks about the high cost of rural infrastructure.  The primary effect is to allow increase in rates.  The question is, what is affordable.  The taskforce looked at studies that had been done on this subject.  EPA assumes a maximum affordable water bill.  Mark Foster looked at this and also discussed adapting it to rural Alaska conditions.  However, the bottom line is that both came up with 4.5% of median household income as a figure.  In looking at all the information out there, this group decided that 5% for combined water/sewer was a usable figure.  A further recommendation of the taskforce is that a more comprehensive rural Alaska expenditure survey be undertaken to get a better number.
Ed Lohr said that under Goal #3, to define and propose a pilot program under which utilities could seek the RCA’s expertise for the evaluation and validation of their rate calculations, the taskforce took the original tools.  The question was, how to pay RCA for their oversight and time, as most of RCA’s work is fee- based.  Another issue was to determine funding mechanisms so communities would not have to pay for this service.  The recommendation is that RCA should charge a flat fee and pursue statutory modification.
Ed Lohr said that Goal #4 was to create draft regulations for the RCA that codify the work products already discussed, and clearly define any expected role for the RCA in the rate making process for small, non-rate regulated utilities.  The taskforce requests direction from the Work Group for it to draft RCA regulations.  
Jim Strandberg thanked the taskforce members for their hard work.  He said it is essentially both a subcommittee of the Sustainable Utilities Work Group and a very effective stakeholders group.  To reinforce that, the Work Group should give strong support for the recommendations made.  If ratified by the Work Group, the taskforce could develop a draft recommendation.  He would urge support by the Dept. of Law to assist in this effort.  Also, as soon as possible, if this approach is approved, the Attorney General and the Dept. of Law can see if statutory changes are needed.  Jim said that as far as he can see, he thinks the taskforce is on track, noting that where a group functions both as a subcommittee of the Work Group and a stakeholders group, it is particularly effective.

Bill Allen said he would like Jim Strandberg to review the paper the task force has developed to come up with any questions.  He said the Retreat will be reviewing the recommendations later that afternoon.  On behalf of the Work Group, he extended thanks to Debby Retherford, Ed Lohr and other members of the task force.
c. Needed Updates for Water and Wastewater Operator Certification (Tom Coolidge)
Tom Coolidge said that many communities are finding it difficult to have water and wastewater operators certified at the required levels.  Current state regulations do not allow the use of remote monitoring equipment in place of a system supervisor.  At the same time, there have been many improvements that make remote operation of systems technically feasible.  The issue is, should the Water and Wastewater Operator Certification and Training regulations be improved to take advantage of improved monitoring technology, increased availability of broad band connectivity and the opportunity to combine the management of several small systems under one organization?  Tom noted that this subject had been discussed at both the June and August meetings of the Sustainable Utilities Work Group.  However, he has not received much feedback and more would be helpful.  He noted that this is an issue that will become more important in the future.  There is the potential for improving operations and the potential for cost savings.  Current regulations would not allow this to occur.  So, should the regulations be changed?  Tom said that the next meeting of the Water and Wastewater Works Advisory Board will be November 30 and December 1 in Anchorage and this question will be a discussion item on the agenda.  Kent Smith and Kerry Lindley are questioning other states if they are doing anything like this and, if so, what their experience has been.  That feedback will be reported at the board meeting and there will be discussion on the topic.  Tom said his question to the Sustainable Utilities Work Group was does the Work Group want to take any further action on the issue?
Bill Griffith asked Tom what he suggested this group might do to facilitate that discussion.

Tom Coolidge said there are many pros and cons to remote sensing.  It is an opportunity, but it is not something that can be done without some risk.  The reason for the present EPA rule is protection of the public health.  No one wants to jeopardize the public health.  He does not envision it as something the state would take lightly, noting that changing of regulations is done according to a process.  This group’s function might be for DEC to review the issue and undertake a formal review of the regulations to determine if it is a good thing to do.

Meera Kohler asked if a state or federal agency would operate remote a sensing system.

Tom Coolidge said this is something that would have to be addressed in the regulations.  He did not envision either the state or federal government being in driver’s seat of operating utilities.  It could be a cooperative with a remote operator, for example.  Communities are the operators.

Meera Kohler said there are similar situations to this in Canada’s Northwest Territories and Australia and asked if they had been investigated.

Tom Coolidge said that Kerry Lindley was doing a survey.  It probably does not include Australia, but it would be a good thing to do.

Tom Quick asked what level was Tom talking about.  He referred to remote data acquisition in Anchorage and said he was at the Girdwood facility yesterday and was able to see that they had some chlorine spiking going on.  
Tom Coolidge said it could be both.  There are no issues in the regulations now for SCADA systems.  What he is talking about is remote sensing via internet or telephone so an operator at a remote location could be seeing that information and doing things like changing or opening valves in real time.  The regulations do not currently allow that to happen.  The question is, can you operate a system remotely as safely as you can with a local operator.
Tom Quick said a local operator can always switch to manual mode.  He noted that everyone likes “one stop shopping” for solutions, but multi-level solutions are needed in rural Alaska as different areas have different levels of expertise.   
Tom Coolidge said the question is not whether you need anyone on site or not but, if there is a problem with a valve or something like that, can you have a system where a maintenance person can respond remotely?  He said there are presently not enough certified operators to meet the requirements.  Also, in small communities, operators do not build up enough time to move to the next level of certification.  Many systems now being built are Level 2 or Level 3 plants.  He noted that the same issue applies to facilities operated by North Slope oil companies.  The question is allowing remote operation of a system where tasks such as turning valves, etc. can be done remotely.  The current regulations do not allow that.  The question is, can you do that and still have a safe operation for the public?  Tom said that this question is being asked of other certification programs in the US and Canada.  The question is if remote monitoring can be just as efficient, provided that a maintenance person is on site.  He is interested in learning if other states have tackled this issue.

Joe Sarcone said you have to take a hard look at the availability and reliability of connections.  One of the big challenges in rural Alaska is reliable and available Internet connectivity.

Steve Weaver said that many new EPA regulations require a level of training that is not available in the villages.  Remote monitoring is one solution.  If you have an EPA regulator telling you that you can’t do nano-filtration requiring a Class 3 operator, you have to make choices.

Raphael Murran said that Remote Maintenance Workers also should be certified.  This is not necessarily the case right now and it can make it very difficult for communities, especially when they have new hires.
Tom Coolidge said that if you had a cooperative or Remote Maintenance Worker program with 4-5 systems centrally operated, you could have operators in charge and assistant operators who would be able to get enough time where they could sit the tests and become certified operators.  However, most operators in small communities can’t get enough time.  With pooling, they could get more.  He said that in the Yukon-Kuskokwim delta, the school district applied for and were granted an alternate system of supervision with remote sensing on three water systems that serve their schools.  So far, this has been working quite well.  The question is, how do you apply it to larger and more complex systems.
Mike Black asked if sampling can be done through a remote arrangement.

Tom Coolidge said it could not.  BactT samples still have to be sent to a lab.  However, operators in charge remotely can direct maintenance people in a community.
Tom Quick noted that Kodiak Island has 6 villages, each with different capabilities.  He can envision where he would have a little local SCADA system where he can see problems.  In terms of public health, he could see advantages in having a level 4 or 5 operator in Kodiak with oversight capability.
Ed Lohr said this already exists today, with operators sending in BacT samples to the Yukon Kuskokwim Health Corporation lab.  

Virginia Washington said there are several kinds of water/sewer systems – vacuum, well, etc.  She said that funding for the training of health corporation operators needs to be increased.  She added that there have been Title 29 changes for water operator job descriptions for different types of systems in the villages and that standard evaluations for water operators are needed to meet RUBA and EPA standards.
Bill Allen said that Gene Kane is coordinator for group.  Gene will follow up.

Karl Powers said the Yukon Kuskokwim Health Corporation operates the Rural Utility Cooperative (RUC).  They have already had discussions on this subject.  Karl said you don’t have to get as complicated as nano-filtration to run into issues and the RUC has already discussed the possibility of having one operator for three villages.  The RUC does not want to take money out of the village, but would support keep driving this issue forward.

Tom Coolidge said it is just another tool in the toolbox, but it would allow people to change how people do business today.

Bill Allen asked if someone from this group testify at the advisory meeting.

Tom Coolidge said he was on the board.

Kurt Fredriksson said that this is a tool that may have application and said that the meeting scheduled for November 30 / December 1 is key.  He asked Tom Coolidge to please report back to this group.

Tom Coolidge said it is not something that will happen overnight.  It needs a lot of thought and people need to weigh in on it as it means a lot of change for operators and systems.

Kurt Fredriksson noted that EPA was evaluating different systems.  How and where remote sensing and monitoring works will be a real issue.  He asked when there might be an opportunity for people to come together on the technology.

Tom Coolidge said that an operator conference is held each year.  This could be one of the sidebar issues.
d. Update on Sustainability Awards Program (Rayna Swanson)
Rayna Swanson said she was talking about the Denali Commission sustainability awards program and how it fits in with the Sustainable Utilities Work Group.  She passed out a sheet on the history of the Sustainable Utilities Work Group, which was originally formed to look at the viability of water, sewer, solid waste, electric and bulk fuel utilities.  One of the Work Group’s recommendations was that the Denali Commission should pilot a competition to reward innovation in sustainable utility projects.  Rayna referred to her hand-out on Sustainability Awards to answer the questions of what the awards program was supposed to accomplish and what was its goal.  She said she thought there were two objectives:  to give people recognition for doing a good job in their communities and the lessons that accomplishment has for other communities.  So far, one award (three communities) has been given in the water utility category.  She would also like to develop other categories.  Criteria for the water system awards included not being on the SNC (Significant Non-Compliance) list, operator certification is current, at least an 80% collections rate, etc.  She said she had worked with RUBA and RCA for that data.  Rayna said that other possible categories for rating utilities may be harder to measure, e.g. tribal or municipal governance.  She said she would like to get ideas from the group.  Rayna thanked Scott Ruby and Elizabeth Manfred for their assistance for the award presented at the Alaska Rural Water Association conference.  She asked if the award should just be to the operator or to the utility.  In the award already made, she decided it was a joint effort.  A framed certificate was given.  Rayna showed a picture of Alexey Kalugin from Nikolaevsk.  With regard to Ouzinkie, she noted that the community has a 97% collections rate and an ordinance to allow the turning off of electric power if water/sewer bills are not paid.  It also has a reserve account, does preventive maintenance, has an efficient bookkeeping system, plus an operator who has been there more than 20 years.
Joe Sarcone asked Rayna if she was still going to present awards at the Alaska Forum on the Environment in February.
Rayna Swanson said she was originally hoping to present awards at the Alaska Municipal League next week.  However, she felt the process will be better with more time and more input.  It is important to find a forum where people can be awarded in front of their peers.  In closing, Rayna said that awards were presented at the Alaska Rural Water Association training conference in September to Ouzinkie, Seldovia and Nikolaevsk.  Rayna asked everyone to give a hand for Tom Quick from Ouzinkie.
e. Update on Denali Commission Solid Waste Program Results (Cindy Roberts)
Cindy Roberts said that a couple of years ago, the Denali Commission was assigned a solid waste program, with USDA Rural Development giving the Commission a million dollars to address “deficiencies in solid waste disposal sites which threaten to contaminate rural drinking water supplies.”  Almost immediately, the Commission got a funding request that would have taken all the money.  However, the Commission decided not to take that route.  Cindy said most people present today have spent lots of time in rural Alaska.  However, most people who live in town do not understand the rural solid waste issue.  Sometimes things do not get put away.  When it does, it can be all over the place.  She showed an Alaska map of permitted and unpermitted landfills.  Some communities have more than one landfill, one for winter and one for summer use, for instance. She noted that bird issues can cause navigation hazards for aircraft.       
She showed several slides showing community water intakes located downstream from the landfill and a slide of open burning of garbage.  She noted that landfills are not always readily accessible, and sometimes can only be reached by boat.  Serious innovation was required.  So, a “Trash Think Tank,” made up of representatives from the Denali Commission, USDA Rural Development, ANTHC, BIA, Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation (Solid Waste and Village Safe Water). Indian Health Service, EDA, EPA, DCCED and the Congressional delegation offices, met to address the problem and possible solutions.  It was decided not to use the funds to open or close any new or existing landfills, but instead to concentrate on helping existing facilities to perform better.  Communities of all sizes were invited to submit proposals.  Level I communities were invited to submit proposals up to $600,000; level II up to $100,000; and level III up to $35,000.  Communities could apply for more than one level of funding.  They could also team together on a shared facility and thus double the proposal amount.  To date, the Denali Commission has issued two RFPs, in FY 2004 for $1 million and in FY 2005 for $1.5 million.  It has received 50 proposals from 18 cities, 13 tribes, 4 boroughs and 2 non-profit organizations.  The total amount requested was over $5 million ($5,445,232).  Awards went to 16 cities and tribes, 2 boroughs and 2 non-profits.  Funded Level I projects include a tub mill grinder, and a macro-shredder.  Level II projects include burn cages, burn boxes, incinerators, compacting machinery/loading ramp, above-ground sack systems, compost handling equipment, and recycling area structural cover.  Level III projects include fencing, bear-proof containers, and legal research.  Cindy said that the FY 2004 awards are now being completed and there are success stories, such as recycling in the Matanuska Valley.  Innovations include commercial incinerator systems (Summit, Crochet, Tok Welding); burn cage design and construction using available materials (LCMF); above ground landfill systems; bear-proof container systems; and composting equipment.  Cindy said that USDA Rural Development funds, through the Denali Commission, can improve human and environmental health issues.  These new tools mean that communities can change.  She said that the IGAP coordinators play an important role in this effort and are shifting the way people think about trash.  They also help implement the behavior built around the new equipment.  Some equipment may avoid destruction of existing landfills by demolition and construction debris.  Business plans require communities to prioritize funds for this investment in local health and appearance.  Cindy said that several regional organizations are emerging with private sector, self-financing strategies, e.g. Yukon River Inter-Tribal, Valley Community for Recycling Systems, and the Southeast Conference.  As part of FY 05, Denali Commission staff was asked to evaluate statewide solid waste management strategies in collaboration with ADEC, ANTHC, and other agencies.  This process has begun.  Cindy noted that solid waste impacts more than just drinking water.  There are also economic impacts and factors such as personal injuries at the landfill; fish processing transportation needs; and the fact that planes and birds and tourism and trash don’t mix.  There is also the issue of community pride.  She said that the Denali Commission hopes to be able to quantify results in recipient communities, e.g. fewer cases of local water-related illness, reduced injuries and landfill, fewer bear encounters, reduced numbers of birds and les danger to aircraft on approach, longer service life of landfills due to recycling and incineration, better use of landfill cover material, increased community pride, and expanded visitor and hospitality opportunities.  Finally, Cindy said that the Denali Commission has an RFP open between now and mid-December.  For details, either see her or visit the Denali Commission website.

