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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 
AR No. 2025-61, As Amended 

A RESOLUTION OF THE ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL ASSEMBLY SUPPORTING 1 
ALASKA HOUSE BILL 13, AN ACT RELATING TO OPTIONAL MUNICIPAL 2 
PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTIONS 3 

4 
WHEREAS, Anchorage faces a significant housing affordability crisis, with a 5 
substantial portion of residents burdened by high rental costs and still unknown 6 
impacts of short-term rentals (STRs) on the overall housing market; and 7 

8 
WHEREAS, HB[-] 13 provides municipalities with optional tools to incentivize the 9 
development and retention of long-term rental units, the preservation of mobile 10 
home parks, and the availability of affordable rental housing for low-income families 11 
by allowing property tax exemptions; and 12 

13 
WHEREAS, Anchorage has seen a rise in STRs, with many concerned about a 14 
reduction in the stock of available long-term rental (LTRs) housing; HB[-] 13 would 15 
encourage property owners to convert STR units into LTR housing through targeted 16 
tax exemptions; and 17 

18 
WHEREAS, mobile home parks provide an essential source of affordable housing, 19 
but a recent feasibility report on Manufactured Home Communities, AIM 16-2025, 20 
highlighted the difficulties with preserving or expanding these communities; HB[-] 21 
13 would allow municipalities to provide tax relief to support these communities; and 22 

23 
WHEREAS, there is a critical need to develop safe, stable, and affordable housing 24 
in the Municipality, with statewide analysis showing a need for approximately 13,500 25 
units for low and extremely low-income households; HB[-] 13 provides a flexible tool 26 
for municipalities to support low-income renters through tax incentives for property 27 
owners who cap rent at 30% of the area’s median income; and 28 

29 
WHEREAS, both branches of government in the Municiaplity have strategic 30 
initiatives regarding housing, with the Mayor’s 10,000 Homes in 10 Years strategy 31 
and the Assembly’s Housing Action Plan; and 32 

33 
WHEREAS, HB[-] 13 does not impose mandates on municipalities but rather 34 
provides optional tools that local governments can use to tailor housing policy 35 
solutions to their specific needs; and 36 

37 
WHEREAS, the Anchorage Assembly recognizes the urgent need to address 38 
housing affordability and ensure that all residents have access to safe and stable 39 
housing options. 40 

41 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE ANCHORAGE ASSEMBLY RESOLVES: 42 

43 

Municipal Clerk's Office
Amended and Approved
Date:  February 25, 2025



AR regarding support of HB[-] 13 Page 2 of 2 

Section 1. The Anchorage Assembly expresses its strong support for HB[-] 13 and 1 
urges the Alaska State Legislature to pass this legislation to give local governments 2 
the tools to address their local housing needs through expansion of allowed 3 
optional, and not mandatory, property exemptions. 4 

5 
Section 2. This resolution shall be effective immediately upon passage and 6 
approval by the Assembly. 7 

8 
PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this 25th day of February, 9 
2025. 10 

11 
12 
13 
14 

Chair 15 
ATTEST: 16 

17 
18 
19 
20 

Municipal Clerk 21 



From:
To: House Communi y and Regional Affairs
Subject: HB13 - MUNICIPAL PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTIONS
Date: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 9:32:16 AM

House Community & Regional Affairs Committee:
 
As illuminated by the Sponsor’s answers to questions from committee members in today’s hearing,
HB13 is a shortsighted dangerous bill.  By circumventing current requirements for voter approval of
property tax implications, HB13 would allow a Municipal Assembly like Anchorage to continue
implementing its radical leftist agenda with one less tool for voters to limit the assembly’s radical
actions.    
 
As indicated by the sponsor, an amendment or substitute bill is sought to extend the bill’s purpose to
boroughs. 
 
A measure of the Municipality’s radical agenda is that, as indicated by testimony, the Mayor and
assembly are already posturing against public opposition by promoting the notion that their legal
advisors are informing them this is something the Assembly can get away with without voter
approval. 
 
More ugly details about this bill can be discovered by listening to today’s testimony. 
 
Please do not pass HB13. 
 
