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ACTI ON NARRATI VE

8:03:40 AM

CHAIR CATHY ENGSTROM MJUNQZ called the House Conmunity and
Regional Affairs Standing Conmttee neeting to order at 8:03
a.m Representatives Foster, Austerman, D ck, Saddler, Gardner,

and Munoz were present at the call to order. Representati ve
Cissna arrived as the neeting was in progress.
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HB 290- ESTABLI SH ENDOW ALASKA GRANT PROGRAM

8:03:57 AM

CHAIR MUNQZ announced that the first order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 290, "An Act creating the endow Al aska grant
program in the Departnment of Commerce, Conmunity, and Econom c
Devel opnent to encourage community devel opnent."

8:04: 23 AM

ERIN HARRI NGTON, Staff, Representative Al an Austernman, Al aska
State Legislature, presented HB 290 on behalf of the sponsor
Representative Austerman, by paraphrasing the following witten
remar ks [original punctuation provided]:

Endow Al aska sets up a challenge grant or rmatching
fund mechanism that allows |ocal community foundations
t hroughout Al aska to |everage private donations from
Wi t hin their comunities by mat chi ng donors
contributions dollar-for-dollar with state funds.

By providing a powerful tool to help grow the endowed
assets of conmmunity foundations, the Endow Al aska
program addr esses several objectives:

|t supports conmmunity self-sufficiency

*lt recognizes the ability of comunity nenbers
to identify and respond to | ocal needs

eIt creates additional catalyst for conmunity
conversations about philanthropy and the power
of Alaskans to invest in neaningful |ocal
projects and visions

|t creates an opportunity to take today’'s state
dol | ars--which result fromthe devel opnent of a
finite, non-renewable resource--and turn them
into a fi nanci al t ool t hat can yield
perpetual returns, potentially supporting |ocal
projects and investnents for centuries to cone.

Endow Alaska is inspired by a program that was

originally put in place in |Iowa--Endow |Iowa--and which
has since been established in Kentucky, as well. The
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| egislation envisions a relationship between the state
and a “lead philanthropic entity”’--a statew de
organi zation that receives an annual |unp-sum grant,
and then turns around and provides nunerous “challenge
grants” to local community foundations or community
affiliate funds.

. Presently in Alaska, the organization nost
likely to qualify as the “lead philanthropic
entity” would be the Al aska Conmmunity Foundati on-
-a statewide community foundation with nore than
250 funds in managenent, and assets of nore than
$47 mllion.

. A nonprofit public charity pronoting personal
philanthropy and providing financial managenent,
strategic devel opnent and donor - devel opnent
services to communities, organizations and donors
across Al aska.

M5. HARRI NGTON t hen posed a hypothetical exanple in which Kodi ak
has a community foundati on. The State of Alaska would make an
annual |unp sum grant to perhaps the Al aska Community Foundati on
(ACF), which would be able to provide a challenge grant to the
Kodi ak Comrunity Foundati on. The Kodi ak Conmmunity Foundation
would apply to lead a l|local canpaign and have its fundraising

mat ched. | f the Kodiak Community Foundation was able to raise
$10,000 in its first year, it mght be able to obtain a state
match via ACF. She then continued to paraphrase from her

witten remarks [original punctuation provided]:

The program is quite sinple, but the inpacts are
potentially profound.

The bill does not currently recommend a funding |evel,
though it does provide sone funding limtations to
ensure that comrunity investnments are made in diverse
regions of the state.

. However, because this is a matching or challenge
gr ant program the scope of the fund is
necessarily limted by the capacity of donors in
Al aska’ s comuni ti es.

8: 08: 58 AM
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M5. HARRI NGTON then reviewed the legislation, which is only one
section. The |anguage on page 1, lines 6-12, establishes the
Endow Al aska program in the Departnent of Conmerce, Community &
Econom ¢ Devel opnent ( DCCED) . The program is being placed in
DCCED due to the departnent's experience wth admnistering
grant funds through the Division of Cormunity & Regional Affairs
( DCRA) . Page 1, line 13, through page 2, line 9, outlines the
requi renents of a comunity foundation for the purposes of this
program as well as what would be considered a | ead philanthropic
entity. The | anguage references the Internal Revenue System
(IRS) code because sone of these organizations are explicitly
defined in the IRS code and have to neet certain tests. The
| anguage started on page 2, line 10, through page 3, line 5,

describes sone of the factors the lead philanthropic entity
shoul d consider when choosing to offer a community a chall enge
grant. She characterized this portion of the legislation as the
policy portion in which the legislature describes what it wants
to achieve. The |anguage on page 3, line 6, sets forth the
l[imts such that the grants cannot exceed $25,000 for a
community foundation unless it benefits nultiple boroughs or a
| arge region. Furthernore, a single borough can't receive nore
than five Endow Al aska grants per year. She did note that work
needs to be done in the aforenentioned provision since somne
areas in the state aren't an organized borough. The | ast
[imtation stipulates that only 5 percent of the grant funds
received by the lead philanthropic entity can be used for
adm ni strative purposes. Currently, ACF adm nisters about [280]

affiliate funds and about $47 mllion in holding. She related
her understanding that ACF' s administrative fees are much | ower
than 5 percent of the grant funds received. The final portion
of the legislation consists of definitions. M. Harrington then
paraphrased from the following witten remarks [origina

punct uati on provided]:

Qur office has been work-grouping this bill wth
i ndi viduals from around the state who are involved in
community foundations and their work. Through this
process, we have identified several aspects of the
bill that can be inproved to:
* Ensure the legislation recognizes the unique
characteristics and opportunities of Al aska

« Enabl e conmuni ti es wth l[imted fi nanci a
resour ces to avai | t hensel ves of t he
opportunities presented by Endow Al aska

e Carify that the program is intended to grow
endowed funds

e Underscore the inportance of |local donors and

HOUSE CRA COW TTEE - 6- January 26, 2012



| ocal control of funds.

After your commttee hears public testinony today,
we'd like to return at a future nmeeting with proposed
revisions to HB 290 that hel ps achieve the goals |'ve
just outlined.

8:14: 40 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER inquired as to the policy if nore than
one philanthropic entity existed in a community or if there came
to be nore than one philanthropic entity in the future.

IVS. HARRI NGTON said that currently she wasn't aware of
communities that have nore than one conmunity foundation
However, she deferred to those in the comunity foundation
real m She related her understanding that typically there is
only one comunity foundation in comunities wth such an
or gani zati on.

