
 

 

 

Bond Reimbursement and  

Grant Review Committee  

Meeting Agenda 
December 12, 2017 

1:30 pm to 4:30 pm 

Teleconference – School Finance Conf. Room 

801 W. 10th Street 

Juneau, Alaska 

Chair: Heidi Teshner, Chair 
 

Wednesday, Dec. 12, 2017 Agenda Topics 

1:30 – 1:35 PM Committee Preparation 

 Call-in, Roll Call, Introductions 

 Chair’s Opening Remarks 

 Agenda Review/Approval 

 Past Meeting Minutes Review/Approval 
 

 

1:35 – 1:45 PM Public Comment  

1:45 – 2:15 PM  Department Briefing 

 FY2019 CIP Report 

o Summary Statistics 

o Initial Priority Lists 

o Scoring Issues 

 School Capital Project Funding Report 

Action Item:  BRGR Recommendation to SBOE on FY2019 CIP List 
 

 

2:15-2:45 PM Subcommittee Reports: Construction Standards 

 Commissioning (Mark Langberg) 

 Design Ratios (Dale Smythe) 

 Model School (Doug Crevensten)  
 

 

2:45 – 3:00 PM Construction Standards for Cost-effective Construction – [(b)(3)] Strategy 

 Discussion 
 

 

3:00 – 3:15 PM BREAK  

3:15 – 3:55 PM Construction Standards for Cost-effective Construction – [(b)(3)] Strategy 

 Report to Legislature on Recommendations 
 

 

3:55 – 4:10 PM BR&GR 2018 Work Topics Review  

4:10 – 4:15 PM Set Date for Next Meeting  

4:15 – 4:20 PM DEED Wrap-up  

4:20 – 4:30 PM Committee Member Comments  

4:30 PM Adjourn 

 
 

Audio Teleconference:  Call Toll-Free 1-855-244-8681 (US/Canada); Meeting Number 804 474 768 
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BOND REIMBURSEMENT & GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

September 6, 2017 

Teleconference 

FOR REVIEW & APPROVAL - MEETING MINUTES 

 

Committee Members Present Staff Additional Participants 

Heidi Teshner, Chair Tim Mearig Gary Eckenweiler, BSSD 

Rep. Sam Kito III Kimberly Crawford Brittany Hartmann (Sen.  

Mark Langberg Wayne Marquis  MacKinnon) 

Doug Crevensten Lori Weed Larry Morris 

Don Hiley   

 

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL at 1:34pm 

 Heidi Teshner, chair, called the meeting to order at 1:34 p.m.  Roll call of members 

present; Sen. MacKinnon, Dale Smythe, Robert Tucker, William Murdock are excused.   

Quorum of 5 members. 
 

REVIEW and APPROVAL of AGENDA 

 Agenda reviewed and approved by unanimous consent. 
 

REVIEW and APPROVAL of MINUTES 

 Minutes reviewed and approved as submitted by unanimous consent. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

No public comment. Heidi noted receipt of written comments. 
 

SUBCOMMITEE REPORT - Commissioning Construction Standards 
Mark summarized the subcommittee’s efforts. In the first meeting it developed a mission 

statement to provide the direction of the committee.  The committee identified five 

commissioning topics:  mechanical, with fuel oil separately identified, electrical, controls, and 

building envelope.  The committee finalized the submitted standards on all except the building 

envelope, which has a couple of items to clarify.  Mark offered to take questions.   
 

Tim noted that the general overview page begins to touch on administration and procedures, 

dealing with qualifications of commissioning agents. Tim inquired on subcommittee discussions 

relating to how to know a project achieved good commissioning. Mark responded that the 

committee had discussed who can do commissioning, from engineers with training to owners 

with knowledgeable maintenance staff to building contractors, and the pros and cons of each.  
 

Tim followed up, asking about the bullet providing for a “certified” person.  Mark stated that a 

certified person would be the most desirable.  The subcommittee did not want to be too 

restrictive or onerous in setting out recommendations, so it provided broad overviews, 

anticipating that the standards would evolve.  As the department and school districts have more 

schools commissioned, it may show that having a certified person is necessary, or it may show 

that it is not necessary.  Replying to Tim’s question, Mark stated that it would take some effort 

for a district employee to become certified; ASHRAE has rigorous requirements.  Tim wondered 

if there could be a complexity factor in a project that could be identified. Mark concurred, 

depending on the complexity of the project it may not be necessary to have a certified agent. 
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Tim praised the committee for its development of the topic areas and presentation. 
 

SUBCOMMITEE REPORT - Design Ratio Construction Standards 
Noting the absence of the subcommittee chair and vice-chair, Tim provided a brief introduction 

of the subcommittee work to date. The questions the subcommittee addressed were whether there 

was a standard that could be developed that would address efficiencies in school construction 

and how could it be applied in an equitable way across projects and regions.  The subcommittee 

wrestled with four whole building ratios that would affect first costs and operating costs.   
 

Building openings to exterior walls, which is a comparison of more efficient wall assemblies to 

less efficient windows and transparent panels, is fairly common in the industry with both 

ASHRAE 90.1 and IECC having a similar component.  Building footprint to total area measures 

the efficiency of the enclosure and whether a building can be stacked in two or more stories in 

order to minimize foundation and roofing.  Building volume to floor area is an indicator of the 

space efficiency of a building, addressing double height and cathedral ceiling.  A fourth that has 

not been fully developed is the building volume to exterior surface area, which is an envelope 

efficiency measurement identifying simpler building forms that have greater efficiency than 

those with many protuberances.  The subcommittee recommendation is to continue pursuing 

development of these ratios. 
 

SUBCOMMITEE REPORT - Model Alaskan School Construction Standards 

Doug presented on the findings and recommendations of the subcommittee, whose purpose is to 

identify features and elements of a model school that would provide an adequate education for 

which state resources would be allowed.  The existing cost model incorporated a model school 

that was flexible to different site requirements and locally desired educational programs.  The 

cost model doesn’t take the place of a school design study, and it can be improved in the areas 

related to renovation. 
 

The top recommendation is to further develop the cost model instead of a cost per square foot 

method, as it is more useful on rehabilitation projects.  The second is to develop a process of 

reviewing the cost model school escalation study, possibly by the BRGR committee.  The third 

recommendation is to develop model school standards by building systems, to establish the 

quality and quantity of system components with a prioritized development of standards starting 

with systems with a high return on effort expended.  Quality could involve a minimum and 

maximum standard, the maximum being the cap on state share, where districts provide funding 

for value above the maximum.  The last top recommendation is identifying school elements that 

do not further core elements of the school, either being used seasonally, serving a smaller portion 

of the students, or benefiting the community after school hours; the state could choose not to 

fund these elements or fund at a reduced rate.  This could assist in providing funding equity. 
 

DISCUSSION:  STANDARDS FOR COST-EFFECTIVE CONSTRUCTION 

Mark inquired on the next steps.  Tim referenced the committee work plan, which calls for the 

committee to have developed a construction standards document by December; does that remain 

a goal.  Doug offered a reminder that Sen. MacKinnon had urged the committee to complete its 

work prior to the legislative session; he asked after an appropriate form for the report.  Rep. Kito 

noted the subcommittees have provided good recommendations in a suitable format.  Before 

finalizing, they should be reviewed by a larger audience, e.g. school districts and design 
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community, to solicit additional comments.  Brittany affirmed Rep. Kito’s suggestion to send out 

the recommendations to a larger audience.  Sen. MacKinnon would be looking for guidance and 

recommendations that could be incorporated into SB 87, getting the recommendations out to a 

broader audience would be very beneficial to the legislation being considered.   
 

Doug sought clarification on the preferred form of the recommendations.  Brittany noted that it 

would be useful if it was a report that delineated comments from the various stakeholder groups, 

so all the feedback is together in one report; from that policy and language decisions can be made.  

Brittany offered to set up a teleconference for committee members to discuss a report to the 

legislature with Sen. MacKinnon within the next week.  Tim recommended trying to ensure the 

three subcommittee chairs be available, as they would have the best understanding of the topics. 
 

In anticipation of putting the recommendations out for public comment, Heidi asked whether 

there were any changes to the format or substance of the recommendations.  General concurrence 

that the papers could be sent out as presented. Tim noted that the model school subcommittee 

recommendations have the most defined proposed actions for committee, department, or 

legislative involvement.  The legislature would need to amend statute to put limitations on the 

kind of projects the state would participate in.  Other subcommittee recommendations are 

process oriented.  The recommendations from the design ratio subcommittee acknowledges that 

there is more work to do before putting out specific numbers.  Doug suggested that, in the 

interest of getting public feedback, it may be helpful for the model school to limit their 

recommendations from eight to four, removing the process-oriented items.   
 

Tim asked for an understanding of a timeline and products.  The committee typically meets in 

December, it could review the public comment and a shell of a report.  Heidi noted there should 

be at least a 20 to 30 day comment period. Rep. Kito suggested a mid-October to mid-November 

comment period to provide enough time to prepare before and after.  Brittany requested any 

report be provided by the end of December, so suggestions could be incorporated into the bill.  

Mark and Doug confirmed that the schedule as discussed would work for their subcommittees.   
 

Lori asked whether subcommittees had BRGR approval to make changes as needed to their 

recommendations prior to public comment in mid-October; general approval. 
 

DEPARTMENT BRIEFING 

Wayne presented the preventive maintenance update.  One district did not maintain certification 

in the past site visit cycle; it will work with the department to become recertified.  Six districts 

were placed on provisional certification; the common thread was a lack of energy management, 

the districts were not tracking energy consumption.  Two districts also lacked sufficient effort 

and documentation on training of their maintenance staff.  Provisional districts will work with 

the department over the next year to become fully certified.  
 

Tim reviewed the school capital funding report, noting $40 million in funding to the REAA fund 

and a reappropriation of $3.5 million into the major maintenance grant fund.  The legislature also 

appropriated the final $7 million to the Kivalina project.  The department will be making 

allocations out of the two funds according to the procedures set out in regulation.  Tim pointed 

out the REAA summary page funding and projects from FY13 to FY18.  Gary Eckenweiler 

inquired on a timeline for disbursement of funds in FY18.  Heidi responded that the department 
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was working on getting the funding transferred to the fund, so that it can be appropriated to the 

Shishmaref project; she anticipates being able to issue a project agreement within a few weeks. 
 

Tim briefly went over the publication list and department staff updates. 

 

PUBLICATION UPDATE:  PROJECT DELIVERY METHOD HANDBOOK  
Tim described the changes between the initial draft presented at the last meeting and the one 

before the committee, including more developed appendices.  The appendices include a template 

for an alternative procurement request by a district and the current checklists used by the 

department when reviewing requests.  These checklists are a somewhat living document that may 

change as needed by the department staff.   
 

Tim stated that the public comments have been reviewed but the department has not yet 

determined its responses; however, he could respond to committee questions.  Don noted his 

agreement with a comment in regards to making provision for other methods of advertisement 

besides in a newspaper.  Tim concurred, it is on the department’s list for a regulation revision.  

Tim commended the commenters, noting that all of the comments received were helpful.  
 

Heidi suggested that a the department provide a summary of changes made to the final version 

based on incorporating the public comments.  General concurrence.  
 

FUTURE MEETING DATE 

Next committee meeting tentatively set for Tuesday, December 12, 2017, by teleconference.  To 

be confirmed with absent members via e-mail. 
 

CLOSING COMMENTS 

Tim added his thanks to Heidi’s regarding the industry partners for their assistance during the 

subcommittee work.  The department is looking forward to being fully staffed to better assist the 

districts and the committee. 
 

Wayne expressed his thanks also for the efforts and shared experience and opinions that were 

given for the betterment of the process this summer. 
 

Mark was grateful for the work done over the summer by the subcommittee members.  He 

requested the department pass on the schedule for when subcommittee reports will be due, the 

information regarding public comment, and when final reports need to be completed. 
 

Doug echoed Mark’s request for a schedule and thanked his subcommittee members for their 

time and the department staff for organizing the meetings.  
 

Don thanked the subcommittees and the department for their work as well.  Noting interesting 

times with big changes in store.  
 

Heidi requested the subcommittee chairs pass on the thanks to their subcommittee members.  

When the public comment request goes out, please share with an many people as you can so that 

there is a broad outreach.  She thanked Brittany for listening in on behalf of Sen. MacKinnon. 
 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 The committee adjourned at 3:26 p.m. 
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The initial CIP lists are included in the packet.  The department provided a memo to the 

school superintendents that announced the availability of the lists.  The department also 

transmitted the lists to the governor’s office for use in developing the FY2019 capital budget.   
 

Following are some year-to-year statistics: 

 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 

Districts Submitting Applications 36 37 31 

Number of Applications Submitted 127 131 108 

Number of Applications Scored 100 64 105 

Number of Applications Reused 27 67 39 

Number of Applications Ineligible 11 9 1 

Number of Applications with a  

Change in List 

3 3 3 

Number of Applications with a  

Budget Adjustment 

17 52 41 

Number of Projects on the Major 

Maintenance List 

98 106 93 

Number of Projects on the School 

Construction List 

19 17 11 

State Share Request on Major 

Maintenance List 

$181,570,096 $156,768,834 $145,235,869 

State Share Request on School 

Construction List 

$213,505,767 $137,559,973 $179,214,343 

 

Issues that arose in this year’s application cycle are addressed in a separate FY19 CIP 

Department Briefing and Rater’s Briefing included in the packet.  The revised statewide six-

year plan is also included in the packet. 
 

Per AS14.11.014(b)(2), the committee is to make recommendations to the State Board of 

Education & Early Development concerning school construction grants.  Recommended 

Motion:  

I move that the Bond Reimbursement and Grant Review Committee recommend the 

State Board of Education & Early Development adopt the department’s FY2019 list 

of projects eligible for funding under the School Construction Grant Fund and the 

Major Maintenance Grant Fund.  

 

Department of Education 
& Early Development 

 

FINANCE & SUPPORT SERVICES 
 

801 West 10th Street, Suite 200 

PO Box 110500 

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500 

Telephone: 907.465.6906 

 

 To: Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee 

 From: School Facilities 

 Date: December 12, 2017 

 

DEPARTMENT  BRIEFING 

Initial CIP Lists 
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School Capital Project Funding Report  

The FY2018 capital budget reappropriated an estimated $3,503,492 to projects eligible for 

the funding by the major maintenance grant fund.  This amount increased the current balance in 

that fund to $7.8 million for allocation by the department in FY2018.  The department has been 

following 4 AAC 31.023 when awarding from the major maintenance grant funding.   

 

As of November 30, the first and second priority projects have been fully funded.  The 

department determined there were insufficient funds available to pay for the third priority 

project; however, the department determined that the project could be phased and a grant for 

phase 1 of the project has been awarded.   

 

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

funding. 

 

As debt reimbursement projects reach completion, the recipients may decide to pay down the 

bond principal or redirect the remaining project balance to a voter and DEED-approved 

project, per 4 AAC 31.064.  Two municipal districts have received DEED approval to 

redirect prior voter-approved funds to new projects in FY18. 

 

A sheet on the CIP grant request and funding history FY09-FY19 is included for reference. 

 

REAA & Small Municipality Fund Report  

The Regional Education Attendance Area fund was established by chapter 93, SLA 2010 

(SB 237).  The amount of money available each fiscal year is tied to the annual debt service 

incurred under AS 14.11.100.  In 2013, the fund was amended to include “small municipal 

school districts”.  Since the first appropriation in FY 2013, $222,161,906 has been deposited 

into the Regional Education Attendance Area and Small Municipal School District (REAA) 

fund.  A total of ten projects have obligated $213,590,504.  

 

In FY18, the department has been able to allocate funding to the first school construction 

priority and provide design funding to the second priority project.  After review of funding 

scenarios, and with concurrence by the district with the priority three construction project, the 

department determined there was insufficient funding to accomplish the scope of the project 

and that providing design funding in FY18 would not benefit the project due to lack of 

projected funding availability in FY19.  The department then allocated funds to the number 

four construction project.   

 

The projected FY19 REAA fund appropriation is anticipated to provide the construction 

funding to the FY18 number two project, and provide design funding to the FY18 third 

priority project (FY19 first and second ranked projects).  A summary sheet is included in  

the packet. 
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Publications Update 

Following is a list of publications currently managed by the department along with an 

estimated revision priority, and the year of publication or latest draft.  Those in bold are 

publications proposed for committee approval. 

 

1. School Design and Construction Standards Handbook (new)      [Proposed 2018] 

2. Alaska School Facilities Preventive Maintenance Handbook (1999)     [Proposed 

update 2018] 
3. Life Cycle Cost Analysis Handbook (1999) 

4. Cost Format – EED Standard Construction Cost Estimate Format (2008 2nd Ed.) 

5. Space Guidelines Handbook (1996) 

6. Swimming Pool Guidelines (1997) 

7. Guide for School Facility Condition Surveys (1997) 

8. Architectural and Engineering Services for School Facility Construction (new) 

9. A Handbook to Writing Educational Specifications (2005); and Educational 

Specifications Supplement (2009) 

10. Site Selection Criteria & Evaluation Handbook (2011 2nd Ed.) 

11. Facility Appraisal Guide (1997)  

12. Outdoor Facility Guidelines for Secondary Schools (new) 

13. Renewal & Replacement Schedule (2001) 

14. Guidelines for School Equipment Purchases (2016)  

15. Capital Project Administration Handbook (2017)  

16. Project Delivery Method Handbook (2017)  
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Department of Education 
& Early Development 

 
FINANCE & SUPPORT SERVICES 

 
801 West 10th Street, Suite 200 

PO Box 110500 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500 

Telephone: 907.465.6906 
 

 To: Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee 

 From: School Facilities 

 Date: December 4, 2017 

 

CIP APPLICATION BRIEFING 
 
Rating Issues 
During the FY2019 rating process, a couple of areas were uncovered where clarifications would be 
beneficial.  

 
Evaluative Scoring 
Two scoring categories in the CIP application that consistently generate the most discussion 
when scoring are code deficiency/protection of structure/life safety (Q.4a) and emergency 
(Q.8a).  Included in the packet is an additional briefing paper on these two categories. 
 
Code Deficiency/Protection Of Structure/Life Safety 
This scoring matrix for this scoring element needs further development to assist raters in 
consistently assigning points to determine a project’s priority, which will increase 
transparency and reduce subjectivity, and in more fully utilizing the 0 to 50 point spread.   
 
Emergency 
The use of this category should be re-examined to define its intended purpose.  Should it be 
used sparingly and provide a large increase in points for a project that requires immediate 
reaction in response to an unforeseen event?  Or, should it continue to provide incremental 
adjustments in response to both unforeseen and anticipated events?   
 
Formula-Driven Scoring 
Revisions for the FY19 application have clarified what constitutes a condition/component 
survey.  However, the determination of when a condition survey should be required for 
eligibility to receive planning and design points is still far from best practice. Also, the 
awarding of condition survey points for ‘aged’ surveys also required a judgement by 
department staff in assigning points.  These two items are addressed below. 

Planning & Design  
 All Phases – A condition assessment of the facility systems and components being 

proposed for work is an essential building block for a CIP application.  However, 
with the new application for the FY17 CIP cycle, condition surveys were only 
required for Planning and Design points—any phase—if the project was a 
rehabilitation.  As a result, applicants that submit a project based on an estimated 
renewal cycle and without any assessment of their conditions, get the same 
consideration for planning and design points, as applicants that inspect the system 
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and take the time to document its condition.   Following are four vignettes from this 
year’s evaluation that demonstrate the need to make condition/component surveys 
required beyond rehabilitation projects: 

o 19-023 Craig Districtwide Energy Upgrades – this project to replace 205 light 
fixtures, replace a DDC controller, and replace AHU motors with VFDs was 
completed in-house and without a formalized condition survey. Because it did 
not meet the definition of a rehabilitation, no condition survey was required 
and it received 25pts in Planning & Design.  Component replacement, 
especially in the HVAC system, should have been based on the condition of 
the components.  Best practice would have required a condition survey, which 
in this case, could have been provided by qualified district personnel. 

o 19-064 Mat-Su Water System Replacement – this project to completely 
replace the water service system to the school was defined without a 
formalized condition survey. Because it was questionable to define the project 
as a rehabilitation (the current definition could, but does not explicitly support 
a by-system determination but, rather, a whole-building determination) this 
project received 25pts in Planning & Design.  System replacement of a major 
utility service should have been based on the condition of the system and its 
components.  Best practice would have required a condition survey, probably 
from a qualified professional, on which to base a project solution. 

o 19-072 Nome Anvil Charter School Restroom Renovation – this project to 
convert current restroom and additional storage space into new restrooms was 
designed without a formalized condition survey.  Because it was questionable 
to define the project as a rehabilitation (the current definition could, but does 
not explicitly support a by-space determination but, rather, a whole-building 
determination) this project received 25pts in Planning & Design.  
Rehabilitation involving substantial interior work on architectural, 
mechanical, and electrical systems of a portion of school space should have 
been based on the condition of those systems and space(s).  Best practice 
would have required a condition survey, probably from a qualified 
professional, on which to base a project solution. 

o 19-036 Iditarod Grayling School Roof Replacement – this project for the 
complete roof replacement (at $1M), in-house, without scoped and defined 
without a formalized condition survey.  Because it was questionable to define 
the project as a rehabilitation (the current definition could, but does not 
explicitly support a by-system determination but, rather, a whole-building 
determination) this project received 25pts in Planning & Design.  System 
replacement of a major building assembly should have been based on the 
condition of the system and its components.  This scenario also applied to 
Anchorage’s 4 Roof Replacement project where $20M roofs were programed 
for complete replacement based on a Facility Condition Index life-
expectancy.  Best practice would have required a condition survey, probably 
from a qualified professional, on which to base a project solution. 

 
Condition/Component Survey  

 The scoring matrix for condition survey points includes provisions for the age of the 
survey with increments at under 6yrs, under 10yrs, and over 10yrs.  A situation arose 
this rating period where a two condition surveys, both dating to 2008, were awarded 
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differing points, one 10pts, and the other 8pts.  Following is the rationale for that 
award for the two projects: 

o 19-018 Chatham Klukwan K-12 Boiler Replacement – the condition survey 
for this project was dated 8/26/2008 and was deemed to be over 6yrs but less 
than 10yrs old.  However, the project was completed by the district in August 
2013 when the survey was only 5 years old.  Requiring the district to update a 
condition survey on a completed project in order to gain the full 10 points 
didn’t seem appropriate.  10 points were awarded to the project under 
Condition/component Survey. 

o 19-078 Petersburg District Food Service Renovations – the condition survey 
for this project was dated 6/15/2008 and was deemed to be over 6yrs but less 
than 10yrs old.  The project is still in the planning phase and has not been 
completed.  8 points were awarded to the project under Condition/component 
Survey. [Note: portions of the condition survey were updated in 2013 but the 
update did not address this project.] 

Eligibility 
Procurement 
Projects submitted with ineligible procurement of design or construction were made 
ineligible for CIP funding.   
 

Potential FY2020 Application Changes 
The following changes have been identified as potential changes to the FY2019 CIP application and 
support materials.  These will be developed and presented in the Spring 2018 committee meeting. 

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

Sec. 6. Planning & Design 
 Supplement language that indicates a survey is required for rehabilitation projects 

with language that projects with scope warranting an in-depth examination will 
require a scope-specific condition survey to receive design development points. 

 
Appendix B  

 Adjust condition survey note to “Required if applicable to scope” for design 
development (additional instructions in Sec. 6). 

 Add “Required” elements to Phase III Construction to guide scoring of completed 
projects. 

 
Eligibility Form Changes 

 No changes. 
 

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

 
Rating Form Changes 

 No changes. 
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Forms 
Six-Year Plan 
Question 2a of the CIP application reads, “Has a six-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
been approved by the district school board?”  Yes and No check boxes are provided for a 
response.  Application instructions require attaching a current six-year plan and direct use of 
department form 05-11-068.  That form only provides a signature spot for the Chief School 
Administrator.  The department has accepted other forms that include the required elements. 
 
Question: is board approval required and, if yes, what form should that approval take? 
Currently districts are not being held to the same standard. 
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801 West 10th Street, Suite 200 

PO Box 110500 

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0500 

Telephone: 907.465.6906 

 

 To: Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee 

 From: Larry Morris, Architect Assistant 

 Date: December 1, 2017 

 

RATER’S BRIEFING 
 
Two scoring categories in the CIP application that have generated the most confusion and concern 

for districts are code deficiency/protection of structure/life safety (LS) and emergency.  After my first 

time evaluating and scoring CIP applications and after 10 years of writing them, I can state that it is 

equally confusing and difficult for both the raters and the writers.  Below is a discussion of the two 

scoring categories, the historical uses, the relation to other evaluative categories, and how they are 

part of the state’s interest in funding projects. 