Joe Sarcone asked how results will be measured and who will measure them.  Cindy Roberts said this is the responsibility of knowledgeable people in the business, including representatives from Village Safe Water, DEC, EPA, etc.  
Raphael Murran said the application from Hooper Bay was denied because the community had no business plan for operating its dump site.  He said he thought the village has a very serious problem with its dump and would like assistance in this area.

Cindy Roberts encourage him to reapply, saying he may be more successful next time.  She said she could talk with him further while he was here.

Joe Sarcone said the feedback he has been getting is that the application process is very burdensome.  He encouraged the Denali Commission to make it less burdensome.   
Glenn Skin said that Noorvik’s new landfill, built by ANTHC, is now about 90% complete.  Currently the community has a trash haul truck and big containers set in strategic places around town.  The containers are collected and taken it to the dump.  He noted that it takes a lot of money to operate the equipment and asked if the City of Noorvik could purchase a snow tracked vehicle with grant funds.  

Cindy Roberts said that the Denali Commission funds are designed to purchase equipment.  The equipment needs to be identified in the grant application.  She said she would be happy to talk to Glenn later.
f. Report on Yukon River Solid Waste Back Haul Project (Robert Rosenfeld and Jon Waterhouse)
Cindy Roberts did the introductions, saying that Rob has been in Alaska for12 years and has had previous experience with developing countries in Latin America.  Jon is a retired Navy chief who has been in the steel business.   
Rob Rosenfeld said he spent last year getting to know the Denali Commission and USDA Rural Development staff and he welcomed this opportunity to get to know other entities.  The Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council got started in 1997 when all tribes on the Yukon River got together to talk about their common concerns.  On the issue of sustainability, one element that kept coming up was that efforts which were truly community driven stood the greatest chance of lasting a long time.  Rob said that 62 indigenous governments have signed the historic Inter-Tribal Accord, including 15 in the Yukon Territory.
Anna Pratt read the Council’s mission statement:  “We, the Indigenous Tribes / First Nations from the headwaters to the mouth of the Yukon River, having been placed here by our Creator, do hereby agree to initiate and continue the clean up and preservation of the Yukon River for the protection of our own and future generations of our Tribes/First Nations and for the continuation of our traditional Native way of life.”  She then listed the Council’s guiding principles:  We will strive to be good listeners; be consensual (using the circle); be respectful; be unifying; be flexible; be fair and equal; have integrity; be tenacious; be honest; be trustworthy; be timely; be patient; be non-judgmental; be bold; share wisdom (need it first); and be inclusive (allowing for diversity).
Rob Rosenfeld said that the Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed Council had a total of 14 staff, including 2 in Whitehorse, 7 in Fairbanks and 2 in Anchorage.  He said that strategic planning is an ongoing activity.  He just got back from Oklahoma 2 days ago where the Council received an award for exemplary economic development activities in Indian country.
Jon Waterhouse said that Yukon means “big river” in Athabascan.  The river is 1980 miles long, the second longest river in North America.  Its watershed area covers 327,600 square miles, an area 25% larger than Texas.  The watershed area has a total population of 138,000.  On the subject of the Council’s backhaul program, Alaska communities served are those on the Upper River (Rampart, Stevens Village, Beaver, Fort Yukon, Arctic Village and Tanana); Middle River (Allakaket, Ruby, Galena, Nulato, Kaltag and Koyukuk); Lower River (Anvik, Alakanuk, Emmonak, Grayling, Kotlik, Marshall, Mountain Village, Pilot Station, Russian Mission, St. Mary’s, Holy Cross and Shageluk) and the Coast (Hooper Bay, Scammon Bay, Chevak, Stebbins, St. Michaels, Unalakleet, Shaktoolik and Nunam Iqua).  He showed several slides under the heading of “Tragic Realities” showing hazardous situations that the Council deals with on a regular basis, some of them actually in the riverbed.  They included old abandoned 40-foot box trailers; old fuel tanks; old buildings full of asbestos, old vehicles; batteries; and 55-gallon drums, some of them full.   Another item is computers.  Jon said that 10,000 lbs of computers were taken out this year.  He said that there are lots of old tanks and these are worth some money.  Jon added that batteries are put in boxes and are an easily backhauled item.  Lead prices are high and the acids are reprocessed.  He gave a list of backhaul partners established since October 1, 2004.  They include, in addition to community members, Yutana Barge Lines, Northland Services, Inland Barge, Totem Ocean Trailer Express (TOTE), Air/Land Transport, Lynden Transportation, Weaver Brothers, NAPA, Alaska Battery Service, Interstate Batteries, Arctic Wire and Rope, C+R Pipe, ALPAR, Total Reclaim, Suburban Propane, Alaska Metal Recyclers, Northern Air Cargo, Grant Aviation, Everts, Frontier Flying Service, Arctic Transportation Service, Wright Air, PenAir, Hageland, ERA, Alaska Cargo Express and the Alaska Railroad.  Materials are dumped, crushed, loaded onto barges and taken to Nenana.  He showed a number of before and after pictures.  Jon showed a slide listing the amount of materials hauled out and said the Council could do these numbers times ten every year for ten years and still not be done.  To date, the Council has hauled out over 1,300,000 pounds of vehicles, sno-gos etc.; over 80,000 pounds of lead acid batteries; and over 10,000 pounds of old computers.  In the future, the Council will be moving into other areas such as household goods and refrigerators.  Looking to the future, the Council would also like to expand program to other watersheds and ultimately would like the entire state to get involved, but not necessarily the State government.  Also looking to the future, the Council has some plans for converting used oils into energy (blending) and heat/hot water; and converting trash to steam and electricity.  This could possibly result in a major facility at Nenana for the electric power plant.  Large scale recycling is another future possibility and, finally, his pet project is a job creation and training program.  Jon said he would like to see training programs for HAZ WOPER, etc. which would lead to the creation of lifelong jobs to deal with these products.
Rob Rosenfeld said that about a year and half ago he sat next to Max Sweetsir of Yutana Barge Lines, which had been court ordered to backhaul materials.  He asked Jon to work with Yutana Barge Lines and the results have been spectacularly successful.  The Council has many partners in both the recycling and transportation sectors.  Transportation companies have been going to villages with products and coming back empty.  They can provide a huge community service by transporting back materials.  Rob thanked the Council’s many funders, noting that EPA has been one of the largest over the past 8 years.  BLM has invested in some of the remediation and site assessment work, 14 foundations have contributed, USGS has been involved in monitoring the project, and the Council has worked with many other groups.  He thanked Bill Allen and Cindy Roberts for their interest and said he looked forward to long term partnerships with both agencies.
g. Extension Energy Security and Sustainability Program for Rural Alaska (Tony Nakazawa and Bill Hall)
Tony Nakazawa said he is Director of the Cooperative Extension Service (CES), which is a partnership between USDA and the University of Alaska.   He noted that Brian Rogers is currently President of the University of Alaska Board of Regents.  Tony introduced his associate, Bill Hall.  He said that the CES is an outreach educational delivery system supported by a partnership between USDA and the University of Alaska Fairbanks and the College of Rural and Community Development.  The College of Rural and Community Development has campuses at Nome, Kotzebue, Dillingham, Bethel and the Interior Aleutians.  The University also has the Center for Distance Education where courses are given via the internet.  CES has 15 offices around the state, with the largest office being in Anchorage.  It has four major missions, including food/nutrition, community development, and youth development.   Tony said he believes that CES has become more responsive to rural Alaska needs, e.g. in the health industry, it is ramping up for the need for nurses.  In western Alaska, there are some new programs, including veterinary technician training.  CES has worked with the reindeer herders for years, not only in the area of herding, but also in areas that licensing is required, such as giving shots.  Through distance education and some on-site training, CES take students through a curriculum leading to certification.  Another area is that of environmental technician, e.g. environmental quality and water quality monitoring.  The Dillingham campus is currently working on this area.  Tony said that energy, its cost and how it impacts villages is on many people’s minds right now.  It is changing life in rural Alaska, including how people live, how they think about energy, and how they conceive of options for change.  He referred to USDA Rural Development’s investment in the new Cold Climate Housing Research Center (CCHRC), currently under construction.  CCHRC is looking at new technologies that are applicable to rural Alaska.  However, this work will not be any use to someone like Luther Nagaruk in Elim unless he knows about it.  That is where CES could fit in through distance learning, on-site, working with groups like RurAL CAP, etc.  Tony said that Mike Black and Scott Ruby have been working with the RUBA program since 1990.   A series of six workshops are held dealing with personnel, finances, grants, organizational management, etc. so that managers in the villages can better manage their utilities.  A little over a year ago, the Department approached CES about the possibility of establishing a certificate program in rural utility management.   With university training, a utility manager could get more than a certificate and a piece of paper.  By moving into the university, managers could use the certificates as a building block.  Tony said that at the upcoming University Board of Regents meeting, an occupational licensing program is up for discussion.  He said that a certificate equals 30 units, while the RUBA course has 12 units.  One of the hang-ups was you had to take extra courses such as Math and English to get to 30 units.  Now, these workshops are in the University’s course numbering system.  If managers want to go further than a certificate, they can utilize distance education, leading to a bachelors’ degree.  Tony said that by putting RUBA into a system that is more sustainable, it will offer people who participate the opportunity to follow a track that more closely ties in with their abilities.  In future, Tony said he will be contacting individual organizations to talk more about this.  He is hopeful that the University Board of Regents will pass on this proposal.  People need education and he sees a role for the university in this area.  Tony asked Mike Black or Scott Ruby for their comments.
Scott Ruby said that from RUBA’s point of view, they have been working on developing training materials for quite a while.  One issue, raised by Virginia Washington earlier, is getting the classes presented often enough so people can take them.  How do we get more classes offered and how can we teach them more?  The University offers potential solution through its regional campuses and through distance education.  It provides an opportunity to grow the program to a wide audience.  Years ago, it was fairly easy to manage a water utility.  Now, you really have to be on top of things to run them as a utility may have $10-30 million dollars worth of assets.  Utility managers may want to move on to a degree program.  Therefore, this program is attractive to RUBA.
Tony Nakazawa said that a utility manager may also be able to give a class on planning or grant management as an adjunct teacher if the University can develop the distance education component of the program.  In regional centers, it helps people to develop relationships with other people in the region.  Tony said there are many positive aspects, but it will require a lot of collaboration.  Still, he thinks we are on the right track.  In response to a question from Peter McKay, Tony said that CES is just in the early stages of talking to RUBA and the College of Rural Alaska.  Action by the University Board of Regents also required.
Bill Hall held up the draft proposal and asked for people to get hold of him with any ideas they might have on how to make the university useful to the people of Alaska.   
Bill Allen said it was a great idea, with some tweaking needed.
5. Denali Commission Work Groups:  an Overview of Progress (Bill Allen, Gene Dobrzynski and Mike Black)
a. Bill Allen (chair of Sustainable Utilities and Economic Development Work Groups) said this group has been in existence for about 6 years.  At the first retreat, held in 2001, 42 objectives were set.  The group has now dealt with about 75% of them.  There have been some failures where issues could not be resolved, e.g. the issue of exorbitant insurance premiums in rural Alaska.  One thing that Tony Nakazawa mentioned and that he (Bill) is proud of is the Cold Climate Housing Research Center’s (CCHRC) new facility now under construction in Fairbanks.  The types of things that the CCHRC is involved with include affordable housing and the fact that many housing units in rural Alaska are substandard.  When people pay $300-$400 per month for heating, it has a major impact on incomes and a negative impact on the rural economy.  The roof of the new facility is now on and the building will be completed next year.   Bill said the Denali Commission now has four major work groups.  The first was the Sustainable Utilities Work Group which he has chaired since 2001 and now has Kurt Fredriksson as co-chair.  Several issues came out of this work group that needed to be addressed separately, e.g. housing and infrastructure needed more coordination.  So additional groups were formed.  Colleen Bickford and Dan Fauske chair the Housing and Infrastructure Work Group.  Planning was another issue that grew out of a need for community mapping, comprehensive community plans, etc.  Since that time, about $6 million has been committed by different agencies for community mapping and that program has been a big success.  Economic Development is another, newer work group.  It grew out of the fact that utilities cannot be sustainable unless there is cash in the local economy.  How to generate more wealth and jobs is now being worked on through CEPRA (Council on Economic Policy for Rural Alaska).  Although work is still in the very early stages, several good ideas have already been received, including one from the communications group.  There is a big effort to get entrepreneurship going in the State of Alaska.  This needs to start in the 6th and 7th grade.  Chris Simon, Superintendent of the Yukon/Koyukuk school district called regarding the introduction of e-commerce in the school system.  Bill connected him with Chris Buchholdt and the two are getting together with Junior Achievement and developing a curriculum.  Bill said he had talked to the Governor about this project and he is excited about it.  Bill said he was on the board of the Foraker Group and it will likely endorse and put money into the project.  In addition, Bill said in Homer people are using a renewable resource, blueberries, and converting them into pharmaceutical products.  Kake is also into this idea.  The shellfish industry is another area with potential.  Oysters in Southcentral and Southeast Alaska are not being used at anywhere near their potential.  These are the types of developments where CEPRA is going.  The Tongass Coast Aquarium in Ketchikan is another possible project.  Bill said there are many other projects and it is high time we started being sustainable in this state and reduced our dependence on government and oil and gas.

