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COMMITTEE REPORT

CSHB42

In passing the committee substitute for House Bill 42,
the House Local Government felt that the House HWE and Finance
Committees should look into a cost-of-living differential for

various areas of the State. It was felt that municipalities

and boroughs which have health facilities and services in remote

areas must spend more funds because of the higher costs of trans-
portation and operation. The percentage differential throughout

the State according to the only guidelines for cost of living
differential available, the Department of Administration salary

survey, recommends up to 139 3% for certain areas of the State.

It was felt in the committee that there were two methods
of Implementing a cost of living differential.

(1) By adding to the tctal cost of House Bill 42, the percentages
recommended in the Department of Administration’s annual
salary survey for various areas of the State. This would,

In effect, add to the cost of the original bill.

(2) Islng only the total cost of House Bill 42, divide that amount
among the recipients according to the cost of living diff-
erential percentages of the different areas mentioned above,
This would require no additional funds other than those
requested In the original House Bill 42.

The committee feels that the cost of living differential should
be Investigated, expecially in hospital and health facilities revenue
sharing in the remote areas of the State where equipment, transporta-
tion and operations are considerably higher than in metropolitan areas
or than in other revenue sharing programs.

We therefore ask that the House H.W.F.. Committee and the Finance



Committee seriously consider a cost of living differential to be
added to House Bill 42.



COMMITTEE REPOKT

Hr. Speaker: Date
The Committee cn . has had
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

( Jrecommends it DO PASS

( recommends it DO NOT PASS

( Jrecommends it DO PASS WITHATTACHED AMENDMENT (S)
( Jrecommends it BE REPLACEDWITH CSFOR AND THAT
CS FOR DO PASS

() "and™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMM ITTEE

( ) reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
V. ) "other™

Members signing the Maj or ity eport:

Members NOT concurring in the Major! ty report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

Chai rman
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DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

OFACECF THECOVMISSONRR POUCHB -JUNEALBIG0L

WILLIAMA EGA!, GOVERNOR

March 20, 1974

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol

Chairman , House Community and
Regional Affairs Committee

Alaska S:ate Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Carrol:

Commissioner Mallott has asked me to outline for you the several
questions the Department has been asked to deal with concerning
Section 2, Chapter 87, SLA 1973, codified in AS 43.18.050.

In early August 1973, Mr. Rod Carman of the Greater Anchorage
Area Borough LegalJ Department contacted us concerning our
interpretation of this amendment to the State Revenue Sharing
Act.  Mr. Carman asked whether the addition of Section 050 to
Title 43, Chapter 18, removed the latitude the Borough previously
had under AS 43.18.010(h) and superseded the discretion the local
government recipient appeared to have under AS 43.18.010(h)(4)
with respect to the allocation of health facility funds granted
under the State Revenue Sharing Program. W advised Mr. Carman
we understood the "Specific Expenditures” amendment to remove
the latitude the Borough previously had in that the provision
specifically required funds received by virtue of this inclusion
of a particular facility on the application to be expended for
the operation and maintenance of that specific facility. W
further interpreted this provision to mean funds must be expended
for those approved facilities in a.'uiUs cquul to the municipal-
ity's entitlement for each facility. W interpret the language
of the new section (050) to remove the flexibility previously
provided by Subsection (h) and view it as setting forth very
definite guidelines for the expenditure of health facility funds.

Mr. Carman acknowledged the receipt of our explanation and no
further communications were received from the Anchorage Borough
until several weeks ago when the Anchorage Borough Health Officer,
Dr. Colyar, contacted Commissioner of Health and Social Services



Representative Carrol -2- March 20, 1974

McGinnis inquiring as to the Borough's responsibilities under
Section 050. Dr. Co[¥a_r's recent inquiry _was no doubt sparked
our letter transmitting the Borough's  FY 1974 State Revenue
S arln% entitlement. In that letter,” we again reminded _the.
Borough that funds granted for hospitals and health facilities
must be used for theé ex?enses of the specific hospital or health
facility for which the funds were received ami that proof funds
were expended in compliance with Section 050 would be required.

The Anchorage Borough's principal concern appears to be the
requirement” that they transfer funds to Providence and Anchorage
Community H sgmtals. The entitlements for each institution
under AS"43.18.010(h)(1) are $137,890 and $76,299, respectively.
| suspect Dr. Colyar s particularly concerned with the fact the
Borough is denied’ the option, heretofore exercised in the absence
of Section 050, of using entitlements payable in behalf of

services provided at Providence and Community Hospitals in
supPort of the Borough's own health programs. | suspect, too,

at, 1f funds are transferred to Providence ancl Comm_un|t¥_, as
we believe the Statute fairly requires, th_e_Bo_rou%h_wH_l ind
-'ts own health program operating at a deficit in this fiscal
year.