 

Code Deficiency / Protection of Structure / Life Safety (LS) 

 

The LS evaluative question has a maximum 50 points available. Historically, however, the awarded 

points have fallen far short of that amount.  From the FY 2017 list through FY 2019 initial list the 

majority of points awarded were in the teens with a few in the 20s and four separate projects in the 

low 30s. In the years prior, the scores were significantly lower with most under 10 points.  The 

Guidelines for Raters of the CIP Application (Rev.09/2014) has three suggested guidelines, one for 

each of the three categories, with scoring from zero to 35 points.  A note reserves the 35-50 points for 

complete and imminent building failure due to code deficiency, protection of structure, or life safety 

conditions, resulting in un-housed students.  A further note suggests that this condition will likely 

have emergency points also.   

 

One of the difficult objectives of this category is maintaining parity of projects with similar scopes 

and also maintaining parity between projects with differing scopes and weighing each project’s 

comparable severity. In other words, having to determine the severity of leaking roofs between two 

projects as well as comparing a project for a leaking roof to a project replacing a failing heating 

system.  The existing guideline introduces a level of subjectivity and personal views, especially in 

comparing divergent scopes.  One person’s view of a leaky roof may be different from their view of a 

failing heating system.  Broadening this to more varied scopes, structural/seismic, roofs, fire alarms, 

sprinklers, etc. shows how difficult this can become.  In order to reduce the confusion and concern, 

for all, it may be beneficial to develop a matrix for scoring that assigns a small range of points for 

each condition within each scope addressing comparable severity. 
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DEED Facilities has worked towards a scoring matrix in the past.  The matrix would have to set 

scoring for similar and non-similar projects, as well as be able to equitably assign points for projects 

with multiple elements in comparison to a single condition project.  A project can be used to correct 

multiple LS issues economically compared to multiple single-element projects. However, addressing 

one or two LS issues as part of a larger project addressing many non-LS issues may not be in the 

state’s best interest. 

 

Emergency 

 

The emergency category also has 50 Points available. Since the FY 2017 application year, the range 

of scores has been from the low teens to zero.  Applicants are required to indicate if the project is an 

emergency in order for it to eligible for emergency points.  Many do not ask for points and many 

who do are not awarded any.  Only prior funding and alternative facilities, which is not used for 

major maintenance, have fewer projects receiving points. 

 

The “Guideline for Raters” addresses the scoring of this category slightly better than the LS 

category.  There are six defined scoring components with varying amount of available scores as 

follows: 

 Building is destroyed or unsafe, requiring replacement and causing un-housed students – 

50 points 

 Building is unsafe, requiring temporary relocation of students and substantial repairs –  

25 to 45 points 

 Building is occupied but a local or state official requires repairs by a date certain or be 

abandoned – 5 to 25 points 

 A portion of the building requires significant repair or replacement and cannot be used for 

educational purposes – 5 to 45 points 

 A major component of the building has failed making the building unusable until repaired – 

25 to 45 points 

 A major building component has a high probability of complete failure and could restrict use 

of the building – 5 to 25 points 

 

The emergency category is to assist in ranking a project with an un-foreseen issue that, if not 

corrected, would cause or has caused the facility to no longer be able to function, e.g. burned down. 

Also, the issue is of enough importance that it would be ranked at the top of the district’s priority list 

unless number one was a greater emergency.  What should be considered an emergency for the 

purpose of the application? Should the scoring continue to be linear with small amount of points for 

minor emergencies or be limited to a set of high-valued points for defined states of emergency?   

 

Should the category only be for “emergency” conditions, meaning an unexpected and unforeseen 

event that restricted full use of the building and required immediate action to correct, or should the 

category also include “emergent” conditions, meaning the district has become aware of an issue that 

will restrict full use of the building.  Currently, raters spend significant time evaluating whether a 

condition qualifies as “emergent” with a “high probability of complete failure”.  Providing 
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clarification and a clear definition of what constitutes an emergency in both the Instructions and 

Guidelines for Raters will reinforce the intended use of this scoring category. 

 

Other Evaluative Categories 

 

Other evaluative categories include; maintenance and custodial narratives, existing space, operating 

cost savings, options, alternatives and cost estimate.  These all have a good scoring matrix and tend 

to not have much confusion in point scoring.  The category of cost estimate is directly coupled to 

another category, planning and design.  Planning and design awards 25 points for designs of 65% 

design development through construction. The cost estimate category has estimates developed from 

65% drawings a score from 23 to 26 points and 95% through recovery of funds has a range of 27 to 

30 points.  Therefore a project submittal with 65% documents and estimate will likely score a 

minimum of 48 points and greater design effort can result in up to 55 points.  Therefore, with LS and 

emergency points utilizing between 10 and 35 points combined, design and cost estimate can be 

more indicative of project placement and funding.  This may not be in the state’s best interest for 

funding the facility needs of education. 

 

Moving Forward 

 

Alaska Statute 14.11.013 (Department review of grant application) states: 

(a) With regard to projects for which grants are requested under AS 14.11.011, the 

department shall 

 (1) annually review the six-year plans submitted by each district under AS 14.11.011(b) 

and recommend to the board a revised and updated six-year capital improvement project 

grant schedule that serves the best interests of the state and each district; in recommending 

projects for this schedule, the department shall verify that each proposed project meets the 

criteria established under AS 14.11.014(b) and qualifies as a project required to 

  (A) avert imminent danger or correct life-threatening situations; 

  (B) house students who would otherwise be unhoused; for purposes of this 

subparagraph, students are considered unhoused if the students attend school in temporary 

facilities; 

  (C) protect the structure of existing school facilities; 

  (D) correct building code deficiencies that require major repair or rehabilitation in 

order for the facility to continue to be used for the educational program; 

  (E) achieve an operating cost savings; 

  (F) modify or rehabilitate facilities for the purpose of improving the instructional 

program; 

  (G) meet an educational need not specified in (A) - (F) of this paragraph, identified 

by the department; 

 

This indicates that the primary concerns are code, life safety, and the protection of structures that the 

state and districts have invested resources into as well as providing for unhoused students and 

reducing operating costs to districts.  Also included in statute is 14.11.011(4)(A) and (B) stating that, 

to qualify, districts must have a preventive maintenance plan and must adequately adhere to it.  The 

purpose of this statute is to control costs to the state for renovations and replacement of facilities 
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prematurely.  Unhoused students has a formula driven category with up to 80 points available in the 

application.  Operational cost savings has an evaluative scored category with up to 30 points 

available.  It also has a well-developed scoring matrix.  This brings us to the LS and emergency 

categories and their place in application scoring and the state’s best interest. 

 

Based on statute, one can infer that addressing code deficiencies, protection of structure, and life 

safety are in the state’s best interest and that the LS category should have a more significant role in 

determining placement on the priority lists than those items not addressing the state’s interest.  The 

best way to achieve this is to utilize a larger amount of the available points.  50 points can have a 

significant role in a project’s placement and possibility of funding and having it in an evaluative 

(read subjective) category should also have a large amount of transparency in it.  Having a matrix 

that includes a large array of possible issues and showing their points can increase both transparency, 

utilize all of the available points, and reduce subjectivity.  The matrix can also be used for 

incentivizing facility maintenance and showing that they are, in fact, using their work order system as 

required by statute.  

 

Finally, how should the emergency category fit into project evaluation?  The emergency category and 

its 50 points are to prioritize those projects that are true emergencies to a district and its educational 

mission.  But, in the scope of the CIP application and the priority lists, what is an emergency?  Is it 

such that a large catastrophe is a large emergency and a small annoyance is a small emergency?  

Should the emergency points be reserved for truly large, unforeseen, occasions?  Examples would be 

50 points for a school that has been destroyed or rendered un-habitable and results in the attendance 

area having unhoused students; and 25 points for a facility or a component having a date certain 

when the facility being un-habitable.  Any other situation would not be eligible for points.  This 

would utilize the emergency points for what it is intended, to prioritize emergencies with a 

significant infusion of points and higher ranking on the statewide priority list.  An emergency-

qualified project should be the first project on a district’s priority list unless the higher ranked project 

is an emergency equal to or greater the other.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Code deficiency/Protection of structure/Life safety is an area of evaluating and prioritizing school 

facility projects in the best interest to the state.  There should be a matrix for scoring that utilizes all 

50 points available to increase its actual weight in prioritizing projects; as compared to its historical 

use of more minimal scoring.  A well-developed matrix would also increase transparency and reduce 

subjectivity. The department is in the process of developing a matrix for committee review. 

 

In conjunction with a more developed LS matrix that more fully utilizes the 50 available points, the 

committee should re-evaluate whether the emergency category should be used to sparingly, with high 

point benchmarks, in order to prioritize true emergencies or continue with a more incremental point 

assignment. 
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Lower Kuskokwim J Alexie Memorial K-12 School Replacement, 
Atmautluak

$45,263,955 $43,691,585 $40,363,353 $807,267 $39,556,0861 $39,556,086$3,328,232

Lower Kuskokwim Eek K-12 School Renovation/Addition $35,534,103 $33,760,170 $33,760,170 $675,203 $72,641,0532 $33,084,967$0

Lower Kuskokwim Anna Tobeluk Memorial K-12 School 
Renovation/Addition, Nunapitchuk

$63,237,913 $53,661,875 $53,661,875 $1,073,237 $125,229,6913 $52,588,638$0

Galena City Galena Interior Learning Academy Classroom 
Building Upgrade

$8,039,669 $8,039,669 $8,039,669 $401,983 $132,867,3774 $7,637,686$0

Lower Kuskokwim Mertarvik K-12 School Newtok Replacement $49,272,786 $39,705,503 $39,705,503 $794,110 $171,778,7705 $38,911,393$0

Aleutians East Sand Point K-12 School Paving $450,463 $450,463 $450,463 $157,662 $172,071,5716 $292,801$0

Lower Kuskokwim Water Storage and Treatment, Kongiganak $5,930,074 $5,930,074 $5,930,074 $118,601 $177,883,0447 $5,811,473$0

Southeast Island Kasaan K-12 School Covered Play Area 
Construction

$449,421 $449,421 $449,421 $8,988 $178,323,4778 $440,433$0

Aleutians East King Cove K-12 School Paving $112,250 $112,250 $112,250 $39,287 $178,396,4409 $72,963$0

Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Playground Upgrades $226,137 $226,137 $226,137 $4,523 $178,618,05410 $221,614$0

Yupiit Playground Construction, 3 Schools $608,458 $608,458 $608,458 $12,169 $179,214,34311 $596,289$0

TOTALS: $209,125,228 $186,635,604 $183,307,373 $4,093,030 $179,214,343$3,328,232

Page 1 of 1 School Construction ListIssue Date:

Run Date:

11/06/2017

10/27/2017
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Anchorage Romig Middle School Gym Seismic Repairs $607,997 $634,282 $634,282 $221,999 $412,283 $412,2831 $0

Denali Borough Anderson K-12 School Water Line 
Replacement

$225,418 $220,490 $220,490 $44,098 $176,392 $588,6752 $0

Petersburg Borough Petersburg Middle/High School Boiler 2 
Replacement

$76,176 $76,176 $76,176 $26,662 $49,514 $638,1893 $0

Denali Borough Cantwell K-12 School Roof Replacement $1,107,009 $807,654 $807,654 $161,531 $646,123 $1,284,3124 $0

Petersburg Borough Districtwide Food Service Renovations $1,560,163 $1,560,163 $1,560,163 $546,057 $1,014,106 $2,298,4185 $0

Saint Marys St. Mary's Campus Upgrades $4,899,885 $4,188,200 $4,188,200 $418,820 $3,769,380 $6,067,7986 $0

Chatham Klukwan K-12 School Boiler Replacement $57,765 $57,765 $57,765 $1,155 $56,610 $6,124,4087 $0

Bristol Bay Borough Bristol Bay School Renovation Phase II $14,736,892 $13,022,838 $13,022,838 $4,557,993 $8,464,845 $14,589,2538 $0

Ketchikan Houghtaling Elementary Roof Replacement $3,361,695 $3,361,695 $3,361,695 $1,008,508 $2,353,187 $16,942,4409 $0

Aleutians East Sand Point K-12 School Heating System 
Renovation

$309,936 $301,406 $301,406 $105,492 $195,914 $17,138,35410 $0

Yukon-Koyukuk Allakaket K-12 School Renovation $10,594,143 $9,381,581 $9,381,581 $187,632 $9,193,949 $26,332,30311 $0

Northwest Arctic Davis Ramoth K-12 School Window 
Replacement, Selawik

$241,245 $241,245 $241,245 $48,249 $192,996 $26,525,29912 $0

Petersburg Borough Petersburg High School Gym and Auxiliary 
Gym LED Lighting Upgrade

$27,857 $27,346 $27,346 $9,571 $17,775 $26,543,07413 $0

Southeast Island Thorne Bay Maintenance Building Roof 
Replacement

$231,462 $161,680 $161,680 $3,234 $158,446 $26,701,52014 $0

Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Campus Fire Pump House and Fire 
Protection Upgrades

$2,982,088 $2,982,088 $2,982,088 $59,642 $2,922,446 $29,623,96615 $0

Northwest Arctic Davis Ramoth K-12 School Sewer Line 
Repair, Selawik

$67,190 $67,190 $67,190 $13,438 $53,752 $29,677,71816 $0

Nome City Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School Partial Roof 
Replacement

$2,223,488 $2,223,488 $2,223,488 $667,046 $1,556,442 $31,234,16017 $0

Chugach Chenega Bay K-12 School Rehabilitation $5,542,562 $5,542,562 $5,542,562 $110,851 $5,431,711 $36,665,87118 $0

Craig City Craig Middle School Gym Floor Replacement $522,692 $522,692 $522,692 $104,538 $418,154 $37,084,02519 $0

Craig City Districtwide Energy Upgrades $183,977 $178,913 $178,913 $35,783 $143,130 $37,227,15520 $0

Alaska Gateway Tok K-12 School Sprinkler Renovation $1,799,001 $1,799,001 $1,799,001 $35,980 $1,763,021 $38,990,17621 $0

Petersburg Borough Petersburg Middle/High School Entry 
Renovation

$48,303 $46,974 $46,974 $16,441 $30,533 $39,020,70922 $0

Lower Kuskokwim Nuniwaarmiut K-12 School Wastewater 
Upgrades, Mekoryuk

$1,123,319 $894,480 $894,480 $17,890 $876,590 $39,897,29923 $0

Chugach Tatitlek K-12 School Rehabilitation $5,243,249 $5,243,249 $5,243,249 $104,865 $5,138,384 $45,035,68324 $0

Denali Borough Tri-Valley School Coal Heat Conversion $89,923 $89,923 $89,923 $17,985 $71,938 $45,107,62125 $0
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Copper River District Office Roof Renovation and Energy 
Upgrade

$1,022,041 $1,022,041 $1,022,041 $20,441 $1,001,600 $46,109,22126 $0

Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Flooring and Asbestos 
Abatement

$399,436 $385,191 $385,191 $19,260 $365,931 $46,475,15227 $0

Hoonah City Hoonah Central Boiler Replacement $262,100 $262,100 $262,100 $78,630 $183,470 $46,658,62228 $0

Craig City Craig Elementary School Door And Flooring 
Replacement

$138,462 $138,462 $138,462 $27,692 $110,770 $46,769,39229 $0

Craig City Craig Middle School Siding and Windows $149,167 $149,167 $149,167 $29,833 $119,334 $46,888,72630 $0

Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Boiler Replacement $143,070 $143,070 $143,070 $7,153 $135,917 $47,024,64331 $0

Petersburg Borough Petersburg Middle/High School Underground 
Storage Tank Replacement

$177,695 $177,695 $177,695 $62,193 $115,502 $47,140,14532 $0

Aleutians East Sand Point K-12 School Pool Major 
Maintenance

$104,660 $104,660 $104,660 $36,631 $68,029 $47,208,17433 $0

Yupiit Tuluksak K-12 School Fuel Tank 
Replacement

$2,430,410 $2,430,410 $2,430,410 $48,608 $2,381,802 $49,589,97634 $0

Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 School Exterior Repairs $2,567,788 $2,567,788 $2,567,788 $51,356 $2,516,432 $52,106,40835 $0

Haines Borough Haines High School Locker Room Renovation $779,739 $779,739 $779,739 $272,909 $506,830 $52,613,23836 $0

Kuspuk Jack Egnaty Sr. K-12 School Roof 
Replacement, Sleetmute

$1,660,924 $1,660,924 $1,660,924 $33,218 $1,627,706 $54,240,94437 $0

Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 Fire Suppression System $480,867 $480,867 $480,867 $9,617 $471,250 $54,712,19438 $0

Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K-12 School Emergency Lighting 
and Retrofit

$232,730 $232,730 $232,730 $4,655 $228,075 $54,940,26939 $0

Yukon Flats Chalkyitsik K-12 School Water Tank 
Replacement

$1,272,216 $1,272,216 $1,272,216 $25,444 $1,246,772 $56,187,04140 $0

Nome City Nome Elementary School Gym Flooring 
Replacement

$107,692 $103,740 $103,740 $31,122 $72,618 $56,259,65941 $0

Yukon Flats Venetie K-12 School Generator Building 
Renovation

$2,754,866 $2,388,911 $2,388,911 $47,778 $2,341,133 $58,600,79242 $0

Southwest Region Manokotak K-12 School Sewer and Water 
Upgrade

$232,467 $232,467 $232,467 $4,649 $227,818 $58,828,61043 $0

Chatham Fire Alarm Upgrades - 3 Sites $104,572 $104,572 $104,572 $2,091 $102,481 $58,931,09144 $0

Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School Emergency 
Lighting and Retrofit

$119,467 $117,829 $117,829 $2,357 $115,472 $59,046,56345 $0

Anchorage Roof Replacement and Upgrades, 4 Schools $21,174,967 $12,434,633 $12,434,633 $4,352,122 $8,082,511 $67,129,07446 $0

Yukon Flats Beaver and Chalkyitsik K-12 School Boiler 
and Control Upgrades

$1,366,954 $1,323,900 $1,323,900 $26,478 $1,297,422 $68,426,49647 $0

Southwest Region Twin Hills K-8 School Renovations $2,004,615 $2,004,615 $2,004,615 $40,092 $1,964,523 $70,391,01948 $0

Haines Borough Haines High School Roof Replacement $2,399,203 $2,399,203 $2,399,203 $839,721 $1,559,482 $71,950,50149 $0
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Sitka City Borough Keet Gooshi Heen Elementary Covered PE 
Structure Renovation

$475,238 $475,238 $475,238 $166,333 $308,905 $72,259,40650 $0

Yukon-Koyukuk Ella B. Vernetti K-8 School Entry Access 
Repairs, Koyukuk

$277,052 $277,052 $277,052 $5,541 $271,511 $72,530,91751 $0

Annette Island Metlakatla High School Gym Acoustical 
Upgrades

$142,669 $142,669 $142,669 $2,853 $139,816 $72,670,73352 $0

Chatham Klukwan K-12 School Roof Replacement $1,832,400 $1,770,420 $1,770,420 $35,408 $1,735,012 $74,405,74553 $0

Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Carpet Replacement $71,549 $69,579 $69,579 $1,392 $68,187 $74,473,93254 $0

Mat-Su Borough Districtwide Seismic Upgrades, Phase 1 $7,326,904 $6,994,745 $6,994,745 $2,098,423 $4,896,322 $79,370,25455 $0

Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Regional High School Boardwalk 
Replacement

$738,394 $738,394 $738,394 $14,768 $723,626 $80,093,88056 $0

Mat-Su Borough Water System Replacement, Big Lake, Butte, 
Snowshoe Elementary Schools

$6,321,087 $5,754,270 $5,754,270 $1,726,281 $4,027,989 $84,121,86957 $0

Nome City Anvil City Charter School Restroom 
Renovations

$431,240 $431,240 $431,240 $129,372 $301,868 $84,423,73758 $0

Copper River Glenallen Voc-Ed Facility Renovation $702,997 $702,997 $702,997 $14,060 $688,937 $85,112,67459 $0

Nenana City Nenana K-12 School Fire Suppression 
System Replacement

$1,382,689 $1,382,689 $1,382,689 $69,134 $1,313,555 $86,426,22960 $0

Kake City Kake High School Plumbing Replacement $639,172 $639,172 $639,172 $127,834 $511,338 $86,937,56761 $0

Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K-12 School Siding 
Replacement

$960,216 $960,216 $960,216 $19,204 $941,012 $87,878,57962 $0

Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 Mechanical Control 
Upgrades

$1,408,445 $1,408,445 $1,408,445 $28,169 $1,380,276 $89,258,85563 $0

Anchorage Mears Middle School Roof Replacement and 
Upgrades

$10,654,171 $9,530,938 $9,530,938 $3,335,828 $6,195,110 $95,453,96564 $0

Southwest Region William "Sonny" Nelson K-8 School 
Renovations, Ekwok

$3,206,193 $3,206,193 $3,206,193 $64,124 $3,142,069 $98,596,03465 $0

Craig City Craig High School Biomass Boiler $544,148 $544,148 $544,148 $108,830 $435,318 $99,031,35266 $0

Southwest Region Aleknagik K-8 School Renovations $3,136,609 $3,136,609 $3,136,609 $62,732 $3,073,877 $102,105,22967 $0

Nome City Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School Generator and 
Electrical Service Replacement

$1,818,227 $1,818,227 $1,818,227 $545,468 $1,272,759 $103,377,98868 $0

Yukon Flats Fort Yukon K-12 School Soil Remediation 
and Fuel Tank Replacement

$10,818,586 $4,642,888 $4,642,888 $92,858 $4,550,030 $107,928,01869 $0

Anchorage Steller Secondary School Fire Alarm 
Replacement

$322,875 $322,875 $322,875 $113,006 $209,869 $108,137,88770 $0

Kake City Exterior Upgrades - Main School Facilities $242,861 $242,861 $242,861 $48,572 $194,289 $108,332,17671 $0

Lower Kuskokwim Akula Elitnauvik K-12 School Renovation, 
Kasigluk-Akula

$4,498,235 $3,889,212 $3,889,212 $77,784 $3,811,428 $112,143,60472 $0
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Kake City Kake High School Gym Floor and Bleacher 
Replacement

$548,148 $531,076 $531,076 $106,215 $424,861 $112,568,46573 $0

Anchorage East High School Safety and Building 
Upgrades

$11,743,819 $4,966,760 $4,966,760 $1,738,366 $3,228,394 $115,796,85974 $0

Yukon Flats Cruikshank K-12 School Soil Remediation 
and Fuel Tank Replacement, Beaver

$1,327,572 $1,102,255 $1,102,255 $22,045 $1,080,210 $116,877,06975 $0

Lower Yukon Ignatius Beans K-12 School Marine Header 
Pipeline

$1,542,993 $1,476,069 $1,476,069 $29,521 $1,446,548 $118,323,61776 $0

Anchorage Service High School Gym Sprinkler and Fire 
Alarm Upgrades

$6,439,147 $2,103,547 $2,103,547 $736,241 $1,367,306 $119,690,92377 $0

Yukon-Koyukuk Ella B. Vernetti K-8 School Boiler 
Replacement, Koyukuk

$438,678 $438,678 $438,678 $8,774 $429,904 $120,120,82778 $0

Southeast Island Thorne Bay K-12 School Underground 
Storage Tank Replacement

$335,085 $335,085 $335,085 $6,702 $328,383 $120,449,21079 $0

Iditarod Area Blackwell K-12 School HVAC Control 
Upgrades, Anvik

$121,892 $121,892 $121,892 $2,438 $119,454 $120,568,66480 $0

Lower Kuskokwim Akiuk Memorial K-12 School Renovation, 
Kasigluk-Akiuk

$4,103,065 $3,449,411 $3,449,411 $68,988 $3,380,423 $123,949,08781 $0

Yukon Flats Venetie K-12 School Soil Remediation and 
Fuel Tank Replacement

$2,069,628 $1,806,394 $1,806,394 $36,128 $1,770,266 $125,719,35382 $0

Southeast Island Port Alexander K-12 Domestic Water Pipe 
Replacement

$85,289 $107,717 $107,717 $2,154 $105,563 $125,824,91683 $0

Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial K-12 School HVAC 
Control Upgrades, Grayling