Sincerely,
Lucas Smith
Anchorage Resident



 

  
Municipality 

of 
Anchorage  

 
 

 

P.O Box 390  
Girdwood, Alaska 99587 
http://www.muni.org/gbos 

GIRDWOOD VALLEY SERVICE AREA BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Briana Sullivan & Mike Edgington, Co-Chairs 

Jennifer Wingard, Brian Burnett. Kellie Okonek 

Suzanne LaFrance Mayor   

Resolution 2025-05 

Of the Girdwood Board of Supervisors 

Girdwood Board of Supervisors Resolution of Support for House Bill 13 
 

WHEREAS, Girdwood is a distinct community within the Unified Municipality of Anchorage, geographically 

separated from urban and suburban Anchorage by the Chugach State Park, and; 

 

WHEREAS, Girdwood can be characterized as a gateway community, with an economy primarily based on 

outdoor recreation and related activities, supporting four season tourism across the Chugach and Kenai 

Mountains, and; 

 

WHEREAS, in common with other gateway communities across the western United States, Girdwood has been 

experiencing an extreme housing affordability crisis with a significant mismatch between local housing costs 

and typical wages in the local economy, and; 

 

WHEREAS, the majority of Girdwood’s housing are non-primary residences, often vacation or second homes, 

but increasingly as commercial short-term rentals (STRs), with an estimated 25% of Girdwood’s housing units 

used as STRs at some point during 2024, and; 

 

WHEREAS, the recently approved Girdwood Comprehensive Plan calls for incentives to encourage long term 

rentals and to support lower-cost housing, and; 

 

WHEREAS, the Girdwood Board of Supervisors is an elected body that manages services provided to, and paid 

by, the Girdwood community including support for housing and economic development, and; 

 

WHEREAS, HB 13 does not impose mandates on municipalities but rather provides a range of optional 

property tax exemptions that local governments can adapt to their local housing policy goals. 

 

THEREFORE, the Girdwood Board of Supervisors expresses its support for HB 13 and urges the Alaska State 

Legislature to pass this legislation to give local governments the tools to address their local housing needs 

through expansion of allowed optional, and not mandatory, property exemptions. 

 
Passed and approved by the Girdwood Board of Supervisors by a vote of 5 in favor and 0 opposed on this 24th day of 

March, 2025. 

 

Mike Edgington      Attest 

GBOS Co-Chair 

Docusign Envelope ID: 91A5FF71-F6E2-483F-B951-C55BF5D6F794
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fund our general operating budget, which includes every department except utilities and 

enterprises, like the Port and Merrill Field, which are separate and don’t use property taxes 

to operate. The cap then determines how much property taxes can be collected, after 

subtracting out every other estimated revenue source “within the cap.” The tax cap can 

either be maintained or “ratchet down” each year—the only ways the tax cap increases are 

through inflation, population increase, or through new construction, which adds to the tax 

base. As a result, the Municipality’s budget remains approximately the same for 40 years 

when adjusted for inflation, with some periods of cuts that permanently reduced the cap. 

At the same time, operating costs have increased, while demand for services remains. 

The tax cap has also contributed to property tax increases, due to state revenue cuts: The 

tax cap’s formula uses property tax to “fill in” after accounting for other funding sources. 

This means that when the Municipality loses other revenues, it either requires significant 

budget cuts and fewer services, or the budget is held constant and the share of revenue 

from property taxes increases. Most of this lost revenue was the significant reduction over 

time of State operating funding to local governments (not including funding for capital 

projects, or school funding). The impacts of this cost-shift have been felt for many years, 

but was documented over 25 years ago in Anchorage Community Indicators (2000), 

summarized in the graph below. The “taxes” category in the graph includes all local taxes, 

but is primarily property tax; the increase in that share of revenue corresponds directly 

with shrinking state revenue. 

 

This trend has continued, particularly after significant state budget cuts in 2016, as 

well as the school bond debt moratorium (2015-present), which means Anchorage 

taxpayers are carrying the full debt costs for school repairs, as well increased property 

taxes for the required local contribution for school operations. This resulted in increased 
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property taxes, but the alternative (service cuts) are unpopular with the community, and in 

many cases counterproductive to the community’s goals: Anchorage residents will recall 

debates in past years about cutting the Parks Department’s flower budget, which creates a 

vibrant Downtown every summer, or “rolling closures” at Anchorage Fire Department 

stations, to deal with budget limitations and vacancies. Year after year, with the choice of 

maintaining or cutting services, the public and the Assembly choose to maintain them. 