Members of the management staff of Providence Hospital and very
likely other hospitals throughout the State are aware of the
interpretation we have made Wwith respect to Section 050.

have been notified, albeit informally, that the Anchorage Borough
intends to refuse requests from Providence and Community for the
transfer of these funds. Attorne%/s for Providence Hospital have
asked the Anchorage Boiough Health Department for copies of the
applications upon which health facility funds were granted to
the Borough in FY 1974. At this point, counsel for Providence
Hlolsplﬁal appears only to be in the process of advising his
client.

The review of this matter conducted for us by the Attorney .
General's Office suggests our interpretation”that the "Specific
Expenditures” amendment precludes local government unjts from
exer_cmng% discretion as to the allocation or use of funds
received Tor facilities which the local government unit does
not operate is correct.

Very truly yours,

Don Argetsinger
Deputy "Commissioner

DA/ah



Proposed changes for HB 42

Section 1. AS 43.18.010(h) and (i) are repealed and re-enacted to read:
(h) During each fiscal year the state shall make payments as
follows:

4) funds received by a local government under (1), (2), or
(3) of this subsection shall be used for expenses of operation, mainten—
ance, or health services or facilities,of the hospital or health fac-
Jlities for which funds are received as the loca"l government or hos—
pital outside an organized municipality determines:

(5) before funds may be distributed under this subsection,
the commissioner of health and social services shall certify to the
distributing agency

(A) that any accumulation of assets by nonprofit
corporations or other recipients under this subsection are dedicated
irrevocably to a public purpose.

(i) In (h) and () of this section

(1) "hospital facility" means a licensed hospital deter-
mined by the Department of Health and Social Services to be a general
hospital; the term excludes facilities operated or wholly supported by the
state or the federal government,

(2) "health facility" means community health centers, maternity
homes and community mental health centers, facilities for the mentally
retarded or physically handicapped, nursing homes and convalescent
centers which are licensed, when required, by the state under AS 18.20.010-
18.20.130 and are owned or operated or both by a local government or
by a nonprofit corporation or other nonprofit sponsor; the term excludes
facilities operated or wholly supported by the state or the federal
government,



Purpose of Changes

Section L (h) (4) Suggested change is so that a community cannot use the
funds for new or other services but must use the funds for the services or
hospital which aslced for the money. Recommended by Mr. Robert Ogden.

Section 1 (h) (5) (A) Change as recommended by all testifying before
the committee due to the problem of accounting.

Section 1 (h) (5) (B) Changed to (A) because of removal of (A) in
original bill.

Section 1 (h) (5) (A) - (2) Changing public on line 1s, to community
in order not to confuse service with Public Health Service which is
prohibited in lines 24 and 25 of same subsection.-

Section 1 (h) (5 (A) (2) Adding retarded to narrow down facilities rather
than any mentally disturbed person served by an organization.



REVENLE SHARING BASED (N HOSPITAL BEGS

HOSPITAL ND. OF BEDS
Anchorage Community Hospital - Aichorage &
Providance Hospital - Anchorage 150
Cordova Community Hospital - Cordova 24
Fairbanks Memorial Hospital - Fairbanks 116
Faith Hospital - Glennallen 3
Horner Hospital - Homer 9
Bartlett Manorial Hospital - Juneau 67
Ketchikan General Hospital - Ketchikan %
Kodiak Island Hospital - Kodiak 25
Maynard McDougall Hospital -Nome 24
Valley Hospital - Palmer 27
Petersburg General Hospital - Petersburg 25
Seward General Hospital - Seward 3B
Sitka Community Hospital - Sitka 24
Centg%llagteﬁgnsula General Hospital - 2
Wrangell General Hospital - Wrangell 13
LNS: vm TOTALS

1/W7]

PRESENT QST
$85,000
150,000
24,000
116,000

0

9,000
67,000
95,000
25,000
24,000
27,000
25,000
33,000
24,000

30,000

13.000
$747,000

R o
$85,000
150,000
50,000
116,000
50,000
50,000
67,000
95,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000

60, 00

50,000
$1,063,000
VAT —

\]1’\
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DEFARTHENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES géFcllLITIES DEVELCPVENT

'F

rn m

CE CF COVPREHENSIVE PLANNING

Van Doren
gtjgff Assistant _
House Local Government Committee

State Capitol Building sare . JANUAry 26, 1973

Lowell. Wr™lvartz, Coordinator cwoiece: FOIlOW=Through on House Bill 42

Facilities Development ettﬁr. Desc |Pt||3n of Tgﬂe of
acilities for Revenue Sharing

In y opinion the beTow listed facilities should be included for Revenue
Sharing.