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER acknowl edged that may be the case now,
but suggested that once state noney is available nore such

organi zations may be created. For instance, if an existing
community foundation doesn't support a particular issue, she
coul d envision another organization being created. Ther ef ore,

there should be a manner in which to select which comunity
foundation [to fund] unless the intention is to fund multiple
communi ty foundations.

8:16: 01 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER then directed attention to page 2, lines
5-6, of HB 290 and inquired as to whether the intention is to
support only comunity organizations or also corporate and
private organizations.

M5. HARRI NGTON acknow edged that the aforenentioned portion of
the legislation is one in which the sponsor would want to anend
in order to provide clarity regarding [the nenber organization
bei ng the Al aska Community Foundati on].

8:17: 01 AM

REPRESENTATIVE CISSNA inquired as to how the work of the
Rasmuson Foundation woul d conpare wth what HB 290 proposes.
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VB. HARRI NGTON recommended that the conmittee invite the
Rasmuson Foundation to speak regarding its work and view on the
proposal in HB 290. She did note, however, that she believes
the Rasnuson Foundation would need a formal invitation to
testify due to the nature of the organization. To the question,
Ms. Harrington specified that the Rasnmuson Foundation has been
investing in conmunity foundations through challenge grants as
well as through the community foundation nechanism albeit with
a different focus. The focus of the Rasnmuson Foundation wth
the community foundati on mechani sm has been to provide funds and
assist comunities that don't have community foundations to
create one and thus involves nore technical assistance. MVs.
Harri ngton enphasized that HB 290 doesn't conpete with the work
of the Rasnuson Foundation, rather it enhances it.

8:19:04 AM

CHAI R MUNOQZ announced that the committee certainly can invite
t he Rasnmuson Foundation to speak at the next hearing of HB 290.

8:19: 09 AM

REPRESENTATI VE DICK inquired as to the inception of this idea.

IVB. HARRI NGTON  expl ained that staff in Representative
Austerman's office subscribe to various newsletters and follow
some nonprofits. Oiginally, staff became aware of the Endow

| owa program and sone of its benefits, particularly in the rural
cormmunities of lowa. She opined that the Endow I owa program has
experienced an astonishing level of success, success in ways
t hat she suggested woul d be anal ogous in Al aska. The Endow | owa
program was inspiring and resulted in discussions of how it
woul d work in Al aska.

8:20:51 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked if the $25,000 limt [specified on
page 3, lines 8-9] is per year.

M5. HARRI NGTON answered that the $25,000 limt is intended to be
per year, although she acknow edged that it's not clear in the
legislation. |In further response to Representative Saddler, Ms.
Harrington confirned that the $25,000 limt is for each sub unit
not the |ead organization and the borough is not intended to be
the recipient of the funds. This | anguage could be clarified,
she acknow edged.
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REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER opined that wth a 1:1 nmatch, much
phil anthropy would flow to this proposed fund and perhaps starve
ot her philanthropic organizations. He inquired as to the
experience in |owa.

MS. HARRI NGTON rel ated that in conversations with nonprofits she
found that annual canpaigns are fairly different t han
endowrent s. In fact, the Chilkat Valley Comunity Foundation
related that they were explicit with nonprofits that they didn't
intend to perform annual fundraising or conpete with nonprofits

to provide ongoing annual services. Rat her, they are dealing
wi th bequests and planned giving and other ways in which funds
can flow into the fund during mpjor I|ife transitions. The

aforenentioned resulted in sone of the nonprofits being the
original investors in the comunity fund.

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER surm sed then that the goal of HB 290 is
to create an endowrent from which the proceeds go toward direct
grants to the conmunity foundati ons.

M5. HARRI NGTON replied yes.

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked whether this would be a one-tine
appropriation to the | ead philanthropic organization or would it
take a coupl e of years.

M5 HARRI NGTON deferred to the sponsor.
8:24:20 AM

REPRESENTATI VE AUSTERMAN rel ated that he has reviewed it both as
an annual appropriation or a larger sum to create its own
endownent from which the interest earnings are spent. He
expected the discussion of the aforenentioned to occur in the
Fi nance comm tt ees.

8:25:01 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked if the Alaska Community Foundati on
is the | ead philanthropic organi zati on.

REPRESENTATI VE AUSTERVAN replied that currently ACF is the
organi zation which he knows has a track record and the
capability to do this, although there may be other organizations
that will cone forward.

8:25:30 AM

HOUSE CRA COW TTEE -9- January 26, 2012



REPRESENTATIVE CISSNA asked iif the sponsor has had any
di scussions with the Kenai and Sol dotna [foundations].

M5. HARRINGTON confirmed that there is a Kenai Peninsula
Foundat i on. The sponsor statement in the conmmttee packet
includes a list of conmunity foundations that already exist.
She noted that there are also community funds that have been
established wth the assistance of Arctic Slope Regiona
Corporation (ASRC) in order to benefit all of the North Slope
conmuni ties. Furthernore, there are communities throughout the
state that are actively exploring the establishment of |[ocal
communi ty foundati ons.

8:27:08 AM

REPRESENTATI VE AUSTERMAN, returning to Representative Gardner's
earlier question, clarified that the legislation doesn't specify
there is only one comunity foundation or affiliate, and
therefore there is the potential for nore than one as reflected
in the | anguage on page 1, line 11. He then suggested that the
benefit of having nore than one foundation could result in a
better organization or philanthropic comunity due to the
conpetition.

8:28:18 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER pointed out that wunder the | anguage
capping the grant amount on page 3, lines 8-9, conmmunities with
mul tiple organizations would receive a greater benefit because
each organization would receive $25,000. Therefore, she
guestioned whether the limt would be one per organization or
per comunity, in which case knowing the selection criteria

woul d be necessary.
REPRESENTATI VE AUSTERMAN r esponded t hat he was not sure.
8:29: 04 AM

REPRESENTATI VE FOSTER inquired as to the feedback regarding the
5 percent admnistrative cap, particularly from those smaller
communities that don't have the adm nistrative economes of
scal e.

M5. HARRINGTON said that she hasn't received any feedback on

that matter. However, she <clarified that the 5 percent
l[imtation is for admnistrative purposes wthin the |ead
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philanthropic entity. Wen the dollars go to the |oca
community foundation, they are intended to flow into the endowed

fund to build it. Therefore, there would be no admnistrative
fees at the local level, which is based on the assunption that
t hese foundations are already functioning or will be shortly and

the purpose is to build endowents wth existing resources
runni ng the adm ni strative functions.