Faced with shrinking state revenue and consistent demand for local services, the 

Municipality has taken 3 broad approaches to balance our budget: 1. Maintaining services 

rather than making large service cuts, 2. Diversifying revenue sources, and 3. Using more 

local bonds (also paid for by property taxes) for capital projects. Voters have approved 

sales taxes on alcohol and marijuana products; bed tax revenue has increased as the 

hospitality industry has grown; and the Assembly and others continue to consider other 

options such as sales taxes. Building more housing, or more real estate development in 

general, would also benefit current property owners by adding more value to the tax base 

overall, and mitigate tax increases from lost revenue and rising operating costs. 

Regarding how new exemptions would impact the Municipality’s overall revenue: All tax 

exemptions are a form of cost-shifting, because tax rates are calculated based on total 

taxable value—the larger the exemption, the less that property is paying compared to its 

neighbors. However, total exempted value does not reduce revenue collected, because the 

tax cap simply presumes all other taxpayers cover the difference, in the form of a higher 

mill rate. Given the size of our tax base, an exemption of a few properties, or a small 

amount from many properties, does not create a significant impact on other taxpayers. A 

large exemption granted to many properties does have a significant impact, and could 

represent a noticeable cost shift to other taxpayers. Any proposed policy would need 

analysis and vetting to determine its effects. 

Regarding how this would be enforced locally, to prevent tax evasion or misuse: Like all 

tax assessment matters, exemptions are addressed by the Municipal Assessor, with a clear 

structure in code who qualifies, the process for applying, and mechanisms for 

enforcement, including reporting and potential consequences for claiming exemptions 

improperly. The Assessor is responsible for administering all exemptions, and along with 

other financial experts on staff would advise how to craft effective regulations for 

municipal code. 

Lastly, for comparison, the impacts of existing mandatory property tax exemptions: There 

are several property tax exemptions the state requires local governments provide, from 

charitable uses and hospitals to publicly-owned property. As of 2025, the Municipality has 

about $57 billion in total assessed value (AV) within our boundaries, versus $42 billion in 

taxable value, which means approximately $15 billion is exempt (26% of total). This means 

that the other 74% of properties pay the taxes for all 100% of properties. 
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There are many valid reasons for having exemptions, so the key policy question to ask: 

How do we fairly allocate the costs of operating city services, recognizing that 

everyone should pay something, but some have greater ability to pay than others? 

The largest of the mandatory exemptions in terms of budget impact is $150,000 exempt AV 

for seniors and disabled veterans (they are combined into one total, most recipients of this 

benefit are seniors). Statute mandates the “floor” at $150,000, but municipalities can go 

higher: Kenai Peninsula Borough, for example, currently allows up to $300,000 exempt AV. 

The Municipality also offers some optional exemptions, the largest is up to $75,000 exempt 

AV for owner-occupied homes. The mandatory and optional exemptions “stack,” so a senior 

household may have up to $225,000 AV exempt—some residents aren’t paying any tax. It is 

also worth noting that many years ago, the State directly compensated local governments 

for the value of their mandatory property tax exemptions, which recognized the impacts on 

city budgets—this practice ended sometime in the 1990s, and is also part of lost revenue. 

The table below shows total value of exemptions in 2025: almost $3.3 billion in home 

value is exempted from taxation for the qualifying groups; this cost is shifted to all other 

property owners, including other homeowners, commercial property owners, and renters.  

 

Source: Municipal Assessor’s Office, 2025 Property Tax Valuation Report, January 2025. 

https://www.muni.org/Departments/Assembly/Documents/2025%20Assessors%20Valuatio

n%20Report%2C%20Assembly.pdf 

These tax exemptions are valuable for seniors and disabled veterans to stay in their 

homes, particularly when they have fixed income; once their mortgage is paid off, property 
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tax may be their largest home-related expense. As home prices rise in Anchorage and 

other communities, the value of this exemption also decreases over time as total AV 

increases, even though mill rates have remained stable in recent years. 

However, it is also important to put this mandatory tax exemption in context of 

overall demographic and home ownership trends in Alaska. Alaska DOLWD published a 

thorough analysis about seniors’ housing status in its March 2025 issue of Economic Trends, 

with graphs (reproduced below) highlighting some key trends: 

• Alaska seniors own a rapidly increasing share of all homes, from 10% in 1990 to 

almost 30% in 2023. This means the actual fiscal impact on local governments has 

expanded significantly over time, particularly communities with large senior 

populations (such as Kenai Peninsula Borough and most Southeast communities), 

with remaining residents and other property owners paying the difference through 

increased property taxes. 