1 General Hospitals - Need no definition.

c. Nursing Homes - Needs no definition. _
There "are two types: Skilled Nursing Homes and Intermediate Care Homes.

3. Local Health Units - defined as a single borough, city, village or local
district health unit where the primary function of the unit js the direct
provision of health services to the population under its jurisdiction.

(Note:  This_would include gub,lic he_a_lﬁh centers and village clinics
and non-profit clinics performing stinliar services).

4 I?]%chlelﬂﬁftlg%r the Mentally Retarded or Physically Handicapped - Needs

5. Community Mental Health _Cen%ers - (efined as a single boro%Juqh, City,
village,” or local district health Fnlt where the rlmarY nftlon of,
the tnit is the direct provision (? comprenensive mental health services

to the population under its jurisdiction.

6. Maternity Homes - Needs no definition.

7. Alcoholic Treatment Centers - defined as a center where the patients are
rece|vm% medical treatment, nFrsm .care and rehabiljtation servme%
upder,th direct supervision of physicians, registered nurses and renab-
Iitation specialists.

his vyould e,Iim'hnate all social services fa_cilt)ti,es and,,sAeep—off centers
or Alaskan's where little or no treatment is being prn'ided.

LWS:vm
Attachment
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H

*
?in2 fc? hospital Per Bed or $50,009 Per Facility for any Hospital
p1**1~rr \%(? Iﬂan ; oépl als: (§, y Y P

iii'*- of Facility Number of Beds  Present Cost HS-42 Cost
rzi*"s Manorial Hospi-.al 116 516,000 /<rre*'$115,003 7uc
I-rzlate Memorial Hospital 6/ 67,000 67,000 rix(
mora- Hospital 10 10,000 in.*+ 90,000 jirf 7ot
Cert- alj Pe(r:nnsula (HSeneratI 1Hos|_|£|)|tal - Soldctna % 5,0,000 I go,ooo Us- 7cc
=g "cCou psnita ons CX, 00
S‘% 4 GeneraIgEI-IosnI a 3 33,000 v&)ggg yA| I
Kedi z- Island Hospital 25 %% 888 00.cro JIr.ict
--VaIIey Hospital - Palmer 2/ Ioec 00,000
'E a Commumty Hospital 24 38(89%
/a Community Hospital 22 % 88 li*# G0y 7, Koo
Nettt ken Genera HospItaI % 95,000 ~,
! ov derce H nPlta - Anchora : 150 % 150,000 *-m
T'-oce Com uni |_?/ Hospital 8 850 ISI«é‘ %888 —
. General Hos |ta 13 13,000 :c: P 51 7
:1C3rsoi;rg General Hosp|tal 4 25 25.000 ici.i 50,000 s7. 800
TOTALS $747-000 I CS3)C A rve. or
FEVEL.-E SHAP.IG FOP HEALTH CENTERS AND CLINICS:  ($8,000 Per Facility) e d/ 9ax
Name of Facility Number of Facilities  Present "ost HD-12 Cnst
AN -rkan Mental Health Center » 1 4000 — ,
(g Yban S Hea th Center 1 S 4000 3888 ft(oc
Heal th Cer .er . 4000 A7 *
0d|e< Health Center (Mental) | 4,000 usT-P 8000 H 200
Cordc/a Public Health "Center | 4000 — 8000
Gatewa%/ Community .Mental Health Center
Kgtchi - | 4,000 — 8,000
Rustian Mission Clinic I 4000 /2 1+ 8000 ¥ (©
sand Point Clinic I 4,000 120 C 8,000 1 (@
Saldovia Hospital I 4,000 1il.i* 8,000 f %
G e SO 4885
uptl - I : [ Vt. ' 11, 160
NoI/ton sound Clinic - St. Michael’ sy | 000 iJi n 8,000 16, 0*0
Teller Clinic . - ! 4000 ici,7 8000 i,
mlt liu< Family and Health Services Clinic .
alaska | 4,000 11c ¢ P,000 ~,(,00
Knltt|sr First Aid Center | 4000 1is.ii 8,000 v
Gateway Communlta/ Mental Health Center
Wrangell - | 4,000 ob 1 8,000 5%
Goodnews Ba CI|n|c | 4,000 /H s 8,000 II, ICC
ross linic | 4,000 2,000 !
Eilt?-l nctlgp Surgical Medical Clinic | 4,000 iey & p,0n0 T (W
o Health Clinic I 4,000 i *1% 0N i, oo
Fortune Ledge Health Clinic i 4,000 1751 8,000 "
Kendal con Community Health Center | 4,000 , IS 3888 ﬁ)
BTN oot Phga etion | 1003 P 1 i
u ! ) 11H. 1y
Public Health Center - Hy%aburg A 4,000 6,000