b. Mike Black (chair of Planning Work Group) said the Planning Work Group is dedicated to dealing with the issue of sustainability through community planning to improve the use of resources within communities and to better coordinate the resources of agencies.  He said we would not be here if we had not had these kinds of groups several years ago.  Mike said the Denali Commission deserves a lot of credit for sharpening the focus on particular issues.  He added that he was happy to see people here today with real life community experience in addressing the issues that we all talk about.  Mike said that some of the best managers in the State of Alaska are right here in this meeting.  They have to deal with the competing issues facing all small communities.  Planning has a big part in helping communities address those issues.  The Planning Work Group is attempting to provide communities with some tools and is getting some feedback from communities how this planning can be improved.  Community input is very important and the group wants to have this.  Contact him with any questions.  Mike said the Denali Commission wants to make sure that communities are planning before it makes investments in infrastructure.  Therefore the Planning Work Group is inventorying existing community plans, scanning them, and putting them on the DCCED website.  Currently, DCCED has about 100 plans on its website in a variety of forms.  The pre-construction checklist is one tool for agencies to use to avoid conflicting with each other on requirements or making unnecessary demands on communities for requirements that multiple agencies need.  The third item where the Planning Work Group is concentrating its attention is community mapping.  For many years, DCCED was involved in community profile mapping.  DCCED has all the completed maps on its website – 90 completed so far for a total cost of about $7 million, of which about $3.5 million has come from federal and state agencies and $3.5 from others, including CDQ groups in Western Alaska and the communities themselves.  These maps provide an up to date view of communities that can be shared whether the viewer is in Washington, DC, Juneau or the local community.  They can help the engineers, planners and others in laying out the future for each community.  Currently, nine mapping projects have been completed or are in process and efforts continue to try to get the rest of the state done.  The major areas still remaining to be done are the Interior and parts of the Yukon-Kuskokwim delta.
In response to a question about the updating of community plans, Mike Black said he thought the Denali Commission required that this be done every 5 years.  
Bill Allen said there will be money available for Village Safe Water community planning projects within the next 30 days.

c. Gene Dobrzynski (representing Colleen Bickford, Co-Chair, Housing and Infrastructure Work Group) said the Bethel Summit will be held on January 24-26, 2005.  It will be comprehensive and will deal with housing project issues from the beginning to the end, including land issues and trust issues.  The Summit will be headed up by Mark Charlie of the AVCP Regional Housing Authority.  Gene said that leaning how to plan infrastructure is a critical element of the Housing and Infrastructure Work Group.
6. Review of Sustainable Utilities Work Group’s 2005-2006 Objectives (facilitated by Brian Rogers)
Brian Rogers said that tomorrow afternoon, based on discussions today and tomorrow, the Work Group will set not more than ten objectives for the following year.  Initially, however, the Group will review those set for 2005-2006 to see if they have been completed or are objectives that should be carried over to the next year. 
a. Objective #1 – Amend Regulatory Commission of Alaska (RCA) regulations to allow future capital replacement costs for water/sewer/electric utilities to be included in the rate base.   
Jim Strandberg said he was listening with interest.  Work groups / stakeholder groups have been established and a lot of effort and work has been put into this objective.  

Tom Quick said he was concerned about the affordability index.

Jim Strandberg said an action is underway regarding affordability of telecommunications.  There may be opportunities to “grab onto that train” as he thinks it is something that will happen.

Jill Smythe said that this goal involves work that is underway.  It is a long term goal that cannot necessarily be completed in a single year.

Tom Quick said that community size and economic viability have to be considered as part of affordability.  He thinks there will have to be several levels of affordability.

Brian Rogers said that a lot of work is left to be done on this objective, including some thorny thorny issues yet to be resolved.

Scott Ruby said that affordability may be another topic.  The other part was allowing the recovery of costs in rates.  There are really two issues.

Raphael Murran said that anything metal that moves needs to be inventoried and reserves are needed.  He said it was a little bit different from a sinking fund. 
Brian Rogers said that this is yet another component of the rates.

Mike Black said this issue can become confusing.  RCA is not mandating that rates be lower than a particular amount in order to be affordable.  In villages, the rates tend to be as low as city officials can make them.  What we are talking about is what Raphael should be charging in order to maintain his system adequately.  Mike said he saw some real advantages to this work. 

Jim Strandberg said that the Regulatory Commission of Alaska does not have and does not seek jurisdiction over municipalities.  However, it is giving some thought to counseling on rates rather than enforcing them.

Joe Sarcone said that one thing to be considered is the capability of villages to comply with regulation.  It is very difficult to comply with another layer of regulation.  Enforcement is yet another problem.  
Jim Strandberg said that half the battle is to give rural communities the tools to make the right calculations.

Virginia Washington said there is a need to remember that the needs of aging village utilities constructed in 1970s or 1980s are different from those villages with new systems.
b. Objective #2 – Support Governor’s Administrative Order 224 which established sustainability as an official policy of the State of Alaska
Jill Smythe said that this is not really an objective.  
Brian Rogers marked it as something that has been done.
c. Objective #3 – Develop a proposal to set aside a portion of utility grant funds for future capital costs.  Includes establishing realistic amount for set aside including creation of a protocol for calculating set-aside amounts  
Meera Kohler said this involves persuading funding agencies to allow a portion of capital grant funds to be set aside.  

Bill Griffith said this objective goes beyond the funding agencies.  The protocols are normally set by Congress.  He added that no agency has made progress on this item, although some efforts have been made.
Tom Quick said he was confused.  He understood that RCA was seeking regulations to allow capital funds to be included in the utility rate base.  However, he does not see the logic of putting aside capital when it is needed now.
Raphael Murran said that village retail fuel prices, which are now over $3 per gallon, will sink the operation of the water treatment plant.   
Bill Allen said that funding a sinking fund sounds good to agencies, but the people in Congress and the Legislature will ask why they should establish an annuity for the various communities.  They just won’t do it.  Bill suggested that we junk this objective.
Brian Rogers said that some sort of annuity would solve some problems, but no one has figured out a way to do it.

Roland Shanks said that maybe we need to spend more time defining the solution.  How do we fund continuing operations and maintenance in the long term?
Mike Black said there is not enough money today to pay for the real operating and maintenance and the replacement costs in 20-25 years.  He asked if it is realistic to expect that this money will be available in another 25 years.  He added that he doubted that the Legislature or Congress would accept a surcharge.

Roland Shanks said the taskforce working on rates kept talking about this.  In discussions about affordability and rates, there is a negative gap.

Debby Retherford suggested that this objective be eliminated and be retooled as part of objective #1.

Raphael Murran suggested getting all rural and urban communities to invest in some kind of joint investment like bonds, including Anchorage Barrow and Valdez, as well as the villages, to help all utilities throughout the state that are in need.

Bill Allen said that funding a sinking fund sounds good to agencies, but the people in Congress and the Legislature will ask why they should establish an annuity for the various communities.  They just won’t do it.  Bill suggested that we junk this objective.

Brian Rogers said that some sort of annuity would solve some problems, but no one has figured out a way to do it.

Roland Shanks said that maybe we need to spend more time defining the solution.  How do we fund continuing operations and maintenance in the long term?

Mike Black said there is not enough money today to pay for the real operating and maintenance and the replacement costs in 20-25 years.  He asked if it is realistic to expect that this money will be available in another 25 years.  He added that he doubted that the Legislature or Congress would accept a surcharge.

Roland Shanks said the taskforce working on rates kept talking about this.  In discussions about affordability and rates, there is a negative gap.

Debby Retherford suggested that this objective be eliminated and be retooled as part of objective #1.

Raphael Murran suggested getting all rural and urban communities to invest in some kind of joint investment like bonds, including Anchorage Barrow and Valdez, as well as the villages, to help all utilities throughout the state that are in need.

Jim Strandberg said that this objective originally came about because RCA really only allows depreciation in its rates.  For a system that is fully grant-funded, RCA does not allow them to recover this in their rates because this is considered to be “double dipping.”  What is wanted here is that when an RCA rate is made, even if the system is fully gifted, it would be possible for a utility to develop a sinking fund and help break the cycle of grant funding.  Jim added that he believed that we are moving forward in this area and said he agreed with Debby Retherford’s recommendation.

Roland Shanks said he discovered that one of his co-workers in New Mexico is going through almost the same process.  The issue of keeping systems in communities with poor economies working is not limited to Alaska.  He said it would be useful to share information with other state efforts and try to build a network.

Jim Srandberg said that RCA’s website includes information from a lot of other states on their approaches to different utility issues.

d. Objective #4 – Develop recommendations for use by granting agencies to develop and modify criteria used to allocate grant funds amongst competing applications 
Cindy Roberts asked for clarification of this objective.

Bill Griffith said the Indian Health Service, USDA Rural Development, EPA, ANTHC, and the State have been working together to develop a single application for assistance.  The process has come a long way, and still has a little further to go, but this objective is pretty much done.

Meera Kohler said the Denali Commission sustainability policy has criteria but that policy has come under quite a lot of conflict.

Brian Rogers said he would refer back to this subject tomorrow.

Tom Quick said that none of the water/sewer projects are single agency-funded any more.  Today, you have to put projects together with multiple funding and multiple phases.

e. Object #5 – Establish incentives for consolidation of rural utility systems  

Brian Rogers said the recent high price of fuel has itself created an incentive.

Scott Ruby said that if EPA regulations can be met by having a remote certified operator overseeing a local staff, this has the potential to be an incentive.
Ed Lohr said that another problem is using the RUBA standards.  That would be another incentive.

Jim Strandberg said the RCA certification process requires a discussion of the potential for consolidation of utilities.  The recently enacted provisional certification accomplishes that.

Meera Kohler said the Denali Commission has a stick approach with its requirement for a business plan when building new bulk fuel tank farms.  If the plan is not adhered to, the operator is coerced into a relationship with another entity.  She said this has worked in a few instances.

Brian Rogers said need the Work Group members need to think about establishing clear and measurable objectives for the next year tomorrow.
7. Setting Water/Sewer Utility Rates and Implementing Task Force Recommendations (Debby Retherford and Ed Lohr)
Bill Allen welcomed Dan Fauske and Marvin Yoder to the Retreat
Dan Fauske said he was at a board meeting yesterday and heard a presentation about the housing survey conducted by the Cold Climate Housing Research Center.  He said he was very impressed and believes it gives AHFC good background information that will enable his agency the ability to fund projects in rural Alaska.  Dan said the problem is in the billions of dollars, $4.5 – 10 billion or 25,000 units to help alleviate overcrowding.  He said the report is 300 pages long and AHFC is going to put it on CDs.
Debby Retherford asked Jim Strandberg to briefly address what RCA would like to hear from the taskforce and the Work Group.
Jim Strandberg said the taskforce was also a stakeholder working group.  RCA now has a written record.  His hope is that this work will be ratified by the Work Group at large.  If the Work Group approves the approach of the taskforce, it would be good if it could give them generalized direction, e.g. put in a report to RCA so that RCA can get this into the public record.  By law, RCA has to incorporate all such materials into the public record.  RCA could then request Department of Law to write the draft regulation.  With the report and the draft regulation, RCA would notice draft the draft regulation for public comment.  Then it would consider adopting regulations.  That in a nutshell is it.  Regarding statutory changes, consider the statutory change approach and write a letter to RCA on those as well.  Once he knows what the Work Group has voted on, he can approach the Attorney General.

Bill Allen said he would like Jim review those recommendations and take them up tomorrow morning.

DAY 2
1. Call to Order.  Brian Rogers called the meeting to order.  He said the format today would be different.  Several topics will begin with a short presentation, but the goal is for the group to discuss the various issues and to end the day with a list of priorities.  At that time, we will try to complete the list and decide what the top ten issues are for the next year.     
2. Sustainable Utility Services in Rural Communities – What are the Roles for Cities, Tribes, Co-ops and the Customers? (Mike Black and Karl Powers)  
a. Mike Black said that anyone could probably add to his conversation.  What are we talking about on the subject of utility sustainability is the ability to support the service over a long period of time.  With regard to the roles of cities, tribes and cooperatives role, any organization that provides a sustainable level service has to bring some things to the table, including leadership, policy making ability and a desire to provide service.  Furthermore, the organization has to be appropriate and able to provide the service, it must have capable personnel and some financial help.  There are probably other elements that we could bring up.  When looking at differences between cities, tribes and cooperatives and the customer, there are some distinctions.  The most important is that each has a different motivation.  The motivation of the customer is to receive service at the lowest price.  When talking about rural communities with low income households, a premium is placed on affordability.  What does that do with organization?  It puts a lot of pressure on the organization providing the service.  Where you have elected representatives, they don’t get reelected if prices are raised.  Instead, they get reelected by lowering prices, a situation which adversely affects sustainability.  Cooperatives or private service providers do not have the same level of motivation to lower the price.  Their motivation is to sustain the service.  Why?  Their organization does not exist without the service being provided.  Individuals within the organization do not have jobs without the service.  This is not true of city or tribal governments.  Mike said that these are very important distinctions.  Another is that a tribe, from the standpoint of RCA, is considered a private owner, whereas municipalities are not.  Municipalities are not rate regulated, but tribes and cooperatives are, supposedly.  
James Keen said that any water and sewer utility is subject to provisional certification, but no tribe or city government water and sewer utility was subject to economic regulation last year.
Luther Nagaruk asked if cities are exempt from RCA regulation.
Mike Black said their rates are not subject to RCA regulation.

Mike Black said that a utility customer in a city demands service at the lowest level it can be provided.  Cities and tribes will not necessarily have a good understanding of the true costs of providing the service.  Cooperatives or private providers, on the other hand, have a lot more motivation to find out what the service costs because they do not, they will go out of business.  Cities also have other functions and it is easier for them to become confused about how much money a utility is or is not making.  This is especially true when they have a poorly developed book keeping system, which is often the case.  If a utility is not making enough money to cover costs, by definition it is not sustainable.

Bill Griffith said that often when cities or tribes are involved in facility planning, they are thinking about the service level more than the rates required to maintain that service level.  After the system has been built, they think about keeping the rates low.  The two work against each other.

Mike Black said this was a good point.  Households want maximum service but, later on, when the bill comes due, they are shocked at the cost.  Those costs have risen dramatically for households recently with the price of fuel doubling practically in two years.  Assumptions we were working with just two years ago are no longer valid.  
Del Conrad said he had seen a lot of electric and bulk fuel plans from the Denali Commission and many of those plans have an additional time bomb on the financial side because they are back loading repair and replacement costs.  For example, a plan might have a $5000 a year contribution to repair and replacement.  However, fifteen years out, that contribution may be $75,000 a year.  These costs may be invisible today but structurally they pose a bigger problem for many communities, ten and fifteen years down the road.  There are also questions about right sizing of facilities and the problem on how the projects are built.  Del said that most people are not looking beyond the first couple of years of the plan when they approve the projects.