8:30: 39 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked if there is any standard for
managemnment of the | ead philanthropic organi zati on.

V. HARRI NGTON said that she 1is learning about the |IRS
restrictions that provide high levels of assurance that these
organi zations are operating in a nmanner consistent with the
public good. Additionally, Uniform Prudent WMnagenent of
Institutional Funds Act (UPMFA) ensures that donors have the
ability to be ensured that organizations holding endowed funds
on their behalf are doing so in a fiscally prudent manner.
Essentially, when there is a fund with many donors, [the donors]
can becone the safeguard in that the donors have the ability to
be sure the foundation is bei ng managed prudently.

8:32:47 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER recalled the legislation's goal of
| everagi ng donati ons. Referring to the |anguage on page 2,
lines 16-17 and 29-30, she asked if the comunity foundations
and community affiliate organizations are required to match
dol lar-to-dollar or can they do nore.

M5. HARRI NGTON confirmed that the |anguage allows for community
foundations to [provide a match that exceeds dollar-for-dollar].
However, she wasn't sure that is useful and characterized it as
a policy call.

8:34: 23 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER rel ated her understanding that this is a
mat ching grant fund and thus the community foundation has to
rai se whatever anount the state is asked to provide.
REPRESENTATI VE AUSTERMAN replied yes.

8:34:39 AM
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REPRESENTATIVE MUNCQZ inquired as to the details of the Endow
| owa and Kent ucky prograns.

M5. HARRINGTON said she would have to research the type of
philanthropy those two prograns have generated. Since the
Kentucky program was enacted relatively recent, it's likely just
beginning to have i npacts. However, in lowa the dollar-for-
dollar match conponent has been in existence for six to seven
years during which donors could receive a tax wite-off. The
|l owa program was so successful that it had to do away with the
dollar-for-dollar match and only have the tax wite-off for
donati ons.

8:36: 35 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER surmised that in terns of noney flow, the
state would appropriate a certain anmount of noney to the |ead
phil ant hropic organization that would take applications for
grants. Local community foundations would apply for grants, the
applications would be scored, and a matching anount of funds
woul d be provided. He then asked whether there is another
effort to obtain matching state funds or do the state matching
funds cone through the | ead philanthropic organization.

M5. HARRINGTON clarified that it's intended to refer to the
funds that are received through the Ilead philanthropic
or gani zati on.

8:38: 04 AM

KEN CASTNER, Menber, Board of Trustees, Honer Foundation

informed the committee that the Honmer Foundation has been in
exi stence for over 20 years. He noted that he submitted witten
testinmony to the sponsor and thus he would like to provide
answers to sone of the questions posed today. He inforned the
commttee that UPM FA, AS 13.70.020, is state |aw that addresses
the concerns expressed by Representative Saddler regarding the
prudent nmanagenent rul e. Wth regard to Representative
Gardner's concern over the possibility of rapid gromh of new
comunity foundations, he remnded the conmttee that conmunity
foundations don't fund projects. Therefore, there is no
conpetition. [ Community foundations] fund other 501(c)(3)s and
other general charitable organizations and publish annua

reports. He characterized comunity foundations as apex boards
that are difficult to popul ate. Most of the work for comunity
foundations is in regard to the managenent and admi nistration of
the funds as well as reporting; the distribution of grant funds
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isn't the largest portion of what a comunity foundation does.
Al though he said he wouldn't expect a rapid growh of comunity
foundati ons, he would expect ACF would grow nore affiliates. He
said he would also expect the smaller communities to create
sinmple funds, which he referred to as comunity endownrents.
Because of the nature of the various sizes of comunities in
Al aska, he expressed hope that the comunity funds would qualify
for matching grants for their endowrents. M. Castner opined
that as a public charity, [comunity foundations] have to
annually meet a public support test such that one-third of the
community foundation's inconme has to cone from public sources.
Al t hough the support from individuals is capped, it's not from

governmental sources. Therefore, any funds from governnental
sources are very helpful in neeting the aforenentioned public
support test. In closing, M. Castner offered to help craft

this legislation for Al aska.
8:42: 01 AM

CANDACE W NKLER, President/CEOQO, Alaska Community Foundation
(ACF), provided the follow ng testinony:

[ The Alaska Community Foundation is] a statew de
comunity f oundati on t hat wor ks to i ncrease
phil anthropy and build community throughout the state.
| amtestifying in support of HB 290, which I think is
a pragmatic way to incentivize and grow individual

phil anthropy and to invest in Alaska's future. | think
Al askans understand the value of endowrents; ... we
all live wwth the Permanent Fund as a part of our life

and | also think Al askans recognize the inportance of
| ocal control and guidance and | think that this bil

enabl es that to happen. Many of us in the nonprofit
and devel opnment world know that Al aska has |ow | evels
of individual giving and | think the concepts behind
this bill utilize state resources to maximze and grow
private dollars that will not only help build these
per mmnent endownents but wll also help build a
cul ture of philanthropy. And | think that ... is how

a program like this can help all of the nonprofits in
the State of Al aska that are doi ng such great work.

To give a bit of context to the bill and to the work
of community foundations, | want to tell you a little
bit about the Al aska Community Foundation .... e
have been around for 16 years. During that tine we

have granted out nore than $30 mllion around the
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State of Alaska. W currently hold about $55 million

in assets for the benefit of Al askans. From that we
grant out somewhere in the neighborhood of around $5
mllion last year and | think that's what we're

anticipating this year.

We have 280 different funds ... included in that is
the Alaska Children's Trust (ACT), which just recently
t hose funds noved over fromthe State of Alaska. Wth
regard to affiliates, we actually have five affiliates
that are locally ... managed and they set goals at a
local level, do local fundraising, make granting
deci sions, but do fall under the governance structure
of the Alaska Community Foundation, and that's the

Seward Community Foundati on, Pet ersburg Conmunity
Foundat i on, Kenai Peni nsul a Foundat i on, Jessi ca
Stevens Community Foundation, and Chil kat Vall ey. I n

addition, we have three partner community foundations
that are their own stand-alone nonprofits: the Honer
Foundat i on, Juneau Community Foundati on, and the
Arctic Slope Comunity Foundation (ASCF). Those
stand-al one entities do hold permanent endownents wth
the Alaska Comunity Foundation in addition to endowed
funds they held |locally. And then we have a nore
| oosely structured partnership with the many other
cormunity foundations: Chugiak Eagle River, Bethel
Communi ty Services Foundation, and Northstar Comunity
Foundat i on.