• 1 in 6 (18%) of Alaska seniors rent, compared with almost 40% of non-seniors. 

Seniors who rent are significantly more housing cost-burdened, spending almost 

50% of their income on housing, compared with less than 20% for seniors who own 

homes. The mandatory property tax exemption does not benefit senior renters, 

despite this group having the most financial need. 

• For those who are financially able to do so, a growing number of seniors also spend 

part of the year living outside Alaska, “snowbirding” in warmer states or traveling for 

extended periods of time. A person who lives in Alaska at least 185 days per year 

can qualify for resident-based tax exemptions, and many likely utilize them on 

Alaska homes. (Note: the map reproduced from the Economic Trends article includes 

Alaska resident data through PFD applications, and does not include non-residents.) 

It is important to emphasize that exemptions for seniors and disabled veterans are a 

valuable way to help people stay housed, and age in place. Many seniors and veterans 

rely on this benefit to keep their housing affordable, and have still struggled to keep up 

with rising costs of living, which also gets reflected in the cost of public services. 

And also, existing mandatory tax exemptions creates fairness issues given our 

changing demographics. The tools local governments have are not sufficient to deliver 

property tax relief to all residents, especially renters, and we are already creating 

significant tax burden on many residents because of the unintended consequences of 

existing state statute. Please support HB 13, and more local choice for municipalities in 

how we could deliver property tax relief to our residents who need it most. 

Thank you,  

 

Anna Brawley 

Assembly Member, District 3, West Anchorage 

Municipality of Anchorage 
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Selected graphs from Alaska Economic Trends, March 2025: 
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Source: Alaska DOLWD, Alaska Economic Trends, March 2025. 

https://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/sites/default/files/trends-mag-file/mar25.pdf 



From:
House Community and Regional Affairs

Subject: Public Testimony on HB 13
Date: Monday, April 14, 2025 4:59:15 PM

Public Testimony on HB 13: Optional Municipal Property Tax Exemptions for Rentals

To the Alaska State Legislature,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public testimony on HB 13, "An Act relating to
optional municipal property tax exemptions for certain long-term rental units, certain mobile
home parks, and real property rented to low-income families."

At first glance, this bill appears to offer tax relief in exchange for creating more affordable
housing. But upon closer review, HB 13 contains serious flaws that could worsen Alaska’s
housing crisis, strip local governments of revenue, and leave vulnerable tenants unprotected. I
strongly urge the Legislature to reject this bill in its current form and consider the following
concerns and corrections:

Key Problems and Proposed Solutions

1. No Tenant Protections from Displacement

Problem: The bill allows landlords to qualify for tax exemptions without requiring tenant
protections, opening the door to evictions and rent increases once landlords have received the
benefit.

Solution: Add just-cause eviction protections and mandate a minimum lease term of 3–5 years
during the exemption period to prevent tenant exploitation.

2. No Recapture Clause

Problem: There is no mechanism to recover public funds if the landlord violates the
affordability terms or reconverts units to short-term rentals.

Solution: Include a recapture clause requiring repayment of all tax benefits with penalties if
terms are violated.

3. No Public Transparency or Reporting

Problem: The bill lacks requirements for public reporting or state oversight of exemptions.

Solution: Require municipalities to file annual reports detailing: 

Units exempted

Duration of affordability

Tenant demographics



Lost local revenue

These reports must be made publicly available.

4. No Minimum Duration for Affordability

Problem: Landlords could convert units briefly to claim the exemption without any long-term
benefit to tenants.

Solution: Require a five-year deed restriction on long-term use for eligibility.

5. No Coordination with Tribal and Rural Housing

Problem: The bill is silent on how Native housing authorities or rural communities, where
formal property taxes may not exist, can participate or benefit.

Solution: Include consultation with tribal housing entities and define eligibility paths for
communities with alternative housing governance.

6. Environmental and Infrastructure Oversights

Problem: The bill incentivizes new construction or renovations with no regard for
infrastructure, sustainability, or energy use.

Solution: Make tax exemptions contingent on meeting local building codes, energy efficiency
standards, and infrastructure capacity assessments.