$287,139 $343,542 $343,542 $6,871 $336,671 $126,161,58784 $0

Anchorage Bartlett High School Intercom Upgrades $2,703,997 $1,284,739 $1,284,739 $449,659 $835,080 $126,996,66785 $0

Lower Yukon LYSD Central Office Renovation $5,257,426 $5,006,308 $5,006,308 $100,126 $4,906,182 $131,902,84986 $0

Mat-Su Borough Windows and Lighting Upgrades, Butte 
Elementary, Palmer High School

$4,231,918 $4,231,918 $4,231,918 $1,269,575 $2,962,343 $134,865,19287 $0

Iditarod Area David-Louis Memorial K-12 School Roof 
Replacement, Grayling

$511,334 $1,530,387 $1,530,387 $30,608 $1,499,779 $136,364,97188 $0

Southeast Island Port Alexander and Thorne Bay K-12 Schools 
Roof Replacement

$4,906,853 $4,906,853 $4,906,853 $98,137 $4,808,716 $141,173,68789 $0

Yupiit Mechanical System Improvements, 3 Schools $168,484 $168,484 $168,484 $3,370 $165,114 $141,338,80190 $0

Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K-12 School Siding 
Replacement, Nunam Iqua

$260,799 $260,799 $260,799 $5,216 $255,583 $141,594,38491 $0

Lower Yukon Security Access Project, 6 Sites $1,532,578 $1,532,578 $1,532,578 $30,652 $1,501,926 $143,096,31092 $0

Lower Yukon Kotlik and Pilot Station K-12 Schools 
Renewal and Repair

$2,183,223 $2,183,223 $2,183,223 $43,664 $2,139,559 $145,235,86993 $0

TOTALS: $208,700,567 $173,518,803 $173,518,803 $28,282,934 $145,235,869$0
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Lower Kuskokwim 30.00 10.32 30.00 10.00 3.16 23.04 22.30 24.18 10.00 4.00 0.00 29.33 16.67 14.67 4.33 16.00 289.66J Alexie Memorial K-12 School 
Replacement, Atmautluak

1 2.673.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 27.00 23.56 0.00 10.00 3.24 25.53 22.74 21.86 10.00 4.33 1.67 15.33 21.33 17.00 4.33 19.33 269.27Eek K-12 School 
Renovation/Addition

2 3.003.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 24.00 18.45 0.00 10.00 3.24 33.47 30.00 22.45 10.00 4.33 0.00 13.33 22.67 15.33 5.67 13.67 268.62Anna Tobeluk Memorial K-12 
School Renovation/Addition, 
Nunapitchuk

3 3.003.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Galena City 30.00 17.75 0.00 25.00 4.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 21.00 5.67 23.67 6.67 19.00 208.08Galena Interior Learning Academy 
Classroom Building Upgrade

4 0.004.33 3.67 4.00 3.6715.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 15.00 8.73 0.00 0.00 3.24 9.78 6.42 22.32 0.00 4.33 16.67 11.67 12.67 13.33 3.67 11.67 182.50Mertarvik K-12 School Newtok 
Replacement

5 4.003.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Aleutians East 24.00 16.82 0.00 25.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 28.00 4.33 9.33 155.09Sand Point K-12 School Paving6 2.333.33 2.00 2.67 2.6715.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 18.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 19.33 0.00 18.00 3.00 11.33 148.16Water Storage and Treatment, 
Kongiganak

7 2.333.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Southeast Island 12.00 21.25 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 5.48 15.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 17.00 13.00 0.00 9.00 139.11Kasaan K-12 School Covered Play 
Area Construction

8 3.333.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Aleutians East 21.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 5.33 0.00 28.00 4.33 9.33 135.94King Cove K-12 School Paving9 2.333.33 2.00 2.67 2.6715.00 10.00

Southeast Island 15.00 9.17 0.00 10.00 2.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 12.67 0.00 13.33 1.33 9.33 115.77Thorne Bay K-12 School 
Playground Upgrades

10 3.003.33 2.67 2.33 2.6715.00 10.00

Yupiit 24.00 0.69 0.00 10.00 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 6.67 2.67 10.00 0.00 8.00 98.33Playground Construction, 3 Schools11 1.002.33 2.00 3.33 2.6710.00 10.00
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Anchorage 30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 12.33 14.00 7.33 27.00 0.00 10.67 214.67Romig Middle School Gym Seismic 
Repairs

1 0.004.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 5.0015.00 10.00

Denali Borough 30.00 28.51 0.00 25.00 3.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.67 15.33 1.00 28.33 2.67 8.67 205.83Anderson K-12 School Water Line 
Replacement

2 0.003.67 4.00 4.33 3.33 4.3315.00 10.00

Petersburg 
Borough

30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 1.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 12.33 0.00 27.67 7.00 10.33 200.95Petersburg Middle/High School 
Boiler 2 Replacement

3 0.004.33 5.00 4.67 4.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Denali Borough 24.00 24.53 0.00 25.00 3.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 20.33 1.67 24.00 6.33 9.00 193.51Cantwell K-12 School Roof 
Replacement

4 0.003.67 4.00 4.33 3.33 4.3315.00 10.00

Petersburg 
Borough

27.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 9.33 2.00 23.67 5.00 14.33 192.31Districtwide Food Service 
Renovations

5 0.004.67 4.67 4.33 4.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Saint Marys 30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 1.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 11.00 0.00 25.33 6.00 9.67 190.03St. Mary's Campus Upgrades6 0.003.67 3.33 4.00 4.00 3.6715.00 10.00

Chatham 30.00 19.50 0.00 25.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.00 17.00 0.67 28.33 3.33 9.67 189.61Klukwan K-12 School Boiler 
Replacement

7 0.003.00 3.00 2.67 2.33 2.6715.00 10.00

Bristol Bay 
Borough

30.00 27.86 0.00 20.00 1.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 15.00 1.00 20.00 8.00 12.67 189.39Bristol Bay School Renovation 
Phase II

8 0.003.33 3.67 3.33 4.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Ketchikan 30.00 30.00 0.00 20.00 4.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 22.67 0.00 20.00 3.67 9.67 188.94Houghtaling Elementary Roof 
Replacement

9 0.003.67 3.33 3.00 2.00 3.3315.00 10.00

Aleutians East 30.00 18.57 0.00 25.00 1.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 14.00 0.00 27.00 20.33 9.33 188.02Sand Point K-12 School Heating 
System Renovation

10 0.002.67 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.3315.00 10.00

Yukon-Koyukuk 30.00 23.97 0.00 20.00 2.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 19.67 4.33 18.67 4.67 14.67 187.63Allakaket K-12 School Renovation11 0.003.33 3.33 3.33 2.67 3.0015.00 10.00

Northwest Arctic 30.00 9.70 0.00 25.00 2.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 12.67 0.00 26.00 20.67 10.00 187.47Davis Ramoth K-12 School Window 
Replacement, Selawik

12 0.003.33 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.6715.00 10.00

Petersburg 
Borough

18.00 19.14 0.00 25.00 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 28.67 26.67 9.67 186.45Petersburg High School Gym and 
Auxiliary Gym LED Lighting Upgrade

13 0.004.67 5.00 4.33 4.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Southeast Island 27.00 30.00 0.00 20.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 19.33 0.00 15.67 2.33 10.33 182.71Thorne Bay Maintenance Building 
Roof Replacement

14 0.003.33 3.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 12.00 30.00 0.00 20.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 19.67 0.00 19.67 1.67 18.00 182.57Bethel Campus Fire Pump House 
and Fire Protection Upgrades

15 0.004.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Northwest Arctic 27.00 9.70 0.00 25.00 2.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 20.00 0.00 28.33 3.67 9.67 181.80Davis Ramoth K-12 School Sewer 
Line Repair, Selawik

16 0.003.33 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.6715.00 10.00

Nome City 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 20.00 7.67 8.33 180.19Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School 
Partial Roof Replacement

17 0.003.33 3.67 2.67 3.33 4.0015.00 10.00

Chugach 30.00 10.09 0.00 20.00 1.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 29.00 0.00 20.33 2.67 15.33 178.92Chenega Bay K-12 School 
Rehabilitation

18 0.003.67 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.0015.00 10.00

Craig City 21.00 24.75 0.00 25.00 2.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 6.67 8.00 2.00 27.33 2.33 10.00 178.82Craig Middle School Gym Floor 
Replacement

19 0.003.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Craig City 30.00 8.10 0.00 25.00 2.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 27.33 26.33 11.67 176.84Districtwide Energy Upgrades20 0.003.33 3.67 3.00 2.67 3.0015.00 10.00

Alaska Gateway 30.00 6.50 0.00 20.00 2.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 7.00 24.33 0.00 21.00 5.00 10.00 176.10Tok K-12 School Sprinkler 
Renovation

21 0.003.33 4.00 3.00 3.67 3.0015.00 10.00
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Petersburg 
Borough

21.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 28.33 1.67 8.33 175.65Petersburg Middle/High School 
Entry Renovation

22 0.004.67 5.00 4.33 4.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 21.00 21.81 0.00 20.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 7.33 14.00 0.00 16.33 2.67 17.67 175.38Nuniwaarmiut K-12 School 
Wastewater Upgrades, Mekoryuk

23 0.004.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Chugach 27.00 15.12 0.00 20.00 1.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 27.00 0.00 19.67 0.00 14.67 174.95Tatitlek K-12 School Rehabilitation24 0.003.67 3.00 3.00 2.67 3.0015.00 10.00

Denali Borough 27.00 3.50 0.00 25.00 4.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 28.67 21.33 9.00 174.86Tri-Valley School Coal Heat 
Conversion

25 0.004.00 4.33 3.67 4.00 4.6715.00 10.00

Copper River 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 21.00 0.00 15.00 4.00 9.33 172.26District Office Roof Renovation and 
Energy Upgrade

26 0.003.33 3.33 3.00 3.00 3.6715.00 10.00

Nenana City 30.00 30.00 0.00 25.00 3.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.67 0.00 23.67 3.00 9.00 172.16Nenana K-12 School Flooring and 
Asbestos Abatement

27 0.003.67 3.33 3.67 3.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Hoonah City 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 16.67 0.00 13.00 9.00 13.67 171.09Hoonah Central Boiler Replacement28 0.003.00 3.00 3.67 2.33 2.0015.00 10.00

Craig City 27.00 23.00 0.00 25.00 2.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 5.67 2.00 28.00 2.33 9.33 171.07Craig Elementary School Door And 
Flooring Replacement

29 0.003.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Craig City 24.00 21.56 0.00 10.00 2.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 17.67 0.00 28.00 3.67 9.67 170.22Craig Middle School Siding and 
Windows

30 0.003.67 3.67 3.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Nenana City 27.00 30.00 0.00 20.00 3.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.67 0.00 19.67 3.67 9.33 170.16Nenana K-12 School Boiler 
Replacement

31 0.003.67 3.33 3.67 3.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Petersburg 
Borough

24.00 16.00 0.00 25.00 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 11.00 0.00 24.67 1.33 9.67 169.98Petersburg Middle/High School 
Underground Storage Tank 
Replacement

32 0.004.67 5.00 4.33 4.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Aleutians East 27.00 16.82 0.00 25.00 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.67 0.00 29.00 8.33 9.67 166.09Sand Point K-12 School Pool Major 
Maintenance

33 0.003.00 3.33 2.00 2.67 2.6715.00 10.00

Yupiit 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 4.00 20.00 0.00 15.67 2.67 9.67 165.30Tuluksak K-12 School Fuel Tank 
Replacement

34 0.003.00 2.33 2.00 3.33 2.6710.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 27.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 2.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 17.67 0.00 27.33 4.33 12.33 165.24Hooper Bay K-12 School Exterior 
Repairs

35 0.002.67 3.00 3.00 3.33 4.3315.00 10.00

Haines Borough 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 18.33 0.00 14.00 4.33 10.00 163.49Haines High School Locker Room 
Renovation

36 0.003.33 3.00 2.67 2.67 3.3315.00 10.00

Kuspuk 30.00 24.75 0.00 0.00 1.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.33 30.67 0.67 15.33 3.67 9.33 161.40Jack Egnaty Sr. K-12 School Roof 
Replacement, Sleetmute

37 0.003.00 3.00 2.33 2.00 2.6715.00 10.00

Southeast Island 30.00 9.92 0.00 10.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 9.00 17.33 0.00 15.67 6.00 9.00 160.30Thorne Bay K-12 Fire Suppression 
System

38 0.003.67 3.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 30.00 0.50 0.00 25.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 6.00 2.00 28.33 10.67 11.33 160.26Hooper Bay K-12 School 
Emergency Lighting and Retrofit

39 0.003.00 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Yukon Flats 30.00 23.73 0.00 10.00 2.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 7.67 11.33 0.00 13.67 2.33 9.67 158.39Chalkyitsik K-12 School Water 
Tank Replacement

40 0.002.33 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Nome City 27.00 12.50 0.00 25.00 2.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.67 2.33 28.67 1.33 9.67 157.35Nome Elementary School Gym 
Flooring Replacement

41 0.003.33 3.67 2.67 3.33 4.0015.00 10.00
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Yukon Flats 24.00 14.25 0.00 10.00 2.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 6.00 20.00 0.00 14.33 4.67 13.67 156.92Venetie K-12 School Generator 
Building Renovation

42 0.002.33 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Southwest Region 30.00 2.50 0.00 25.00 2.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.00 0.00 28.00 7.00 10.67 155.90Manokotak K-12 School Sewer and 
Water Upgrade

43 0.003.33 2.67 2.67 2.67 2.3315.00 10.00

Chatham 24.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.33 0.00 18.67 1.67 9.00 153.14Fire Alarm Upgrades - 3 Sites44 0.003.33 3.33 3.00 3.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 24.00 1.00 0.00 25.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 6.00 2.00 28.00 11.67 9.00 152.76Scammon Bay K-12 School 
Emergency Lighting and Retrofit

45 0.003.00 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Anchorage 27.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 13.67 0.00 18.00 1.67 6.33 152.00Roof Replacement and Upgrades, 4 
Schools

46 0.004.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 5.0015.00 10.00

Yukon Flats 27.00 16.96 0.00 10.00 2.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 15.67 0.00 12.67 7.00 8.67 149.96Beaver and Chalkyitsik K-12 School 
Boiler and Control Upgrades

47 0.002.33 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Southwest Region 27.00 26.50 0.00 0.00 2.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 17.33 0.00 12.00 6.67 10.00 148.24Twin Hills K-8 School Renovations48 0.003.33 2.67 2.67 2.67 2.3315.00 10.00

Haines Borough 27.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.33 0.00 13.67 2.33 9.00 148.15Haines High School Roof 
Replacement

49 0.003.33 3.00 2.67 2.67 3.3315.00 10.00

Sitka City Borough 30.00 11.00 0.00 10.00 1.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 15.33 0.00 15.00 3.00 10.00 147.02Keet Gooshi Heen Elementary 
Covered PE Structure Renovation

50 0.003.67 3.33 3.00 3.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Yukon-Koyukuk 27.00 14.28 0.00 10.00 3.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 19.67 0.00 16.67 2.33 9.33 146.97Ella B. Vernetti K-8 School Entry 
Access Repairs, Koyukuk

51 0.003.67 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Annette Island 30.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 21.33 0.00 9.33 146.64Metlakatla High School Gym 
Acoustical Upgrades

52 0.003.33 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Chatham 27.00 19.50 0.00 0.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 1.67 21.67 0.00 14.00 4.33 7.67 143.94Klukwan K-12 School Roof 
Replacement

53 0.003.00 3.00 2.67 2.33 2.6715.00 10.00

Southeast Island 18.00 9.92 0.00 25.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 28.00 1.67 9.67 143.30Thorne Bay K-12 School Carpet 
Replacement

54 0.003.33 3.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Mat-Su Borough 27.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.33 10.00 0.00 10.67 0.33 1.00 142.10Districtwide Seismic Upgrades, 
Phase 1

55 0.003.67 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.0010.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 9.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 3.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 11.67 0.00 14.00 2.33 8.67 141.83Bethel Regional High School 
Boardwalk Replacement

56 0.004.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Mat-Su Borough 30.00 25.80 0.00 10.00 2.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.33 12.67 1.67 11.33 0.67 4.67 140.89Water System Replacement, Big 
Lake, Butte, Snowshoe Elementary 
Schools

57 0.003.67 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.0010.00 10.00

Nome City 24.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.67 2.33 13.33 2.33 6.00 140.85Anvil City Charter School Restroom 
Renovations

58 0.003.33 3.67 2.67 3.33 4.0015.00 10.00

Copper River 27.00 5.44 0.00 10.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 15.67 0.00 15.33 3.33 8.67 138.36Glenallen Voc-Ed Facility 
Renovation

59 0.003.33 3.33 3.00 3.00 3.6715.00 10.00

Nenana City 24.00 22.77 0.00 0.00 3.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 12.67 0.33 17.67 2.33 6.33 137.93Nenana K-12 School Fire 
Suppression System Replacement

60 0.003.67 3.33 3.67 3.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Kake City 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.33 0.00 12.33 2.67 8.33 137.92Kake High School Plumbing 
Replacement

61 0.003.67 4.33 3.00 3.00 3.6715.00 10.00
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Lower Yukon 18.00 0.50 0.00 20.00 2.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 14.67 0.00 16.67 4.00 11.00 136.41Scammon Bay K-12 School Siding 
Replacement

62 0.002.67 3.00 3.00 3.33 4.3315.00 10.00

Southeast Island 21.00 9.92 0.00 10.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.67 9.67 0.00 13.67 8.33 9.00 136.30Thorne Bay K-12 Mechanical 
Control Upgrades

63 0.003.33 3.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Anchorage 24.00 16.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 14.67 0.00 18.00 1.67 6.33 136.00Mears Middle School Roof 
Replacement and Upgrades

64 0.004.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 5.0015.00 10.00

Southwest Region 21.00 24.75 0.00 0.00 2.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 17.00 0.00 11.67 3.33 9.33 135.82William "Sonny" Nelson K-8 School 
Renovations, Ekwok

65 0.003.33 2.67 2.67 2.67 2.3315.00 10.00

Craig City 18.00 3.00 0.00 10.00 2.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 15.67 17.00 18.00 133.32Craig High School Biomass Boiler66 0.003.67 3.67 3.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Southwest Region 24.00 19.50 0.00 0.00 2.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 16.00 0.00 12.33 3.00 9.33 132.90Aleknagik K-8 School Renovations67 0.003.33 2.67 2.67 2.67 2.3315.00 10.00

Nome City 21.00 30.00 0.00 10.00 2.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.33 0.00 13.33 0.67 6.33 132.85Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School 
Generator and Electrical Service 
Replacement

68 0.003.33 3.67 2.67 3.33 4.0015.00 10.00

Yukon Flats 21.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 2.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 12.67 0.00 11.00 0.00 9.00 130.67Fort Yukon K-12 School Soil 
Remediation and Fuel Tank 
Replacement

69 0.002.33 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Anchorage 15.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.67 0.00 14.00 2.33 4.00 130.33Steller Secondary School Fire 
Alarm Replacement

70 0.004.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 5.0015.00 10.00

Kake City 27.00 23.24 0.00 0.00 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.67 0.00 13.33 2.33 10.00 128.74Exterior Upgrades - Main School 
Facilities

71 0.004.33 5.00 3.33 4.00 4.0015.00 10.00

Lower Kuskokwim 3.00 19.76 0.00 10.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 10.67 1.33 14.33 3.33 9.67 128.66Akula Elitnauvik K-12 School 
Renovation, Kasigluk-Akula

72 0.004.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Kake City 24.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.67 11.67 1.67 9.33 128.26Kake High School Gym Floor and 
Bleacher Replacement

73 0.003.67 4.33 3.00 3.00 3.6715.00 10.00

Anchorage 21.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 7.33 0.00 10.00 1.00 3.33 128.00East High School Safety and 
Building Upgrades

74 0.004.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 5.0015.00 10.00

Yukon Flats 18.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 2.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 12.00 0.00 11.67 0.00 8.67 125.33Cruikshank K-12 School Soil 
Remediation and Fuel Tank 
Replacement, Beaver

75 0.002.33 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 21.00 5.86 0.00 20.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 8.67 0.00 12.67 0.00 7.67 124.95Ignatius Beans K-12 School Marine 
Header Pipeline

76 0.003.00 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Anchorage 18.00 19.50 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 15.67 0.33 11.33 1.00 3.33 124.50Service High School Gym Sprinkler 
and Fire Alarm Upgrades

77 0.004.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 5.0015.00 10.00

Yukon-Koyukuk 24.00 14.28 0.00 0.00 3.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.67 0.00 12.33 6.00 11.67 121.63Ella B. Vernetti K-8 School Boiler 
Replacement, Koyukuk

78 0.003.67 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Southeast Island 24.00 9.92 0.00 10.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.33 0.00 13.67 0.00 9.33 119.30Thorne Bay K-12 School 
Underground Storage Tank 
Replacement

79 0.003.33 3.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Iditarod Area 24.00 26.50 0.00 10.00 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 8.33 2.33 12.00 3.33 8.33 118.83Blackwell K-12 School HVAC 
Control Upgrades, Anvik

80 0.003.00 2.33 2.67 2.67 3.000.00 0.00
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Lower Kuskokwim 6.00 8.50 0.00 10.00 3.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 11.33 2.00 14.33 3.33 6.33 118.40Akiuk Memorial K-12 School 
Renovation, Kasigluk-Akiuk

81 0.004.33 3.67 3.00 3.00 4.3315.00 10.00

Yukon Flats 15.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 2.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.00 0.00 10.67 0.00 8.67 117.33Venetie K-12 School Soil 
Remediation and Fuel Tank 
Replacement

82 0.002.33 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.3315.00 10.00

Southeast Island 6.00 19.38 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 6.00 15.00 0.00 13.33 1.67 9.33 116.76Port Alexander K-12 Domestic 
Water Pipe Replacement

83 0.003.33 3.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Iditarod Area 30.00 12.50 0.00 10.00 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 12.33 2.67 13.00 4.00 8.00 116.49David-Louis Memorial K-12 School 
HVAC Control Upgrades, Grayling

84 0.003.00 2.33 2.67 2.67 3.000.00 0.00

Anchorage 12.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 14.33 1.33 3.33 116.33Bartlett High School Intercom 
Upgrades

85 0.004.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 5.0015.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 15.00 22.69 0.00 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.33 0.00 13.00 5.33 7.33 114.79LYSD Central Office Renovation86 0.003.00 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Mat-Su Borough 24.00 28.06 0.00 0.00 2.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.67 1.33 10.00 3.33 2.67 112.83Windows and Lighting Upgrades, 
Butte Elementary, Palmer High 
School

87 0.003.67 2.67 2.67 3.33 3.0010.00 10.00

Iditarod Area 27.00 12.50 0.00 10.00 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.67 0.67 14.00 2.67 7.67 110.16David-Louis Memorial K-12 School 
Roof Replacement, Grayling

88 0.003.00 2.33 2.67 2.67 3.000.00 0.00

Southeast Island 9.00 10.16 0.00 0.00 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.67 2.00 13.00 2.00 9.00 108.87Port Alexander and Thorne Bay K-
12 Schools Roof Replacement

89 0.003.33 3.33 2.33 3.00 3.0015.00 10.00

Yupiit 27.00 0.69 0.00 0.00 1.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 15.33 5.33 9.67 101.33Mechanical System Improvements, 
3 Schools

90 0.003.00 2.33 2.00 3.33 2.6710.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 12.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 9.67 0.00 12.67 3.33 8.00 94.24Sheldon Point K-12 School Siding 
Replacement, Nunam Iqua

91 0.002.67 3.00 3.00 3.33 4.3315.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 9.00 0.93 0.00 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.67 0.00 12.67 2.33 5.33 77.03Security Access Project, 6 Sites92 0.003.00 2.67 3.00 2.33 3.0015.00 10.00

Lower Yukon 6.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 12.33 0.00 5.00 75.91Kotlik and Pilot Station K-12 
Schools Renewal and Repair

93 0.002.67 3.00 3.00 3.33 4.3315.00 10.00
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FY2019 District Six‐Year Plan Projects