Bill Griffith said the reason why an affordability index is so difficult to arrive at is because funding agencies would like it as high as possible (high level of service which costs a lot to operate) whereas after a system is built, the customers want to know why the affordability index is so high.  They are questioning the 5 percent standard.
Mike Black said that if a community is not collecting all the fees that are needed, it is just a shell game anyway.  It has become quite difficult to collect money as a city or a tribe because you are talking to a voting public or membership that elects council people.  The full understanding of costs by community members is very important.  
Raphael Murran said that you will run into this issue in Hooper Bay.   
Luther Nagaruk said that Elim is looking at a fuel supplemental program.  It got $44,000 from the State last time.  The community is al looking at Municipal Revenue Sharing.  However, these funds are not certain, making it very difficult for the city to balance its books when it does not know what is coming in 
Raphael Murran said Hooper Bay has a user fee, but the city does not have an operating water and sewer system yet.  There is a misconception on the part of local residents that when they pay $25 per month, they think that has to be for running water and flush toilets.  Raphael said that people in Hooper Bay have been getting water free for years and now are being billed $25 per month.  He said they will really complain when the piped system comes on line and they get a bill of up to $75 per month.
b. Karl Powers said the RUC (Rural Utility Cooperative) is operated by the Yukon Kuskokwim Health Corporation.  He brought with him two RUC members, Jeff Demientieff (Holy Cross) and Shirley Clark (Grayling) for a village perspective.  In November 2000, there was a competition to award the pilot project to develop a RUC.  This was awarded to the Yukon Kuskokwim Health Corporation in January 2001 with some seed money from ANTHC.  In June 2001, EPA awarded the RUC $200,000 and the first RUC manager was hired in that same month.  Karl said the RUC is not a true cooperative.  It is more of a hybrid.  For example, Holy Cross does not pay for Alakanuk or Grayling.  In October 2001, the Rasmuson Foundation contributed $110,000 to the RUC and in the following month the first RUC manager resigned.  Karl said that several bad assumptions were made in the beginning of the RUC project.  The RUC got another $196,000 from ANTHC in May 2002 but at this point still no villages had actually joined the RUC.  YKHC visited all 48 villages in the YKHC to talk about the project and selected 20 for further study.  Dave Martin went to each of those villages and looked at 20 different issues.  His report was published in May 2002.  In June 2002, the second RUC manager was hired and the Rasmuson Foundation contributed additional funds ($563,290), with ANTHC contributing $150,000 in November of that year.  However, still no villages had joined the RUC.  Finally, in July 2003, Holy Cross becomes the first village to join, followed by Grayling in August 2003, Toksook Bay in October 2003, and Russian Mission in May 2004.  The second RUC manager resigned in May 2004 and was replaced by a third, and current, manager (Seth Smith) that same month.  Upper Kalskag joined the RUC in June 2004 and additional funds ($100,000) were awarded to the RUC by ANTHC in December 2004.  An advisory committee was formed, with 2 members from each village.  They were brought in to Bethel for a 2-day training course.  Now, they are brought in 3-4 times a year to discuss things like rate increases, and to try to answer any questions they may have.  Alakanuk joined the RUC in February 2005, and in April 2005, the RUC received provisional certification from the Regulatory Commission of Alaska.  The RUC received another $200,000 from ANTHC in July 2005.  In August 2005, large quantity users are metered and charged 10 cents per gallon.  Karl said that the RUC is now getting good data on costs.  It was found that there were some large users that were using 20-25 percent of the water and paying only $100 per month for it.  Now they are metered, this is no longer the case.  Chevak joined the RUC in October 2005, making a total of seven villages.  Karl said an interim RUC study – will be issued in November 2005.  This involved going back to back to six of the original 20 villages studied.  The villages studied include those in and those not in the RUC.  Karl said that the RUC does not deal with washeterias as they cannot make money.
Raphael Murran said that Hooper Bay is charging 5 cents per gallon to construction companies, but they complain about the cost.  About a year ago, Scott Ruby said 10 cents per gallon to the schools might be a reasonable charge.  He said the city calculated how much it cost them and it is about 5 cents a gallon.

Karl Powers suggested that the City of Hooper Bay tell them to go somewhere else.

Karl Powers said that 10 cents per gallon is what Alakanuk is charging, including sewer.

Scott Ruby said that currently most of Hooper Bay is supported by a washeteria and a construction camp outside.  Also, the city was looking at what it was paying, not the true cost.

Raphael Murran said the Hooper Bay water treatment plant is not yet in operation.  The city is in the process of making a decision about whether it will charge a flat or a metered rate for bigger customers.  If the City charges the school 10 cents a gallon, that will amount to a lot of money.  The school is already complaining about the current charges.

Karl Powers said they will pay it.  They are already paying that in some villages.

Mike Black said it is a lot more difficult for a city council to react to a school district or a fish processor who comes to the council and complains about high costs, even if those costs are fair.  Councils can easily side with those customers and reduce their costs.  Then the city or tribe loses money operating their systems.

In response to a question from Rayna Swanson, Karl Powers said that large users, such as a school, clinic, or fish processing plant, if they use water for commercial reasons, the RUC charges them 10 cents a gallon.
Debby Retherford asked who paid for meters and who reads them.

Karl Powers said that YKHC paid for them and the meter readers.  He added that the RUC used much of the grant money to bring village systems up to a level  (typically $20,000 - $50,000 per village) where they could be operated.  Initially, and Karl said this was a bad idea, they continued the existing utility rates.  In Holy Cross, for example, this was only $30 per month.  Subsequently, the RUC had to go back and bill the true costs.

Raphael Murran asked where Hooper Bay’s money would go if it joined the RUC.  

Karl Powers said each village has a set of books that the RUC maintains in Bethel.  Money generated from each village goes back into those villages.  The villages are not paying for Bethel costs, nor is the RUC taking any profit from one place and spending it elsewhere.

Bill Allen asked if the RUC was including any reserves.
Karl Powers said that right now, the RUC is just trying to pay the bills and it just breaks even.  He said that except for one village, the rates now charged are higher than they were before the villages joined the RUC.  Usually, the previous rates did not even cover the basic costs.
Rose Cheemuk asked about the charge.
Karl Powers said the charge is $70 per house per month.  The RUC tries to have one operator and a back-up.

Rayna Swanson asked why villages would want to change if they have to pay more.

Karl Powers said that people do understand that they have to pay more.  He added that he and the RUC staff hold countless village visits.  He continued his presentation, saying that Chevak joined the RUC in October 2005 and the RUC assumed operational control in that month.  All told now there are now 7 villages in the RUC.

Karl said there have been “bumps in the road,” including the issue of mailing address vs. physical address.  Another issue is accountability for fuel and accountability of labor.  He said that fuel consumption has been going down drastically in the RUC villages.  He added that there are a lot of good operators.  However, in communities where there has been little or no accountability for years, it can be somewhat of a problem.  Regarding billing the homeowner vs. the renter, the RUC has learned always to bill the home owner.  Another bump in the road has been low operator pay Karl showed a chart comparing the length of employment vs. certification level.  He said that the RUC salaries started too low and it subsequently had to raise them.  Real time billing / collection information was another issue.  Initially, the RUC had an accounting firm do this.  However, it was not done on a daily basis and it was therefore not possible to figure out who had or had not paid at any one time or to find out when there were new businesses on old connections.  This issue has now been addressed.  However, the overall complexity of starting up a new village was greater than initially anticipated.  Karl said that the RUC has 100% payment of utility bills.  People are disconnected if they do not pay.  Assuming that accounts billable equal expenses, the accounts receivable reflects the health of the community.  Currently, the RUC’s position is pretty healthy, in part because it just received a large payment from one large customer.  The RUC manager is Seth Smith.  RUC staff in Bethel also includes an accountant.  They would like to add a third person, but have not done so as yet.   
Brian Rogers asked people to think about suggestions for inclusion on the list of objectives for next year.
Kurt Fredriksson asked if the RUC has received have assistance from the Remote Maintenance Worker program and from ANTHC.

Meera Kohler asked if the RUC is able to cover its administrative costs in Bethel.
Karl Powers said it was not.  The RUC uses pink slips now.  Once a customer goes past 60 days without paying his or her bill, the operator hangs them on their door.  This means that service to the customer will be cut off in 3 days if he or she does not pay.

Meera Kohler said that AVEC has the same system.   
Karl Powers said the villages own their water and sewer systems.  RUC is simply the operator.

Luther Nagaruk asked about the average rates charged.

Karl Powers said there is one residential cost and that is $70 per month.  Upper Kalskag has sewer only, so their rate is $45 per month.
Brian Rogers asked if there was anything we can learn about consolidation incentives from this and the previous day’s presentations.  

Joe Sarcone said that one of things that makes the RUC work is that villages have self-selected into it.  He noted that the RUC sustains day to day operations and maintenance of the physical plant.  However, it is not able to capture all replacement costs.
Brian Rogers listed continuing to support rural utility cooperatives through RMW and administrative support as a potential Work Group objective.
Karl Powers said that from the health impact viewpoint, the RUC is having a substantial benefit on its member villages.  The Holy Cross and Grayling systems are no longer on the verge of failure.   
Mike Andon referred to Mike Black’s use of the Webster dictionary definition of sustainability.  He asked about the word “adequate,” saying that villages sometimes got cheaper system components than desirable.  He cited the case of lift station pumps that could mulch debris vs. pumps that could get frozen up, noting that Tanana has the latter.  
Mike Black said that Karl’s experience with the RUC was a very effective way of sharing some of the realities of running a system.

Karl Powers said a lot of it goes back to the accountability of operators.  Previously, operators often did not clean out systems properly because there was no incentive to do so.

Mike Andon asked who made decisions to change the design of systems.  He said it was not done in the village, but the village has to deal with the results.

Marvin Yoder said the RUC’s budget looks like $1.5 million.  Some was used for upgrading plants and there was some study money to get systems up and running correctly with good operators.  He asked Karl about the continued role of the RUC.
Karl Powers said that communities can withdraw from the RUC if they choose.  However, typically they do not want the headache of operating system.  If a community takes its system back, it is essentially putting the onus for the entire system on one person.  Karl added that disconnection of service is not popular at the local level.

Bill Allen asked who provides funding for the RUC’s administrative costs.

Karl Powers said the RUC has used Rasmuson Foundation funds and still has some ANTHC projects.

Bill Allen asked how do you develop a sustainable RUC?

Karl Powers said he thinks it will take 10-12 villages, plus RMW assistance relative to the total number of villages.  

Scott Ruby explained further that the RUBA and RMW programs currently subsidize every body’s operations.  The average workload for those programs is about 12 communities per person.  So, if the RUC had 12 villages, it would be possible to assign a RUBA and a RMW to the RUC.  This would not be any more of a subsidy than that provided to other villages.

Bill Allen said that at some point in time the cooperative has to be sustainable and that administrative costs have to be in the rate base.  His question is when this will happen.

Ed Lohr said that is not a viable idea for rural Alaska.  Otherwise, household bills would be $1000 a month.

Karl Powers recommended “stop rewarding bad behavior” as an objective for consideration by the Work Group for the coming year.  
Ed Lohr said that no one had yet agreed to the 5% of household income threshold for utility rates.
Bill Allen said that when the Work Group got to discuss long term sustainability, he would like to be part of that discussion
3. Examples of Well Run Rural Water and Sewer Utilities – How Do They Do It? (Scott Ruby, Glenn Skin, Luther Nagaruk, Roberta Nick, Rose Cheemuk, Elsie Vent, Tom Quick, Mike Andon, Raphael Murran, Jeff Demientieff, Shirley Clark, Tammy Aga, )
Scott Ruby said that USDA Rural Development had asked ANTHC and DCCED to suggest communities which had had some success with running their utilities.  The idea was to find out what agencies can do to help them become more successful.  Scott said that there were quite a few people on the panel from rural utilities, primarily water/sewer, and this is an opportunity for the Work Group to hear their answers to the questions listed.  (The questions are:  1.  Was there a particular problem, issue or barrier that was difficult or critical for your community/utility to overcome in order to be successful?  2.  How did you overcome this particular obstacle?  3.  Did you receive any critical support from an Agency in becoming successful?  4.  What does your community need from Agencies now to become more successful?  5.  What should Agencies be doing now?)  Scott said the things that agencies want to do are those that communities think need to be done. He asked Luther Nagaruk (Elim) to lead off.
a. Luther Nagaruk said that Elim is not totally successful.  The major problem is funding.  The community does have a good collections program, but it has problems getting funds to cover the rising costs of fuel oil and electricity.  The most important thing that is needed is more training.  This need starts right from the top.  Management needs to be there at all times, and trained operators and bookkeepers are needed.  Luther said there is a lot of turnover in his area.  People in nearby villages with high turnover lack the necessary training to apply for grant programs and to apply for state agency assistance.  When new personnel come on board, they do not know what to look for.  Getting top people trained in their position and retaining them is most important.  The lack of funds is another major problem.  Revenue Sharing normally covers a big part of the city’s budget.  However, each year, the funding goes down.  Elim does not have an economic base.  If there was some type of program, such as Revenue Sharing, that they could fall back on, the city would have the necessary resources to pay for its programs.

Bill Allen asked about costs of water/sewer operations versus revenues coming in. 