7. Undermines School and Local Government Funding

Problem: The bill offers tax exemptions without any mechanism to backfill funding for
schools, emergency services, or roads.

Solution: Require impact analysis before local enactment and consider state reimbursement for
school districts losing significant revenue.

8. No Alignment with Existing Housing Strategies

Problem: HB 13 bypasses the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC), the State
Housing Plan, and local planning agencies.

Solution: Require alignment with regional housing plans and AHFC strategies to ensure
coordinated, evidence-based policymaking.

9. No Sunset Provision or Performance Evaluation

Problem: Without an expiration date or review mandate, this tax break could become a
permanent drain with no measurable benefit.

Solution: Add a five-year sunset clause, subject to legislative review and performance
auditing.



Our state faces a critical housing crisis. However, HB 13 risks undermining the very
communities it intends to help. While well-intentioned, this bill lacks enforceable affordability
standards, transparency, and protections for tenants and public revenue. We cannot allow
landlords or developers to reap benefits while children go unhoused, schools lose funding, and
public trust is further eroded.

Instead, we must build laws that:

Protect tenants from displacement,

Uphold transparency and accountability,

Coordinate across agencies and communities,

Prioritize our most vulnerable, and

Ensure long-term affordability, not temporary tax shelters.

I urge the Legislature to amend HB 13 to include these protections, or oppose it entirely until
these issues are addressed. Our homes should be for people — not profit.
Susan Allmeroth 
Two Rivers 
Myself 
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Here’s a collaborated master list of all the problems identified with HB 13, grouped into two
clear tiers for clarity and depth:

No tenant protections — No safeguards against displacement, eviction, or rent increases after
landlords receive exemptions.



No affordability enforcement — No binding deed restriction or lease requirement to ensure
long-term affordability.

No recapture or penalty clause — Landlords can violate terms without repayment of public tax
benefits.

No minimum duration of conversion — Short-term rentals could convert briefly to long-term
use to qualify and then revert.

No cap on number of units per landlord or developer — Risk of abuse or consolidation of
benefits among corporate landlords.

No equity requirement in unit allocation — No prioritization for seniors, veterans, families
with children, or marginalized groups.

No environmental review or infrastructure consideration — Encourages potentially
unsustainable development.

No protections against gentrification or community displacement — Could accelerate housing
inequality and speculative real estate development.

Excludes informal housing and subsistence communities — Leaves out rural Alaskans and
tribal housing systems not using formal property tax codes.

No alignment with AHFC or housing policy plans — Risks duplication, conflict, or
undermining of existing housing programs.

No income verification enforcement — No clear process for verifying "low-income" status or
rent affordability caps.

No mechanism to prevent reconversion to short-term rentals — Could incentivize a harmful
tax-flip scheme.

No prioritization for need-based municipalities — Disproportionately benefits wealthy areas
with tax capacity to offer exemptions.

Exempts mobile home park owners, not tenants — Creates benefits for landlords without
improving tenant affordability or protections.

No local funding offsets — Risks cutting education, public safety, or maintenance services
with no revenue replacement.

No sunset clause or performance evaluation — No built-in review process to measure success
or repeal it if ineffective.

Operational and Oversight Gaps (1–9)

Lack of enforcement mechanisms — No auditing, compliance checks, or enforcement body
named.



Lack of transparency — No public reporting requirement at state or local level.

No statewide standards — Relies entirely on municipal discretion, creating a patchwork with
no consistency.

Fails to define “conversion” clearly — Opens door to interpretation and abuse without
timeline or proof of intent.

Fails to require local needs assessment — Municipalities can create exemptions without
proven housing shortages.

Fails to address speculative investment — May attract real estate developers seeking loopholes
for tax breaks.

No protection for multi-generational households — Does not account for cultural or
community-specific housing arrangements.

No mobile home tenant representation or input — Lacks community involvement in policies
affecting vulnerable park residents.

No tribal consultation or equity mandate — Bill completely ignores obligations under federal
Indian trust responsibilities and tribal consultation policy.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
WRITTEN TESTIMONY 
Alaska Mortgage Bankers Association on HB-13 
 
Honorable Co-Chairs and Members of the Committee: 
 
The Alaska Mortgage Bankers Association (AMBA) appreciates the opportunity to submit this written 
testimony regarding House Bill 13 concerning optional municipal property tax exemptions. As the Interim 
President of AMBA, I regret being unable to attend in person but wish to ensure our position is clearly 
communicated to the committee. 
 