Priority District # District Name Project Location and Description Primary Purpose FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 Reused?
1 3 Alaska Gateway Tok Sprinkler Renovation C 564,668$                  Y
2 3 Alaska Gateway Tanacross K‐8 School Renovation C 4,196,355$             
3 3 Alaska Gateway Northway School Renovation C 4,951,000$             
4 3 Alaska Gateway Eagle School Renovation C 3,208,000$             
5 3 Alaska Gateway Tetlin School Renovation C 1,671,000$             
6 3 Alaska Gateway Dot Lake School Renovation C 1,161,000$             
7 3 Alaska Gateway Mentasta School Renovation C 570,000$                 
1 56 Aleutians East Borough Sand Point K‐12 Heating System Renovation C 309,936$                 
2 56 Aleutians East Borough Sand Point K‐12 School Pool Major Maintenance C 102,608$                  Y
3 56 Aleutians East Borough Sand Point K‐12 School Paving F 441,630$                  Y
4 56 Aleutians East Borough King Cove K‐12 School Paving F 110,049$                  Y
1 5 Anchorage Romig Middle School Gym Seismic Repairs C 607,997$                 
2 5 Anchorage 4 School Roof Projects (Birchwood ABC, Ptarmigan, Homestead, North Star) C 21,174,967$           
3 5 Anchorage Mears Middle School Roof Replacement & Upgrades C 9,530,938$             
4 5 Anchorage East High School Safety and Building Upgrades D 4,966,760$             
5 5 Anchorage Service High School Gym Sprinkler and Fire Alarm Upgrades D 2,103,547$             
6 5 Anchorage Steller Secondary School Fire Alarm Replacement D 322,875$                 
7 5 Anchorage Bartlett High School Intercom Upgrades D 1,284,739$             
8 5 Anchorage West High School/Romig Middle School Library/Counseling Area Seismic 

Renovation
C 6,750,000$             

9 5 Anchorage King Career Center Roof Replacement C 4,096,458$             
10 5 Anchorage Muldoon Elementary School Roof Replacement C 920,000$                 
11 5 Anchorage Northwood Elementary School Roof Replacement C 2,646,287$             
12 5 Anchorage Nunaka Valley Elementary School Roof Replacement C 2,900,000$             
13 5 Anchorage Rogers Park Elementary School Roof Replacement and Ventilation System 

Upgrade
C 10,855,000$           

14 5 Anchorage Student Nutrition Roof Replacement C 2,550,000$             
15 5 Anchorage West High School Roof Replacement and Gym/Auditorium Venitlation  C 15,800,000$           
16 5 Anchorage Willow Crest Elementary Roof Replacement & Ventilation System Upgrade C 11,925,000$           
17 5 Anchorage Abbot Loop Elementary School Design and Renewal D 500,000$                  20,973,000$           
18 5 Anchorage Inlet View Elementary School Emergent Component Replacement 

Construction
D 6,692,000$             

19 5 Anchorage Wonder Park Elementary School Emergent Component Replacement 
Construction

A 10,397,000$           

20 5 Anchorage Districtwide Emergent Projects 2 A 37,556,000$           
21 5 Anchorage Romig Middle School Renewal A 25,565,000$           
22 5 Anchorage Districtwide Emergent Projects 3 A 7,077,000$             
23 5 Anchorage Homestead Elementary School Renewal C 500,000$                  21,040,000$           
24 5 Anchorage Gruening Middle School Emergent Component Replacement Construction A 10,954,000$           
25 5 Anchorage Mears Middle School Roof Design and Renovation A 500,000$                  47,548,000$           
26 5 Anchorage Whaley School Design & Construction A 26,277,000$           
27 5 Anchorage Districtwide Emergent Projects 4 A 18,029,000$           
28 5 Anchorage O'Malley Elementary School Emergent Component Replacement  A 21,269,000$           
29 5 Anchorage Central Middle School Emergent Component Replacement Construction A 21,631,000$           
30 5 Anchorage West High School Renewal A 44,783,000$           
31 5 Anchorage Districtwide Emergent Projects 5 A 32,317,000$           
32 5 Anchorage Districtwide Emergent Projects 6 A 51,412,000$           
1 6 Annette Island  Metlakatla High School Kitchen Renovation D 1,015,715$             
2 6 Annette Island  Metlakatla High School Gym Acoustical Upgrades C 142,669$                  Y
3 6 Annette Island  Metlakatla Music Building Remodel C 300,000$                 
4 6 Annette Island  Metlakatla District Office Remodel C 250,000$                 
1 7 Bering Strait Districtwide Digital Control Upgrade & Installation M/M E 800,000$                 
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2 7 Bering Strait Stebbins K‐12 School Addition B 18,500,000$           
3 7 Bering Strait Brevig Mission K‐12 Addition B 16,500,000$           
1 8 Bristol Bay Borough Bristol Bay School Renovation Phase II C 14,736,892$           
2 8 Bristol Bay Borough Bristol Bay School Renovation Phase I E 4,000,000$             
1 9 Chatham Klukwan School Boiler Replacement C 57,765$                   
2 9 Chatham Klukwan School Roof Replacement C 1,832,400$             
3 9 Chatham Districtwide Fire Alarm Upgrades D 104,572$                  Y
1 10 Chugach Chenega Bay School Upgrade D 6,227,249$              Y
2 10 Chugach Tatitlek School Upgrade D 6,242,472$              Y
3 10 Chugach Tatitlek School Playground Upgrade F 195,000$                 
4 10 Chugach Whittier School Gym Floor & Indoor Play Area Upgrade C 280,000$                 
5 10 Chugach Tatitlek School Gym & Kitchen Upgrade C 255,000$                 
6 10 Chugach Districtwide Exterior Door Upgrades E 260,000$                 
7 10 Chugach Districtwide Security Systems Upgradde C 200,000$                 
1 11 Copper River District Office Roof Renovation & Energy Upgrade C 1,056,462$             
2 11 Copper River Glennallen Vocational Education Facility Upgrade D 744,966$                 
3 11 Copper River Glennallen School & Kenny Lake School Energy Upgrade E 2,600,000$             
4 11 Copper River Slana School Upgrade D 1,500,000$             
5 11 Copper River Kenny Lake School Upgrade D 9,250,000$             
6 11 Copper River Glennallen School Upgrade D 14,500,000$           
7 11 Copper River District Office Upgrade D 2,100,000$             
1 13 Craig Districtwide Energy Upgrades E 183,977$                 
2 13 Craig Craig Elementary School Door and Flooring Replacement C 138,462$                 
3 13 Craig Craig Middle School Siding & Windows C 146,242$                  Y
4 13 Craig Craig Middle School Gym Floor Replacement C 522,692$                 
5 13 Craig Craig High School Biomass Boiler E 544,148$                  Y
3 14 Delta/Greely Construction of New Seperated Septic System for the Voc/AG Building D 22,000$                    * District did not submit a 6‐year plan or application. Extended fiscal year data left as‐is from prior year.
4 14 Delta/Greely Delta High School Gymnasium Floor Replacement & Bleacher Upgrade C 220,000$                 
5 14 Delta/Greely Delta Elementary & High School Complex Door & Restroom ADA Upgrades B 300,000$                 
6 14 Delta/Greely Delta High School Complex Parking Areas Resurfacing F 150,000$                 
7 14 Delta/Greely Delta Elementary Additional Classroom Expansion F 4,000,000$             
8 14 Delta/Greely Replacement of Delta Junction Senior High School Complex D 32,000,000$           
9 14 Delta/Greely Delta Elementary Well Reconstruction or Replacement C 80,642$                   
1 2 Denali Borough Anderson School Water Line Replacement D 225,418$                 
2 2 Denali Borough Tri‐Valley School Coal Heat Conversion E 88,160$                    Y
3 2 Denali Borough Cantwell School Roof Replacement C 1,107,009$             
4 2 Denali Borough Anderson School Roof and Siding Replacement C 2,000,000$             
5 2 Denali Borough Tri‐Valley / Septic System Leach Field Re‐Grade, Foam, and Heat Trace C 574,321$                 
6 2 Denali Borough Districtwide Electrical Code Upgrades C 1,191,140$             
7 2 Denali Borough Tri‐Valley / Replace Coal & Oil Fired Boilers C 500,000$                 
8 2 Denali Borough Anderson / Replace Boilers & Relocate Boiler Room C 750,000$                 
9 2 Denali Borough Cantwell Electrical System Upgrade, Generator Building Remodel to 

Accommodate Boiler System Replacement, Heating & Ventilation System 
Replacement, Bathroom Remodel for ADA Compliance

D $                 TBD

10 2 Denali Borough Cantwell / Replace Original Section of School F $                 TBD
11 2 Denali Borough All Schools / Refurbish Commercial Kitchens C $                 TBD
12 2 Denali Borough Anderson / Second Egress for Office and Music, Locker Rooms, Bathrooms 

not ADA, Gym Seating
D   $                 TBD

13 2 Denali Borough Tri‐Valley / Replace Difficult to Operate Main Switch Gear D $                 TBD
14 2 Denali Borough Tri‐Valley / Refurbish Library Bathrooms D $                 TBD
1 16 Fairbanks Barnette Magnet School ‐ Renovation Phase IV D 10,168,215$           
2 16 Fairbanks Administrative Center ‐ Replace Air Conditioning & Ventilation E 1,750,000$             
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3 16 Fairbanks Districtwide ‐ Backflow Preventers D 750,000$                 
4 16 Fairbanks Woodriver ‐ Renovation Phase III C 9,952,321$             
5 16 Fairbanks Tanana ‐ Renovation Phase I C 19,750,000$           
6 16 Fairbanks Arctic Light Elementary ‐ Lighting & Energy Efficiency Upgrades E 1,809,987$             
7 16 Fairbanks Pearl Creek ‐ Flooring & Classroom C 4,746,852$             
8 16 Fairbanks Weller ‐ Flooring & Classroom Upgrades C 4,247,925$             
9 16 Fairbanks North Pole Middle ‐ Interior and Exterior Renovation C 9,916,445$             
10 16 Fairbanks University Park ‐ Traffic Safety Improvements F 750,000$                 
11 16 Fairbanks Administrative Center ‐ Site Upgrade F 1,500,000$             
12 16 Fairbanks Lathrop ‐ Kitchen Upgrade C 2,585,194$             
13 16 Fairbanks Pearl Creek ‐ Traffic Safety Upgrades F 1,700,000$             
14 16 Fairbanks Joy ‐ Flooring, Lighting & Interior Upgrades D 4,500,000$             
15 16 Fairbanks West Valley ‐ Auditorium Upgrade F 1,000,000$             
16 16 Fairbanks West Valley ‐ Gym Wing Renovation C 4,500,000$             
17 16 Fairbanks Lathrop ‐ Replace Roof Gym Area C 500,000$                 
18 16 Fairbanks DistrictWide ‐ Replace Hallway Lockers D 1,389,685$             
19 16 Fairbanks Ben Eielson Jr/Sr ‐ Roof Replacement C 3,900,000$             
20 16 Fairbanks Salcha ‐ Renovation C 2,500,000$             
21 16 Fairbanks North Pole High ‐ Complete HVAC Controls C 650,000$                 
22 16 Fairbanks Universty Park ‐ Lighting & Energy Efficiency Upgrades E 1,250,000$             
23 16 Fairbanks Administrative Center ‐ Flooring Replacement C 750,000$                 
24 16 Fairbanks North Pole High ‐ Site Upgrades F 2,500,000$             
25 16 Fairbanks Districtwide ‐ Emergency Electrical System Upgrades C 2,600,000$             
26 16 Fairbanks Joy ‐ Site Improvements F 1,250,000$             
27 16 Fairbanks Crawford ‐ Flooring & Classroom Upgrades C 6,500,000$             
28 16 Fairbanks Randy Smith ‐ Security & Control Systems C 500,000$                 
29 16 Fairbanks Howard Lake ‐ Traffic Safety Improvements F 1,950,000$             
30 16 Fairbanks Arctic Light ‐ Site Improvements F 750,000$                 
31 16 Fairbanks Admin Center ‐ Roof Replacement C 600,000$                 
32 16 Fairbanks Badger Road Elementary ‐ Site Upgrades & Safety Improvements C 500,000$                 
33 16 Fairbanks Ticasuk Brown ‐ Flooring Replacement C 3,500,000$             
34 16 Fairbanks University Park ‐ Renovation Phase I C 4,700,000$             
35 16 Fairbanks Badger Rd. ‐ Renovation Phase II C 4,500,000$             
36 16 Fairbanks Anderson ‐ Roofing Replacement C 950,000$                 
37 16 Fairbanks Ladd ‐ Site Improvements F 750,000$                 
38 16 Fairbanks Ann Wien ‐ Replace Flooring & Classroom Upgrades C 6,500,000$             
1 17 Galena GILA STEM Classrom Building Upgrade F 8,039,669$             
2 17 Galena Sidney Huntington Elementary School Fire Protection  D 162,000$                 
3 17 Galena GILA Composite Building Upgrade D 4,000,000$             
4 17 Galena Sidney Huntington School Floor Upgrades C 253,000$                 
5 17 Galena Sidney Huntington School Energy Efficiency & Door Upgrades E 111,000$                 
6 17 Galena GILA Automotive Lab Energy Upgrades E 51,000$                   
1 18 Haines Haines High School Locker Room Renovation D 779,739$                  Y
2 18 Haines Haines High School Roof Replacement C 2,399,203$              Y
3 18 Haines Haines High School Track and Soccer Field Renovations & Upgrades F 1,000,000$             
1 19 Hoonah Hoonah Central Boiler Replacement C 262,100$                 
4 20 Hydaburg Hydaburg High School and Gym Roof Replacement C 950,000$                  * District did not submit a 6‐year plan or application. Extended fiscal year data left as‐is from prior y
1 21 Iditarod Area David‐Louis Memorial School HVAC Control Upgrades, Grayling C 278,165$                 
2 21 Iditarod Area David‐Louis Memorial School Roof Replacement, Grayling C 511,334$                 
3 21 Iditarod Area Blackwell School HVAC Upgrades, Anvik C 118,083$                 
4 21 Iditarod Area McGrath School Backup Generator C $                 TBD
1 23 Kake Kake High School Plumbing Replacement C 639,172$                 
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2 23 Kake Exterior Upgrades ‐ Main School Facilities C 242,861$                  Y
3 23 Kake Kake High School Gym Floor & Bleacher Replacement C 548,148$                 
4 23 Kake Kake Elementary School Mechanical Controls C 75,000$                   
5 23 Kake Vocational Building Renovations C 400,000$                 
6 23 Kake Elementary Roof & Siding Replacement C 1,500,000$             
7 23 Kake Parking Lot Resurface F 200,000$                 
8 23 Kake Covered Play Area F 800,000$                 
9 23 Kake Middle School and Library Renovation C $                 TBD
10 23 Kake High School HVAC D $                 TBD
11 24 Kenai Skyview Fire Alarm Upgrade D 250,000$                  * District did not submit a 6‐year plan or application. Extended fiscal year data left as‐is from prior year.
12 24 Kenai Seward High Office Relocation & Remodel A 500,000$                 
13 24 Kenai Sterling Elementary Window Replacement C 500,000$                 
14 24 Kenai Susan B. English Backup Generator C 40,000$                   
15 24 Kenai Homer High Heating Controls Upgrade C 700,000$                 
16 24 Kenai Redoubt Elementary Replace Gym Floor (Vinyl Asbestos Tile) A 150,000$                 
17 24 Kenai Homer Middle School Field Rehabilitation C 300,000$                 
18 24 Kenai Paul Banks Elementary Parking & Traffic Upgrade F 850,000$                 
19 24 Kenai Homer Flex Parking Reconfiguration F 150,000$                 
20 24 Kenai Ninilchik/Skyview/Seward Tracks F 4,000,000$             
21 24 Kenai Seward High Field Turf F 2,000,000$             
22 24 Kenai Districtwide Re‐roof Phase III C 16,452,780$           
23 24 Kenai Kaleidoscope Replace Gym Floor (Vinyl Asbestos Tile) A 150,000$                 
24 24 Kenai Homer High Parking Lot Renovation F 750,000$                 
25 24 Kenai Homer Middle Office Reconfiguration C 500,000$                 
26 24 Kenai Mt. View Elementary Parking & Traffic Upgrade F 1,000,000$             
27 24 Kenai School District Warehouse Structure & Backup Generator C 350,000$                 
1 25 Ketchikan Houghtaling Elementary Roof Replacement C 3,361,695$              Y
2 25 Ketchikan Ketchikan High School Security Upgrades C 1,029,688$             
3 25 Ketchikan Pt. Higgins Elementary Mechanical Upgrades E 1,950,566$             
4 25 Ketchikan Pt. Higgins Elementary Pitched Roof Replacement C 4,086,729$             
5 25 Ketchikan Ketchikan High School Biomass Boiler E 2,083,615$             
1 28 Kodiak Main Elementary Elevated Walkway Repairs D 347,500$                 
2 28 Kodiak Kodiak Middle School Boiler Replacement C 321,000$                  * Extended fiscal year data left as‐is from prior year.
3 28 Kodiak Larsen Bay and Port Lions Schools HVAC Equipment & Controls Replacement C 2,448,201$             
4 28 Kodiak Districtwide Earthquake Mitigation Plan ‐ Suspended Ceiling Upgrade A 526,372$                 
5 28 Kodiak Peterson Elementary Generator Plug & Panel Installation C 90,450$                   
6 28 Kodiak Districtwide ‐ Install/Enhance Security Video Surveillance  A 500,000$                 
1 29 Kuspuk Jack Egnaty Sr. K‐12 School Roof Replacement, Sleetmute C 1,660,924$              Y
1 31 Lower Kuskokwim J Alexie Memorial School Replacement, Atmautluak B 40,363,353$            Y
2 31 Lower Kuskokwim Eek School Renovation‐Addition B 33,760,170$           
3 31 Lower Kuskokwim Anna Tobeluk Memorial School Renovation/Addition, Nunapitchuk B 53,661,875$           
4 31 Lower Kuskokwim Mekoryuk Wastewater Upgrades D 894,480$                 
5 31 Lower Kuskokwim Water Storage & Treatment, Kongiganak A 5,930,074$              Y
6 31 Lower Kuskokwim Merkarvik K‐12 School Newtok Replacement B 39,705,503$           
7 31 Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Campus Fire Pumphouse & Fire Protection Upgrades C 2,918,977$             
8 31 Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Regional High School Boardwalk Replacement D 738,394$                  Y
9 31 Lower Kuskokwim Akiuk Memorial School Deferred Maintenance, Kasigluk‐Akiuk C 3,449,411$             
10 31 Lower Kuskokwim Akula Elitnauvik School Renovation Addition, Kasigluk‐Akula B 3,889,212$             
11 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fuel Tank Remediation, Bethel D 215,152$                 
12 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fuel Tank Disposition, Districtwide D 2,031,078$             
13 31 Lower Kuskokwim Anviq School Improvement, Platinum D $                 TBD
14 31 Lower Kuskokwim Qugcuun Memorial School Renovation Addition, Oscarville B 16,100,000$           
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15 31 Lower Kuskokwim Bethel Campus Transportation & Drainage Upgrades F 1,106,054$             
16 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fuel Tank Upgrades, Districtwide D 7,250,000$             
17 31 Lower Kuskokwim Nelson Island School Deferred Maintenance, Toksook Bay C 40,300,000$           
18 31 Lower Kuskokwim Roof Repairs, Districtwide C 27,800,000$           
19 31 Lower Kuskokwim Wastewater Upgrades, Districtwide D 14,200,000$           
20 31 Lower Kuskokwim Water Treatment & Storage Upgrades, Districtwide D 8,400,000$             
21 31 Lower Kuskokwim Fire Alarm & Sprinklers, Districtwide D   $                 TBD
22 31 Lower Kuskokwim WM Miller Memorial School Replacement, Napakiak B   23,300,000$           
1 32 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K‐12 School Emergency Lighting & Retrofit D 232,730$                 
2 32 Lower Yukon Hooper Bay K‐12 Exterior Repairs C 2,517,439$              Y
3 32 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K‐12 School Emergency Lighting Retrofit D 119,467$                 
4 32 Lower Yukon Ignatius Beans K‐12 School Marine Header Pipeline D 1,542,993$             
5 32 Lower Yukon Scammon Bay K‐12 School Siding Replacement C 960,216$                  Y
6 32 Lower Yukon LYSD Central Office Renovation C 5,257,426$             
7 32 Lower Yukon Sheldon Point K‐12 School Siding Replacement, Nunam Iqua C 260,799$                  Y
8 32 Lower Yukon Security Access Project, 6 Sites C 1,532,578$             
9 32 Lower Yukon Kotlik and Pilot Station K‐12 Schools Renewal and Repair C 2,183,223$              y
1 33 Mat‐Su Water System Replacement, 3 Schools (Big Lake, Butte & Snowshoe 

Elementary Schools)
D 6,321,086$             

2 33 Mat‐Su District Wide Seismic Upgrades, Phase 1 C 6,994,745$             
3 33 Mat‐Su DW Energy Upgrades, Windows, Phase 2 C 4,231,918$             
4 33 Mat‐Su Palmer High School Mechanical Upgrade, Phase 3 C 8,848,390$             
5 33 Mat‐Su Mat‐Su Central School New Facility B 18,580,035$           
6 33 Mat‐Su Palmer Junior High School Renovation C 19,866,000$           
7 33 Mat‐Su Bus Barn & Consolidated Fleet Maintenance Facility F 12,444,930$           
8 33 Mat‐Su New Knik Area High School B 62,500,000$           
9 33 Mat‐Su Districtwide Indoor/Outdoor Bleacher Replacement D 6,356,000$             
10 33 Mat‐Su Palmer High School Remodel C 12,698,564$           
11 33 Mat‐Su New Wasilla Area Elementary School B 28,862,000$           
12 33 Mat‐Su Districtwide Boiler & Boiler Controls Upgrade (14 Schools) C 3,533,000$             
1 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Flooring & Asbestos Abatement D 1,022,041$             
2 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Boiler Replacement  E 143,070$                 
3 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Fire Suppression System Replacement D 1,382,689$             
4 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Major Maintenance: Electrical Upgrade, Fire Alarm 

Upgrade, Exterior Wall Insulation, Arctic Entryways, and Interior Building 
Systems

D 1,600,000$             

5 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Roof Repair/Replacement C 1,365,000$             
6 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Major Maintenance: Alternative Energy Supplementary  E 577,500$                 
7 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Major Maintenance: Building and Grounds Safety and 

Security Systems; Keyless Entry, Fencing, Covered Playground Area, 
Playground Surfaces

A 650,000$                 

8 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Major Maintenance: Eastside ADA Access and Other 
Concrete Repair and Grading Work

D 1,312,500$             

9 34 Nenana Nenana K‐12 School Major Maintenance: Vocational Education Classroom 
Update & Remodel