0

e ] ww a—



Pace 2
REVENLE SHAIIQING FOR HEALTH CENTERS AND CLINICS CONTINUED:

Wr-a c- Facility Number of Facilities  Present Cost HR-42 Cost
totlik Health Clinic 4000m n$ 8,000
anokotek Clinic 4.000 8.000 M, moo
"'ountair. V|Ilaoe Health Clinic 4.000 7ir 1 8.000 it, to*
Kirc Ccve Health Clinic 4.000 > ¢ 8.000 uoe
Tuluksak Health Center 4.000 i54.3 8.000 i« iso
ARCA Pre-School - Anchorage 4.000 «- 8.000
Alaska Treatment Center -~ Anchorage 4.000 - 8,000
Brewg Mission 4,000 tiuo  8.000 ‘o0, 000
Kotzebue Hope Center 4000 in x 8.000 i
TOTALS $135,000 $272.000" £06
REVENE SHARING FCR QUTPATIENT HEALTH FACILITIES:  ($8,000 Per Facility). ss 7So0a
Nare of Facility Hymber of. Facilities  Present Cost HB-*2 Cost
Ketchikan Health Center 4,000 - 8,000 “
Cren Eiar Clinic - Anchorage 5 4.000 - 5 8000 -
Akolriut City Clinic *000 130 8000 ik **0
Afciak Health™ Center *js- 3 8,000 it, i«
Koyuk Health Cl.inic 4000 /ame 8000 m, (¢
. TOTALS S 40,00

REVENE SHARING TOR MISCELLANEOUS FACILITIES:  ($L,UCO Per Red for Each Facility)?”

\rq 05 Facilitv Number of Beds Present Cost Ms-42 Cost
'..esleyan Nursing Home 24 $ 24,000 24.000
Hope )éottage I%c - Anchoraoe R 9?',000 s 92.000
Boot I\/-'Fmorla Me}]ternlty Home- Anchorage 15 15.000 15.000

? Center - An ora 3 35000  35.000

hel Veraternal 14 14.000 i~ 14.000 M. 5%0

C ity of Fairbanks

Supportive Living Facility 2 25.000 ‘'«?e* 25,000 lt.100
Juneav -Icc olfsTm ehabilitation Center %8 16.000 174 15,000 n.
Betrel Sleep-Off Center 20,000 i1 1 20,000 17, loo
Amﬁ Alcohglic RehabilitationFacility ]g 6,000 xw.4 6.030 7. Saw
n

chorage Graduate House 15000 - -1s.000
TOTALS 5262,000
r]?E\/E\LE SHAPING FOR HOSPITALS UNDER CONSTRUCTICN ($2,500 Per Bed for Each FaC|I|ty)
Nare o' Facility Number of Peds Present Cost ['8-*2 Cost
G et A .
-|&1tr?a Pegérr]rsnﬂnalltGelqerall g\ospltal - Soldotna 835) ;8,900 .00 ;g 988 88
M ch|de ce Hospita Anchorage 127 317,588.88 317,500.00

TOTALS $848.2n1.97

LS : A0
%33 9 <7VC o
rv r > r t nMc

mf / / S S ''><mo
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information from the alaska statutes- REVENUE SHARING

h) During each fiscal year the state shaII y o an organized borough or
) a crt;g outside an o¥ anized borough,* In \Pv?rrch a heaI?h factlity 1 g Perated
a sum equal to 31,000 for each bed actually used for patjent care within
the facility, limited to the maxrmum numbér of beds provided for in the
fonstructron desrgn of the facil |t or $4,000 for a facjlity, if the
ocal . government eects to acceg Payment on that basis for a partrcular
facility. Funds received cal government under this subsection shall

be used. for expenses of operatron marntenance or health services or
facilities, as the local government determines.

(i) In (h) and (j) of this section "health facility" of "facility” mcludes
hosprtals gublrc health centers, maternity homes and communrty menta
health centers, facilities for the mentall§ retardeﬂ or physrca ngndr

ca Bd pursrnﬂ homes and convalescent centers which are |icensed

required, by the state under AS 18.20.010 — 18.20.130 and are oaned or
P rated’ or” both by a local government or by a nonprofrt corPoratron or
other nonprofrt sponsor; thé term excludes” facilities oPera ed or wholly
supported )( the state or the federal government and excludes nonprofit
facrlrtres eased *rom private profit-making groups or corporations.