Luther Nagaruk said the city is in the process of bringing up its water rates now.  The rates were $35, but are now up to $65 a month, with a goal of $85 per month, which is what they really need to offset expenses.  Currently, the city has to supplement utilities revenues from other funds.  Because it did not receive Revenue Sharing, the city has had to make cuts in other areas of its budget.
b. Raphael Murran said that when he first took his present job at Hooper Bay, he made an application for water and sewer construction funds from the State.  One of the State clauses stated that 50% of residents must be 100% paid up on their bills and the State was willing to shut down the project if this requirement was not met.  Raphael said he had the city’s bookkeeper count what percentage of the utility customers were fully paid up and it was only about 27%.  Of the remaining 73%, some were partially paid, and the rest had never paid.  To get up to the 50% level and to comply with the grant condition, the city needed over $20,000 in collections from the selected customers that owed the least amount of money.  The city, school district and village corporation met to resolve this issue.  The school district was concerned about service to the school complex and teacher housing and service to the new sub-regional health clinic and associated housing was of concern of the Yukon Kuskokwim Health Corporation.  To help this situation, a subsidy was provided by the Sea Lion Corporation (the Hooper Bay village corporation).  The city converted it into a revolving loan fund for user fee payments.  However, the washers and dryers at the washeteria were breaking down to a point where only 3 washers were in operation.  The city closed the washeteria for 6 months, but then used some of the subsidy money and user fee payments to order new washers and dryers.  Raphael said that Village Safe Water then made a new stipulation, effective the following February, that 75% of the residents must be fully paid up or else the project would be stopped.  A public meeting to explain the situation was held with Roger Burleigh (Village Safe Water), Scott Ruby, Mardy Hanson (DCCED), the school district and YKHC.  All this took place before any houses were connected to a piped water/sewer system as no housing is scheduled to be connected to the new system until 2007.  Village Safe Water, ANTHC, CE2 Engineers, DCCED, the Sea Lion Corporation, Unicom, YKHC and the City of Hooper Bay (Raphael) agreed to meet in Anchorage.  The Sea Lion president said he would not subsidize the user fee payments again as it would mean there would be less money available for dividends to shareholders, not all of whom live in Hooper Bay.  Jacqueline Agnew (RASC) suggested to Raphael that he contact Village Safe Water to see if the city could include commercial users, such as the school, clinic, post office, store, etc. in the 75% grant condition and Village Safe Water agreed.  Even so, Hooper Bay had a problem getting from 50% to 75%.  Raphael said that one of the most important subsidies that the city of Hooper Bay provides is a fuel subsidy for operation of the washeteria.  The City of Hooper Bay/Yukon Fuel Co. land lease requires that 10 cents per gallon for every gallon of unleaded gas and heating fuel sold on city-owned land be put in a reserve account.  During the summer and winter, enough is accumulated to order heating fuel for the washeteria.  For several years now, the Hooper Bay planning committee has expressed the need for reduced fuel costs for the new washeteria/water treatment plant, such as through a waste heat recovery system or wind generators.  He said that wind generators are a possibility in 2007.  If this comes on line, excess energy could be available in the winter months when energy is most demanded and could result in a saving of as much as 6,327 gallons of heating fuel.  Raphael said that $104,634 could be saved in AVEC billings with 2 wind generators.  Based on experience, he recommended reduced fossil fuel cost by using waste heat from AVEC generators; using AVEC’s wind generator ‘dump loads’ to supplement waste heat recovery; installation of a dual fuel system for the boiler; pursuing a utility-owned wind generator for energy cost reduction; making an inventory list of critical spare parts and creation of a cash reserve for purchasing new spare parts; having an additional revenue service other than washeteria revenue, which goes up and down.  In order for Hooper Bay to be successful, agencies need to be more responsive.  Raphael said there have been some misunderstandings in the past, but now there is more open communication and things are starting to move in the right direction.  He added that agencies often seem more concerned with enforcement than in helping village to move in the right direction and be successful.  He cited the change from the 50% to 75% collection rate requirement as an example.  Hooper Bay’s experience has proven these concepts.
Scott Ruby said the RUBA program started working with Hooper Bay in 1990.

c. Elsie Vent said the Huslia water/sewer system is run by the city council.  Huslia’s piped water and sewer system is operated solely on user fees.  The biggest problem was when they began to raise rates.  Originally $35 per month, the rates are now $75 per month.  The biggest problem the city currently faces is paying for fuel.  The city typically purchases 10,000 gallons per year.  Because it has to pay for the fuel up front, there are five or so months when the city is operating in the red.  The next biggest problem is insurance.  City workers have had lots of training from RUBA, including training for managers, bookkeepers and operators.  However, when they get trained, agencies require them to go up to the next level.  Elsie said it is not easy running a utility.  When the city has to disconnect customers, it sends them notices about the upcoming disconnections.  Elsie added that the city has work-out agreements with some people.   She said the existing water treatment plant was built in 1972.  The city is now in the process of planning for a new water treatment plant.  She said she hopes the new one lasts longer than the present one which is 34 years old.  She said the system has gone through 4 well pumps because of high corrosion from iron.  Elsie added that the boilers are very old and the city has gone through a lot of parts to keep the system working, although it is keeping ahead so far.  The new plant is being built by ANTHC.   

Scott Ruby asked if further rate increases were planned.

Elsie Vent said none were planned.  The rates have been raised to $75.
Scott Ruby asked her how the city did that.

Elsie Vent said she explained to people that they had to raise the rates because of finances and people generally understood, although they did not like it when the rates went from $50 to $75.

Elsie Vent said the existing water treatment plant was built in 1972.  The city is now in the process of planning for a new water treatment plant.  She said she hope the new one lasts longer than the present one which is 34 years old.  She said the system has gone through 4 well pumps because of high corrosion from iron.  Elsie added that the boilers are very old and the city has gone through a lot of parts to keep the system working, although it is keeping ahead so far.  The new plant is being built by ANTHC.   
d. Mike Andon said he was employed by the Tanana Tribal Council and chairs Toog’ha Inc., the water and sewer utility.  The seven-member board of Too’gha is made up of two seats from the city government, two from the tribal government and three by at large community members.  Tanana presently has a piped water and sewer project underway and a new water treatment plant was recently built.  The system has a lot of problems and if any were overcome, it would be a success.  The old water treatment plant and sewage lagoon system was built in the 1970’s.  The new system is hooked up to the lagoon, which is a problem, and the community is in the process of having a new lagoon built.  This is another problem as the site selected for the new lagoon is cheaper but the village wanted it to be located further away.  The system has a total of about 60-65 customers.  There is a collection rate problem, but it resolves itself as soon as the water is turned off and then the bill gets paid.  Mike said he would like to see more flexibility from agencies.  For example, Village Safe Water won’t service HUD houses.  The villages have to deal with that.  He feels it is an in-house thing.  
Bill Griffith said there was an impasse on that particular situation for a short time, but Village Safe Water can now participate if there is a local housing agreement in place.

Scott Ruby said that Tanana struggled with a couple of things.  It formed a non-profit to run its water/sewer utility.  Because the only thing that Too’gha does is running the utility, it had financing problems while the system was being built.
Mike Andon said the utility is probably about $2000 in red but this figure is being reduced and the utility about breaks even.  The system started out as a pilot project and Joe Sarcone and RUBA helped.  Before the piped water and sewer project, the utility barely stayed afloat.  Then it went into the red, and is now coming out again.  The utility charges a flat rate and two different rates – one for commercial and one for residential.  It is currently looking at raising rates and is evaluating the possibility of metering.  Mike said the utility has ideas on how to expand things and he would like to utilize assistance from the Denali Commission and others to the fullest.  The current residential rates are $100 per month - $50 for water and $50 for sewer.  The utility also sells water at the watering point at 10 cents per gallon for hot or cold water.
Marvin Yoder asked if Too’gha had any problems in dealing with Village Safe Water or ANTHC because it is neither a city nor a tribe.
Mike Andon said it did not as is operated by two (city and tribal) governments.  Funds come directly to the non-profit.

Bill Griffith said the utility had to demonstrate that the two governments were working together cooperatively.

Mike Andon said he was trying to build up an inventory of parts through the current water/sewer project and is having some success in that area.
e. Glenn Skin said he became city administrator for Noorvik in 1991.  Noorvik currently has 600-700 people and 140 water/sewer connections.  Besides residences, the city also provides water and sewer services to the school, clinic and several businesses in town.  The biggest obstacle back in 1991 was transitioning from the old guard and the requirement for operator certification to run the utilities.  When he began in July 1991, the long time operator retired and an alternate operator was hired in December of 1991.  This was the beginning of several steps the city had to take.  At that time, it had a failing vacuum system, with one loop frozen.  The city had applied for funding through the Indian Health Service.  However, before funding could be released, the city had to meet Village Safe Water requirements, which included an 80% collection rate, a certified operator and a couple of other requirements.  Glenn said that Steve Weaver was strict about this.  So, he and the operator sat down with the council and slowly got these things resolved.  They started a petition that was widely signed and was sent to all agencies and legislators.  Somehow, they got the Indian Health Service to come in and work on the frozen line and, in 1993, the Indian Health Service started upgrading the system.  Water and sewer user fees were $60 per month at the time.  When the system was upgraded, a 300,000 gallon tank was purchased.  Glenn said that Noorvik went from 80 to about 90 to115 residential customers within those years and they realized that the community was growing.  An engineering study was undertaken that came up with a 20 year plan.  The city used that plan to seek funding from Village Safe Water.  What helped was that they had excellent people from agencies assisting them, including Steve Weaver and Matt Dixon, plus good construction.  Force account labor also helped the local economy.  Also at that time, the city had a reserve account that they had to dip into.  One agency requirement was user fee agreements.  Glenn said that Noorvik has had two to three rates increases since he began working for the city, from $60 to $90 per month.  The city uses its 20-year plan as a guide.  He works with the council and finds RUBA and utility management workshops helpful.  Glenn said it was good to see the RUC pilot project and added that it would be an excellent concept for the Northwest Arctic Borough region.  Currently, Noorvik is working on another 20 year plan with an engineering firm through ANTHC.  It is now about 95% complete.  Glenn said that with each change in utility operations, he is careful to involve the public and to get their approval for the changes.  The community is continuing to grow and some surveying of corporation land is needed for community expansion, with new housing being provided through the NAHASDA and BIA’s HIP program.  The city works with ANTHC to provide home owners with assistance to hook up to the water/sewer system.  For billings, the city uses a three months’ sliding scale.  So, when it charges for service in January and the bill is not paid by the end of March, the city sends a notice that service will be disconnected within 15 days.  If the customer does not pay within that time, the city does a service order and gives the customer one last chance for a repayment agreement with city.  Then, if the bill is not paid, the city disconnects the service.
Brian Rogers said this information is very important.  He encouraged the remaining community representatives to focus on things that had not already been covered.

Glenn Skin said he had a question for the RUC people.  The biggest expenses for Noorvik are insurance, fuel and electricity.  What is the RUC doing for those?

Karl Powers said the RUC does not cover insurance.  Their manpower, fuel and electricity are the three biggest costs.  Karl said the RUC has Workmen’s Compensation but not general liability insurance.

f. Jeff Demientieff said he inherited the position of mayor of Holy Cross in 2003 when the previous mayor resigned because of the loss of Municipal Revenue Sharing.  Their main problem was management.  In the boom days, when there was plenty of money, the council forgave a lot of overdue water and sewer bills and Holy Cross had a large amount, about $14,000, in uncollected bills.  The system had physical problems.  The water tank is on top of the hill behind town and the pumps were just about ready to break down.  Pumping was also very expensive.  Collections were another problem.  Holy Cross had no city administrator, only a city clerk.  This also was not the job of the operator.  Collections were done by people coming in voluntarily to the city office, but this was not working.  By joining the RUC, that problem was overcome.  Jeff said it was a very tense time in the village when the RUC people first came knocking on the door.  Education of consumers was needed, as the $30 per month utility charge was not meeting the operating costs.  This situation was made worse with cuts in Revenue Sharing and PCE.  New housing was built in Holy Cross in the 1980’s and 1990’s.  Jeff said he could not say enough good things about the RUC.  He noted that the mayor’s job is not a paid position.  From Holy Cross’ viewpoint, the main thing he sees as needed is more agency support to make the RUC work.  Down the road he sees the RUC expanding.  All villages are struggling today.  At some point, he envisions the RUC program working like AVEC.  He added that bringing people in from the villages and seeing how they struggle, is something that agencies should be doing more of.
g. Shirley Clark said she was vice mayor and inherited her present position when the former mayor died.  The reason that Grayling joined the RUC is similar to the situation in Holy Cross that was outlined by Jeff Demientieff.  Collections were a major problem.  One person had a $2,700 outstanding bill for utility services that were billed at only $30 per month.  The condition of the system, which was originally built in the early 1970s and was no longer reliable, was another factor.  Grayling’s system has a lot of pumps that were on the verge of breaking down.  The system also had 14 dry wells.  Currently, Grayling takes water from the creek and it is pumped to a tank and gravity fed through the distribution system.  Now that it has joined the RUC, the community does not have to worry about collections.  If a pump is needed right away, the money was there.  Ten years ago, Grayling’s whole system froze up and the community went without water for ten days.  When you have to go back to packing water from the creek, it makes you appreciate a piped system.  The monthly charge is now $70, up from $40 before.  Shirley said she thought that agencies could do more research.  There may be a possibility of using solar power between March to September to help save on diesel fuel.  She added that there was some look at hydroelectric power to serve the village about fifteen years ago.
h. Rose Cheemuk said she has worked for the City of Kotlik for 20 years, and for the utility for four years.  In her present capacity, she takes care of the electric, water /sewer, washeteria, and cable systems.  Kotlik currently has about 90 residential and 15 commercial utility customers.  It charges $85 per month for residential rates, but will have to raise rates because of the cost of electricity.  Rose said the utility tries to educate customers about requirements to stop the system from freezing.  She added that the utility has had problems with insurance.  Fuel prices are another issue.  Fuel expenses will be over $500,000 this year.  She said that she had worked with RUBA, who wanted her to combine the different utility accounts.  However, the utility wants to keep the accounts separate so they have a better fix on costs.  She said the utility will be struggling with fuel supplies this winter.  On the subject of rates, Rose said the utility charges the school 10 cents per gallon for water.  For electricity, the utility charges 37 cents per kw with PCE to residential customers and 50 cents per kw to commercial customers.  If accounts are overdue, customers are sent a bill.  Service is disconnected if the bill is not paid.
i. Roberta Nick said that when Nunapitchuk’s flush tank and haul system came on line in 2002, overdue water/sewer accounts ranged from a little over $100 to over $1,000.  Now only a handful are overdue.  If an account reaches $100 overdue, they get on the repay list.  Before people can get reconnected, the money must be paid up front.  Fees average from $56 to $84 a month, plus $5 extra for weekend service.  Village Safe Water is helping the community.  CRW did a feasibility study and the community has received several grants.  One of those is for renovation of the washeteria and water treatment plant, including a pipeline to the teachers’ quarters.  Like Kotlik, the community is struggling because the village is physically divided by water.
Debby Retherford asked if people haul own water from the tank, do the city charge.  
Roberta Nick said they charged 10 cents per gallon.

Scott Ruby said that a washeteria is much more important in a flush haul community.  It is also used for showers, etc.

Joe Sarcone asked if some people still got their water from traditional sources.  Roberta Nick said that some did, but not so much from the river any more.  
Joe Sarcone asked if some households still used washbasins. 
Roberta Nick said they did.