D 1,075,000$             

1 35 Nome Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School Roof Replacement C 2,223,488$             
2 35 Nome Nome Elementary School Gym Flooring Replacement C 103,740$                  Y
3 35 Nome Anvil City Charter School Restroom Renovations D 431,240$                 
4 35 Nome Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High Generator & Electrical Service Replacement C 1,818,227$             
5 35 Nome Nome Elementary School Exterior Envelope Replacement C 6,000,000$             
6 35 Nome Building A Primary Electrical Service D 250,000$                 
7 35 Nome Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School Exterior/Interior Renovations 500,000$                 
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8 35 Nome Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High Integration of DDC Systems C 200,000$                 
9 35 Nome Districtwide Exterior Lighting Upgrades C 40,000$                   
10 35 Nome Nome Beltz Jr/Sr High School Boiler Replacement and Mechanical Upgrades C $                 TBD
11 35 Nome Maintenance Bldg Siding and Roof Replacement C 225,000$                 
12 35 Nome Quonset Hut Siding Replacement C 120,000$                 
13 35 Nome Building D Mechanical Update & Control Automation for Air Handlers C $                 TBD
14 35 Nome Districtwide Carpet Replacement C 375,000$                 
4 36 North Slope Borough Barrow High School Major Facility Renovations (Phased) C 28,000,000$            * District did not submit a 6‐year plan or application. Extended fiscal year data left as‐is from prior year.
5 36 North Slope Borough KIITA Learning Center Phase I Site Selection, Phs 2 Design, Phs III Bid Build 2,100,000$              26,000,000$           
6 36 North Slope Borough Alak School Major Facility Renovations C 1,800,000$              23,212,440$           
7 36 North Slope Borough Eben Hopson Middle School Major Facility Renovations C 880,000$                  8,000,000$             
8 36 North Slope Borough Fred Ipalook Elementary School Major Facility Renovations C 18,000,000$           
9 36 North Slope Borough Alak School (PAR) F
10 36 North Slope Borough Eben Hopson Middle School Major Facility Renovations (PAR) F 75,000$                   
1 37 Northwest Arctic Davis Ramoth K‐12 School Window Replacement, Selawik C 241,245$                  Y
2 37 Northwest Arctic Davis Ramoth K‐12 School Sewer Line Repair, Selawik A 65,873$                    Y
3 37 Northwest Arctic Buckland K‐12 Heating System Improvement E 1,300,000$             
4 37 Northwest Arctic Davis Ramoth K‐12 School Heating System Upgrade, Selawik E 446,250$                 
2 38 Pelican Pelican HS Window Replacement C 70,000$                    * District did not submit a 6‐year plan or application. Extended fiscal year data left as‐is from prior year.
3 38 Pelican Pelican HS Plumbing Upgrade C 150,000$                 
4 38 Pelican Pelican HS Lighting and Electrical Upgrades C 350,000$                 
5 38 Pelican Pelican HS Roof Replacement C 600,000$                 
1 39 Petersburg Petersburg Middle/High School Boiler 2 Replacement C 74,682$                    Y
2 39 Petersburg District Food Service Renovations D 1,550,638$             
3 39 Petersburg Petersburg Middle/High School UST Replacement C 177,695$                 
4 39 Petersburg Petersburg Middle/High School Entry Renovation C 48,303$                   
5 39 Petersburg Peterburg HS Gym & Auxiliary Gym LED Lighting Upgrade E 25,857$                   
6 39 Petersburg Petersburg Middle/High School Digital HVAC System E 150,000$                 
7 39 Petersburg Petersburg Middle/High School Electrical Upgrades C 1,000,000$             
8 39 Petersburg Petersburg Stedman Elementary Plumbing System Replacement C 750,000$                 
9 39 Petersburg Repair Auditorium Failing Floor System C 150,000$                 
10 39 Petersburg Districtwide ADA Renovations D 1,000,000$             
1 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Covered PE Structure Renovation C 462,920$                  Y
2 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Electrical Boiler Installation E 350,000$                 
3 42 Sitka Baranof School Electrical Boiler Installation E 350,000$                 
4 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Playground Equipment Refurbishment C 180,000$                 
5 42 Sitka Baranof School Playground Equipment Refurbishment C 180,000$                 
6 42 Sitka Districtwide Interior/Exterior LED Lighting Upgrade E 400,000$                 
7 42 Sitka Sitka High School Parking Area Paving F 275,000$                 
8 42 Sitka Keet Gooshi Heen Parking/Play Area Paving F 300,000$                 
9 42 Sitka Blatchley School Parking Area Paving F 200,000$                 
10 42 Sitka Baranof School Parking/Play Area Paving F 275,000$                 
1 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K‐12 Fire Suppression System C 480,867$                 
2 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay Maintenance Bldg Roof Replacement C 231,462$                 
3 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K‐12 School UST Replacement C 335,085$                 
4 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K‐12 Mechanical Control Upgrades C 1,408,448$             
5 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K‐12 School Flooring Replacement C 71,549$                   
6 44 Southeast Island Thorne Bay K‐12 School Playground Upgrades F 227,111$                  Y
7 44 Southeast Island Kasaan K‐12 Covered Play Area Construction F 449,421$                 
8 44 Southeast Island Roof Replacement, 2 Schools (Thorne Bay, Port Alexander) C 4,906,853$             
9 44 Southeast Island Port Alexander K‐12 Domestic Water Pipe Replacement D 85,289$                   
1 45 Southwest Region Manokotak K‐12 School Sewer & Water Upgrades C 232,467$                  Y
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2 45 Southwest Region Twin Hills K‐8 School Renovations C 2,004,615$              Y
3 45 Southwest Region Aleknagik K‐8 School Renovations C 3,136,609$              Y
4 45 Southwest Region Ekwok K‐8 School Renovations C 5,413,888$             
5 45 Southwest Region Manokotak School Interior Floor Finishes & Ceiling Replacement C 881,884$                 
6 45 Southwest Region Togiak School Interior Floor Finishes C 1,533,070$             
1 46 St. Mary's St. Mary's Campus Upgrades C 4,188,200$             
2 48 Valdez Valdez High School HVAC System Upgrades C 1,800,000$              * District did not submit a 6‐year plan or application. Extended fiscal year data left as‐is from prior year.
3 48 Valdez Swimming Pool Upgrades (Boiler, Filter Tanks, Pool Cover) C 150,000$                 
4 48 Valdez Valdez High School & Hermon Hutchens Elementary Security Camera C 400,000$                 
5 48 Valdez Valdez High School Restroom ADA Upgrades D 200,000$                 
6 48 Valdez Valdez High School Gym Acoustical Upgrades C 200,000$                 
7 48 Valdez Districtwide Electrical Wiring and Technology Upgrades D 250,000$                 
8 48 Valdez Hermon Hutchens Elementary Exterior Upgrades/ Building Envelope and 

Windows
C 2,000,000$             

9 48 Valdez Hermon Hutchens Elementary UST Replacment D 2,000,000$             
10 48 Valdez Valdez High School Carpet Replacement C 58,984$                   
11 48 Valdez Valdez High School Gym Floor Replacement C   750,000$                 
12 48 Valdez Valdez High School Exterior Lighting Upgrades C 500,000$                 
13 48 Valdez Districtwide Waterline Replacement C 1,900,000$             
14 48 Valdez Exterior Door and Card Reader Locks at Valdez High School and Hermon 

Hutchens Elementary School
C 500,000$                 

15 48 Valdez Districtwide Storm Drainage Upgrades C 300,000$                 
16 48 Valdez Valdez High School Locker Room Upgrades C 500,000$                 
18 48 Valdez Valdez High School Science Lab Renovation C 100,000$                 
19 48 Valdez Valdez High School Culinary Arts Room Remodel C 350,000$                 
1 51 Yukon Flats Beaver and Chalkyitsik K‐12 School Boiler and Control Upgrades C 1,323,900$             
2 51 Yukon Flats Venetie Generator Building Renovation D 2,388,911$             
3 51 Yukon Flats Fort Yukon Soil Remediation & Fuel Tank Replacement D 4,642,888$             
4 51 Yukon Flats Chalkyitsik Water Tank Replacement C 1,272,216$             
5 51 Yukon Flats Cruikshank School Soil Remediation & Fuel Tank Replacement, Beaver D 1,102,255$             
6 51 Yukon Flats Venetie Soil Remediation & Fuel Tank Replacement D 1,806,394$             
7 51 Yukon Flats Beaver Major Maintenance to Include Zone Valve Replacement, Generator 

Overhaul, Replace Exterior Windows, HVAC Controls
C $                 TBD

8 51 Yukon Flats Venetie Major Maintenance ‐ Utility Bldg Upgrade, Replace Plumbing 
Throughout, Replace Carpet and Paint

C $                 TBD

9 51 Yukon Flats Fort Yukon ‐ Replace Boilers, Lock Upgrades and Window Replacement C $                 TBD
1 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Allakaket K‐12 School Renovation C 10,403,375$           
2 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Ella B. Vernetti K‐8 School Entry Access Repairs, Koyukuk A 275,907$                  Y
3 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Ella B. Vernetti K‐8 School Boiler Replacement, Koyukuk C 440,315$                  Y
4 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Kaltag Kitchen Upgrade D 120,000$                 
5 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Minto K‐12 School Renovation C 8,500,000$             
6 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk District Office Exterior Upgrade C 600,000$                 
7 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Minto K‐12 School Soil Remediation D 250,000$                 
8 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Gladys Dart Manley Renovation and Upgrade C 3,000,000$             
9 52 Yukon‐Koyukuk Johnny Oldman K‐12 School Renovation and Upgrade, Hughes D 3,500,000$             
1 54 Yupiit Districtwide Fuel Tank Farm Removal & Replacement D 4,784,564$              Y
2 54 Yupiit Districtwide HVAC & Plumbing C 192,718$                  Y
3 54 Yupiit Districtwide Playground Construction F 1,465,747$              Y

Totals: 510,672,788$          240,733,926$          153,331,310$          255,412,783$          256,325,090$          207,724,570$          89,820,900$       

Total Six‐Year Plan Estimate: 1,624,200,467$                                           

Department of Education and Early Development
Compiled for reference from FY19 CIP district applications Page 7 of 7
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FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019

Total Applications 206 185 175 158 158 137 121 126 127 131 105

   Percent of Districts Applying 67% 73% 73% 72% 64% 66% 64% 66% 68% 70% 58%

  # Projects Reusing Scores 34 24 35 45 20 52 23 57 27 67 39

Major Maintenance 152 138 130 117 120 111 102 102 98 106 93

  MM Total $ 
(*)

$344,567,597 $269,627,387 $272,421,065 $275,132,938 $267,017,375 $253,682,082 $183,505,181 $172,195,526 $181,570,096 $156,768,834 $145,235,869

School Construction 45 32 35 32 27 24 17 18 18 17 11

  SC Total $ 
(*)

$645,529,083 $453,149,071 $411,643,149 $313,999,772 $276,691,304 $284,133,432 $274,150,436 $230,920,120 $206,267,345 $130,321,551 $179,214,343

Notes:
(*)

 Total $ is State Share

Grant Funding $217,494,795 $42,443,481 $155,901,830 $87,765,592 $78,952,700 $94,171,539 $43,279,791 $56,728,592 $71,764,608 (1) $49,808,969 (1,4) $0

Percent Grant $ Funded 22.0% 5.9% 22.8% 14.9% 14.5% 17.5% 9.5% 14.1% 8.6% 17.3%

Debt Projects $25,374,304 (2) $29,805,834 (2) $90,251,551 (3) $409,400,183 (3) $78,525,000 (3) $138,622,000 (3) $13,353,394 (3) $0 $0 $0 $0

Notes:
(1) 

Includes AS 14.11.025 grants
(2) 

HB13,HB373 debt projects DEED & voter approved
(3) 

SB237 debt projects DEED & voter approved, effective 7/1/2010 - 12/31/2014
(4)

 Grant funding level pending execution of project agreements, as of October 30, 2017

CIP Grant Requests and Funding History FY09 to FY19

CIP Grant Requests

School Construction and Major Maintenance Funding

As of Date:  10/30/2017

Run Date:  10/30/2017 G:\SF Facilities\Facilities\CIP\FY2019 CIP\Memos\OMB\CIP History CIP2019 - Projects & $.xls
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Department of Education & Early Development
Division of Finance & Support Services, Facilities
November 14, 2017

FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 Total
Deposits:
REAA Fund Capitalization 35,512,300    35,200,000    39,921,078    38,789,000    31,230,000    40,640,000    221,292,378
Interest Earned (Actual as of 6/30/17) 118,206         368,142         383,180          ‐                  ‐                  ‐                  869,528        

Subtotal Deposits 35,630,506    35,568,142    40,304,258    38,789,000    31,230,000    40,640,000    222,161,906

REAA‐funded Capital Project Funded Projects:
Nightmute School Renovation/Addition ‐                  32,965,301    ‐                   ‐                  ‐                  32,965,301   
Kuinerramiut Elitnaurviate K‐12 Renovation/Addition, Quinhagak ‐                  13,207,081    ‐                   ‐                  ‐                  13,207,081   
Kwethluk K‐12  Replacement School Design, Planning, Foundation ‐                  25,008,100    31,516,900    ‐                  ‐                  56,525,000   
St. Mary's Andreafski High School Gym Construction ‐                  ‐                  8,958,100      ‐                  ‐                  8,958,100     
Bethel Regional High School Central Kitchen & Multipurpose Addition ‐                  ‐                  ‐                   ‐                  7,129,765      7,129,765     
Lewis Angapak K‐12 School Reno/Add, Tuntutuliak ‐                  ‐                  ‐                   ‐                  40,343,416    40,343,416   
Jimmy Huntington K‐12 Reno/Add, Huslia ‐                  ‐                  ‐                   ‐                  15,394,786    980,000         16,374,786   
Shishmaref K‐12 School Renovation/Addition ‐                  ‐                  ‐                   ‐                  ‐                  16,184,008    16,184,008   
J Alexie Memorial K‐12 School Replacement, Atmautluak ‐                  ‐                  ‐                   ‐                  ‐                  3,261,667      3,261,667     
Auntie Mary Nicoli Elementary School Replacement, Aniak ‐                  ‐                  ‐                   ‐                  ‐                  18,641,380    18,641,380   

Subtotal REAA‐funded Projects ‐                  71,180,482    40,475,000    ‐                  62,867,967    39,067,055    213,590,504

Reconciliation of Available Funds: 35,630,506    18,166            (152,576)         38,636,424    6,998,457      8,571,402      8,571,402     
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BR&GR Review List for Report on Cost-Effective School Construction Criteria 

The purpose of the December 2017 BR&GR report to the legislature, through the department, is to 
document the committee’s intended criteria—established under its authority, and responsibility, in 
AS 14.11.014(b)(3)—to achieve cost-effective school construction.  In support of the proposed criteria, 
the report will provide background information (including the public comment process) and the 
implementation strategies for each of the criteria.  It is the anticipation of the committee that the 
department and the legislature will use the report to take actions within their areas of responsibility in 
response to the report and the elements contained therein.    

In order to adequately document the BR&GR Committee’s determinations, the following is a list of 
items where specific committee action may be needed. 
 

# 
1. 

2.  

 

 
3. 
 

 
4a. 

4b. - 

4c. - D

4d.

Item 
To which entity should the report be addressed 
(DEED, SBOE, or Legislature)? 
Staff recommends that the report be addressed 
direct to the Legislature and be provided 
through the Commissioner of DEED. 

Review/Revise/Approve the layout/structure of 
report. 
(ref. Table of Contents); rearrangement of 
component pieces 
 
 
 
BRGR Executive Summary / Introduction 
 
 
 
 
 
BRGR Comment Responses 
Review Subcommittee Responses to determine 
if there are comments that should be addressed 
by the BRGR General Comment response. 
- General Comments 

 
Commissioning Comments 
 

esign Ratio Comments 
 
Model School Comments 
 

  
 

Notes/Resolution 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 - 
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# 
 
5. 

5a. 

5b. 

5c. 

5d. 

5e. 

5f. 

5g. 

5h. 

 

 
6. 

Item 
 
Commissioning Subcommittee Report  
Approve as presented or make specific 
changes? (See bulleted items following and 
give particular attention to recommendation 
implementation strategies.) 
 

 Recommendation #1 establishes a 
commissioning requirement only for 
significant projects. 

 Recommendation #1 implementation 
suggests a possible broadening to 
include exceptions and lesser projects. 

 Recommendation #1 criteria to be 
adopted as regulation. 

 Recommendation #2 set industry 
certification as a baseline. In response 
to public comment, the 
recommendation was broadened to 
include project-specific alternate 
qualifications. 

 Recommendation #3 requires adopts 
criteria for commissioning (i.e., what 
will be commissioned) in five areas. 

 Criteria has been developed; 
implementation suggests further 
development. Is this needed? 

 Scmte open item: Building Envelope Cx 
- mandatory for additions over 
2,000SF? 

 Scmte open item: Building Envelope Cx 
Spec - negatively pressurized with a 
pressure differential of ? pascals. 
 
 

 
Design Ratio Subcommittee Report 
Approve as presented or make specific 
changes? (See bulleted items following and 
give particular attention to recommendation 
implementation strategies.) 
 

Notes/Resolution 
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# 
6a. 

6b. 

6c. 

  
7. 

7a. 

7b. 

7c. 

7d. 

 

Item 
 Subcommittee recommendations 

eschew adoption of a comprehensive 
high-performance building industry 
standard in favor of four, simple, 
targeted prescriptive building ratios 
aimed at cost-effective first-cost and 
operating cost parameters. 

 Implementation strategies envision 
investment of resources to ensure 
criteria and any parameters are fully 
validated as driving cost-effective 
construction. 

 Implementation strategies envision 
close coordination with Model Alaskan 
School criteria with respect to defining 
acceptable, baseline building systems. 

Model School Subcommittee Report  
Approve as presented or make specific 
changes? (See bulleted items following and 
give particular attention to recommendation 
implementation strategies.) 
 

 Recommendations propose three 
specific resource allocation 
strategies/tools to supplement the in-
place space allocation standards.  Those 
include: 1) an official project costing 
tool, 2) a building standard that defines 
model school elements, and 3) a list of 
capital project elements (or a category 
definition) excluded from eligibility for 
state aid under AS 14.11.  

 Recommendation #3 eschews adoption 
of a comprehensive high-performance 
building industry standard in favor of 
Alaska-specific standards. 

 Implementation strategies envision 
investment of resources to ensure 
criteria are fully validated as driving 
cost-effective school construction. 

 Scmte open item: BRGR review of 
“Non-core Education Restrictions” 

 

Notes/Resolution 
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[Blue text is internal notes/references] 

Introduction 
[Authority for committee report]  
In 1993, the legislature established the Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review (BR&GR) 
Committee within the Department of Education & Early Development (DEED).  
AS 14.11.014(b) provides that the committee shall  

        (3) develop criteria for construction of schools in the state; criteria developed under 
this paragraph must include requirements intended to achieve cost-effective school 
construction; ... 
        (7) recommend to the board necessary changes to the approval process for school 
construction grants and for projects for which bond reimbursement is requested; 
        (8) set standards for energy efficiency for school construction and major 
maintenance to provide energy efficiency benefits for all school locations in the state and 
that address energy efficiency in design and energy systems that minimize long-term 
energy and operating costs. 

This enacting legislation provides broad authority for the BR&GR Committee, through DEED, 
to set criteria to achieve cost-effective school construction, and to set standards addressing 
energy efficient design and systems.  In this report, the committee is proposing development of 
criteria and standards for cost-effective school construction including energy efficiency 
elements.  Portions of these recommendations anticipate amendment of statute by the legislature.  
Others would require adoption of regulations by the State Board of Education and Early 
Development.   

The BR&GR committee is aware of legislation being considered by the 30th Legislature 
regarding school construction energy efficiency standards, which would require the development 
of a series of standards and requirements to impact the allocation of fiscal resources to school 
capital projects funded through AS 14.11, both grant and debt reimbursement; establish a 
regionally based maximum cost per square foot amounts for school projects and provide for 
updates by contract with a qualified cost estimator. [The total DEED fiscal note provided for a 
first year estimated cost of. $690,800 and second year estimated cost of $540,800 -- but also 
includes a two person maintenance team and a non-perm supporting the working group. ] 

[Set of comprehensive recommendations] 
The BR&GR committee believes that the recommended criteria included in this report establish 
appropriate, targeted elements that will ensure state aid for school construction supports adequate 
school facilities that can be constructed, operated, and maintained in a cost-effective manner.  
The standards and design criteria will help reduce school construction elements that lead to 
increased long-term operating costs.   

Process 
[Recap process: forming subcommittees, participant invites, public comment] 
During scheduling of future work products at a BR&GR work session in the spring of 2017, a 
legislative member of the committee suggested that, due to topics under consideration by the 
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legislature, the committee move up proposed work on cost-effective school construction criteria 
in order to assist the legislature in its deliberations on that subject.  As a base point, BR&GR 
reviewed prior earlier work by the committee, including adoption of the ASHRAE 90.1 energy 
standard.  Identifying areas most likely to provide more immediate and long-term cost savings to 
the state and districts, the committee formed three subcommittees addressing a model Alaskan 
school, design ratios, and commissioning.  The department solicited involvement by interested 
industry partners and school district personnel in the subcommittees.  The subcommittees met 
throughout the summer and into autumn collecting data and developing criteria.  The BR&GR 
committee put the draft subcommittee recommendations out for a month long public comment 
period and the department provided announcements to school districts and the design community 
to request feedback; a limited amount of comments were received but the perspectives represent 
diverse segments of the state (see Appendix B).  

Implementation  
It is envisioned that the recommended criteria be implemented through regulation versus 
guidance for optional use.  Therefore, it is essential that the criteria be clear, accurate, and 
sustainable. To that end, the report identifies a variety of implementation strategies which can be 
summarized as follows:   

[List Variety of Implementation] 

 [Additional Subcommittee Efforts] 

 [Additional Department Efforts] 

 [Industry Partners] 

 [Consultant Services] 

 [State Board & Public Comment] 

 
[Summary of Implementation Strategies - what does DEED, Legislature need to do to assist!] 

Legislative Action 
In order to support the implementation of these recommendations, the BR&GR committee 
requests that the legislature amend AS 14.11.013(d) and AS 14.11.100(h) to expand the list of 
school facility features that are not eligible for state aid, or would be eligible at a reduced rate 
(See Model School Recommendation #4, Subcommittee Resource #9).   

Department Action 
The BR&GR committee requests that the DEED Facilities staff solicit, award, and 
manage the various service contracts recommended to validate and define specific variable as 
noted.   

The committee requests additional work by DEED Facilities staff on legacy documents the 
section has been working on over the course of several years. 
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Estimated Costs 
[Summarize Costs | Whys (necessary costs)] 
To fully implement the criteria identified in this report, the committee anticipates a need for 
approximately $276,200 in one-time expenditures beyond the current costs of the department’s 
staff and supporting costs for committee activity.  The additional costs are primarily for 
professional service contracts for energy modeling, cost estimating feasibility study services to 
refine the proposed criteria identified in the report.  These services will ensure that the specific 
requirements will provide a balance between energy efficient and cost effective design, durable 
construction, and district choice of educational program requirements.  It is anticipated that there 
will be $24,000 in annual costs for service contracts to maintain the Cost Model tool and 
provides updates of geographic cost factors.   
 

Conclusion 
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Commissioning Subcommittee 
Recommendations for Cost Effective School Construction Criteria 

November 30, 2017 
 

 
Subcommittee Members 
BR&GR Committee:  Mark Langberg (chair); Bill Murdock 
Department Staff:  Wayne Marquis 
Industry Partners: JaDee Moncur, Support Services of Alaska; Craig Fredeen, Cold Climate 

Engineering; Brittany Hartmann, Legislative Staff 
 
Purpose of Subcommittee 
Under AS 14.11.014(b)(3), propose standards and criteria for commissioning of school projects 
with state-aid; identify costs for appropriate allocation of resources. 
 
Subcommittee Activity 
The subcommittee met throughout the summer to discuss Commissioning issues.  In addition to 
acknowledging the preceding purpose-statement, the subcommittee reviewed and adopted the 
following mission statement (Subcommittee Resource #2): 

To provide minimum criteria and expectations to test the performance of a 
school’s mechanical, electrical, plumbing, fuel, controls and envelope systems; to 
promote energy efficiency of the school and save operational costs over the life of 
the building. 

 
Building commissioning (Cx) was recognized as adding value to a school district’s overall 
mission of education by maximizing the operational efficiency of its school facilities.  Since 
commissioning is building-specific, benefits are also gained at the individual school level.  The 
subcommittee reviewed commissioning protocols and practices and determined that 
commissioning criteria should be developed in the following broad categories:  mechanical, fuel 
oil, electrical, controls, and building envelope. 
 
Other focus areas of subcommittee review included: 

• Responsibilities that are common to commissioning agents – commissioning tasks can 
cross traditional disciplines (e.g., building controls (mechanical), building envelope 
(architectural), etc.). Qualifications and certifications are becoming important. 

• Standards and certifications for commissioning agents or commissioning authorities – as 
commissioning transitions from a specialty to a dedicated profession, there are a growing 
number of professional and trade associations offering certifications in this area. 

• The points in a facility’s life-cycle where commissioning can be effective – 
commissioning has traditionally been tied to the closeout of capital projects; however, the 
emergence of retro-commissioning has brought attention to the value of ongoing 
commissioning throughout the building life-cycle. 

 
Recommendations 
The following subcommittee recommendations are proposed for consideration by the BR&GR 
committee for inclusion in a December report to the Alaska state legislature. In the October 13 
version of these recommendations, the subcommittee included specific requests for comments on 
its recommendations and welcomed all comments on potential implementation of commissioning 
standards for school construction.  The subcommittee reviewed comments received during the 
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public comment period.  Comments were considered and as appropriate incorporated in the work 
of the committee.  Responses to the comments are provided in a separate document.  Topic-
specific comments and subcommittee responses have been included as an attachment to the 
recommendations. 
 

Recommendation #1 
In support of cost-effective school construction, adopt standards for commissioning of 
building system in new schools, major additions, and major renovations constructed with 
state aid.  Standards should assist the department in ensuring school projects meet 
required energy standards. 