(j) If construction of a facility began after January 1, 1968 and state matching
aid for construction apProved for Pa ment to the” local overnment or other
facility sponsor copstitutes less than 25 per cent of t e tota project
cost, the state shall pay to the local government or other acrlrtg/ sponsor
each_ fiscal year a sum equal fo $2,50U & hed for the maximum numbgr o
Provrded for i the. construction design of the facility. State aid rovrded
or .in thic subsection shall continue” until the local “government or other
facility sponsor has received an amount which, combined with state matching
mongy for construction of the facjlity, e(auals 25 Eer cept of the total
p{ﬁject cost.  No funds received for ‘construction Shall be used for any
other purpose.

LWS: vm
1/9/73 '






AMENDMENT

Offered in the House by Attorney General

TO: HOUSE DILL MO. 59

AVENDVENT PAGE1 LINE 1*L
DELETE"employed" and insert™actually wused or designed as
Intended for use™ in its place.

PAGE 1 LINES 26-28

DELETE lines 26-28 and substitute: "chapter does not apply to.
property upon which an ad valorem
tax was levied by a city or a
borough for the tax year
beginning January 1, 1973, and
upon which the tax continues to
be levied for each succeeding
tax year.

PAGE H LINE 16

DELETE "production and"



MONTH March, 1973

BILLING
DATE ACTIONS | N

March 13, 1973 Transcription of Hearing Tape
John Havelock, Speaker ™ t $52.50



I'm John Havelock, State Attorney General. With me today are Fred
v'ho is the Director of Audit in Parks and Revenue, Larry , Who s
deputy commissioner of the treasury and Assistant Attorney General Rick Garnet.
| have from the chairman a letter relating to HB 59 of which
you require whether ... considering the revenue comtemplat:d on the
bill right of way leasing act adopted last year. Whether these measures have not
already assured sufficient funds, new funds raised to meet a conservative budget
such as the legislature woulr* be included to adopt. These issues relate primarily
to economic questions which is why | had these mjtings wi h the Department of
Revenue people here today and | will just make a few comme .ts from a policy point
of view for referring the issues to these able gentlemen who have information,
copies of which have been distributed toyou here which I think will be of

to you at- today's hearing. By way of summary, let me say
that we appreciate the cpportunity to respond to this questions because of the
widespread illusion throughout the state that the legislature, by virtue of its
acts last year, have already adopted measures which constitute and ignore the
revenue increase constituting a tremendous burden, particularly on .he oil industry,
and this s an illusion. It is not truethat last year your incremental revenues
measureswere adopted. The property tax which v/ introduced last yf-ar as one of
the several measures tend to be considered together which  ,ause of
of time of problems also not adopted. As far as the revo : aspects go, this
is one of the more critical revenue measures which was introduced at that time
and | think that it would appear still a very conservative measure at that by
considering the overall situation. In reviewing very briefly the measures which
were adopted last year, first of all the cents per barrel tax is essentially
a revenue guarantee measure in that it is a floor tax and it was not considered
to be primarily a measure for raising more revenue to meet the contemplated revenue’
gain of the state. e do not know at this time whether in fact that cents per



barrel tax will even go into effect because we don't knowwhat the market conditions
will be at the time the oil flows. The second measure, another measure, is the
regulatory act* which, of course, isnot a revenue measure at all. The right of way
bill which has been a center of controversy, perhaps more so than the floor tax
with the industry, a good deal of uncertainty about the revenue impact of that
measure this last year because of the changes in the
measure up to the last minute, the revenue there, because of the various variables
that came into it, we were unable to last year vie tentative answers as to the
revenue act after that bill. e have now at some expense and after very careful
perusal of the way the bill operates and the way the would

operate we have eliminated these uncertainties. There are still variables which
are involved which change the impact and the income and revenue results of the

tax. W are in a position to identify the variables for you, to give you both

the range of revenue estimates that can be expected and use the most probable

case, and we can do so, | believe, definitively. As to the property tax of HB 0
before you, | think it is worth emphasizing that the issue the community is con-
sidering on this bill is not whether proporty taxes applicable to the pipeline
should exist, that the status quo is maintained, the property taxes will prevail

o. the pipeline and that they will be levied by municipa" government. What is really
of mere concern is how much revenue, what the mil lage rate should be, and the

form of distribution from the tax and the proposal for a state administered tax
which wes put before you previously and is put forth before you again this year
with the hope that, the legislature can make rational decisions as to what the
revet.ue capability of that tax should be and the manner which the benefits frcm
that tax should be distributed. Now it his been said that the property tax singles
0-t a single industry which is unfair, and | would like o make a few comments

o. that, but before | do | would like to point out that local governments are just%
as capable of levying taxes, principle incidents of which involve upon the pipeline,



as the status. | think in the long run it is better before the industry that a

tax of this nature be administered at a state level. in the long
run better equity to have a tax on a property of this magnitude subject to state
control with termination by the entire legislature.