W do have experience in managing these matching
progranms. In partnership with the Rasnuson Foundation
we have given away nore than $1 mllion in matching
funds to ... our two partners and the five affiliates
as they have raised dollars. These have proven to be
a really effective nmethod to build community

endownent s. In a four-year period the Seward
Community Foundation, an affiliate of ACF, received
three bequests; one of them was a $1.9 nillion gift

when a long-tine Sewardite passed away. So, it's not
only an effective way to raise dollars today, but
there's the potential as activity and the work is
happening in local comunities to plant seeds and
receive sonme of those resources when Al askans pass
away. So, that's really powerful. The program has
been called the Community Asset Building Initiative
(CABI) and from a generous grant with the Rasmuson
Foundation, we will be expanding to three or four new
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comunities as early as this fall. W are currently
working on neeting with different comunities and
determining their interest |evel.

8:46: 33 AM

M5. W NKLER cont i nued:
Specific comments on the bill, as Erin stated, ACF is
not a nenbership organization. The only nenbership

organi zations that really work with foundations are
Phi | ant hr opy Nor t hwest , whi ch is our regi onal

association in Al aska. lt's one of the five
Nort hwestern states, and then there also is the
National Council on Foundation that's a nmenbership

organi zation; they are the entity that oversees the
community foundations' best practice standard that is
referenced in the bill.

If I were to nake comments specific to the bill, there
is on page 2, line 27, a reference to those best
practice standards. And | do think that this is a
policy area for you all to think about. The

term nol ogy says "substantially conplied® with these
best practice standards for organi zati ons who m ght be
applying to the lead organization to participate in
the matching funds. From ny perspective, trying to
adm ni ster | anguage around "substantially conplied" is
conplex; it entails defining what that neans. And so
from ny perspective it would be nuch easier to have
| anguage that says you either neet these best practice

standards or you don't. | think then that review
process happens at a national level and | think sone
of the questions regarding ... if you have two
community foundations or ... are unsure about how
funds are invested or nmanaged, ... that national best

practice standard revi ews t hose policies and
practices. And | think it provides the highest |evel
of protection for the state dollars and also the
i ndi vi dual donor dollars that are coming in. That's
the standard that Ilowa is using. There also is
currently draft |anguage at a federal level to use
USDA funds to do a very simlar project to incentivize
rural communities to build endowents and it al so uses
the best practice standards as sort of the nmarker of
how you participate in that program So, ... | do
think that the policy decision around that is that we
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do have sone comunity foundations, that at this tine
in the State of Alaska neet those standards [and] we
do have some that don't. And | think that there wll
be a cost associated for sone of those that don't to
actually get that best practice standard. And so,
that is certainly a consideration.

Ken talked a little bit about sonme of the strategies
to try to address the needs of communities that don't
currently have a community foundati on. And | think
sone of his suggestions were good ideas. Currently
the Al aska Community Foundati on does have what we call
an Alaska Fund and out of that fund any community is
eligible to apply. We could look at setting up sone
sort of fund that matching funds went to and then
state funds ... corresponded and could be open only
for those comunities that did not have a specific
| ocal community foundation in the region. It would be
one way to kind of aggregate that activity but provide
still some benefit to communities that maybe are quite
small or don't have the current capacity.

8:50: 05 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER inquired as to the criteria wused to
eval uate applications from commnities without an existing fund
that apply to ACF. She also inquired as to exanples of things
comonly funded by comunity phil ant hropi c endowrent funds.

M5. WNKLER stated that such organizations, ACF, nostly fund
nonprofit organizations via the grant program However, there
my be a few cases in which ACF may becone involved wth
expenditure responsibility when there is a need in a comunity.
She explained that when communities wi thout a nonprofit apply,
ACF perfornms basic due diligence to ensure the nonprofit is in
good standing with the IRS. If it's a conpetitive project, the
proposal would be evaluated on the criteria that have been set.
O her funds are established in such a way that they may be
funding a specific organization by design, which neans that

there is a basic review to ensure the organization is still in
conpliance and operating effectively. The process for
determning an affiliate comunity foundation is conplex and
very different than applying for funding for a grant. MVs.
Wnkler then related that ACF funds a wde variety of issues
based on the goal/mandate to inprove the quality of life in
communities throughout Al aska. Therefore, ACF may fund

refrigeration systens, food banks, a snolt study, revitalization
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of the GuMch'in |anguage, trails, parks, and basic health and
human servi ce needs. Much of what ACF funds is dictated by the
280 different funds, she stated.

8:53:25 AM

REPRESENTATIVE DICK, referring to the |anguage "substanti al
conpliance with the national standards" on page 2, line 27,
asked if Ms. Wnkler would foresee any problem with "national
standards” working in small comrunities in Al aska.

M5. W NKLER answered that the downside of national standards is
that it takes time and effort to docunent the practices, which
can be costly. There are sone community foundations in the
state that do great work, but don't neet those criteria. There
are also comunity foundations in Alaska that do neet the
national standards, such as ACF and the Homer Community
Foundat i on. In fact, ACF is currently in the process of re-
certification, which occurs every five years. Ms. W nkler
opined that the criteria are doable and provide protection by
denonstrating that the organization has an investnent strategy
and policy, a distribution policy, a grant policy, and a fund
acceptance policy. An external body reviews whether the
community foundation has the policies and practices in place to
manage the conplexities of a conunity foundati on.

8:55:24 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER requested that Ms. Wnkler work with the
[ sponsor] to develop a flow chart of the various organi zations
and how the noney could flow through them

M5. WNKLER agreed to do so. She then explained that the
affiliate organizations work in their comunity to be the face,
set agenda, raise funds, and mmke grant recommendations.
However, legally affiliate organizations are part of ACF and
governed by its bylaws, policies, and investnent strategies.
The aforenentioned situation provides |ocal flavor and autonony
W t hout redundant infrastructure. Because the program is
substantially supported with a partnership with the Rasnuson
Foundation, 99.5 percent of the dollars raised in affiliate
foundations stay in those endownents because they don't have
significant operational costs as those are handled by ACF. She
did note that the lowa nodel and pending federal |egislation
recogni zes those affiliates as eligible and able to apply for
mat chi ng funds. However, because there are specific endowed
funds that ACF holds only for the benefit of Seward and Moose
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Pass, those grants can't be spent on grants or projects in any
ot her part of the state.