Joe Sarcone said that flush tank and haul systems are not really the improvement that was intended as people still using untreated water.  To reduce costs on haul side, they tend to capture water in waste basins and use it till it becomes gray water.  Some cost offsets are counter to the public health measures the system was designed to address.
j. Tom Quick said that his goal is to try to implement solutions to problems instead of reacting to the problems that they have.  He tries to work 5 years out.  Regarding particular problems or barriers, Tom said he knows a lot about what is wrong with the Ouzinkie water and sewer utility.  However, the immediate problem he has had to deal with, fuel costs, is completely outside his control.  Historically that is a really bad position to be in for a community or a country.  The other item he wanted to talk about is the need to get agencies to recognize that what they are doing has an impact on other agencies that are out there.  He said he had mentioned this to Kurt Fredriksson this morning.  All the talk he has heard today has been about water and sewer systems.  However, for the consumer in the village, the problem is the entire utility bill, including landfill, water and sewer and electric power services.  There is a need to look at and treat the whole utility problem.  Ouzinkie has a utility master plan, done by John Warren, and Tom said it is an excellent piece of work and he works with that.  He stressed that a utility master plan is essential and he adapts his as needed.  Tom said that the contingent of people from villages here today to give input is in itself progress.  Villages need support from agencies in becoming successful.  For example, the utility warehouse supply has helped quite a lot and “one stop shopping” has solved a lot of problems.  Tom noted that if a problem in the villages is not fixed right away, it may never happen.  He said that the Alaska Energy Authority was very helpful in getting him a CDBG grant to look at energy efficiency measures.  He said the Ouzinkie power plant has 2-3 200 kw generators which use 200 gallons of fuel per day.  However, the plant could get by on a 100 kw generator in summer when the school is closed.  Energy efficiency is important as it can save some real money.  With regard to his latest problem with fuel, he does not know what rate to charge.  Tom said he tends to be conservative so he doesn’t want to raise the prices too high.  However, he could be paying 2.28 cents one time and 2.89 the next.  He thinks there is a need to work out a fuel surcharge on electric rates.  Mike Black and Tammy Aga helped in implementing a local ordinance and the bills will be going out next Monday.  There will be impacts to the customers.  Commercial rates will increase about 10% and residential rates about 12%, but it is really 18% because it is not covered by PCE.  Tom said he feels this is the best way to pass on increased costs.  Finally, what should be agencies be doing now, he thanked Mike Black and Tammy Aga for their help.  He noted that one impact of increasing rates is that there may not be a commensurate increase in revenue.  For example, Ouzinkie has about 80 customers with an average bill of $120 per month for the combined utilities.  However, when the fuel surcharge was put in, the tribal council says it is going to shut down the community freezer.  Thus the utility may lose one of its major customers and cannot recapture that revenue or kilowatt use.  The end result is that he does not know if the utility is gaining or losing by raising rates. Tom said that sustainable utilities are subject to the group decision making process, at the local level through the council, but state agencies and federal policies are all driving local decisions.  Regulations are driving needs for facilities construction and operations.  In the group decision making process, they are either successful or not.  The reason for the failure of group decisions is failure to anticipate the problem or, when the problem arrives, failing to perceive it.  Then, after having perceived it, the group may fail to solve it.  The real problem hitting him the hardest is the increase in fuel prices.  Tom said it is easier to be reactive than proactive to problems.  He hopes that within 5 years, agencies will be having discussions on what they are doing to implement solutions rather than listing problems.
Brian Rogers said that hearing from community representatives about the issues they face has been very helpful.

4. Impact of EPA Regulations on Capital & Operating Costs (Steve Weaver and Ed Lohr)
Steve Weaver said he has been thinking for the past several years, that the EPA regulations are a problem and there is a need to work on solutions.  He found that from the perspective of what the data shows to people Outside, especially nationally, there is no perceptible impact of regulations on us.  However, from his day to day work and experience, he knows that they do.  The issue is that we are masking impacts and not fully reporting it.  So, the first challenge is to analyze the problem and put it on paper.  He has some data.  Systems that used to qualify don’t qualify any more because they no longer meet EPA requirements.  The number of homes meeting EPA requirements is growing, but this is masking the accelerated rate of number of new connections.  He referred to the second page of his hand-out, saying that the lower straight line is an approximation of the percentage of Alaska Native homes that have been connected to sanitation facilities.  The more variable line is the national rate for Indian and Alaska Native homes.  However, this situation is masked when Alaska Native homes are combined with total Alaska figures.  Steve said that the rest of the U.S. has only a 1% non-hook-up rate.  So, if you look at the chart, you cannot see that Alaska has a problem.  Steve said he put the chart in his hand-out comparing Alaska Native and national Indian/Alaska Native sanitation facilities together for the Indian Health Service Administrator.  He noted that Alaska is where the rest of Indian country was a generation ago and that Indian country itself is a generation behind the rest of the U.S.  Hence the dotted line and the star, which shows that Alaska Native homes with sanitation facilities are only to where American Indian and Alaska Native homes nationally were in 1980.   

Ed Lohr said that the EPA data he looked at indicate that systems nationwide need $12.1 billion to for compliance with existing EPA regulations and will need $138 billion nationwide in the next twenty years.  He noted that 61 of the 80 systems on the SNC list in Alaska are rural Native community systems.  
Virginia Washington said that St. Michael sent its CCR report to EPA but is still on the SNC list.

Ed Lohr said about 30% of the 200 or so rural systems that ANTHC deals with are on the SNC list and it is projected that this will rise to 40-60% with the new EPA requirements.  For example, 33 systems do not currently meet the Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR).  It is estimated by ANTHC that 28 systems will require arsenic treatment to meet compliance standards; 50 communities do not meet the Disinfectant and Disinfection Byproduct Rule (D/DBP).  Ed said that households on small systems need $145 per household a year to meet the current regulations, including regulatory compliance and O&M costs.  For the RUC communities, this cost ranges between $5,525 (Grayling) and $17,400 (Alakanuk).  Where there is operator turnover, there are peaks and valleys in the levels of service.  Ed commented that it is hard for a system to stay at the top of the peak and really easy for it to go to the valley floor almost overnight.  He cited the continuing problem getting communities off the SNC list.
Bill Griffith said the SNC list does not differentiate between facility and operating deficiencies.  He agreed there is a need to qualify Alaska data to present an accurate picture of the problem.  We do not want to lose funding because it looks as if we are doing OK when we are not.  We also need to identify strategies to maximize our resources, including remote monitoring and best practices.  We also want to align ourselves with national advocacy groups, such ad the National Rural Water Association and others.

Steve Weaver said that one key to success is the strategy with operators.  Operator longevity is about hours to get certification.  There is an obstacle to overcome in that area.  How do you make it worth an operator’s while to stay in the workforce.  There is a need for operators with the right training in the right chair.  Steve added that when we say align with national advocacy groups, EPA already has a strategy with small charts.  He noted that the water industry on the national level has been very unsuccessful in changing EPA regulations.  EPA is balancing between cost, consumer protection, environmentalists and people who actually have to do it.  There is a need to organize and there are things that we can do.  ANTHC commits to orient its cycle to capture what the deficiency list will look like.  He said that the Village Safe Water CIP process already provides some bonus point incentives for identifying projects that provide solutions to regulatory deficiencies.  However, if you look at table of projects, the number of projects that have to do with deficiencies is small.

Glenn Skin asked about the new turbidity rule.  What is the possibility of any assistance from agencies if they trigger something like that, such as monitoring?

Steve Weaver said that if it is project related, some accommodation could probably be made.  However, the current operating environment, with a lot of scrutiny, has taken away agency flexibility.  Agencies are redoubling their efforts to ensure that costs are project related.  So, the answer is on a case by case basis.  If you can make the connection, there may be an opportunity.  Steve added, in response to a question about remote monitoring, that there is a difference between remote monitoring versus remote operation.  He said that when ANTHC dabbled in remote monitoring, it was not very effective if the remote monitor did not have line authority over what he was monitoring.  

Kurt Fredriksson said that there is a meeting at end of November/December 1 talking about monitoring and remote control and how they apply and where and how they then fit into the rules.  He said he had not heard a great deal of consensus on the issue.  

Marvin Yoder said that in the engineering phase, it depends on what engineer you get as to what is recommended.  It would be nice to have some standardization.
Raphael Murran asked what will be monitored.

Steve Weaver said that someone in Bethel could look at a TV screen to see what the temperature was inside the Hooper Bay water plant.  He would be able to tell if boilers were on or off, and could see what was happening.  Steve said that his recommendation would be to base the system out of the headquarters of the organization that runs the plant.  In his case, it would be Bethel, as that is where Karl Powers is located.  The system does not replace the local operator, but augments it.

Tom Quick said that the operator does his normal chores once a day.  However, things such as turbidity levels, chlorine, etc. change constantly.  With a central location, it would be possible to have people keeping an eye on things much more frequently than the operator can.  He looks on it as assistance, not someone looking over his shoulder.
Ed Lohr said the basic problem in Hooper Bay is that local operator may not have the required level of training.  He may be only an OIT, but the system may require a Level 3 operator.
Jill Smythe asked if the North Slope Borough operates any of its utilities remotely.
 Kent Grinage said that the North Slope Borough operates the Barrow gas field remotely.  On the water and sewer side, some of the micro and nano-filters can be remotely monitored.  The Borough also has some power plant controls that are monitored.  It is trying to consolidate and monitor operations from Barrow.

5. Rural Solid Waste Issues (Joe Sarcone)
Joe Sarcone said that the last ten years have seen tremendous change in the awareness of solid waste and hazardous waste issues.  EPA is now putting environmental coordinators in the villages and is looking at the identification of hazardous wastes.  The EPA Administrator was in Alaska and visited several villages, where he saw the conditions at rural landfills.  There is often open access to sites, no site controls, and a lot of human health issues.  When the Administrator finished his trip, he talked to new EPA Regional 10 Administrator (Mike Bogart) and expressed concern about the existence of such sites and the risks they posed.  He was interested in what was available to address the problem, but there is not much funding available.  Mike Bogart determined to do something about the issue.  One thing that has come up is the Statewide work group for solid waste.  It has been very successful in making sure that there is not redundancy and there is a lot of participation, but it does not have the direction and resources available at the level of the people who manage the programs.  Mike Bogart’s proposal was to form a commission, including people from agencies such as USDA Rural Development and the Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation at the level of Bill Allen and Kurt Fredriksson to try to bring resources to the problem.  EPA has galvanized the attention of the national administrator and now has access to resources that it did not before.  Mike Bogart suggested identifying a handful of communities and looking at the process taking a community from where it is today toward some long range solution.  Joe said he came to the Work Group asking that it help put resources together to see how we can bring those communities to a sustainable solution.  In terms of what it will take in terms of money and technical resources, now there are only little bits and pieces of unfocused resources coming into a community and we are not really seeing a solution to an outcome.  Joe said the Sustainable Utilities Work Group is already in existence and a lot of players involved in solid waste are already here.  He would like to make solid waste part of the work it takes on.  EPA is the federal agency most involved in solid waste issues and this is a good time to take advantage of Administrator’s attention in some kind of coordinated way.  Joe said he wanted to share this information, but he needed to know from the Work Group if it would expand to solid waste management.

Kurt Fredriksson said that what we are talking about is that solid waste is one of those issues where we need to work on collectively, not only from the technology end but also from the standpoint of sustainability.  To his mind, the Sustainable Utilities Work Group is the logical group to do this.  We have an opportunity here.  The EPA administrator recently came to Alaska with Senator Lisa Murkowski.  He toured Alaska for one week and saw some of the sores and is convinced that he needs to put Alaska high on his list.  There is a need to direct resources and financial assistance to this issue.  He would like EPA to see it in the broader context of utilities.  Kurt said he will meet with the RPA regional administrator on November 15 and would like to have him (Michael Bogart) on this Work Group.  Governor Murkowski always says that Alaska should be its own EPA region, but if we can’t have an Alaska EPA region, it would be good to have Michael Bogart on this group.

Bill Allen said that, on a slightly different topic, CEPRA has nine task forces.  Their job is to eliminate impediments to economic development.  He had the opportunity to testify before a legislative committee a couple of weeks ago.  Someone commented that there was no taskforce addressing environmental issues.  So, he will be calling on someone to serve on that taskforce for CEPRA and would like to take members from this group.

Joe Sarcone said he would be interested in participating.

6. Energy Costs:  Managing the High Costs of Energy While Maintaining Plant (Chris Mello)
Chris Mello said he would talk about what the Alaska Energy Authority does to help manage high costs.  It builds the most fuel efficient facilities it can and provides operator assistance.  It also cooperates regularly with AVEC and shares the most modern technology.  Chris said there have been a lot of advances in the last few years, especially with generator sets and switch gears, to help increase efficiency.  Generator sets that generated 8 kw per gallon now can generate 14 per gallon with efficiencies.  The Alaska Energy Authority is also involved in energy recovery and, where possible, sites plants next to schools or other facilities for the use of waste heat and thus savings on fuel.  In terms of operators, the Alaska Energy Authority provides training (through AVTEC) and on-site training, and is also installing remote training and monitoring programs to help operators.  In addition, AEA provides best business practices training.  This starts with a business plan, a road map and exercise, and a plan to help run that business.  It is a very good exercise.  When the plan is established, it helps a community run its power plant in the most efficient way it can.  Chris said that AEA has found that the power stat system, where people pre-pay for electricity, works really well, especially in villages with collection issues.  In the few villages where this system has been installed, collection rates have increased.  Chris added that one thing that might help communities manage the high cost of energy better is greater collaboration among agencies about what construction is scheduled for individual villages.  This would help ensure the provision of sufficient fuel storage and generation capacity.  He noted that Akiachak is now suffering brown-outs because of unanticipated school construction issues.

Rayna Swanson asked if Chris had a recommendation to make.  
Chris Mello said it was energy conservation.
Rayna Swanson suggested a look more at end use efficiencies.

Bill Allen asked where should we look.
Chris Mello said that AEA is the perfect entity to do that.

Del Conrad said that the power stat program also allows you to put other utilities on within that billing process.