*Can | interupt just....is it your feeling that once atax is levied by the state
that is a preemption over the local government?

That depends upon the form of the measure adopted. This particular bill essentially
constitutes a preemption with a redistribution.

*It is your opinion now, informally I understand, that this would in fact do that.
Yes, that is the case.
*Thank you.

To get into our comment on the effect, of local government taxes which is that if
you do nothing, what happens is that the result of the deductability o1 property
taxes, you are essentially providing for a distribution system whereby those areas
of general government is subsidizing particular municipal government which have the
opportunity to apply the tax as a result of the deductability of property tax

state income tax. So, again, the status quo hardly guarantees any
more of a magnitude of the enterprise, the size of theassets involved in relation-
ship to all the other assets of the state put togethermakes it highly relcvent
and pertinent and appropriate for the legislature to consider how this entity is
to be taxed and how major pipelines are to be taxed. Large pipelines may not have
ine last of them. Huw this classification of property has increased. To answer
the question of the singling out, :ve have barely singled out a particular instance.
| suppose it is true that any tax adopted by the legislature has a distribution
burden which effects some people more than others and | don't thir.k that tax alone*
really has anything tr do with fairness or unfairness. | would like to note,



for instance, in terms of whether the rest of the economy is "bearing its fair
share". The gross receipt tax is the major tax burden to a large number of
industries. So, | think that to just look ai the property tax alone and say that
the incidents of property tax are more on one than cn another is simply to state
a truism of taxation generally and | don't tMnk it relates fairness. Other
examples of distribution , in our state, we have a very high
level of personal income tax relative to the rest of the country and | think it is
a demonstration of the willingness of the people of Alaska to meet their fair
share of the burden of the cost of running a government. Athird factor is
responsible budgeting. Responsible Budgeting, particularly under excercising real
belt tightening activity also has its contribution frequently for those who are
least able to bear it to the cost of running government in terms of decreased
services and loss of necessary sustainance. It is also rational for the policy

tc adopt taxes which have different incidents wc jurce.-s or. cifure..!l.
of the economy. It is not in the state's interest to levy the same level of
taxation of new growth that is in a state where one of .he .ritical issues for
the next two decades 'S t!e extent to which we can broaden the base of the economy.
It is not rational for the policy to impose substar.Lial burdens on that form of new
industry when there are forms of industry available which are quite capable of
paying a larger share of the burden of maintaining essential governin'tl v. rvi
- i.<' -lying principle in the fairness, after all, since the income tax
amendment to the constitution in 1916 -s that the taxation or the level of taxes
bonld be associated with ability to pay and'l think it i,  *e*e-1 as it has
hoivi Tor ( decade or more, that ability to pay is very much wiihii > ty f
mm(_rce, commercial activity, business *> am i<d with the petroleum industry in
this state and | think it is misleading to think of tlur tax pré»jeu‘ o4 <@ esm]
industry as just another small grocery or gas station entirely and
enormous aspects of the economy through the legislature "hould look at it as an
entity .without having ifnccessarily associated with m+m 11 «i re on the Yukon



River or a trading center or something in terms of the ability to meet the
burden of government. It was in assisting in the pushing of this pipeline
project to the earliest completion possible within-tin? last year that | have had
ca'->e to re-read legislative histo-y of the Alaska Statehood Act with the premise
of Alaska statehood that with‘ai :Im11 ,'opi.latior such as this state had, with
very little independent ‘ineunj bis.- stable of supporting government, with
enormous unmet needs, that it would be the oil irjvsi.ry flat would pay for a very
large share of the growth of the state. The state was not a feasible political
entity without a larger share, a very large share, of the burden supporting that
state coming from the petroleum industry and that is to say th« legislative
history that | have just stated would prove that. With that induction, M.
Chairman, | would like now to refer to some of the particulars like calling on tie
property tax impact by calling on M. Fred of the Department of Revenue
to give you some figures and explain perhaps some of the exhibits before you.