 
Basis:  The value of commissioning increases with the complexity of the systems in a facility.  
Since the complexity of school capital projects with state aid ranges from simple to complex, 
commissioning should generally only be required on new schools, major additions, and major 
renovations.  There may be smaller projects, focused on one or more of these broad categories of 
systems, which would be appropriate to be commissioned.  Since commissioning is a growing 
field and is touching more and more building systems, required commissioning standards (in 
support of cost-effective school construction) should focus on commissioning elements related to 
meeting required energy standards. 
 
Implementation Strategy: 
Several strategies were considered, as listed below.  Since the Cx subcommittee thinks the work 
is mostly complete, the suggested course of action is to have the subcommittee complete the 
editing of the documents that will become the commissioning guidelines. 
 
Item 1 – Commissioning Subcommittee to develop (or identify currently available) definitions of 

which projects will require commissioning (i.e., new schools, major additions, and 
major renovations).  The subcommittee will also consider exceptions or possible 
broadened categories if warranted based on research and stakeholder input. 

 
Item 2 – Finalize standards via regulation, amendment to existing handbook(s), or new 

handbook, as needed, to establish when commissioning will be required on school 
capital projects with state aid.  Commissioning Subcommittee to make 
recommendations to the BR&GR.  BR&GR to make recommendations to the State 
Board.  DEED Facilities to manage the administrative process of regulation 
development. 

 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 

Recommendation #2 
Commissioning funded with state aid should be accomplished by a qualified 
commissioning agent/authority (CxA). The base requirement for a CxA should be an 
industry-recognized certification but options should be available for alternate 
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qualifications sufficient to help guide the district to the desired level of Cx appropriate for 
the given project. 

 
Basis:  Certifications can be helpful in establishing credentials and high standards should be the 
norm.  However, certain conditions may require flexibility and an alternate path to establishing 
qualifications on a project-basis. 
 
Implementation Strategy: 
Item 1 – Develop language establishing required certifications and align with project categories 

developed under Recommendation #1.  Commissioning Subcommittee to develop 
initial criteria with assistance that may be available from industry (see comments 
attached).  BR&GR to review and revise. 

 
Item 2 – Finalize standards via regulation, amendment to existing handbook(s), or new 

handbook, as needed, to establish when commissioning will be required on school 
capital projects with state aid.  Commissioning Subcommittee to make 
recommendations to the BR&GR.  BR&GR to make recommendations to the State 
Board.  DEED Facilities to manage the administrative process of regulation 
development. 

 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 

Recommendation #3 
In support of cost-effective school construction, develop and adopt criteria for 
commissioning in five areas:  mechanical, fuel oil, electrical, controls, and building 
envelope.  Criteria should be provided as tools for districts to use in contracting for Cx 
services or for performing Cx in-house when permitted. 

 
Basis:  Minimum standards for commissioning criteria, updated on a regular basis to conform to 
industry best practices and current building systems, will provide a basis for the state aid.  
Standards define expectations and result in greater clarity and equity across all projects. 
 
Implementation Strategy: 
Item 1 – Complete outline commissioning criteria for the five building system areas.  

Subcommittee to develop outline-level standards with assistance that may be available 
from industry (see comments attached).  BR&GR to review and revise. 

 
Item 2 – Conduct an independent feasibility analysis and cost-benefit analysis on the 

development of the outline standards into a comprehensive set of state-level 
Commissioning Criteria standards.  Cost evaluation should include impacts on both 
operating costs and first costs of facilities.  Commissioning Subcommittee to develop 
statement of services; DEED Facilities to solicit, award, and manage contract; BR&GR 
to review and make recommendations. 



 

 COMMISSIONING SUBCOMMITTEE   RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 

 
 

 BR&GR CRITERIA FOR COST-EFFECTIVE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION PAGE 8 OF 99 
 

 
Item 3 – If supported, finalize standards into either an existing or new department handbook.  

Implement the use of the handbook through regulation. 
 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee. 
 
Item 2 – $15,000 (allows for approximately 60 hours of research and documentation plus 

expenses). 
 
Item 3 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee. 
 
 
Subcommittee Resources 
The resources below were researched or developed during the subcommittee process and 
informed the recommendations of the committee.  The majority of these documents are available 
in prior BR&GR committee packets for review (https://education.alaska.gov/Facilities/BRGR/).  
Certain items are attached or provided in the Appendices, as noted, for simplicity in reviewing 
the recommendations. 

1. Meeting Notes/Recordings 
2. Committee Response to Public Comments (Attached) 
3. Mission Statement 
4. Commissioning General Overview – 8-21-17 Draft (Attached) 
5. Mechanical Systems Commissioning – 8-18-17 Draft (Attached) 
6. Fuel Oil Systems Commissioning – 8-18-17 Draft (Attached) 
7. Electrical Systems Commissioning – 8-18-17 Draft (Attached) 
8. Control Systems Commissioning – 8-18-17 Draft (Attached) 
9. Building Envelope Commissioning – 8-18-17 Draft (Attached) 
10. Building Envelope Commissioning CSI Spec – 8-22-17 Draft (Attached) 
11. Public Comments (See Appendix B) 
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 

General Comments 
Commissioning definitely has merit, but why 
isn’t it already included in the final inspection 
activities?  Shouldn’t the design team already 
verify that the building functions as intended 
before signing off?  The reality is their fees are 
not high enough to cover that level of inspection.  
(ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

Commissioning is not just a final inspection 
activity, but one that occurs throughout the 
project.  Cx has become its own specialty in 
many ways.  This is in response to the increasing 
complexity of inter-related building systems and 
the inclusion of an increasing array of building 
performance sensors and controls.  Typical 
construction phase services have the design team 
members certify the contract required 
construction of a building but not its operation.  
Fees, as noted, are one issue but services (scope) 
and credentials are also important pieces.  The 
typical design fees are not high enough to include 
Cx, unless it is specifically included in the 
negotiations.  

Commissioning can provide overall 
environmental with long-term cost benefits and 
should be included as a design/construction 
standard service.  (ref. MCary, 11-15-17) 

Thank you for the support.  Continued efforts 
will be made to assess the cost-benefits of Cx. 

Commissioning of existing facilities with 
funding to correct deficiencies should be 
considered as the benefits to the ongoing 
maintenance and operational costs would be 
significant.  (ref. MCary, 11-15-17) 

Though included as a focus area in subcommittee 
review, we did not specifically address Cx  
efforts outside of a capital project.  Retro-
commissioning, as that is often called, could be 
implemented within district M&O budgets.  The 
guidelines under our recommendations would be 
a useful resource for that effort. 

The recommendation should use more refined 
definitions of terms and specific goals for those 
terms, such as in commissioning.  
(ref. TFenoseff, 11-15-17) 

We concur; terms used within any standards will 
need to be very clear. 

Recommendation #1 (Adopt Commissioning Standards) 
What are the specific goals for savings as a result 
of commissioning (i.e. initial cost of 
construction, target percentage of first cost, target 
percent of life cycle cost, etc.)?  Once defined, 
this may inform when and if commissioning 
should be required.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Cx can save on both initial cost and create long-
term savings.  It may not be realistic to try to 
target a percentage without further research to 
determine relevant benchmarks.  Continued 
efforts will be made to assess the cost-benefits of 
Cx. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 

Recommendation #2 (Qualified Commissioning Agent/Authority) 
Criteria should take into consideration the 
availability of human resources, and specifically, 
practical level of credentialing. 
(ref. TFenoseff, 11-15-17 & KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Person doing Cx should be accredited and have 
relevant experience, in order to better serve the 
needs of the Owner.  The committee recognizes 
the current limited number of accredited Cx 
agents in the state.  Accreditation is 
recommended but may not be necessary due to 
the size and complexity of the project.  
Implementation of these recommendations will 
further review the level of credentials and on 
what size of project those credentials will be 
required. 

School districts outside of urban areas may 
struggle to retain credentialed Cx entities; 
increased in overall life cycle costs associated 
with non-local CxA who may perform 
commissioning in lieu of local entities should be 
considered.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

The committee recognizes the current limited 
number of accredited Cx agents in the state.  
Implementation of these recommendations will 
further review the level of credentials and on 
what size of project those credentials will be 
required. 

General Overview:  “...be the responsibility of a 
‘single person’...”?  (ref. KHeusser, 11-15-17) 

Though Cx might be accomplished by a team of 
people, a single person needs to be coordinating 
and leading the effort. 

Recommendation #3 (Develop and Adopt Criteria for Commissioning) 
Building Envelope - Potential exists for an 
incomplete building envelope upgrade to occur 
(i.e. reroof with portion of exterior walls 
receiving upgrades, but not all; consider how to 
test and/or measure outcomes on partial building 
envelope upgrades.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

We concur that the level of Cx / testing should be 
commensurate with the type of the project.  
Implementation of these recommendations will 
further review how to target Cx requirements to 
the partial upgrade/building addition project type.  
Currently, per Recommendation #1, only new 
schools, major additions, and major renovations 
are slated for required commissioning.  
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 

Draft Standards (Committee Resource Items 3 – 9) 
Cx General Overview document comments. (ref. 
KHeusser, 11-15-17) 
1) Introduces financial stakeholder services 
2) Very weak language (in ref. to “could be”) 
3) Need org chart (in ref. to commissioning team) 
4) Flesh out documentation (in ref. to commissioning 

report) 

Thank you for the input. “CxA” bullet items 
were revised based on comments 1 and 2.  
Comments 3 and 4 are project specific and do not 
need to be addressed in detail by this 
subcommittee. 

Mechanical Systems Cx document comments.  
(ref. KHeusser, 11-15-17) 
1) AHJ should not be abbreviated 
2) Grammar correction at “Occupied modes . . .”) 
3) Notes on combustion air (in ref. to HVAC 

systems) 

Thank you for the input.  The three comments 
were incorporated into revisions to the document.   

Fuel Oil Systems Cx document comments.   
(ref. KHeusser, 11-15-17) 
1) Vents properly operating (in ref. to Fill up tanks) 
2) Does this specify certain equipment or is the 

standard now on standalone equipment? (in ref. to 
Functional Performance Testing) 

Thank you for the input.  The first comment was 
incorporated into revisions to the document.  
Regarding performance testing of equipment, this 
is envisioned for both standalone and integrated 
controls. 

Electrical Systems Cx document comments.   
(ref. KHeusser, 11-15-17) 
1) Intercom (in ref. to Paging System) 
2) Specialty Equipment; Shop (in ref. to a possible 

missing system) 

Thank you for the input.  The two comments 
were incorporated into revisions to the document. 

Controls Systems Cx document comments.   
(ref. KHeusser, 11-15-17) 
1) And written into as-builts (in ref. to a log of 

changes to sequence of operations) 
2) Should be required if type of work in contract (in 

ref. to Test and Balance Verification) 

Thank you for the input.  The first comment was 
incorporated into revisions to the document.   
We concur, generally, but leave project specific 
contractual requirements of work to be 
established by the Owner. 

Building Envelope specification document 
comments.  (ref. KHeusser, 11-15-17) 
1) Certified building commissioning professional?  

(in ref. to thermographer qualifications) 
2) Radiant systems may take a while to reach stasis 

(in ref. to a 48hr acclimatization requirement) 
3) Suggest make round 20 deg. F (in ref. to delta 

between ambient and building temps) 
4) Flesh out documentation (in ref. to commissioning 

report) 

Thanks you for the input.   
At 1.04 A.1.:  The “Level II certification” will be 
clarified to incorporate the certifying 
organization.   
At 3.01 B.:  A generic sentence was added to 
incorporate this comment.  A temperature 
differential should be established on the basis of 
a workable minimum.  Currently we understand 
that to be 18 degrees F. 
Note: this spec is still a work in progress, so 
additional updates will be forthcoming. 
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Design Ratios Subcommittee 
Recommendations for Cost Effective School Construction Criteria 

November 30, 2017 
 

 
Subcommittee Members 
BR&GR Committee:  Dale Smythe (chair); Robert Tucker; Rep. Sam Kito III 
Department Staff:  Tim Mearig; Larry Morris; Lori Weed 
Industry Partners: Ryan Butte, LKSD; Ezra Gutschow, Coffman Engineers; 

Brittany Hartman, Legislative Staff  
 
Purpose of Subcommittee 
Under AS 14.11.014(b)(3), evaluate and propose construction design ratio guidelines for use by 
the department, school districts, and the design community to design new and renovated school 
facilities to reduce first cost (construction) and long-term cost (operation).   
 
Subcommittee Activity 
The subcommittee met throughout the summer to discuss types of design ratios and the 
magnitude of potential savings in a variety of climatic areas.  The subcommittee aimed for 
design ratio guidelines that would be straightforward for design professionals, district staff, and 
the department to be able to interpret and review; would achieve measurable savings for first 
costs and operational costs; would not repeat or contradict existing laws and regulations; and 
would not unduly limit educational delivery or program formats.  
 
Major influencing factors on the first cost and operational cost of Alaskan schools is the amount, 
size, and arrangement of the building’s roof, spaces, windows, and doors.  While the largest 
influences on total cost are a schools location, the price of energy, and how the building is 
operated; control of these elements is outside of the consideration of this subcommittee.  Any 
ratio guideline that reduces heating requirements will have a dramatically different cost impact to 
a facility located in an area with cold temperatures and high price for energy.   
 
Current design technology makes gathering design element data significantly easier, the proposed 
design guidelines should be able to be implemented without undue burden on stakeholders.   
 
Other focus areas of subcommittee review included: 

• Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), a widely used green building 
rating system.  LEED provides for a wide variety of trade-offs, not all of which are 
applicable throughout the state and do not directly affect first costs or operational costs. 

• Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS), focuses on high performance 
features for benefits associated with improved health, productivity and student 
performance, decreased operating costs, and increased energy savings.  CHPS, like 
LEED, is holistic in nature, requiring measurements across the full spectrum of 
sustainability practices, some of which may be less applicable to Alaska.  It does not 
provide for targeted or incremental standards—it’s an “all-in” approach.  It also requires 
significant investment and involves third-party oversight.  

• Existing climatic zone designations for Alaska.  Reviews included climatic zone 
definitions by IECC/ASHRAE, Alaska BEES, and USGS.  

• Aspect design ratio (building’s length and width); found to be difficult to apply to all 
school sizes. 
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• Solar orientation ratio; found to be too controlling, limited savings potential, and difficult 
to implement. 

• Ratios addressing mechanical systems were discussed as a possibility for future 
committees, but outside of the committee’s current scope of review; potentially 
interconnecting with the commissioning subcommittee.  

 
The subcommittee gathered information from relatively current constructed school designs to 
create a bracketed range of existing conditions for consideration relative to possible guideline 
ratios.  This information will continue to be updated, refined and examined as an information 
source. 
 
The subcommittee has also begun the effort of creating energy use models to illustrate 
differences between the proposed ratios.  Currently under development are models for one- and 
two-story massing types in each of the four BEES climate zones.  The goal of this effort is to 
gather rough order of magnitude operational cost differences.  It will consider a 30-year time 
span based on local fuel prices and typical escalation.  The intent is to inform the subcommittee 
of the potential value of a guideline implementation.   
 
The intent of the recommended ratios is to encourage building compactness and to limit heat loss 
through the envelope and envelope openings.  The subcommittee also believes that these ratios 
may result in savings in the area of initial capital costs. 
 
Recommendations  
The following subcommittee recommendations are proposed for consideration by the BR&GR 
committee for inclusion in a December report to the Alaska state legislature.  In the October 13 
version of these recommendations, the subcommittee included specific requests for comments on 
its recommendations and welcomed all comments on potential implementation of design ratios 
for school construction.  The subcommittee reviewed comments received during the public 
comment period.  Comments received provided the subcommittee with both a general reaction to 
the concept of developing standards for design ratios and feedback specific to the 
subcommittee’s five recommendations.  The comments demonstrated a need to ensure design 
ratio standards are based on solid research and computations.  A positive response to several of 
the proposed ratios was received from one school district but concern was expressed about the 
ability to create these standards versus adoption published standards from other entities.  Topic-
specific comments and subcommittee responses have been included as an attachment to these 
recommendations. 
 

Recommendation #1  
Adopt the Alaska Climate Zones established by the Alaska Building Energy Efficiency 
Standard (BEES), and used by the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, to differentiate 
allowable ratio ranges, and to support other cost-effective school construction standards 
as needed.  

 
Basis:  The subcommittee sought to identify pre-existing and accepted climate designations.  
Although the Department of Education & Early Development has adopted the ASHRAE 90.1 
energy standard, the standard only identifies two climatic regions in Alaska.  The four climate 
zones adopted by BEES offers more flexibility when establishing design ratio ranges and other 
cost-effective school construction standards. 
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Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Subcommittee to confirm the availability of the BEES standards for use in Design Ratio 

standards development (i.e., permission from standards author, frequency and process 
for updates, etc.) 

 
Item 2 – Subcommittee and BR&GR to ensure there is a clear differentiation between when 

BEES would be used for a school project with state aid, and when ASHRAE 90.1 
would be used. 

 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 

Recommendation #2 
Implement a school design ratio of Openings Area to Exterior Wall Area (O:EW).  
Opening Area defined as “the square footage of all windows, doors, and translucent 
panels measured to the outside of their frame elements”.  Exterior Wall Area defined as 
“the square footage of the exterior vertical enclosure, inclusive of all openings”.  

 
Basis:  The O:EW ratio is an indicator of envelope efficiency.  Operational costs of a school 
facility are highly influenced by heat loss through penetrations of the envelope.  The comparison 
is not meant to diminish the proven benefits of natural light on student performance.  Current 
ranges from the Recent School Projects Design Ratios Data Set are: Low – 3.99% to High – 
49.37%.   
 
Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Identify and solicit services; issue a contract for energy modeling services to determine 

appropriate ratio ranges.  Design Ratio Subcommittee to develop statement of services 
with input as needed.  DEED Facilities to solicit, award, and manage contract. Compare 
existing school ratios and annual energy use to define the most effective ratios. 
Consider developing area specific ratios based on BEES regions. 

 
Item 2 – Develop regulations, as needed, to establish use of the design ratios to establish eligible 

cost limits for state aid of school capital projects.  BR&GR to make recommendations 
to the State Board.  DEED Facilities to manage the administrative process of regulation 
development. 

 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – $20,000 for energy modeling and data collection services (if combined with other 

recommendations costs; solicit one contract for all four ratio recommendations for cost 
savings). 

 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
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Implement a school design ratio of Building Footprint Area to Gross Square Footage 
(FPA:GSF).  Building Footprint is defined as “the conditioned square footage measured 
from the exterior wall face at the lowest floor of the building projected vertically down to 
a single plane; does not include crawl spaces or areas for building system distribution”.  
Gross Square Footage is defined as “all normally occupied conditioned square footage as 
measured to the exterior wall face; does not include crawl spaces or areas for building 
system distribution”.  This ratio would be applied to facilities in excess of 30,000 GSF.   

 
Basis:  The FPA:GSF ratio is an indicator of enclosure efficiency.  This ratio is intended to incur 
benefits relating to stacking (multi-story) efficiencies in school design.  Minimum facility size is 
partly to reflect practicalities of stacking space as well as the difficulties that may be experienced 
by a smaller community in obtaining certified personnel to service an elevator, if required.  
Current ranges from the Recent School Projects Design Ratios Data Set are:  Low – 61.94% to 
High – 99.34%. 
 
Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Identify and solicit services; issue a contract for energy modeling services to determine 

appropriate ratio ranges.  Design Ratio Subcommittee to develop statement of services 
with input as needed.  DEED Facilities to solicit, award, and manage contract.  
Compare existing school ratios and annual energy use to define the most effective 
ratios.  Consider developing area specific ratios based on BEES regions. 

 
Item 2 – Develop regulations, as needed, to establish use of the design ratios to establish eligible 

cost limits for state aid of school capital projects.  BR&GR to make recommendations 
to the State Board.  DEED Facilities to manage the administrative process of regulation 
development. 

 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – $20,000 for energy modeling and data collection services (if combined with other 

recommendations costs; solicit one contract for all four ratio recommendations for cost 
savings). 

 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 

Recommendation #4  
Implement a school design ratio of Building Volume to Net Floor Area in (V:NSF). 
Building Volume is defined as “all conditioned cubic square footage within a buildings 
vapor retarder or elements acting as a vapor retarder at the exterior wall, roof or soffit”.  
Net Floor Area or Net Square Footage is defined as “all normally occupied conditioned 
square footage as measured to the inside face of walls; does not include crawl spaces or 
areas for building system distribution”.  

 
Basis:  The V:NSF ratio is an indicator of space efficiency.  The volume of air being heated in a 
school is a large factor of a facility’s operating costs.  This ratio is intended to address the 
amount of double-height volume in a facility.  Current ranges from the Recent School Projects 
Design Ratios Data Set are:  Low – 1260.28% to High – 2158.93%. 
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Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Identify and solicit services; issue a contract for energy modeling services to determine 

appropriate ratio ranges.  Design Ratio Subcommittee to develop statement of services 
with input as needed.  DEED Facilities to solicit, award, and manage contract.  
Compare existing school ratios and annual energy use to define the most effective 
ratios.  Consider developing area specific ratios based on BEES regions. 

 
Item 2 – Develop regulations, as needed, to establish use of the design ratios to establish eligible 

cost limits for state aid of school capital projects.  BR&GR to make recommendations 
to the State Board.  DEED Facilities to manage the administrative process of regulation 
development. 

 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – $20,000 for energy modeling and data collection services (if combined with other 

recommendations costs; solicit one contract for all four ratio recommendations for cost 
savings). 

 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 

Recommendation #5  
Implement a school design ratio of Building Volume to Exterior Surface Area (V:ES).  
Building Volume is defined as “all conditioned cubic square footage within a building’s 
vapor retarder or elements acting as a vapor retarder at the exterior wall, roof, or soffit”.  
Exterior Surface Area is defined as “square footage of wall, roof, or underbuilding soffit 
system at the line of the exterior air barrier or outward most element acting as an air 
barrier surrounding conditioned space”.  

 
Basis: The V:ES ratio is an indicator of building compactness.  The compactness of a building 
minimizes the heat loss through the envelope.  [Note: Data for this ratio has not been developed 
in the current version of the Recent School Projects Design Ratios Data Set.] 
 
Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Identify and solicit services; issue a contract for energy modeling services to determine 

appropriate ratio ranges.  Design Ratio Subcommittee to develop statement of services 
with input as needed.  DEED Facilities to solicit, award, and manage contract.  
Compare existing school ratios and annual energy use to define the most effective 
ratios.  Consider developing area specific ratios based on BEES regions. 

 
Item 2 – Develop regulations, as needed, to establish use of the design ratios to establish eligible 

cost limits for state aid of school capital projects.  BR&GR to make recommendations 
to the State Board.  DEED Facilities to manage the administrative process of regulation 
development.  

 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – $20,000 for energy modeling and data collection services (if combined with other 

recommendations costs; solicit one contract for all four ratio recommendations for cost 
savings). 
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Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 
supporting costs for committee and board activity.  

 
 
Subcommittee Resources 
The resources below were researched or developed during the subcommittee process and 
informed the recommendations of the committee.  The majority of these documents are available 
in prior BR&GR committee packets for review (https://education.alaska.gov/Facilities/BRGR/). 
Certain items are attached or provided in the Appendices, as noted, for simplicity in reviewing 
the recommendations. 

1. Meeting Notes/Recordings 
2. Committee Response to Public Comments (Attached) 
3. Alaska BEES Climate Zone Map (Appendix A) 
4. The Effect of Building Aspect Ratio on Energy Efficiency: A Case Study for Multi-Unit 

Residential Buildings in Canada, Philip McKeen and Alan S. Fung. 
5. Building Aspect Ratio, Kimberly Hickson, AIA, BNIM Architects. 
6. The Function of Form: Building Shape and Energy, John Straube, Ph.D., P.Eng. 
7. Energy Efficiency of Public Buildings in Alaska: Schools, Cold Climate Housing 

Research Center, AHFC. 
8. Recent School Projects Design Ratios Data Set, DEED. (Appendix A) 
9. Design Guidance for Minneapolis Schools in Minneapolis, Minnesota 
10. Subcommittee September 6, 2017 Report to BR&GR 
11. Public Comments (Appendix B) 
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 

General Comments 
What other northern design regions “best 
practices” (Canada, Scandinavia) were 
researched related to Design Ratios?  The 
research and decision-making data should reach 
beyond Alaska, as there are many northern 
design regions around the world employing high-
performance northern school design.   
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Research included studies—national and 
international—related to building form and 
energy use, where possible focus was given to 
northern climates and schools however some 
reviewed studies included other latitudes and 
building types.  There was a surprisingly limited 
amount of northern latitude school studies 
available.  Studies reviewed and referenced in 
meetings are available on DEED’s BR&GR web 
page. 
 