After thorough review and consultation with our membership, AMBA must express our position of 
"Opposed as Written" to the current version of House Bill 13. 
 
Support for Underlying Goals 
 
We want to emphasize that AMBA fully supports the bill's intent to address Alaska's housing challenges 
through increased local flexibility. Our opposition is not to the concept, but rather to specific 
implementation concerns that we believe require adjustment before this legislation can eƯectively 
achieve its intended purpose. 
 
Key Concerns 
 
1. Public Approval Process 
The bill permits municipalities to enact potentially significant tax exemptions by ordinance alone, 
without direct voter approval. Tax policy changes with revenue implications should require explicit voter 
input to ensure community support and transparency. 
 
Our membership has expressed concern that allowing these exemptions via ordinance could result in 
revenue reductions without suƯicient public scrutiny or consideration of long-term fiscal impacts on 
municipal services and infrastructure. 
 
2. InsuƯicient Parameters 
The current language lacks adequate guardrails around several exemption categories: 
 

a. Short-Term to Long-Term Rental Conversion: 
 
We understand that recent updates indicate a potential redefinition of "long-term rental" to 31 days or 
more rather than the bill's original 90-day threshold. While this 31-day definition is commonly used for 
operational and regulatory purposes, it is insuƯicient as a qualifier for property tax exemptions. 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A threshold of only 31 days would primarily benefit properties serving temporary workers and seasonal 
residents rather than addressing the need for stable housing for permanent community members. We 
recommend maintaining or extending the minimum rental period to at least one year to ensure 
exemptions genuinely increase permanent housing availability for local residents and working families. 
 

b. Mobile Home Park Exemptions: 
 
The bill allows for exemptions "up to 10 years after the mobile home park is constructed or renovated" 
without defining what qualifies as "renovation." We recommend specific qualifying improvements be 
enumerated, such as infrastructure upgrades, safety enhancements, or energy eƯiciency improvements 
that provide tangible benefits to residents. 
 
Additionally, we suggest implementing a graduated scale where more substantial improvements qualify 
for longer exemption periods, creating appropriate incentives for meaningful investment in these 
communities. 
 

c. First-Time Homebuyer Provision: 
 
This provision should be limited to owner-occupied single-family residences to ensure benefits reach 
those establishing primary residences rather than investment properties. We recommend a clearly 
defined benefit period of 1 year to specifically address the upfront closing cost burden created by prepaid 
property taxes, which can add hundreds or even thousands of dollars to the cash required at closing for 
new homebuyers. 
 

d. Low-Income Rental Exemptions: 
 
While we support the 30% of Median Family Income standard, this should be explicitly tied to household 
size according to HUD guidelines. The exemption should include annual recertification requirements by 
the property owner to verify continued compliance, ensuring these benefits remain targeted to those 
most in need. 
 
3. Tax Burden Shifting 

 
We have general concerns that without proper constraints, these exemptions could shift tax burdens 
inequitably among property owners. The impact would aƯect not only wealthy property owners but also 
low-income homeowners who have received assistance to purchase their homes or who live in 
multigenerational properties with no mortgage but still face insurance and property tax obligations. 
 
Before implementation, municipalities should be required to conduct fiscal impact studies 
demonstrating how lost revenue would be addressed without disproportionately burdening vulnerable 
homeowners. 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed Solutions 
AMBA would enthusiastically support a revised bill that: 
 

a. Requires direct voter approval for all property tax exemption programs 
b. Establishes specific qualifying criteria for each exemption category with emphasis on 

genuinely long-term housing solutions 
c. Mandates reasonable time limitations on all exemptions 
d. Includes verification procedures to ensure benefits reach intended recipients 

 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, while we support the conceptual framework of House Bill 13 and its goal to address 
housing challenges in Alaska, we cannot support the bill in its current form. We believe that with the 
modifications outlined above, this legislation could become an eƯective tool for municipalities to 
address housing needs while maintaining fiscal responsibility and tax equity. 
 
AMBA welcomes the opportunity to collaborate with Representative Gray and committee members to 
refine this legislation. We are committed to contributing our expertise to ensure that the final bill serves 
Alaska's communities eƯectively. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our position. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Benjamin Reynolds 
AMBA Interim President 