_ _ Which . .
M. Chairman, House Bill 59 proposes a property tax on oil ar.d gas transportation
facilities is apparently straight forward in terms of projecting revenue estimates.
The bill provides that a tax of 20 mills shall bo leveled on the pipeline as of any
given January 1. It also provides for a sharing back to the local jurisdiction
through which the pipeline passes based upon 20" of the value of the line in sues
jurisdiction. Before you on the first page of the exhibit handed out, we show ojr-
projections for fiscal year 1974 thru 1983 with the first line indicating the total
tax collected by the state less the amount to be shared through local governments
and the net revenues to state treasury. Beneath that is a table showing a breakdown
of the local government's share of the Lax among the three local governments through
which the pipeline should pass. The basis for the projections is a total cost of
the pipeline's total ultimate value of 3.5 billion dollars with the construction
occuring primarily in 1973, '74, '75 and into the middle of 1976,

*are you open for questions? Any questions?



M. Fink: It just seemsuto me that the figure you had on that last year was 80
million. Hwdid you arrive at the maximum of 70 million this time?

Last year's projection did not project to 80 million, they projected up to 59
million which would be the value in 1977. The 70 million dollar ultimate is based

on the 3 1/2 bilMon dollar completion costs at the 20 mill rate.
|

(M. Fink) Your bill originally last year was on the pipeline only. | know I am
digging out finance projections and we threw the tank farms and the gathering lines
in which apparently you have done in this year's bill except you have excluded this
twenty-one inch which seems

You say that the pipeline and the tank farm and the gathering lines, all that,

will cost a maximum of 3.5 million dollars?

Yes, Sir.

If there are no other questions | would like to call on Deputy Commissioner
to discuss the relationship of that to the revenue and manager
projections of the state,

M. Chairman, and guests, | would like to call your attention to a five or six

page booklet that we prepared this morning which is, in fact, copies of a computer
projections showing in effect the property tax and several other variables on

the general fund at the end of each year. By this afternoon we should have this
information available in short form which is somewhat easier to digest. But,

until then, | went through and specifically as possible as to what these projections
indicate. | will bo available for questions, of course, at any time in my testimony.
" turn to projection one which is run number 15 It is based on the assumption
that construction of the pipeline will begin in fiscal year 1974, inflation of

the line and production will begin in fiscal year 1977. With the revenues included
the revenues from the right-of-way leasing act assuming a 4" ICC rate of return.

A separate page in the handout that | believe you all have shows exactly what that
42 1CC return means in dollars to the state. For the* first through the fifth year



of operation the 42 return indicates to thj
state about 2 million dollars. It is not until very late in the operation of the
pipeling, in the tenth wnj twentieth year, that you see high revenues. In the
average of 35 years it is 15.4 million. This 42 ICC return we believe will be the
most likely and the most reasonable. It is, in addition, the case that the oil
companies did mention directly to the Governor that they were intending to run the
following testimony this March regarding ownership of the pipeline. So, we really
feel confident that there will be a 42 dividend and rate of return as measured by
the ICC.

*1 think you all read something in the paper today about the oil companies saying
it would cost them 150 million. Do you know what the difference between their
computation and yours is?

| cannot understand that completely. A 150 million or even a higher figure quoted
in the paper is just not reasonable. | don't understand the cause of it.
It can duly be based on ICC returns so large as to be incredible.

v you've got 72 here. Is that the maximum they can charge under ICC or can they
charge 82?

There was a ruling many years ago that 82 ICC return was allowable. How much they
can charge under ICC really is a question of the degree that ICC will expect this
pipeline of their jurisdiction and whether they find anything unique
in the Alaskan pipelinc.

~4Cien at your 72 you show only 25 million the first year ana an average of 40 million.
That's right.
*Do you think that they could be talking about a lot higher unit?

No, | do not. Again, the cost, the economic analysis, and many of the factors seem
to be the same yet the numbers are apparently different. | do not understand it.



These returns are based on our latest look at the economics, our latest look at the
regulations the state has adopted and our most likely projection for what, in fact,
will occur in terms of revenue,

®Alright, the other thing is that all of your print-outs are based ona 4%on the
right-of-way. Apparently they use a higher figure. Then again, why do you think
they will use &b rather than e or something else?

Well, first of all they told us. Secondly, and most important, it is in their best
interest to use a 4% ICC return. Let me try to expUin it very simply. The higher
the return on the line, the lower the bulkhead value of the oil in the ground and

what is the incentive of the oil companies that have a high bulkhead value in the

ground? It is a depletion allowance. The tax advantage, which is a percentage of
the bulkhead value of the oil produced. So, clearly as we examine it, running the
pipeline at a high tarif causes the overall rate of returnofthe pipeline and

tho owner to decline, not increase. Again, because of the dominant tax advantages
of the depletion allowance.

oin effect, there would be different parties involved like inthe pipeline shipping
their oil. Do you think it is the same that....