8:58: 50 AM
CHAI R MUNQOZ announced that HB 290 woul d be hel d over.

HB 184- REFUND OF FI SH BUSI NESS TAX TO MUNI S

8:59:18 AM

CHAI R MUNOZ announced that the final order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 184, "An Act relating to the sharing of tax
revenue from the fisheries business tax and fishery resource
landing tax with municipalities; and providing for an effective
date. "

8:59:36 AM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON , Al aska State Legislature, speaking as
the sponsor of HB 184, paraphrased from the following witten
testinmony [original punctuation provided]:

HB 184, Refund of Fish Business Tax to Minis, wll
increase the nmunicipalities’ share of the Fisheries
Busi ness Tax and the Fisheries Landing tax from 50% to

75% It is the intent that these funds wll be used
for port and harbor infrastructure maintenance. This
bill will NOTI' change the taxes levies. It just deals

with the distribution.

In 1986 the state started to divest itself of ports
and harbors to reduce operating and capital costs. At
that tine the state owned 99 of the 125 harbors. Over
the followng 25 years the state has turned over 74 of
its harbors to municipalities and boroughs. It is now
up to the boroughs and cities to maintain their own
infrastructure. Many of the ports and harbors that
support t he infrastructure for our commer ci al
fisheries, are rundowmn and in need of maj or
mai nt enance or conplete rebuilds. Well nmaintained port
and harbor facilities are critical to the economc
health of our coastal comunities. Currently we have
the Municipal Harbor Gant fund that helps with this
mai nt enance. You have in your packet a graph of the
way this fund has been appropriated in the 5 years
since it was created. It is sporadic and nmnakes it
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difficult for a mnunicipality to inplenent a Harbor
plan if the funding is always uncertain. This increase

in the Fisheries Business tax will allow nmunis to take
advant age  of a sound strategic plan for t he
devel opnent and mai nt enance of their port

i nfrastructures.

Under the current system funds generated by the
Fi sheri es Business Tax from processors are distributed
4 different ways:

Fish processed inside a nunicipality are divided
equal ly between the state and the nunicipality.

| f the processing occurred within an incorporated city
inside a borough, the 50% is divided equally between
the two entities, city and borough.

If the processing occurred outside of an incorporated
city the 50% goes entirely to the borough.

On fish that are processed or |anded outside of any
muni ci pal or borough boundaries half of the tax
revenue goes to the general fund (state) and the other
half goes to the Departnent of Conmerce, Community and
Economi ¢ Devel opnent ( DCCED . The depart nment
distributes its share anong fishing comunities in
Al aska according to a forrmula that proportionally
allocates the tax based on the pounds of fish
processed in 14 different Fisheries Mnagenent Areas.
(you should have a map of these areas in your packets)
The percent that goes to each fisheries mnagenent
area is then split between the communities by a
| ocal ly det erm ned formul a apportioning equal
comunity shares and per capita shares. This fornul a
wi |l not change with HB 184.

In addition to the fisheries business tax HB 184 w ||
also increase the nmunicipalities’ share of the
Fisheries Resource Landing tax a subset of the
Fi sheries Business Tax. This tax is on fresh fish that
is not “processed in state”. This fish can be troll
dressed salnon, gutted and gilled Halibut, live crab,
and geoducks. This is the high value fresh fish that
is exported live and that is highly desirable. Qur tax
distribution system is clearly diverting from one of
the fastest growing parts of the nmarket. In some cases
the ports where the product is |anded does not even
qualify to receive a portion of the redistribution
under the current fornmula.
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HB 184 would, in addition to <changing the split
between the state and the municipalities, direct the
Fisheries Resource Landing Tax revenue on these

“unpr ocessed” fisheries resour ces back to t he
i ncorporated port of |anding and or the borough where
they were landed. This wll help nore accurately and

fairly cover the cost of building and maintaining the
infrastructure wutilized in generating the tax. By
tying Fisheries Landing Tax revenue return directly to
the municipality where the landing occurred, HB 184
ensures that ports are conpensated fairly for their
efforts and the revenues they generate.

|’m sure each of you are wondering how this wll
impact the areas you represent. You have in your
packets a table that reflects the changes that cities
and boroughs can expect.

HB 184 will increase the fish tax share with boroughs
cities and communities to help with port and harbor
mai nt enance and inprovenents. It wll also share
exported unprocessed fish tax with the area where the
fish was landed. | wurge you to nove this bill from
conmittee.

9: 05: 23 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER noved to adopt CSHB 184, Version 27-
LSO576\ R, Bullard, 1/25/12, as the working docunent. Ther e
bei ng no objection, Version R was before the conmttee.

9: 05: 44 AM

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON explained that Version R includes
intent |anguage relating that the additional funds will be used
for marine infrastructure, i nprovenent s, and nai nt enance.

Version R also includes a new subsection to have the boroughs
and rmunicipalities submt a report specifying how the funds
recei ved were used. The reports will be required for both the
revenues from the fisheries business tax and the fisheries
resource landing tax; the information can be conpiled into a
single report. Version R also nodifies the existing |anguage
for the (indisc.) fish and is required when a new borough is
f or med.

9:07: 07 AM
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REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER inquired as to why legislative intent is
being used for this proposed change rather than making it a

requi renent. She then asked if historically the 50 percent has
been used for docks and harbors or has it been used for other
t hi ngs. She further asked how the funding for various

communities would look if Version R passed; that is would the
needs of the docks and harbors be nmet or would it be sone years
before it's nmet, she asked.

REPRESENTATI VE P. W LSON, speaking to why legislative intent was
used, related that sonme conmmunities are wealthier than others
and thus may be able to nmaintain their harbors better than
ot hers. The legislation addresses nmmintenance and repair.
Furthernore, communities receive the tax revenues now, but
wi thout any paranmeters regarding where the commnity has to
spend it.

9:09: 15 AM

REBECCA ROONEY, Staff, Representative P. WIson, Alaska State
Legi slature, pointed out that restricting the use of the tax to
only marine facilities and harbors and mai ntenance m ght nake it
difficult to use the tax revenues for repairs to roads used to
haul fish to market.