Tom Quick said that power stats were put into both Akhiok and Karluk and were found to work.  Karluk’s collections went from $900 per year to $25,000.  The way the program was structured to make effective was to take control for issuing the cards out of the village and transfer it to an accounting firm.  The local person collecting money has to mail it in twice a week or she would be personally responsible.  Tom said the weakness in the power stat system has been where the cards were issued in the village.  
Scott Ruby said that transferring where the decisions made has happened in a couple of villages, but is not a complete answer to the problem.  There is still pressure on a local person.   
7. Long Term Strategies for Financing Rural Fuel Supplies (Mike Black and Mike Harper)
Mike Harper said he would like to throw out a few ideas.  The Alaska Energy Authority is making a bid deal out of end use efficiency / conservation in these days of high prices for diesel fuel.  Wood-generated energy is another big thing now.  Mike he said he knew AVEC is building wind generators in Toksook Bay and Tununak.  The Kotzebue Electric Association has 11-12 wind generators which offset 15% of the electric load.  KEA is saving at least 10% of the fuel it would otherwise burn.  A couple of years ago that amounted to 100,000 gallons.  People are asking what they can do with wood.  The Alaska Energy Authority is working with Dot Lake and Craig to provide wood fired boilers for schools or other facilities.  Using wood for power generation hasn’t been looked at power yet.  The Alaska Energy Authority has built about 30 power plants in the past few years.  Modern plants have much more efficient generators that save 30% more fuel than they used to.  The Alaska Energy Authority has also put in about 60 new bulk fuel tank farms.  The agency also operates a bulk fuel revolving loan program that is intended to supply communities with a year’s supply of diesel.  It is a highly successful program for eligible borrowers.  However, not every community qualifies for the program.  Mike said there are four to five ways to bring in diesel fuel, of which the Bulk Fuel loan program is one.  However, because the program does not cover everyone, the Bridge Loan program was developed last year.  This has done remarkably well.  Under this program, 10-15 loans with only one default.  That program is set financially for three years.  
Del Conrad said that Bill Allen helped with that recently.  
Mike Black noted that the Bulk Fuel loan program was running low a few years ago and USDA Rural Development topped it off with a $5 million loan.  He added that the Bureau of Indian Affairs still has a tiny little program to provide fuel for certain communities.  He said that if a community has a good relationship with a banker or vendor, they can carry you with financing.  The AEA loan program only services about 25% of the villages and RAFS only does 10-12 loans per year, so someone else is doing the rest.  He referred to the recommendation of the Governor’s Rural Energy Action Council for the creation of cooperatives to buy fuel, noting that it saves money if fuel is bought in bulk.  Mike said the Northwest Arctic Borough tried to do that this year.  It did not work as well as they wanted, but they made progress.  He added that the government had set up about 6 co-ops in the past 10-12 years, but all had failed except one.  Mike said that AVEC as a co-op, in conjunction with several big school districts, can bring in fuel up to $1 a gallon less in price.
Meera Kohler said that AVEC does for a bulk fuel bid for 2 years plus 2 additional years.  AVEC’s requirement is for 5 million gallons and, together with 7 school districts that bid with them, the total comes to about 7 million gallons.  At that level, they can get a pretty good price.  They wind up paying a price that is indexed and a fixed transportation component added to that.  Transportation costs vary from community to community, ranging from 70 cents to $1 a gallon.  The origin of the fuel varies, but is mostly from either the West Coast or Nikiski.  Regarding the product from local refineries, logistics in transferring can end up with higher costs.  AVEC has both a June and a September delivery.   The actual cost depends on the index price on the day the fuel is lifted.  
Tom Quick asked with that amount of fuel involved, has AVEC got involved in futures contracts.
Meera Kohler said it has been contemplated.  Last time they went out to bids, they decided to accelerate process and made sure that bidders had a provision in there to allow them to buy futures.  AVEC has consultants who advise them on the futures market but AVEC has not yet gone that route.

Bill Allen asked about the airlines fuel acquisition.

Meera Kohler said that ASIC only dispenses fuel.   
Marvin Yoder said that Galena has a clause in its fuel contract that they do not have to buy locally.  They have a nationwide bid.  However, when he talked to Yukon Fuel, he was told that they weren’t actually saving much by going nationwide.

Tom Quick said there are some real experts on futures Outside.  Companies bid on the cost of power every 15 minutes around the clock.

Meera Kohler said that AVEC has 52 separate locations, so it is not moving that large quantity of fuel to one location.  She added that the transportation logistics always trips up hedgers and she never hears back from them

Mike Harper said he had forgotten to mention hydroelectric power.  AEA is trying to do as much of this as possible, even as far north and west as Iliamna (I-N-N), Kodiak Island, the Aleutian Chain and Bristol Bay area.  AEA is also looking at run of the river hydro.  Mike said he would like to talk for a minute about area that is touchy but needs to be mentioned because AEA is trying to work with people to get repaid.  He said it is remarkable how well the system runs in most communities, but some still need help.  Some people are not exhibiting good practices when it comes to fuel.  PCE goes to about 180 villages.  However, there are still 7-8 villages that do not participate in the program because they do not submit required the required paperwork.  As a result, they lose money they could use to help offset fuel costs.  There are still some villages that got power for free until the past year but who now have pay.  This happened 2 weeks ago in a cannery-run operation.  The cannery closed last summer.  Now the community needs to keep good books and price the product properly.  As Scott Ruby mentioned earlier, the billing process involves first sending bills out and then collecting the amounts due.  Mike referred to an unnamed community of 400 people with over $200,000 in bad debts on its light bill and where the mayor and a couple of council members were all offenders.  Mike said they were not necessarily bad people necessarily.  He added that grants are fine if you can get them, but we need to get away from that mentality to a pay as you go basis.  
Tom Quick said regarding the whole fuel impact and all the talk about collecting bills, he could give some community specifics.  For example, Old Harbor has 157 people with 57 working.  Out of that, 25 are State or municipal jobs.  This sounds attractive, but many of these jobs are not full-time.  Who is really supporting the town is actually a very small number.  Traditionally, about 30% of communities are of concern.  The current high prices of fuel are a major problem.  Hopelessness and despair are also seen as major problems.  People on the council are not necessarily those who are the best.  There can be issues such as nepotism, etc.  Then the general population does not feel that they are part of the process.  There are double standards in some towns when it comes to collections.    
Scott Ruby said that PCE is a rebate to the customers.  He remembered someone saying in Takotna about 15-16 years ago that it creates a dependency as with a subsidy to use more power.  He asked if there been any thought about converting the program to a rebate program.  That way, the full and true cost would be identified and if the customer did not pay his or her bill, they would not get that rebate.
Mike Harper said the Alaska Energy Authority has looked at different ways to tinker with PCE.  However, there are administrative headaches and he did not think the idea would fly with the utilities.

Meera Kohler said there are many barbs thrown at the PCE program.  She said that residential power usage in AVEC villages averages less than 400 kw per month.  She believes the real issue in her mind is that less than half kwh used are eligible for PCE.  So there are incentives built in.  To make the kinds of changes Scott suggested would be an administrative nightmare requiring statutory changes.  Meera added that urban legislators do not really like the PCE program, so statutory change is difficult.
Mike Harper gave credit to Governor Murkowski for offering 100% funding for PCE for the coming year.  Last year he did the same thing and the Legislature funded the program at 90% versus 78% before.   
Bill Allen said the Governor announced the supplemental appropriation at the AFN Convention.
Marvin Yoder suggested talking to Tom Harris (Alaska Village Initiatives) regarding wood gasification, which Tom believes could potentially replace up to 25% of fuel requirements.  It involves the gasification of wood to inject into diesel engines.

8. IGAP and its Relationship to Sustainable Utilities (Santina Gay)
Santina Gay said she would give a brief overview of the Indian Environmental General Assistance Program (IGAP).  She had two hand-outs and said that the longer presentation would give more information on the IGAP program, such as historic award amounts.  The presentation she wanted to focus on at this meeting was shorter but it takes discussion to the next level and describes specific solid and hazardous activities pulled from IGAP applications, plus issues specifically related to this Work Group.  She read some examples of the types of activities that are currently being accomplished under IGAP.  She said she had allowed some blank space at the end of her table and would be interested in hearing from Work Group members what has not been addressed in terms of needs in rural Alaska.  Santina said she can discuss what IGAP regulations will allow to meet those needs later.  IGAP is a national program with activities eligible for tribal governments and inter-tribal consortia.  Region 10 (Oregon, Idaho, Washington and Alaska) includes 173 tribes, with 135 of Alaska’s 229 tribes currently receiving IGAP funds.  The national allocation for the IGAP program is now about $65 million per year, with 2005 being the highest ever for the program.  Region 10 has a very large number of tribes and took about $34 million of last year’s allocation.  About 22.6 million of that went directly to Alaska tribes.  The central goal of the IGAP program is to do basic capacity building i.e. developing capability of the tribes.  The program assists in the efforts of tribes to implement and build programs.  From 2001 until the present has seen a lot of focus on solid and hazardous waste.  About a couple of weeks ago, Joe Sarcone and she determined that about $8 million per year is going toward solid and hazardous waste issues.  The IGAP awards are approximately $110,000 per year for each tribe.  The annual application process begins November 8, with a deadline of December 22.  If anyone is interested, they can contact EPA or EPA’s website.  Nationally, the IGAP program has a capacity first rule.  For any tribe that wants to accomplish solid/hazardous waste issues, EPA wants to make sure that the tribe has the capacity to do so.  If a tribe wants to concentrate on backhauling vehicles or opening a landfill, it is usually do through an approval process and some logical next steps in capacity building are negotiated.  For example, EPA will work with the tribe and the Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation to develop a solid waste management plan.  Santina said that pages 2-5 of her handout list IGAP approved activities, e.g. clean up and closure of open dumps.  She noted that some of these activities can be very costly and tribes are encouraged to work with other entities and coordinate with different funding sources.  Construction of recycling centers/transfer stations is an eligible activity but requires national approval first.  Conversions of old fish cannery tanks are allowable.  Household waste cleanups, litter control, village clean up, working with DEC to transport hazardous waste, oil collection are also allowable, but the capacity first rule applies.   Santina skipped the operations and maintenance task on page 5 of her handout and said that national tribal policy direction has not been set as a primary tool for operations and maintenance activities.  This is an expanding area for tribes.  Allowed activities include fencing for well areas, clean-up and removal of debris depending on the capacity of the tribe, and recycling and burn box work.  She said she does not have current examples of tribes working on the last item but, as proposed by AVEC, several tribes may be interested in this type of activity.  Santina said that one thing to keep in mind is that EPA does not set priorities for the tribes.  The tribes do that.  The last thing Santina said she wanted to address was energy crisis issues.  She had 4 or so good examples, including the installation of power stat systems on St. George Island this year.  She has also had requests for wind and solid waste energy projects.  In Sand Point, the tribe is going to be doing some water quality monitoring on Sanak Island and has purchased some solar panels to do this.  
Cindy Roberts said she had heard that IGAP is being considered for coordinators partially funded as city employees and asked if that had happened yet.  Cindy asked if IGAP funds could be used to partially fund a position such as landfill operator.  
Santina Gay said they could.

Joe Sarcone said that when EPA approves IGAP requests, they go back to the community and talk to them about what they really want to do.  For example, if it is proposed to establish a new service, communities are asked questions such as what will it cost, and if the service will be sustainable when the funds run out.

Santina Gay said that in St. Paul IGAP was used to help fund a trash collector but there was also an interest in changing community behavior, so IGAP funds were also used to purchase boxes for garbage to go in.

Kurt Fredriksson said that compared with the other utilities, solid waste tends to be at the tail end.  The IGAP program is not the only program to address solid waste issues, but it is a very significant program in this area.  
Santina Gay said that EPA is putting on a second annual GAP training session on February 6-10, 2006 in coordination with the Alaska Forum on the Environment.   She hopes to do some negotiation on work plans that have come in by January at that event and invited Work Group participants to assist.  She handed out a document on success stories in commemoration of the 10 year anniversary of the IGAP program. 
9. Impacts of Climate Change on Rural Utilities (John Warren)
John Warren said he was born in Alaska in 1960 and during his lifetime he has seen many changes in the environment.  In last few years has seen quite a few changes.  The summers and winters are warmer and he is considering possibly installing air conditioning.  There are more thunder storms.  There have been several articles in the Anchorage Daily News during the past few months talking about increases in precipitation and the warmer summers.  He does not know whether these changes are part of a natural cycle or whether they are induced my man, but they are occurring.  John referred to the Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA), an international project of the Arctic Council and the International Arctic Science Committee.  The results of the assessment were released at the ACIA International Scientific Symposium held in Reykjavik, Iceland in November 2004.  The Arctic Council is a high-level intergovernmental forum composed of eight countries .  International Arctic Science is a non-governmental organization composed of 18 countries.  Work on the four-year comprehensive assessment was undertaken by an international team of more than 300 scientists and other experts.  The assessment consists of 17 chapters and 1800 pages covering a wide variety of topics.  It examines possible future impacts of climate change on the environment, human health and infrastructure and led to the development of fundamental and useful information for governments, organizations and peoples of the arctic.  Key ACIA conclusions are that the Arctic is now experiencing some of the most rapid and severe climate change on earth.  Over the next 100 years, climate change is expected to accelerate, contributing to major physical, ecological, social and economic changes, many of which have already begun.  Of particular relevance to Alaska, ACIA found that the Arctic climate is now warming rapidly and much larger changes are projected; many coastal communities and facilities face increasing exposure to storms; and thawing ground will disrupt transportation, buildings and other infrastructure.  John showed graphs which measured changes in surface air temperature over time for Anchorage, Fairbanks, Barrow, Kotzebue, and stations in Siberia and Greenland.  All showed a positive trend.  John said there was a cooling trend round the 1970s but not since that time.  He also showed a map of Alaska indicating changes in mean annual temperature from 1971-2000.  The mean increase for all stations was a gain in temperature of 2.09 degrees.  The greatest  increase measured was at Barrow (plus 4.16 degrees).  John also showed aerial photographs showing the extent of summer arctic ice in 1979 and 2003, noting that 2003 represented a significant reduction.  He said this was significant as the reduced extent of ice allows fall storms to generate wind energy and result in coastal erosion.  Climate change impact mechanisms include melting permafrost, rising sea levels, drought or heavy storms, accelerated coastal or riverbank erosion, increased severity and frequency of coastal or river flooding, impacts to sanitation infrastructure - spread of disease, and impacts to communities – stress related illnesses.  John said that sanitation in the north was accomplished through individual haul, community haul and piped distribution and collection systems.  Predominantly Alaska Native communities in rural Alaska are characterized by a harsh environment, limited financial resources and high construction costs.  There are relationships between sanitation and human health.  Inadequate water treatment is associated with cryptosporidiosis, giardiasis, other diseases and certain cancers.  Inadequate sanitation is associated with hepatitis A, hepatitis B, bronchitis, impetigo, meningitis and other diseases.  He cited recent disease outbreaks.  In 1993, inadequate water treatment was cited as the cause of 403,000 illnesses, 440 hospitalizations and 50 deaths in one city (not Alaska).  From 1972-1995, inadequate sewage disposal was a major factor in 7,000 cases of hepatitis A in Alaska attributed to poor sanitation.  In 1989, a pipeline breach in Cabool, Missouri, resulted in 243 illnesses and 4 deaths.  Potential climate change impacts on water sources include reduced supply as a result of drought; short intense storms (run-off occurs quickly and does not infiltrate the ground); and damage to intake or impoundment structures.  They also include contamination as a result of rising sea levels (saline wedge entering coastal river intakes); storm surges (seawater entering ponds, lakes and rivers.  John mentioned that last year Nunam Iqua had to fly in fuel because of a storm surge event); northward migration of animals with disease; and saline intrusion into coastal groundwater.  Potential climate change impacts on water treatment include increased contaminant levels or new contaminants entering the source.  This includes turbidity, pathogens, and organics overwhelming the treatment process plus saline intrusion.  Another potential climate change impact is algae blooms in the source, reducing treatment capacity and enhancing the production of dangerous byproducts.  Potential climate change impacts on haul distribution and collection include riverbank erosion intercepting trails / roads / boardwalks; flooding (storm surge or river) damaging boardwalks or road structures; and melting permafrost (loss of foundation support) damaging boardwalks and roads.  He showed photos of Kipnuk and Elim where boardwalks had been damaged by a storm surge and flooding respectively.  Potential climate change impacts on piped distribution and collection systems are structural damage in the form of riverbank erosion; flood (storm surge or river) damage; ice impact damage during flooding; melting permafrost (loss of foundation support); and grade changes in gravity mains.  John noted that about ten years ago, ice impact damage during a flood at Togiak knocked buildings off their foundations.  Potential climate change impacts on wastewater treatment facilities were listed for lagoons and septic tank / drainfields and outfalls.  In the case of lagoons, floodwater can spread of waste; erosion can intercept the lagoon; and melting permafrost can breach the dike.  John showed a photo of Kipnuk about four years ago when flooding washed the contents of the sewage lagoon through the community.  In the case of septic tank / drainfields and outfalls, they can be intercepted by riverbank or shoreline erosion.  Potential climate change impacts on solid waste collection and disposal include destruction or less of access for the collection system.  For the disposal system, impacts can include erosion intercepting the facility spreading waste; flood water entering the facility spreading waste; and permafrost or waste melting and releasing contaminants.  John said that in the far north, solid waste is usually held stable because it is frozen, but in warmer areas to the south it can enter rivers.  He noted that communities in the North are isolated by rough terrain and great distances, a harsh environment, and limited economic conditions.  Potential climate change impacts to community and health include impact mechanisms such as destruction of housing and infrastructure, economic stress, and forced relocation.  Health impacts include mental stress and depression and anxiety.  John cited Shishmaref as a community impacted by climate change characterized by accelerated coastal erosion, the destruction of structures and future forced community relocation.  He said that the sea ice has retreated, leaving the community vulnerable to storms.  The ocean used to freeze in November, but now this does not occur until late December or January.  John turned to the subject of monitoring – developing a community response to climate change.  This includes saline contamination of a water source; increased contaminant concentrations or types in the water source; reduction in a water source supply; increased operational costs for water or wastewater systems; increased repair costs for sanitation infrastructure, boardwalks and roads; structural failures due to increased snow or wind loads; increased movement of structures located on permafrost; acceleration of shoreline or riverbank erosion; increased magnitude in flood depth or return frequency (precipitation, storm surge); increase in regulatory non-compliance events for sanitation systems; pollution of waterways caused by human waste or solid waste; and increased incidence of waterborne diseases.  In addressing the impacts of climate change, there are both planning and engineering considerations.  For the former, community plans should be developed that consider climate change impacts.  Engineering considerations include infrastructure location; infrastructure type; conservative foundation design; conservative wind and snow load parameters; and operational flexibility.  John commented that engineers typically look at historic information rather than forward.  However, if an event is greater than one of historic magnitude, it can result in design failure.  In addressing the impacts of climate change, there are also considerations relating to health care systems and government.  For health care systems, there is a need to anticipate the potential spread of disease and mental stress-related illnesses.  John said that when a community is dislocated, mental stress is something that should not be overlooked.  Finally, government will be required to provide financial support for increased operational costs and financial support for infrastructure repairs.
Cindy Roberts said in regard to the bottom line, did John see any movement for additional money for repair under this scenario.