An examination of ‘Design Ratios’ is very much 
an examination of ‘best practices’ in basic design 
methods applied to our variety of northern design 
regions.  To gain licensure in the state of Alaska, 
architects must pass a licensing board-approved 
supplemental course focusing on norther region 
design.  Consider how this course and potential 
DEED requirements for Design Ratios overlap 
and are synergistic, and/or conflict in any 
manner.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Thank you.  We will take care to consider this 
possible overlap to the extent northern design 
coursework is available for review. While the 
concepts covered may align, it is unlikely that the 
registration coursework identifies or implements 
design ratio targets or standards.  Design Ratios 
are being considered because currently there are 
no guidelines, regulation or code requirements 
that influence building compactness in Alaska.  
Window to wall ratios are considered in certain 
municipalities and as a part of certain 
certification but not required on state funded 
schools.   

Criteria for cost-effective school construction 
should take into consideration availability of 
human resources: qualified educational, 
maintenance, and operations staff/recruiting.  
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Agreed, most of these variables will be addressed 
in the companion Model Alaskan School 
initiative. 

One of the most effective and simple to 
implement means of encouraging more cost 
effective building envelopes is to change the 
square footage matrix and to go back to 
calculating school size using interior rather than 
exterior dimension.  (ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

We concur that better performing building 
envelopes are typically thicker, which puts 
pressure on the state’s school space allocation.  
That issue is still to be considered and will be 
outside of this effort.   
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 
Washington State might provide a good role 
model in looking at the process they used to 
develop the Washington Sustainable Schools 
Protocol Criteria for High-Performance Schools.  
It would not be appropriate to adopt the 
document itself but the result is viewed as a 
positive tool for that state.   
(ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

The subcommittee will review the Washington 
State School Criteria for relatable concepts.   

Much of what is discussed is simply daunting to 
think about implementing and complying.  
(ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

No more so than building owners and designers 
complying with other high-performance building 
criteria such as mentioned in the previous 
comment.  Fortunately, there are tools available 
to assist in these analyses that easily produce the 
information requested for straightforward review.    

I believe it would have been beneficial for each 
of the committees to have had representation 
from both rural and urban educators.  It is all too 
easy to lose perspective that the main purpose of 
these facilities is to support effective student 
learning, and we need to look at sustainable 
future trends and not necessarily continue to 
support and maintain the current resource-
consuming facilities.  This involves a big picture 
statewide conversation as to future educational 
delivery options based on Alaska’s fiscal reality.  
(ref. MCary, 11-15-17) 

Subcommittee makeup was open to interested 
parties outside the BR&GR committee and the 
department.  Research of existing facilities 
included urban and rural facilities.  

I’d encourage a more performance-based 
approach to design in lieu of an overly 
prescriptive approach (design ratios) to meet 
energy goals.  (ref. MCary, 11-15-17) 

Agreed; there is a place for performance-based 
design.  Performance-based standards were 
reviewed such as those from USGBC, LEED, 
and CHPS.  To date, the subcommittee believes a 
limited set of Alaska-specific criteria developed 
on a prescriptive basis would work best.   

The recommendation should use more refined 
definitions of terms and specific goals for those 
terms, such as in commissioning.  
(ref. TFenoseff, 11-15-17) 

We concur; terms used within any standards will 
need to be very clear. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 

Recommendation #1 (Adopt Alaska Building Energy Efficiency Standard Climate Zones) 
Clarify if adoption of four BEES climate zones 
would be substituted for the two climatic regions 
noted in ASHRAE 90.1 or would ASHRAE 90.1 
be replaced as the standard with BEES 
exclusively.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

The intent of adopting the BEES climate zones is 
to more specifically represent the different 
climate zones as they influence facility design 
priorities when comparing ratios only.  The 
current requirement to meet ASHRAE 90.1 
would not change. 

Recommendation #2 (Implement Design Ratio Openings Area to Exterior Wall Area) 
I would be in favor of a lower O:EW ratio for 
the following: 

 

a. Natural light is extremely important but it 
doesn’t take an entire exterior wall of 
windows to give adequate light. I feel less but 
strategically placed windows would offer a 
quality interior natural light effect. 

Thank you for the support. Natural light and 
views to the exterior will remain important 
factors for owners and designers to consider 
within the energy-driven limitations of the  
O:EW ratio. 

b. In windy climates like BSSD windows are 
one of our larger maintenance expenses. We 
are continually fixing mechanisms and 
experience full failures as early as 15 years. 
The glass vendors love us! Our most troubled 
areas are classrooms with the entire exterior 
wall length being window. The lack of 
framing structure between each window 
creates a weak point, that moves in the wind, 
which loosens casings and loosens window 
edges allowing argon to escape. We see this 
in quite a few of our schools. With a lower 
O:EW ratio designers may look at getting 
away from continuous long banks of 
windows. 

Thank you for the input. However, limiting 
glazing with the O:EW design ratio would not 
necessarily make up for missing framing.   
Best practice related to that issue should be 
incorporated in the proposed Model Alaskan 
School criteria or in the district’s design 
standards. 
 

c. With LED lighting being used the cost of 
offsetting natural lighting with electric 
lighting isn’t as big of a deal. Also LED 
replicates the spectrums of natural lighting 
much better. 

Thank you for the input. 

d. And of course the difference between r-5 and 
r-30 but as time factors in windows are not 
their original r-value and leak.  

Thank you for the input. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 
e. Less windows, less problems. 
(GEckenweiler 11/9/2017) 

Thank you for the input. 

What ‘best practices’ in educational design were 
researched during the development of the 
recommendation?  In order to define “good” 
versus “bad” of an effective range of O:EW ratio, 
let’s be certain we understand as many 
intimacies/impacts associated with example 
projects as noted in “Recent School Project 
Design Ratios Data Set”.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

We concur that in establishing allowable ranges 
within each of these energy-centric design ratios, 
impacts and trade-offs in other areas will need to 
be considered.  Using recent school project data 
as a benchmark should go a long way toward 
balancing best practices in education design.  All 
of the sample schools were unfettered by energy-
design ratios as they met education design best 
practice yet some clearly perform better from an 
energy standpoint than others.  

The concept of implementing a range of school 
design ratio or O:EW needs to be weighed 
against impact to student learning.  Much health 
research tells us that humans must have the 
opportunity to connect visually and physically 
with the outside.  Even though there are many 
months of darkness in Alaska, students and staff 
should be afforded the opportunity to visually 
connect with the natural environment, regardless 
it its daylight or dark, i.e. windows.  The human 
connection between the built environment and 
the natural environment is necessary for learning 
and wellbeing.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Agreed; natural light and views to the exterior 
will remain important factors for owners and 
designers to consider within the energy-driven 
limitations of the O:EW ratio.  

Does this apply to new construction only, or 
additions as well?  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

The implementation of design ratios in additions 
or renovations has not been discussed in detail 
but the subcommittee has recognized the 
potential difficulty. 

Recommendation #3 (Implement Design Ratio Footprint Area to Gross Square Footage) 
Criteria for cost-effective school construction 
should take into account the differences between 
rural and urban cost of construction.   
(ref. TFenoseff and KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Agreed; window and building compactness can 
affect construction cost however the intent of this 
effort was to consider both construction and 
operation.  

Consider differing levels of criteria for urban 
versus rural conditions.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

While energy saving is greater considering the 
price of energy, the goal of this is reduce energy 
use in any location. 

The practice of design of an efficient building 
footprint is a basic component of ‘good northern 
design’.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Agreed; the intent of design ratio standards is to 
ensure ‘good northern design’ for all schools 
with state aid.  
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 
Was 30,000 GSF as the trigger for FPA:GSF 
ratio based on historical or contemporary typical 
school footprints?  Based on trigger of energy 
loss to a footprint larger than this and therefore 
an operational cost trigger?  In Anchorage 
School District, our current Ed Specs call for 
nearly 70,000 GSF of space for an elementary 
school, which represents our smallest school 
facility in size; therefore, this FPA:GSF ratio 
requirement would apply to all new schools 
within ASD and (assuming) any additions to 
schools if designed over 30,000GSF.  
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

The 30,000 GSF trigger was based on the school 
size above which there would typically be 
12 classrooms or more.  This was the point at 
which a stacked classroom wing might be 
feasible. 

Recommendation #4 (Implement Design Ratio Building Volume to Net Floor Area) 
The practice of design of efficient spatial 
building volume is a basic component of ‘good 
northern design’.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Agreed; the intent of design ratio standards is to 
ensure ‘good northern design’ for all schools 
with state aid.  

Assuming building volume of concern is all 
normally occupied conditioned space, not 
unconditioned space - clarify.   
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Yes, the recommendation defines the volume 
boundary as “all conditioned cubic square 
footage . . .”.   

Recommendation #5 (Implement Design Ratio Building Volume to Exterior Surface Area) 
Maybe (V:ES) best defines the goals of these 
three recommendations [(FPA:GSF), (V:NSF), 
(V:ES)].  (GEckenweiler 11/9/2017) 

Thank you for the input. 

I would be in favor of a tighter ratio, which 
would push simplistic building shapes in our 
climate region. 

Thank you for the input 

a. When you live in windy NW AK 
practicalities take over, especially in 
construction, to a point where unpractical 
stands out like a sore thumb.  

Thank you for the input. 

b. Rectangular, fewer wings, lower roof pitch and 
fewer rooflines are all things folks deem as 
practical. The local critics will quickly criticize 
unpractical buildings and praise simplicity.  

Thank you for the input. 

c. Keeping construction funds in the interiors of 
the facility has a much greater positive impact 
on educational environments.  

Interesting perspective; thank you for the input. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 
d. We have all seen some incredibly beautiful 

designs utilizing simple shapes. 
(GEckenweiler 11/9/2017) 

Thank you for the input. 

This criteria seems very similar to 
Recommendation #4. Data not provided; needs 
more clarity.  (ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

The difference is between floor area and building 
surface area as it relates to volume. 

Assuming building volume of concern is all 
normally occupied conditioned space, not 
unconditioned space - clarify.   
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Yes, the recommendation defines the volume 
boundary as “all conditioned cubic square 
footage . . .”.  The recommendation also responds 
to buildings up on piles and the influence of 
additional surface area.  
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Model School Subcommittee 
Recommendations for Cost Effective School Construction Criteria 

November 30, 2017 
 

 
Subcommittee Members 
BR&GR Committee: Doug Crevensten (chair); Don Hiley; Representative Sam Kito 
Department Staff: Tim Mearig 
Industry Partner(s): Dana Menendez, ASD; Brittany Hartmann, Legislative Staff 
 
Purpose of subcommittee 
Under AS 14.11.014(b)(3), propose elements and features of a Model Alaskan School that will 
support an adequate education and for which state resources would be allocated. 
 
Subcommittee Activity 
The subcommittee met throughout the summer to discuss Model Alaskan School issues.  Our 
subcommittee could not define one particular Model Alaskan School due to the variances in 
school construction demanded by Alaska’s vast geography and climate. However, it may well be 
possible to define Model School standards that do define adequate Alaskan schools depending 
on a particular region or set of circumstances, provide for more accurate project cost estimates, 
and reduce project and operational costs. 
 
Three questions seemed to reoccur in each meeting’s discussion: 

• Can/should resource allocation using a Model School standard be accomplished by 
establishing a cost-based framework? 

• Can/should resource allocation using a Model School standard be accomplished by 
establishing the quality and quantity of systems and components? 

• Can/should resource allocation using a Model School standard be accomplished by 
establishing program space allowances and/or space standards, and identifying school 
elements not eligible for State funding? 

 
This idea of developing a cost-based framework remained an active discussion throughout.  The 
state’s Program Demand Cost Model for Alaskan Schools (Cost Model) was identified early on 
as a promising tool on which to base model school standards and resource allocation because it 
identifies many elements in a school, and provides methods for establishing fairly accurate 
estimates for new construction and renovation projects.  (However, actual costs for schools can 
only be determined through the design and construction process.) 
 
Other focus areas of subcommittee review included: 

• Shortcomings of the Cost Model and where it might be improved to better reflect Model 
School standards and more accurately forecast costs. 

• Defining the type, quality, and performance factors of Model Alaskan School systems—
these standards are currently not defined.  This results in an ad hoc, wide variety of 
systems and components of varying quality and cost. 

• Usefulness of establishing Model School standards that define both the minimum 
acceptable State-funded solution and the maximum acceptable State-funded solution. 
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• Elements of a school that are currently funded by the State that may be beyond the 
definition of an “adequate education”.  

• Alternatives to the Cost Model, such as the cost per square foot approach, and 
prototypical schools. 

 
Recommendations  
The following subcommittee recommendations are proposed for consideration by the BR&GR 
committee for inclusion in a December report to the Alaska state legislature.  In the October 13 
version of these recommendations, the subcommittee included specific requests for comments on 
its recommendations and welcomed all comments on potential implementation of model Alaskan 
school standards.  The subcommittee reviewed comments received during the public comment 
period.  Comments received provided the subcommittee with both a general reaction to the 
concept of developing standards for a model school and feedback specific to the subcommittee’s 
four recommendations.  The comments demonstrated a need to further differentiate between the 
proposed model school standards and a prescribed prototype school, and to further develop 
committee and stakeholder understanding about how model school standards might impact 
choices in education delivery models.  Topic-specific comments and subcommittee responses 
have been included as an attachment to these recommendations. 
 

Recommendation #1 
Further develop the Program Demand Cost Model instead of pursuing a state-mandated 
cost-per-square-foot standard.  Actions would include: a) defining/updating geographic 
cost factors, b) adding detail to the 4.XX Site Work elements, and c) adding detail to the 
11.XX Renovation elements. 

 
Basis:  Cost per square foot (CPSF) limits are difficult to apply to rehabilitation and major 
maintenance projects.  Of the 122 projects on the DEED FY18 priority lists, only 2 are new 
construction, making a CPSF approach of limited practical use.  Also, many districts do not have 
the funds to accomplish design and construction documents in support of their projects.  A more 
detailed Cost Model, especially from the foundation down, can serve as a useful (although 
imperfect) substitute.   
 
The existing Cost Model has flexibility to accommodate a wide variety of project types and 
educational programs.  It identifies most necessary elements in any school and provides methods 
for establishing fairly accurate estimates for new construction and renovation projects, including 
those elements tied to geography and climate.   
 
Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Identify and solicit services; issue a contract for the updates identified in a) through c) 

of the recommendation.  Model School Subcommittee to develop statement of services 
with input as needed.  DEED Facilities to solicit, award, and manage contract.  

 
Item 2 – Develop regulations, as needed, to establish use of the enhanced Cost Model to 

establish eligible cost limits for state aid of school capital projects.  Model School 
Subcommittee to review pros and cons and make recommendations to the BR&GR.  
BR&GR to make recommendations to the State Board.  DEED Facilities to manage the 
administrative process of regulation development. 
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Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – Defining/updating geographic costs - ~$45,000 ($1000/factor at 45 locations).   

Adding detail to Site and Renovation sections - ~$60,000 ($30,000/section where 
$15,000 has been the approximate cost of annual updates of the complete tool). 

 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee and board activity. 
 

Recommendation #2 
Establish a process of reviewing and regularly updating school costs within the Cost Model 
so that those updates become researched, vetted, and intentional.  Vetting could occur as a 
function of the BR&GR committee or a broader working group, if deemed necessary. 

 
Basis:  Construction materials and methods advance over time, as do processes and tools for 
educational delivery.  A systematic, on-going review of construction costs, new technologies, 
and emerging education methods results in a more accurate and useful Cost Model.   
 
For example, new technology needs to be reviewed before inclusion in the cost model.  Are high 
performance air barriers and roofing underlayments proven best-practices for building longevity?  
Are Smart Boards still needed in every classroom?  How does adoption of ASHRAE 90.1 as an 
energy standard impact school building systems?  Are educational programming shifts, such as 
maker-spaces in schools that emphasize project-based learning, accommodated in the Cost 
Model’s space-costs element?  
 
Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – In conjunction with the department’s vendor, HMS Inc., develop a best-practice 

strategy and timeline for annual updates to the Model Alaskan School that would 
account for changes in materials and labor, codes/standards, and educational delivery. 

 
Item 2 – Implement the strategy with DEED and BR&GR resources for the initial year. Review 

and analyze effectiveness of these parties in accomplishing this task. 
 
Item 3 – Seek outside assistance if warranted. 
 
Cost to Implement: 
Items 1-2 – ~$1200 for consultant involvement. 
 
Item 2 – $15,000 annually (currently budgeted) for consultant contract.  No additional costs 

anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and supporting costs for 
committee. 

 
Item 3 – $15,000 annually (in addition to Item 2) for industry specialists ($3000/specialist at 

5 disciplines). 
 

Recommendation #3 
Develop Model Alaskan School standards by building system (ref. DEED Cost Format) 
to establish the quality and/or quantity of system components needed to ensure cost 
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effective school construction across the state.  Subcommittee resource items 3 and 4 are 
working drafts. 

 
Basis:  Building system and component types, quantities, and quality vary widely across school 
projects with state aid.  Powers granted to the department provide broad authority for the state to 
revise a project’s scope and budget if the costs are excessive and to reject projects not in the 
state’s best interests.  The basis for making these determinations could be more transparent if 
there were written standards. 
 
Many States have documents that lay out standards for the various elements of schools. Others 
have adopted national standards that reflect 21st Century school design.  These documents have 
the purpose of setting adequate quality standards (minimum acceptable for State funding) and 
placing limits on costs (maximum acceptable for State funding).  Parts of the other states’ 
standards documents can be considered, however, it seems unlikely that incorporation of another 
state’s standards would result in an Alaska-specific document that responds effectively to 
Alaska’s diverse needs. 
 
Model Alaskan School standards would first address systems with a high return on effort 
expended, such as Mechanical and Interiors, and avoid the impulse to ‘regulate everything’.  A 
Model Alaskan School standard should fill a niche between adopted building codes and any 
detailed school design criteria adopted by districts.  This standards document should be meshed 
with the Cost Model. 
 
Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Complete outline Model School Standards for the remaining DEED CostFormat 

sections.  DEED Facilities to develop outline-level standards with assistance that may 
be available from industry (see comments attached).  BR&GR to review/revise. 

 
Item 2 – Conduct an independent feasibility analysis and cost-benefit analysis on the 

development of the outline standards into a comprehensive set of state-level Model 
School standards.  Cost evaluation should include impacts on both operating costs and 
first costs of facilities.  Additionally, the study should evaluate development of the 
standards in-house and by contract, and include an evaluation of processes and cost by 
other states in implementing a customized industry standard (i.e., LEED, CHPS).  
Model School Subcommittee to develop statement of services; DEED Facilities to 
solicit, award, and manage contract; BR&GR to review and make recommendations. 

 
Item 3 – If supported, finalize standards into a department handbook.  Implement the use of the 

handbook through regulation. 
 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee. 
 
Item 2 – $25,000 (allows for approximately 100 hours of research and documentation plus 

expenses). 
 
Item 3 – $0 - $50,000 (depending on in-house or contract).  
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Recommendation #4 
As part of describing a Model School that supports an adequate education, as contrasted 
to a maximum education, identify school elements that do not further the core 
educational mission of the school.  These would be elements that are used seasonally or 
intermittently, benefit a smaller portion of the students, or benefit the community after 
school hours.  The state may choose not to fund these elements, or to fund them at a 
reduced rate, with the community contributing to the costs. 
 

Basis:  The extent of non core-education school facility features varies widely across the State. 
Identifying elements of schools that are not primarily core educational in use, and defining when 
they would or would not be eligible for state funding, could result in better funding equity and 
more cost-effective schools.  Most examples of these are in site development around the school 
buildings such as landscaping, running tracks, stadium seating, hockey rinks, turf sports fields, 
and cross-country trails. Examples of non-core amenities within schools might include 
bathrooms beyond primary grades, sinks in every classroom, and weight rooms.  While a case for 
the educational benefits of such elements can be made, the question remains, “At what point are 
we funding on the fringes of educational benefit?” 
 
Implementation Strategy:   
Item 1 – Review and finalize current topic paper Non-core Educational Restrictions as a 

BR&GR recommendation.  Include with report to legislature for consideration in 
development of statutory language under AS 14.11.013(d) and AS 14.11.100(h). 

 
Item 2 – DEED develops regulations to define non-core amenities and criteria for allowable 

state aid. 
 
Cost to Implement: 
Item 1 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee. 
 
Item 2 – No additional costs anticipated outside the current costs of the department’s staff and 

supporting costs for committee. 
 
Subcommittee Comment   
Space Allocations 
Periodically, the subcommittee’s work moved us into discussions about school space.  We 
acknowledged the state’s current use of space eligibility as a resource allocation tool, noting its 
resilience over time.  Though the subcommittee did not develop any Model Alaskan School 
recommendations in the area of space allocations, this isn’t meant to indicate that the space 
component of our current resource allocation model is perfect.  The subcommittee accepts that 
valid concerns may arise in addressing space adequacy and space calculations. 
 
Based on public comment received (ref. MCary 11-15-17), additional work on the allocation of 
space should take into account the future of education delivery options. Since these comments 
question the need for continued support and maintenance of the current resource-consuming 
facilities, presumably this is the opportunity for distance delivery which may impact the overall 
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amount of spaced needed statewide. The subcommittee has not developed a position on non-
facility education alternatives. 
 
Prototype Schools 
Prototypical schools seem attractive as a Model School option because they appear to address the 
three resource allocation variables of cost, quality, and space in one solution.  However, varied 
construction requirements due to the climatic differences of our vast State makes establishing 
prototypical schools problematic.  And, prototypical schools appear to have difficulty 
incorporating local educational program desires into their designs.  (As support for this last 
statement, Massachusetts identified 16 prototypical school models (flat ground, hillsides, limited 
space, modular, etc.) and gave districts extra funds if they used those designs.  The program was 
discontinued three years after implementation because local districts wanted the freedom to design 
schools around their own vision of education, and because cost savings were not significant.  
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/regionals/south/2014/09/13/state-rethinking-model-school-
designs-after-touting-them-cost-saving-approach/8OYcz758CWd8dFKxFensuJ/story.html ) 
 
Public comment received (ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) suggested, if understood correctly, that a 
fourth area of standards, Planning & Programming, be considered that would establish criteria 
regarding the functional and programmatic design of schools including a definition of allowed 
spaces. The subcommittee remains unconvinced that this level of criteria (akin to prescriptive 
requirements of prototype schools, see above) is in the state’s best interest. Additional public 
comment (ref. KChristy 11-15-17, and MCary 11-15-17) supports that criteria regarding 
educational programs and spaces remain at the district level with the state establishing continued 
aggregate allocations for proposed student populations. 
 
 
Subcommittee Resources 
The resources below were researched or developed during the subcommittee process and 
informed the recommendations of the committee.  The majority of these documents are available 
in prior BR&GR committee packets for review (https://education.alaska.gov/Facilities/BRGR/). 
Certain items are provided in Appendices, as noted, for simplicity in reviewing the 
recommendations in this document. 

1. Meeting Notes/Recordings 
2. Committee Response to Public Comments (Attachment) 
3. DEED Cost Model 15th Ed. – Model School Elements (Appendix A) 
4. 02 Substructure Construction Standard – Draft (Appendix A) 
5. 08 Mechanical Construction Standard – Draft (Appendix A) 
6. Prototypical School Articles – Massachusetts & New Jersey 
7. District Facility Design Criteria Manuals – LKSD & MSBSD 
8. Subcommittee Topic Paper – Mechanical Project Costing Challenges (Appendix A) 
9. Subcommittee Topic Paper – Non-core Education Restrictions (Attachment) 
10. Subcommittee September 6, 2017 Report to BR&GR 
11. The Cost Model is available at  

https://education.alaska.gov/Facilities/FacilitiesCIP.html#CostModel. 
12. Public Comments (See Appendix B) 
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Public Comment Received BR&GR Response 

General Comments 
Frankly, I just don’t see more regulations and 
criteria improving the process and the end result.  
These may well result in increased costs to 
Districts for additional services and will certainly 
make the grant process more difficult for the 
District that need the most assistance.  
(ref. KChristy 11-15-17) 

If done well, we expect that these criteria will 
increase consistency in both cost-effectiveness, 
and facility parity among school capital projects 
with state aid.  These standards are intended to 
assist the state in making resource allocations. 