9:09: 56 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER asked if leaving the intent |anguage
would nean that there is a prohibition against [using fish tax
revenues] to build a playground in a park. She then related her
understanding [from gestures from the sponsor] that the [fish
tax revenues] could be used to build a playground in a park.

9:10: 17 AM

REPRESENTATI VE  P. W LSON, in response to Representative
Gardner's earlier question, said the tax revenues could be used
for other things.

9:10: 31 AM

CHAIR MUNOZ interjected that the need for harbor repair and
replacenent is nuch greater than the increased anount of

f undi ng.

M5. ROONEY related that there are witnesses on |line who may be
able to speak to the overall need.
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9:11:16 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER clarified that she understands the need
and that her question is regarding whether communities can [use
the fish taxes for things other than those related to

mai ntaining and inproving harbor facilities]. If so, the
ensuing question then is why wuld the aforenentioned be
desirabl e. She then reiterated that she is interested in

whet her historically the 50 percent has been dedicated to the
infrastructure of the fisheries.

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON confirned that the current |anguage of
the legislation could result in nunicipalities using the funds
for something besides the infrastructure of fisheries, which is
why the intent |anguage in Version Ris inportant.

9:12: 09 AM

REPRESENTATI VE  SADDLER asked if since the state began
transferring the responsibility for ports and harbors to |ocal
communities there has been any structure for the |[ocal
comunities to pay for their ports. He further asked if there
is any requirement that |ocal conmmunities provide funding for
mai ntaining them and have they being doing so by using their
portion of the fish tax and ot her revenues.

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON replied yes and no. Due to sporadic
funding to the communities, it has been difficult and nany
harbors are in awful shape, she said. She then highlighted that
the report is required so that [the |egislature] knows where the
fish tax funds are being spent.

9:13: 55 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked if the state, by transferring
ownership of the ports and harbors to local comunities, did a
di sserve to local conmmunities that don't have the funds to
mai ntain their ports and harbors. He then questioned why the
increase in percentage of taxes going to the comunities isn't
i ncreased to 100 percent.

M5. ROONEY expl ai ned that 100 percent of the tax isn't going to
the communities because there are sone uses for the 50 percent
that goes to the state, such as the salnon credits that the
state receives. As it is now, she said she wasn't sure whether
the 25 percent provides enough funds within the state to cover
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t hat . Therefore, [the sponsor] is working with the Departnent
of Revenue (DOR) on that issue.

9:15:25 AM

REPRESENTATIVE DICK inquired as to how Delta Junction would be
i mpact ed.

M5. ROONEY expl ained that DCCED uses a fornula that spreads the
tax across places that have processors. Si nce sone processing
is done in Delta Junction, it receives part of that tax. | f
there is an increase, it's likely because of the 75:25 split.

REPRESENTATI VE DI CK pointed out that there is a decrease in Holy
Cross, Shagal uk, and Russian M ssi on.

M5. ROONEY suggested that the decrease is Ilikely because the
all ocated fornula-based tax is being given to the conmunities
where the fish is |anded rather than using a fornula in terns of
where it was processed.

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON clarified that the chart entitled
"Fisheries Tax Revenue Share Analysis and Conmunity Revenue

Shari ng” shows the amount in dollars not mllions of dollars.
9:18: 43 AM
CARL UCHYTI L, Vi ce Pr esi dent, Al aska Associ ation of

Har bormasters and Port Adm nistrators (AAHPA); Port Director,
Docks and Harbors Departnent, Cty & Borough of Juneau, related
that AAHPA is a strong supporter of HB 184, which he urged the
committee to nove forward. He then addressed why it's so
inmportant to receive additional funds for harbor naintenance.
As was nentioned the state used to own all harbors in the state
that were built in the 1950s-1970s. Over the last 10 years

many  of the state harbors have been transferred to
muni ci palities. M. Uchytil enphasized that harbors and other

marine facilities aren't noney-making enterprises. I n Juneau,
the docks and harbors don't receive property tax or sales tax
support for naintenance. Therefore, Juneau has to rely on
federal grants and state-harbor matching grants to recapitalize
t he harbors. This legislation would provide nore maintenance
funds to the harbors in order to allow municipalities to better
mai ntain and recapitalize the harbor facilities. M. Uchyti

rel ated his understanding that when the state owned the harbors,
the noborage was pennies on the dollar. When the ownership of
the harbors were transferred to the nunicipalities, it was
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i npossible to increase the noorage rates to the |evel necessary
to generate the funds required to maintain the harbors. He
noted that the [Juneau Harbors Board] is not in favor of
i ncreasi ng noorage rates. In discussions with a local Juneau
fisherman, the local fisherman clainmed that his noborage rate in
Juneau has tripled over the last five years. In conclusion, M.
Uchytil said that HB 184 would be a huge benefit to those who
manage and maintain the harbors in the state.

9:22:15 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER commented that she has heard a good case
for the need of nore funding to address harbor naintenance and
related infrastructure. She then asked whether HB 184 will nake
much of a dent in the need.

MR. UCHYTIL infornmed the commttee that Juneau receives about
$300,000 of the fish tax and it is provided directly to the
Juneau Docks and Harbors Departnent. The new percentages
proposed in HB 184 would provide Juneau an additional $200, 000,
which would allow for nore nmintenance in the Juneau harbors.
He characterized the additional funds as a "huge w ndfall" for
the Gty & Borough of Juneau.

9:23: 06 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked whether these extra funds would be
enough.

MR. UCHYTIL replied no, it would never be enough. He offered to
provide nenbers a tour of the Juneau docks and harbors. He
explained that within the Gty & Borough of Juneau Docks and
Har bors Departnent, half of the costs are for staff and the
other half is for wutilities. There are never enough funds
available to set sonme aside for recapitalization of projects,
rather they have to rely on the state or the federal governnent
for large recapitalization projects. Having additional funds to
utilize for targeted mai ntenance woul d be beneficial, he opined.

9:24:23 AM
REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked if transferring the ownership of
docks and harbors from the state to nunicipalities was a

successful effort.

MR. UCHYTIL disclosed that he has only been the vice president
of the Cty & Borough of Juneau's Docks and Harbors Departnent
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since August. He informed the conmittee that the City & Borough
of Juneau purchased DeHart's, a private dock in very poor
condition, and has secured funding to recapitalize that dock in
the com ng year.

9: 25: 33 AM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER surmi sed then that the roughly $300, 000
Juneau receives fromthe fish taxes has been used for operating
costs not for rebuilding harbors or infrastructure.