John Warren said the economy of the U.S. is based on fossil fuels.  There are impacts to the economy if the U.S. adopted the Kyoto protocol.  

Bill Allen asked what are preventive measures.

John Warren said he put together a proposal to Denali Commission 2-3 months ago.  He suggested they get funding and look at the communities most at risk.  There is a need to prioritize risk and look at those communities to see what could be done to mitigate their particular situations.   
Tom Coolidge agreed that in terms of design and engineering aspects, engineers are probably more comfortable looking back and might have more conservative standards.  He referred to the replacement of Barrow hospital.  They have to use 300 year flood data, but no really good data is available and the FEMA maps are not very helpful.  One thing that is needed is to get more information to arrive at good decisions.

John Warren said that over-design is one approach, but what is over-design?  The higher you get, the more cost increases.  He noted that in Kwigillingok this past summer, the community water source, a lake, disappeared.  In Russia, 11% of the tundra ponds have disappeared, as also have many in Alaska.   
Rayna Swanson asked where do we go to find out what foundation changes, for example, need to be made.
John Warren said that another engineer (Duane Miller) has been looking at this issue and has been integrating it into his designs for the last couple of years.   
Tony Nakazawa said that some things related to climate change are not common knowledge.  When the Cooperative Extension Service deals with things like spruce bark beetle, they are also talking about responding to climate issues.  Tony noted that the International Polar Year is coming up.

Bill Allen said that a group of people needed to get together to organize this information.

Cindy Roberts asked if anyone was getting information on permafrost studies that incorporates new data.

John Warren said that many studies have been done.   
Jill Smythe asked what the North Slope Borough should do to address climate change issues affecting Barrow.

John Warren said he would be more concerned about the immediate threat in the Yukon-Kuskokwim delta, although coastal erosion may accelerate in Barrow.
Scott Ruby said there has been a lot of interest in looking at erosion and cited the recent federal hearings on this issue which looked at erosion impacts and their cause(s).  A look at projects to see what can be done for specific communities is underway.
10. Top Ten Sustainable Utilities Work Group Priorities for 2006-2007 (facilitated by Brian Rogers)
Brian Rogers said he had tried to write down suggestions for priorities for further consideration by the Work Group as the meeting progressed.  He asked for additional suggestions.  He noted some issues were holdovers from last year but he was sure there were more.  The intention is to come up with a “top ten” priority list.  
Steve Weaver said that solid waste will never work as a stand-alone utility.  It needs to be integrated into a utility that can be turned on or off if people don’t pay.

Debby Retherford said there is a need to consolidate and clarify RCA issues.  The taskforce group is also working as a stakeholder group for RCA.  The work breaks down into three main components.  The taskforce would like to have a general consensus from the Work Group that it is going in right the direction with formalizing recommendations.  Debby added that a couple of things they are working on are going to need money – an affordability index study and simplified rate setting seen as one step toward developing a tool box to be given to communities.  A more user friendly interface is envisioned.

Kurt Fredriksson recommended adopting an objective as suggested by Jim Strandberg.

Brian Rogers summarized it as implementing taskforce recommendations to the RCA

Joe Sarcone suggested including the need for a mechanism to respond to acute and imminent public health issues related to the breakdown of sanitation systems.  An emergency response mechanism is needed.

Roland Shanks said there is a need to think about how to support bringing people in from rural Alaska to future meetings.

Bill Allen said that USDA Rural Development was willing to continue to play some role in this in the future.
Mike Black said regarding John Warren’s presentation relating to the increased likelihood of communities being subject to erosion/flooding, we need information on where this can be expected to occur in future.  Mike said that we could project this based on historic records and initiate a mapping effort in communities at risk and identify problems with infrastructure placement in specific places within those communities.

Meera Kohler said she would like to see an expanded effort on backhaul issues.

Raphael Murran said safety in the workplace issues are important in the water plant. 

Bill Allen said that when Mike Harper was giving his presentation, he mentioned a community that was having brown-outs because there was not enough generation capacity for a new school project.  This reminded him of the pre construction checklist.  Bill said there is a need to do a better job with our partners in getting them to use it.   

Jeff Weltzin said that most strategies are long term.  He is concerned about short term community survival.  We should be articulating the need to the Legislature about the need for State revenue sharing for the survival of rural communities to maintain their utilities.

Marvin Yoder said he thought that what Jeff Weltzin said was true.  Utilities with a business plan are sustainable.  Revenue sharing is required for general government survival, but not necessarily for utilities. 

Brian Rogers handed out dots to all people present and asked them to place dots by the items they considered to be the most important objectives for the coming year.  The complete list of potential objectives and the votes assigned overall and by system operators (community representatives) is as follows:
Complete list

1. Articulate need for legislative funding of revenue sharing and support for community survival 30 (9)

2. Fund development of toolbox 30 (2)

3. Conduct Alaska-specific affordability index study 28 (1)

4. Support RUC and AVEC – look for methods to leverage their success 25 (12)

5. Implement University of Alaska, Cooperative Extension Service (CES) Energy, Security & Sustainability Extension Program 24 (3)  
6. Create a mechanism to respond to acute imminent breakdown of facilities with severe health impacts – emergency response 21 (5)

7. Implement University of Alaska certificate program for RUBA training workshops, distance education 20 (7)

8.  Continue to support RUC (rural utility coop) through RMW & administrative support and funds 19 (9)

9. Integrate solid waste into operating utilities 18 (4)

10. Continue work on RCA regulations for future replacement of capital plant 17 (9)

11. Sustainable Utilities Work Group – take on issues of solid waste/utilities in rural villages 16 (7)

12. Look at end-use efficiency improvements – energy conservation opportunities (AEA/ACDEA) 16 (4)

13. More village training to reduce number on SNC list 15 (8)

14. Create fuel purchase consortia to help reduce fuel costs15 (7)

15. In construction phase examine operating cost implications 13 (6)

16. Create design guidelines to address impacts of climate change on infrastructure 12 (2)

17. Identify mapping information about community impacts of potential climate change – erosion, flooding, etc.  11 (4)

18. Complete consideration of water/wastewater certification 9 (5)

19. Put a package out to utilities to reevaluate business plans and rates 9 (3)

20. Implement RCA Task Force recommendations 8 (0)

21. Increase collaboration among entities within communities on expansion plans and impacts on utilities – pre-construction checklist 7 (1)

22. Improve safety in the workplace – precautions, training 6 (4)

23. Create committee of stakeholders to determine feasibility of remote monitoring and control 6 (1)

24. Develop community master plans that consider climate change impacts to utilities 5 (2)

25. Complete single application and criteria – multi-agency for water and sewer projects 3 (1)

26. Include a broader range of members in the list of who’s involved with funding support 3 (1)

27. Consider engineering impacts of climate change on facility – snow loads, water volume, etc. 2 (1)

28. Address financial support for infrastructure for repairs and operational costs due to climate change 2 (1)

29. Stop rewarding bad behavior 1 (1)

Brian Rogers reviewed the top ten priorities assigned to the various items by agency representatives and system operators.      

TOP TEN PRIORITIES RANKED overall
#1 – Articulate need for legislative funding of revenue sharing and support for community survival (30 votes)
#2 -- Fund development of tool box.  (30 votes) (although this was second overall, it did not make the top ten for system operators).
#3 – Conduct Alaska-specific affordability index study.  (28 votes) (also did not make top ten for system operators)
#4 – Support RUC and AVEC – look for methods to leverage their success (25 votes) (top priority for system operators)
#5 – Implement University of Alaska, Cooperative Extension Service (CES) Energy, Security & Sustainability Extension Program (24 votes) – not in top ten for operators

#6– Create a mechanism to respond to acute imminent breakdown of facilities with severe health impacts – emergency response (21 votes)
#7 – Implement University of Alaska certificate program for RUBA training workshops, distance education (20 votes)
#8 – Continue to support the RUC (Rural Utility Cooperative) through RMW and administrative support and funds (19 votes) (tied for the second priority for system operators)

#9 – Integrate solid waste into the operation of utilities (18 votes)
#10 – Continue to work on RCA regulations for future replacement of capital plant (17 votes) (tied for second priority for system operators)

TOP TEN PRIORITIES RANKED BY RURAL UTILITY MANAGERS
#1 – Support RUC and AVEC – look for methods to leverage their success (12 votes)

#2 – Articulate need for legislative funding of revenue sharing and support for community survival (9 votes)

#3 – Continue to work on RCA regulations for future replacement of capital plant (9 votes)

#4 – Continue to support the RUC (Rural Utility Cooperative) through RMW and administrative support and funds (9 votes)

#5 – More village training to reduce number on SNC list (8 votes)

#6 – Implement University of Alaska, Cooperative Extension Service (CES) Energy, Security & Sustainability Extension Program (7 votes)

#7 – Sustainable Utilities Work Group – take on issues of solid waste/utilities in rural villages (7 votes)

#8 – Create fuel purchase consortia to help reduce fuel costs (7 votes)

#9 – In construction phase, examine operating cost implications (6 votes)

#10 – Create a mechanism to respond to acute imminent breakdown of facilities with severe health impacts – emergency response (5 votes)

#10 – Complete consideration of water/wastewater certification (5 votes)
Brian Rogers said there were several priorities that did not make the top ten overall but were important to system operators.  They were:
· More village training to reduce number on SNC list

· Sustainable Utilities Work Group – take on issues of solid waste/utilities in rural villages
· Create fuel purchase consortia to help reduce fuel costs  
· In construction phase, examine operating cost implications  
· Complete consideration of water/wastewater certification

Brian Rogers recommended that the top ten overall priorities be re-examined to see if some of these additional items could be integrated.

Rayna Swanson asked if votes for the several climate change issues could be combined.  Brian Rogers said they could not because it could have been the same people voting for several of them.
Brian Rogers said that there was a pretty good alignment of priorities assigned by agencies and system operators.  He commented that most of these priorities are much more measurable than the previous list.
11. Comments
Bill Allen thanked Brian Rogers, Jill Smythe, Gene Kane, Debby Retherford and everyone who helped organize the Retreat and said that all of the presenters did an excellent job.  He asked about preferences for the location of Retreat #4 to be held in 2006, noting that they had previously been held out of Anchorage in Talkeetna and Girdwood.  Work Group members expressed a preference for Anchorage.  Bill said that it had been a great day and a half.  Next year, the Retreat will devote more time to rural community communication.  Bill thanked the village representatives and said it had been a fantastic meeting.  He also thanked HUD for providing the meeting room and HUD staff for their assistance.
Kurt Fredriksson said it had been a great meeting.  He said he really appreciated the community representatives coming and sharing their information.  It will help the Work Group to move forward.

12. ADJOURNMENT OF RETREAT
The Retreat was adjourned.
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