As diverse as Alaskan communities are in size, 
local conditions, and climate how can there be a 
“Model” school?  The differences within a given 
District are significant.  For example, K-12 
schools work well in smaller communities but 
function as schools of choice in larger 
communities. (ref. KChristy 11-15-17) 

We recognize that differences in climate and 
geography are so wide in this state that one 
physical model for a school building will never 
work, and none is proposed.  The current 
recommendations are focused on model building 
systems and features and would continue to 
allow for development of a wide variety of 
education delivery models.  

State statutes require educational specifications 
that identify how students are going to be taught 
and how the building should support that 
program.  This discussion seems to lose sight of 
the instructional element and the changing role of 
the teacher and the increased use of Distance 
Delivery.  (ref. KChristy 11-15-17) 

We recognize that alternative methods of 
delivering educational programs are on the rise, 
some of which may not require equally resource-
intensive school facilities.  This is a huge 
discussion beyond the scope of this BR&GR 
subcommittee.  That said, the school building-
based model of education is practiced most 
widely in this state and is likely to be around for 
some time.  It is appropriate to examine ways to 
construct these facilities in more cost effective 
ways.  (Also see previous response.) 

The current square footage formula allows the 
District to decide what spaces can be shared, 
where toilet facilities are placed, and what size 
and type of instructional spaces are needed.  
(ref. KChristy 11-15-17) 

The space allocation formula is the state’s 
primary—and to some degree, only—codified 
resource allocation tool for school facilities.  The 
subcommittee report supports this tool.  (Also see 
previous responses.) 
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Public Comment Received BR&GR Response 
I believe it would have been beneficial for each 
of the committees to have had representation 
from both rural and urban educators.  It is all too 
easy to lose perspective that the main purpose of 
these facilities is to support effective student 
learning, and we need to look at sustainable 
future trends and not necessarily continue to 
support and maintain the current resource-
consuming facilities.  This involves a big picture 
statewide conversation as to future educational 
delivery options based on Alaska’s fiscal reality.  
(ref. MCary, 11-15-17) 

Subcommittee makeup was open to interested 
parties outside the BR&GR committee and the 
department.  (See previous responses addressing 
changing education delivery scenarios.) 

The recommendation should use more refined 
definitions of terms and specific goals for those 
terms, such as in commissioning.  
(ref. TFenoseff, 11-15-17) 

We concur; terms used within any standards will 
need to be very clear. 

Recommendation #1 (Further Develop Program Demand Cost Model) 
Agree with further development of the Program 
Demand Cost Model in lieu of another method of 
cost estimating.  Considerations include how to 
gain most relevant information (from whom in 
industry and how to seek/receive input).  
(ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

Thank you for the support.  Implementation 
strategies are being considered by the BR&GR 
and will address comments related to ‘who’ and 
‘how’.  

Recommendation #2 (Establish Process To Update Program Demand Cost Model) 
Agree with establishment of an ongoing process 
of reviewing and establishing components and 
systems and current costs of a model school.  
Considerations include how to gain most relevant 
information (from whom in industry and how to 
seek/receive input).  (ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

Thank you for the support.  Implementation 
strategies are being considered by the BR&GR 
and will address comments related to ‘who’ and 
‘how’. 
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Public Comment Received BR&GR Response 

Recommendation #3 (Develop Model School Standards By Building System) 
What is the expected life cycle for a 
school/school addition to be designed and 
constructed under these proposed criteria?  
(ref KPhillips 11-15-17) 

We believe that life cycle expectations are 
important and that they vary for the different 
building systems.  We will work to define and 
establish building system life expectancies within 
the criteria. 

Consider differing levels of cost-effectiveness 
criteria for urban versus rural conditions since, 
between these: 
   a) The cost of construction varies, and 
   b) The availability of qualified facilities 
personnel varies.  (ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

If done well, the criteria established will allow 
for the most cost effective construction 
considering all the variables of any specific 
project.  We agree that construction cost and ease 
of O&M are among the important variables.  

Reference made in commentary to national 
standards and/or other states' design standards.  
What standards were reviewed outside of 
Alaska?  Quality and longevity should be the 
driving force of a statewide standard for building 
systems.  Example "sub-structure" standard states 
buildings over 40,000 GSF should be considered 
as two story solutions, not one story.  How does 
this relate to "Design Ratio Criteria" as noted in 
their Recommendation #3 - 30,000 GSF as size 
threshold?  (ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

Sample documents from states with construction 
standards were reviewed as were national 
standards from USGBC, LEED, and CHPS.  To 
date, the subcommittee believes a limited set of 
Alaska-specific criteria would work best.  
Documents reviewed by the subcommittee are 
available on the DEED website for the BR&GR.  
We will work to ensure consistency in any 
criteria that is developed. 

There are some items missing from the Model 
School Elements for mechanical systems.  Also, 
the Mechanical Construction Standard is a bit out 
of date.  That’s the way we designed rural 
schools 15 years ago.  Definitely different 
preferred strategies for facilities where natural 
gas is available.  Is this document up for review 
and if so, can I get a Word version of the 
document?  Same with the Model School 
Elements section.  I can make recommendations 
using Track Changes and send it back to you for 
consideration.  (ref. CFredeen 10-7-17) 

Thank you for the input.  Our implementation 
recommendations call for vetting building system 
standards with input from the AEC industry.  We 
welcome your involvement. 
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Public Comment Received BR&GR Response 

Recommendation #4 (Identify Non Core-Education School Elements For Reduced Funding) 
The definition of “core” education may differ 
significantly between urban and rural settings.  
(ref. TFenoseff 11-15-17) 

Subcommittee work to date suggests that the 
“core educational mission” does not vary as 
much as one may think across the state—though 
the facility needs to support those core elements 
can vary widely.  The subcommittee brought 
forward this recommendation because our charge 
was to examine ways to achieve more cost-
effective school construction.  

This recommendation is challenging by nature of 
applying one definition to "core education".  
Every geographic location in Alaska that delivers 
education has specific needs regarding elements 
of a school and its site.  Elements in one 
community that may be defined as "core" may 
not be denned as "core" in another.  How to 
balance the need for cost-effective funding 
strategies and the need for education to provide 
core purposes based on community culture?  
(ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

As defined, non-core includes ‘elements that are 
used seasonally or intermittently, benefit a 
smaller portion of the students, or benefit the 
community after school hours.’  Criteria 
developed under this recommendation are 
unlikely to impact education delivery models or 
school space.   
 

Consider how this recommendation can be 
marketed as a partnership opportunity.  It's 
currently written with an undertone that does not 
recognize the benefit school property provides to 
communities which ultimately result in 
betterment of quality of life and economy for all 
Alaskans. (ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

It is not the intent of the subcommittee to 
indicate that non-core elements have no value.  
Often, within the features we have currently 
identified, there is great value to community life 
and in formation of character via extra-curricular 
activities, etc.   

This may be a recommendation that needs to be 
analyzed based on urban and/or non-urban 
settings, as there are significant differences 
between core education in an urban setting 
versus a non-urban setting.   
(ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

(See previous comments.) 

What is the definition of 'adequate education', 
'maximum education', and 'non-core amenities'?  
(ref. KPhillips 11-15-17) 

The current recommendation, along with its 
basis, provides the early indicators of these 
categories.  Further development of any criteria 
will offer specific, clear definitions.   
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BR&GR MODEL ALASKA SCHOOL SUBCOMMITTEE 
 

By:  Tim Mearig 
Facilities Manager 

Phone:  465-6906 
 
 

    For:  BR&GR Model School Subcommittee 

 
 

Date:  Aug 17, 2017 
 

File:  g:\br&gr\subcommittees 
 
 

 Subject:  Model School Restrictions – Low-
hanging Fruit 
 
 

 
Committee Topic Paper 

 
Issue 
 
What are some of the most easily identifiable areas where a Model Alaskan School initiative might 
result in conserving available resources? 
 
Discussion 
 
The lists below are intended to spark an initial discussion in response to the above question. 
 
Exterior and Site Elements 
 
 Parking lots – establish a basis of need that works for various communities and vehicle types. 
 Playground/play decks – typically used by the community, establish local responsibility vs. state. 
 Fuel storage – establish both quantity and type standards. What establishes adequate? Where does 

local choice begin? Also, there are a variety of solutions being implemented with widely varying 
costs. 

 Boardwalk/sidewalk – establish a basis of need that works for various communities and 
accessibility. 

 Landscaping – establish a maximum level for state participation. 
 Site lighting – coordinate standards with parking and pedestrian needs. 
 Headbolt heaters – establish climate standards and quantities for which schools receive them. 
 Hockey rinks – similar to playgrounds/playdecks. 
 Sports fields – same issues as playgrounds/playdecks; turf fields for every school? 
 Ski trails – same issues as playgrounds/playdecks; ski trails for every school? 
 Running trails – same issues as above; running trails for every school? 
 Event seating/bleachers/storage facilities/scoreboards – same issues as above 
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Building Systems & Components 
 
 DDC points – establish a maximum number of points/sensors per SF? 
 R-value of roofs/walls – does R-80/R-60 have a meaningful payback? The folks at National Renewable 

Energy Lab. that wrote BEOpt suggested the following general answer to this question. We all know that 
increasing insulation, say in the attic, costs the same for each inch, but it saves less and less energy for each 
added inch. At some point, your long-term cost will be greater than the amount of money saved in utility bills. 

 U-value of windows/doors – same issues as above. 
 
School Programs & Space 
 
 Weight rooms – is this curricular or extra-curricular? 
 Running tracks – same issues as above 
 Dedicated toilet rooms in classrooms – should there be an age/grade-based standard? 
 
Conclusions 
 
Where significant resource allocations in support of the above categories differ between projects, it 
would be reasonable to develop a standard. 
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General Comments 
What analysis has been done to consider the 
three proposed sets of criteria together? 
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 
 

In May 2017, the Committee considered options 
for criteria in a half-dozen categories and 
selected the three currently identified as the most 
appropriate. Together, they are the Committee’s 
recommended criteria for cost-effective school 
construction when considering both first costs 
and operating costs. Care will be taken to 
integrate those criteria that are closely aligned—
most of those alignments have been expressly 
acknowledged in the documents prepared to date. 

As it relates to these three sets of criteria: 
   What is the definition of ‘cost-effective’? 
   What is the definition of ‘adequate education’? 
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Currently, the Committee does not intend to 
provide any unique or specific definition of these 
two terms. The first, though evaluated in many 
ways, is defined sufficiently for our purposes in 
its general sense. The second should remain open 
for continued discussion and development. 

Should there be a fourth criteria to 
measure/assess functional and programmatic 
designs of schools?  Efficiency and savings 
comes first through flexible, appropriately 
planning: the building program (list of spaces, 
adjacencies, and sizes) must define all spaces 
required, prior to these proposed three criteria 
being utilized.  It makes sense to ensure this 
component meets the goals of efficiency prior to 
review of the proposed three criteria.   
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

The Model Alaskan School subcommittee 
addresses this in their report under Subcommittee 
Comments. This Committee likewise remains 
unconvinced that this level of criteria is in the 
state’s best interest and that criteria regarding 
educational programs and spaces remain at the 
district level with the state establishing continued 
aggregate allocations for proposed student 
populations. 

Assumed order of these criteria in terms of 
sequence of use in review for efficiency and 
educational adequacy: 
   Planning/Programming - unidentified as part of 

this review and comment 
   Design Ratio 
   Model School 
   Commissioning 
(ref. KPhillips, 11-15-17) 

Please see the previous comment with respect to 
Planning/Programming. Otherwise, there is no 
intent for a precedent of application for the 
proposed criteria. Some Design Ratio criteria 
aggregates to the whole-building level but will be 
based on defined Model Alaskan School 
elements. Commissioning has the sense of 
occurring later chronologically but would be 
integrated with the other criteria during planning 
and design phases. 
 

Frankly, I just don’t see more regulations and 
criteria improving the process and the end result, 
and may well result in increased costs to Districts 

[From Model School: If done well, we expect 
that these criteria will increase consistency in 
both cost-effectiveness, and facility parity among 
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PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED BR&GR RESPONSE 
for additional services and certainly make the 
grant process more difficult for the Districts that 
need the most assistance.  
(ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

school capital projects with state aid. These 
standards are intended to assist the state in 
making resource allocations.] 

Is the state willing to accept [commissioning] as 
an additional project cost? It may well pay for 
itself but it will still be an increased cost that 
someone must cover. (ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

The Committee anticipates that the cost of 
complying with commissioning criteria will be 
an allowed cost under projects with state-aid. 

What about incentivizing cost savings? One 
effective means of encouraging savings is to 
allow District to reallocate all or a percentage of 
what is saved to another priority project.  If the 
District has a true six-year CIP the school that is 
next on the list can be an effective voice against 
“scope creep.”  In my experience Districts tend 
to manage bond funded projects, where savings 
can be reallocated, differently than grant projects 
where unspent funds return to the general fund.  
(ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

We understand the Committee’s statutory charge 
to develop criteria for the construction of schools 
as establishing clear guidance for project 
definition, project prioritization, and establishing 
the eligible and necessary costs of school capital 
projects.  This current initiative of cost-effective 
school construction criteria is a subset of the last 
element.  The concept of incentivizing cost 
savings is not being considered by the 
Committee under its charge as it runs counter to 
allocating resources on a statewide priority basis. 

Just brainstorming - what about rewarding 
Districts that reduce energy costs with increased 
allocation in funding formula (to be applied to 
maintenance budget)? (ref. KChristy, 11-15-17) 

Thank you for this input. The Committee does 
not have purview over adjustments to the 
foundation funding provisions in statute. 

Commissioning can provide overall 
environmental with long-term cost benefits and 
should be included as a design/construction 
standard service. (ref. MCary, 11-15-17) 

BR&GR will consider including commissioning 
in the definitions of “construction” and “design 
services” for the purposes of making it a specific 
allowable budget cost. 
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BR & GR  
DESIGN RATIOS SUBCOMMITTEE 

Comments For Consideration 
 

Gary Eckenweiler 
BSSD, Facilities Director 
 
11/9/17 
 
Subcommittee Members, 
 
Listed are comments for consideration 
 
Recommendation #2 (O:EW) 
 
I would be in favor of a lower O:EW ratio for the following: 

a. Natural light is extremely important but it doesn’t take an entire exterior wall of windows 
to give adequate light. I feel less but strategically place window would offer a quality 
interior natural light effect. 

b. In windy climates like BSSD windows are one of our larger maintenance expenses. We are 
continually fixing mechanisms and experience full failures as early as 15 years. The glass 
vendors love us! Our most troubled areas are classrooms with the entire exterior wall 
length being window. The lack of framing structure between each window creates a week 
point, that moves in the wind, which loosens casing and loosens window edges allowing 
argon to escape. We see this in quite a few of our schools. With a lower O:EW ratio 
designers may look at getting away from continuous long banks of windows. 

c. With LED lighting being used the cost of offsetting natural lighting with electric lighting 
isn’t as big of a deal. Also LED replicates the spectrums of natural lighting much better. 

d. And of course the difference between r-5 and r-30 but as time factors in windows are not 
their original r-value and leak.  

e. Less windows less problems. 
 
 
Recommendation # 3,4&5 (FPA:GSF), (V:NSF), (V:ES) 
 
Maybe (V:ES) best defines the goals of these three recommendations. 
 
I would be in favor of a tighter ratio, which would push simplistic building shapes in our 
climate region. 
 

a. When you live in windy N.W. AK practicalities take over, especially in construction, to a point 
where unpractical stands out like a sore thumb.  

b. Rectangular, fewer wings, lower roof pitch and fewer rooflines are all things folks deem as 
practical. The local critics will quickly criticize unpractical buildings and praise simplicity.  

c. Keeping construction funds in the interiors of the facility has a much greater positive impact on 
educational environments.  

d. We have all seen some incredibly beautiful designs utilizing simple shapes. 
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Department of Education & Early Development 
Division of School Finance/Facilities 

 

Work Topics for the BR & GR Committee 
As Of:  3/30/17 

 

BR&GR 2017 Work Items Responsibility Due Date 
 
 

1. CIP Grant Priority Review – [(b)(1)] 
1.1. FY18 MM & SC Grant Fund Final Lists (4 AAC 31.022(a)(2)(B)) Committee Feb 2017 
1.2. FY19 MM & SC Grant Fund Initial List Committee Dec 2017 
 

2. Grant & Debt Reimbursement Project Recommendations – [(b)(2)] 
2.1. Six-year Capital Plan (14.11.013(a)(1); 4 AAC 31.022(2)) Dept Annually, Nov 
 
 

3. Construction Standards for Cost-effective Construction – [(b)(3)] 
3.1. (None) 
 

4. Prototypical Design Analysis – [(b)(4)] 
4.1. SB87 – Amendments to 14.11.014(b)(4)  Dept (w Cmte) Sep 2017 
 

5. CIP Grant Application & Ranking – [(b)(5) & (6)] 
5.1. FY19 CIP Draft Application & Instructions Dept 2-15-17 
5.2. FY19 CIP Final Application & Instructions Committee 2-28-17 
5.3. FY19 CIP Briefing – Issues and Clarifications Dept Nov 2017 
5.4. Facility Condition Survey Minimum Standard Dept (w Cmte) Dec 2017 

 
6. CIP Approval Process Recommendations – [(b)(7)] 

6.1. Publication Updates 
6.1.1. Program Demand Cost Model for Alaskan Schools Dept Annually, Apr 
6.1.2. Capital Project Administration Handbook – Final Dept Mar 2017 
6.1.3. Alaska School Facilities Preventive Maintenance Handbook Initial Dept May 2017 

Alaska School Facilities Preventive Maintenance Handbook Final Committee Dec 2017 
6.1.4. Project Delivery Method Handbook Final Dept Sep 2017 

6.2. New Publications 
6.2.1. School Design & Construction Standards – Scoping Session Dept Apr 2017 

School Design & Construction Standards – Initial Draft Dept (w/Cmte) Sept 2017 
School Design & Construction Standards – 2nd Draft Dept (w/Cmte) Dec 2017 
School Design & Construction Standards – Final Committee Jan 2018 

 
7. Energy Efficiency Standards – [(b)(8)] 

7.1. (None) 
 
 

Projected Meeting Dates 
February 28, 2017 (Juneau), Full day 
March 30, 2017 (Teleconference), Work Session 
April (TBD) (Teleconference), Work Session, Standards 
May (TBD) (Teleconference), Work Session, PM Handbook 
September 6, 2017 (Teleconference), Half day 
December 6, 2017 (Teleconference), Half day 
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Department of Education & Early Development 
Division of Finance & Support Services/Facilities 

 

Work Topics for the BR & GR Committee 

AS 14.11.014 
Updated:  3/30/17 

 

BR&GR Work Items – Master List   Responsibility Due Date 
 
 

1. CIP Grant Priority Review – [(b)(1)] 
 

1.1. FYXX MM & SC Grant Fund Initial Lists (4 AAC 31.022(a)(2)(B)) Committee Annually 
1.2. FYXX MM & SC Grant Fund Reconsideration Lists Committee TBD 
1.3. FYXX MM & SC Grant Fund Final Lists Committee TBD 

  

2. Grant & Debt Reimbursement Project Recommendations – [(b)(2)] 
 

2.1. Six-year Capital Plan (14.11.013(a)(3); 4 AAC 31.022(2)) Dept Annually 
2.1.1. Statewide Inventory  Dept TBD 
2.1.2. Statewide Facility Appraisal  Dept TBD 
2.1.3. Statewide Condition Survey  Dept TBD 
2.1.4. Renewal & Replacement Database  Dept TBD 
2.1.5. Presentation by ASD on Facility Condition Indexing  Committee TBD 

2.2. School Capital Funding  Dept (w Cmte) TBD 
2.2.1. Review Process & Funding Streams for Rural & Urban Projects Dept TBD 

2.3. State’s Role in Design & Construction 
2.3.1. In Organized City/Boroughs  Dept TBD 
2.3.2. In REAAs  Dept TBD 

 

3. Construction Standards for Cost-effective Construction – [(b)(3)] 
 

3.1. Cost Model’s Model School Analysis Dept 2018 
3.2. Cost Standards Dept TBD 

3.2.1. Allowable Costs  
3.2.2. Cost/Benefit, Cost Effectiveness Guidelines  
3.2.3. Life Cycle Cost Guidelines  

3.3. Commissioning Committee TBD 
3.4. Materials/Systems Analysis Committee TBD 
3.5. Design Issues Committee TBD 

3.5.1. Design Ratios  
3.5.2. Value Analysis  

3.6. Construction Committee TBD 
3.6.1. Construction Duration  
3.6.2. Quality  
3.6.3. Component Use and Specifications  

 

4. Prototypical Design Analysis – [(b)(4)] 
 

4.1. SB87 – Amendments to 14.11.014(b)(4) Committee 2017 
 

5. CIP Grant Application & Ranking – [(b)(5) & (6)] 
 

5.1. FYXX CIP Draft Application & Instructions (14.11.013) Dept Annually 
5.2. FYXX CIP Final Application & Instructions Committee Annually 
5.3. Separate School Construction and Major Maintenance Applications Committee  
5.4. Separate Grant and Debt Applications Committee 2019 
5.5. Appendix D Update – Type of Space Added or Improved Committee 2018 

5.5.1. New Classifications & Terminology   
5.6. Duration of a Qualifying Condition Survey Committee (completed) 
5.7. Facility Condition Survey Minimum Standard Dept (w Cmte) 2017 
5.8. Review Issues with “Primary Purpose” Designations  
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5.8.1. Playgrounds, Parking Lots, etc. 
5.9. Rural Definition For Art (see Instructions, Appx C) Committee TBD 
5.10. Space Allocation Issues (4 AAC 31.020(c)) Committee TBD 

5.10.1. Career Tech 
5.10.2. Resource Rooms and Special Ed 
5.10.3. Space Related to Security 
5.10.4. Net vs. Gross 
5.10.5. Electrical/Mechanical Space 
5.10.6. Storage in Remote Areas 
5.10.7. “Found Space” (cost-effectiveness test) 
5.10.8. Replacement Schools Clarifications 
5.10.9. Non-school Facilities 
5.10.10. Educational Adequacy/Space Increase 
5.10.11. Community Use Space 
5.10.12. Pre-school 
5.10.13. Out-of-District Enrollment (vocational/charters, etc.) 
5.10.14. Second Attendance Area Schools 
5.10.15. Enrollment Projection Models 
5.10.16. Standard Gym Size 

 

6. CIP Approval Process Recommendations – [(b)(7)] 
 

6.1. Publication Updates (4 AAC 31.020(a)) 
6.1.1. Program Demand Cost Model for Alaskan Schools  Dept Annually 
6.1.2. Capital Project Administration Handbook  Dept 2017 
6.1.3. Alaska School Facilities Preventive Maintenance. Handbook Dept (w Cmte) 2017 
6.1.4. Project Delivery Method Handbook  Dept 2017 
6.1.5. Cost Format – EED Standard Construction Cost Estimate Dept 2018 
6.1.6. Space Guidelines Handbook  Dept (w Cmte) 2018 
6.1.7. Life Cycle Cost Analysis Handbook  Dept (w Cmte) 2019 
6.1.8. Swimming Pool Guidelines  Dept (w Cmte) 2019 
6.1.9. Guide for School Facility Condition Surveys  Dept (w Cmte) 2019 
6.1.10. A Handbook to Writing Educational Specifications  Dept (w Cmte) 2020 
6.1.11. Site Selection Criteria and Evaluation Handbook  Dept 2020 
6.1.12. Facility Appraisal Guide  Dept TBD 
6.1.13. Guidelines for School Equipment Purchases  Dept (w Cmte) TBD 

 
6.2. New Publications 

6.2.1. School Design & Construction Standards  Dept (w Cmte) 2018 
6.2.2. Architectural and Engineering Services for School Facilities Dept 2019 
6.2.3. Outdoor Facility Guidelines for Secondary  Schools  Dept TBD 
6.2.4. Renewal & Replacement Guideline  Dept TBD 

 
6.3. Regulations   

6.3.1. Commissioning Requirements  Dept (w Cmte) TBD 
6.3.2. CIP “Primary Purpose”  Dept (w Cmte) TBD 

 
6.4. Online Application Dept TBD 

 
6.5. Database Review 

6.5.1. Consolidate Into Single Database  Dept TBD 
6.5.2. Coordination With Unity Project  Dept TBD 
6.5.3. ADM By Grade Level  Dept (SERRC) TBD 

 

7. Energy Efficiency Standards – [(b)(8)] 
 

7.1. Reporting Requirements Dept (w Cmte) TBD 
7.2. Energy Modeling Dept (w Cmte) TBD 
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