MR. UCHYTIL answered that would be correct for Juneau. He
expl ained that the fish taxes are comngled with other fees and
aren't segregat ed.

9:26: 57 AM

JOHN SWEENEY, Finance Director, Cty & Borough of Sitka, began
informng the commttee that the Cty & Borough of Sitka has
passed a resolution in support of HB 184. The Cty & Borough of
Sitka, he related, believes HB 184 is critically inportant and
strongly advocates for its passage. Wthin Sitka, there is an
esti mated anmobunt of schedul ed repairs and nai ntenance that spans
the next 20 years and would cost in excess of $110 nillion.
Furthernore, three of Sitka's five major harbors are in need of
a substantial rebuild or overhaul within the next five to eight
years. He opined that Sitka has been lucky to have a matching
grant included in the governor's capital budget for a partia
rebuild of the Al aska Native Brotherhood Harbor. The amount of
reserve working capital in Sitka's harbor fund would be
conpletely exhausted if used to neet one of the three harbor
rebuilds needed in the next five to eight years. He menti oned
that Sitka had internal discussions regarding increasing noorage
rates. However, there is an wupper |limt on the anount of
noorage increases that can be passed on before it drives
mar gi nal commercial fishernen out of business or causes themto
relocate to a different rnunicipality. In either case, it would
be difficult and devastating for Sitka, particularly since
Sitka's other major industry of tourism has continued to decline
in the | ast several years. M. Sweeney enphasi zed that the need
is great and the nmunicipality is commtted to doing what it can
with the raw fish taxes it receives in order to help fund the
mai nt enance. However, the need is so great that it's inpossible
to achieve with the noorage nechanismthat currently exists.

9:30: 20 AM
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STEVE CORPCRON, President, Al aska Association of Harbornmasters
and Port Adm nistrators (AAHPA); Director, Ports and Harbors
Departnent, Gty of Ketchikan, related if one were to talk to
the fishernen who pay the fish taxes, one would find that back
when the state owned the harbors they didn't mnd paying it
because the funds canme back as sone of the maintenance. The
fishermen who pay the fish taxes want those funds to go back
into harbors. Al though the state did a good job building the
harbors and docks, it didn't put nmuch into them after that. As
the harbors and docks reached their service life, it was nore
cost effective to transfer themto the nunicipalities. Over the
| ast seven or eight years, all of the harbors in Ketchi kan have
been transferred fromthe state to the nmunicipality and nost of
those harbors need to either be substantially replaced or
rebuilt. In order to "sweeten the deal"” when the harbors were
turned over to the nunicipalities, the state provided sone
deferred mai ntenance funds. Ketchikan received $3.9 mllion for
its six harbors. However, about $17 mllion worth of work was
necessary to bring them up to par. Ket chi kan, he stated, has
done a good job parlaying the $3.9 mllion with other grants and
local funding to acconmplish $7 mllion worth of work, which
| eaves about $10 million worth of work yet to do for just the
harbors transferred from the state. Beyond the harbors, the
fishermen in Ketchikan want a drive down ranp constructed, which
would be about a $5 nillion project. The rate structure in
place for decades allowed Ketchikan to operate its harbors
wi t hout perform ng any ngjor naintenance. M. Corporon related
that when he took his position as the director of Ketchikan's
ports and harbors five years ago, he net wth Ketchikan's

finance director. In order to have savings to bond for $10-$15
mllion worth of work not including the drive down ranp, a 75
percent rate increase was necessary. The aforenentioned would

equate to a 15 percent increase over the next five years, which
the custoner base can't handl e. M. Corporon nentioned that he
was able to convince the Ketchikan City Council that the fish
tax funds needed to go to the harbors, and thus that's been
occurring for the |ast several years. He pointed out that since
Ketchikan is a city and borough, half of the 50 percent goes to
the borough and the other half goes to the city. The borough
has no harbor infrastructure, and thus has been using those fish
tax funds for things other than docks and harbors. Thi s
| egi sl ation has caught the attention of the borough, which has
come to the table with the city and is working on a menorandum
of understandi ng such that even the borough's fish tax should go
to harbor infrastructure. However, such is not the case in al

municipalities as was evidenced at a recent harbormasters
conference where a show of hands revealed that the fish tax
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funds of about half of the conmunities attending went to the
har bors; 25 percent of the comunities attending receive part of
the fish tax; and the remaining 25 percent of the conmunities

attending didn't receive any of the fish tax. M. Corporon
opi ned that one of the key elenents of HB 184 is the attenpt to
steer the funds to the harbor infrastructure. Polling the
menbers of AAHPA reveal ed that there are about $90 million worth

of projects, which he surmsed was a backlog of projects when
the transfer of the harbors from the state to nunicipalities
occurr ed. In conclusion, M. Corporon opined that HB 184 will
make a difference.

9: 36: 05 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked whether it was an option or a
mandate fromthe state for nunicipalities to take over ownership
of the harbor and dock facilities.

MR. CORPORON related his understanding that if the comunities
didn't want the docks and harbors, then the state threatened to
sell them that is auction off the floats. Therefore, the
communities not taking ownership wasn't a realistic option. In
further response, M. Corporon clarified that his understanding
was that the infrastructure would be sol d/auctioned because it
couldn't remain on state |and and thus the harbor would go away.

9:37:50 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER said that although he understands that
the potential increase in funding offered by HB 184 would help,
he questi oned what woul d happen in five years.

MR. CORPORON answered that the legislation would nake a |arge
difference in Ketchikan, particularly since Ketchikan has been
dedicating its fish tax to its harbors. |If the borough provides
its portion as well, Ketchikan can bond the $5 mllion for a
drive down ranp. The desire would be for nore so that Ketchikan
coul d address the $10 million in backl ogged nai ntenance from the
transfer. He nentioned that in Ketchikan about $80,000 in
additional revenue is necessary for every $1 mllion desired to
be bonded, which anpbunts to about a 70 percent rate increase.

9:39: 04 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER inquired as to why 100 percent of the
entire fish taxes shouldn't go toward ports and comuniti es.

HOUSE CRA COW TTEE -27- January 26, 2012



MR. CORPORON acknow edged that the fishernmen use nore than just
har bor s. However, he reiterated that if harbor infrastructure
falls into disrepair, fishermen will go el sewhere.

9:40: 15 AM

TIM COTTONA M Fish Goup Manager, Juneau Ofice, Tax D vision,
Department of Revenue, in response to Representative Saddler,
explained that 50 percent of the gross tax reported on the
[fisheries business tax and the fishery resource |anding tax]

returns is guaranteed to be shared wth the inpacted
comunities. To the extent the activity occurs outside of an
organi zed city and borough that share goes to DCCED to be
al | ocat ed. The state's share is subject to credits and thus

clainms for the salnon credit, the education credit, or the Wnn
Brindle tax credit are renoved from the state's share

Technically, as long as there are credits clainmed, the state
never receives 50 percent of that tax rather it receives |ess.
The salnon credit currently has a provision limting it to 50
percent of the tax on sal non. Therefore, the maxinmum credit a
processor that processes strictly salnon can claim for this
particular program is Ilimted to 50 percent, which fully
protects the state's share. There are no such limtations with
the education credit, except that it can't exceed the total tax.
Again, any tine anyone clainms conbined credits that exceed 50
percent, it conmes from the state's share and thus doesn't cone
from the conmmunity's share. Wien the share is increased to 75
percent, there is a risk of there being nore taxpayers in nore
comunities not being able to cover this share back to the
community with their taxes alone. For exanple, if a processor
owed the state $100 in gross tax and wanted to claim credits
anounting to $50, the state would receive $50 in cash and the
community would be guaranteed $50. An increase in the share to
75 percent would result in the state being $25 in the hole and
woul d have to draw those funds from el sewhere.

9:43: 27 AM

CHAIR MJUNQZ asked if this proposed change would cover the
potential cost to the state.

MR. COITING M answered that there are still sufficient general
funds available to cover the inplenentation of HB 184 and thus
pay for the credits the state | oses.

9:43: 56 AM
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REPRESENTATI VE AUSTERMAN i nquired how large of a dollar value is
associated to DOR in ternms of the fisheries tax.

MR COITINGM replied that DOR still expects to receive
sufficient funds from the two prograns, even after credits.
However, this is assum ng the behavior remains the sane. |If the
maxi mum education credit is increased to $5 mllion and nore

processors using nore, there is the potential to erode what goes
to the state.

9:45: 45 AM
KATI E KOESTER, Conmunity & Econom c Devel opment Coordi nator,

City of Honmer, related support for HB 184. This legislation,
she opined, addresses a fairness issue in terns of sharing the

funds coll ected. She echoed earlier testinony regarding that
there is a lot of infrastructure involved in supporting the
commercial fishing industry. Since Honmer facilitates a |lot of

fresh product being trucked out, Honmer doesn't get a lot of the
fisheries business tax back because the product doesn't neet the
definition of processed. This |egislation would change that and
woul d specify that funds fromthe fisheries business and | andi ng
taxes woul d be spent on harbor mai ntenance. Returning the funds
back to the communities where they are collected will help with
the deferred maintenance comunities have faced since the
transfer in ownership, she opined. This legislation, she
enphasi zed, will help support the fisheries econom c engine for
Homer and the state. She guaranteed the commttee that Honer
woul d be happy to return the funds to its port and harbors.

9:49: 16 AM

REPRESENTATI VE SADDLER asked how much of the fish taxes go to
Honmer ports and harbors.

M5. KOESTER related her belief that all [the fish tax] funding
goes to the enterprise fund, but she expressed the need to check
wi th the Homer harbornmaster.

9:49: 59 AM

CHRI'S HLADI CK, City Manager, Gty of Unal aska, began by stating
that he appreciates what the state does to support conmrercial
fishing in the state. He then pointed out that the Al aska
Muni ci pal League (AM.) resolution included in the commttee
packet relates support for an increase of nore than 50:50 in the
split of revenues, not support for HB 184 or expanding the
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program to include the unprocessed fish definition in HB 184.
The aforenentioned wasn't discussed when that resolution was
passed. M. Hadick further clarified that the tax is not
generated in the community where the fish is landed rather the
tax is generated in the comunity where the fish is processed.
He comented that it would be interesting to know the negative
econonmi c inpacts to the communities wanting to be involved with
this program The change in the definition of processing does
change the result in the formula as it redistributes the
revenue. M. Hadick then related his understanding that the
intent of the shared fisheries business tax was to share tax
revenue with communities that have onshore processing in order
to help mtigate the inpacts of that activity on the community.
However, allowing the proposed change to include unprocessed
fish in the program would defeat the original intent of the
pr ogr am M. Hadick stated that he 1is in support of
legislation that only increases the revenue split wth the
state. He also related support for finding a way to increase
funding for ports and harbors. In conclusion, he expressed
concern with legislation that changes a |ong-standing tax share
program and thus he suggested that perhaps there needs to be a
tax programto address unprocessed fish.

9:52:34 AM

TIM ROONEY, Borough Manager, City and Borough of Wangell,
rel ated support for HB 184 and noted that the Cty and Borough
Assenbly has passed a resolution in support of HB 184.
Hi storically, Wangell has been successful in obtaining funding

for harbor rebuilds, although not so successful in funds to
mai ntain its harbors. He noted that Wangell is commtted to
dedicate any funds it receives to its harbors. Currently, 75

percent of the funds received go to Wangell's harbors, with 25
percent going to the general fund. Last year, however, Wangell
decreased the anobunt going to the general fund and increased the
anount going to the harbors by 5 percent each. The goal is to
eventually have 100 percent [of the fish taxes] going to the
har bor s.

9:53: 57 AM

CHAIR MUNQOZ announced that HB 184, Version R would be held
over.

9:54: 24 AM
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REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER requested M. Hadick's testinony in
writing.

9:54: 49 AM

REPRESENTATI VE AUSTERMAN rel ated his understanding that the |ist
entitled "Fisheries Tax Revenue Share Analysis and Conmunity
Revenue Sharing” relates the winners and the |osers based upon
the proposed percentage change. He expressed interest in the
list based wupon the proposed distribution change in the
| egislation but wthout the change from 50 percent to 75
percent .

REPRESENTATI VE P. W LSON answered that she didn't think it would
| ook very good, which is why she wanted both in order to
mnimze the |osers. She informed the conmttee she has
commtted to withdraw the legislation if both changes are not
kept .

9:56: 44 AM
ADJ QURNVENT
There being no further business before the commttee, the House

Community and Regional Affairs Standing Commttee neeting was
adj ourned at 9:57 a.m
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