At this time the unit agreement has not been completed on tho North Slope so we

are not certain at this date what oil company will own what percentage of the pool.
Neither has the oil companies agreed to my knowledge about which oil company will own
what percentage of the two million barrel a day pipeline. So, .n fact, there is an
opportunity of changing the amount of oil ownership as well as the opportunity of
changing tho amount of pipeline ownership.

&5 that all Mr. Fink? Miller.

t
<& have a question. | see that these revenue projections are based upon the pipeline

construction beginning in fiscal year 1974. My | assume that your assumptions are
January 1, 1974, as this would make a big difference whether this was January 1 or



December 1. Exactly what month did you pick? This could make a tremendous difference
in the entire crojections.

| believe | understand the question. There are a total of five projections here,
three which are based on pipeline construction beginning fiscal year 1974 and the
final ones are based on a statistical look, if you will, on pipeline construction

beginning in fiscal year 1975. The question as | understand it was a six month
postponement followed construction beginning this summer. Is that correct?

o0ould it make a difference on your entire twenty year projections depending upor.
what month you were picking up here. It would be the same thing on oil flow.

It starts flowing in 1977, say a six month delay in the construction of the pipeline.
| mean to be completed from their estimate of three years.

| agree. These projections, again, show construction beginning in the summer and
then construction on a one year delay. The question as | understand it is what is
the effect of construction being delayed six months together with a three year
construction period. The pending of this administration and any delay at the
beginning of the construction will be offset by a compression of the construction
period. \M have shown you here perhaps the best case aid a worse case,

delay and a year delay. W are working at this time to look at various six month
delays as communicated earlier since everything is, in fact, offset split between
fiscal years, Backup from this project will and it will be some time
before we statistical look, if you will, of the effect of the six month delay.

*(M. Kcvay) Just a few questions....as | understood you correctly, you feel probably
the best guess is that the pipeline will bo allowed a 42 Ireturn. Is that.....

e are assuming, and we have substantially believed tha*. tho pipeline will be run at
a 42 return . .

&ust generally speaking, isn't it true that the ICC regulation of the rates look
to the tctal amount paid at setting the percentage figure. In other words, anyone



s entitled to make a return on a dollar and the return is somehow related to the
cost of the project. In other words, 42 wouldnot be very much of a return on a
small utility or 1small line, but 42 could bean awful lot of money on a huge line.
Is that the kind of factor; do you see my point?

Yes, Mr. Chairman, | do. This 42 return is onthe total ICC evaluation.  That
pipeline may be financed 802 by debt, 852 or 902. So, for a hypothetical situation,
if it was financed 902 by debt then the 42 return would provide a return to equity
of in excess of 352 as well as, of course, pay off all the debts.

*That would have a tendency to drive that percentage figure down, right?
That would not be taken into account by the ICC,

*1 see.

So, they would at a 42 return provide for return to equity of substantially in
excess of 352. They ICC looks at the tota’ value of tho line and the total return
of the total value.

Kr. Chairman, the 42 that we capulate is based upon the economics of the industry
and what they would do, or the industry would do, from the point of view of traximizing
their own profits. It is not a prediction as to what if the ICC regulates the line,
the ICC maximum allowable would be. There is no way to tell that.at this point.

But what we're looking at is that the existing pattern of ownership distribution

of the pipeline and of the oil, that it is the maximum economic return to the
integrated company it would be achieved at approximately the 42 rate.

*Soire companies would be better off than others?

There is a difference in that this is a stand alone pipe-line.  Supposing you had

a pipeline owner that had no oil then it would be his interest to charge the highest
possible tarif available. W are dealing with integrated companies. W are dealing
with companies 'mm that negotiate with each other. e are dealing with a situation



where there is not agross prosperity between the ownership of the oil ad the
ownership of the pipeline. That is, considering them all together it is very close,
although there are differences among the owners in tax. They are quite free to
negotiate and we believe it is in their commercial interests to negotiate to produce
amore ev  distribution of pipeline ownership that is going to be close to....

*And that will tend to drive it down.  (chairman)

It will tend to, therefore, drive the tarrif down because the overall effect
IS a maximumzation of profits and freedom to federal income tax.
Should | continue, M. Chairman, to..........

*Yes, go ahead, if there are no more questions at thistime.

Well, the chart number one, the computer print-out“shows that if operating expenses
were to increase about 72 each year that even with the construction of the pipeline
beginning this summer, there would be a negative balance in the general fund at the
end of the 1980's. The revenue estimates which are contained in this projection
include not only the right-of-way leasing revenues but as well the proposed taxes
that the legislature is now considering at this time and these are summarized

and displayed regarding the revenue effect of these taxes on an iadditional page
supplied to you. W call the aggregate of the four taxes the tax package.

The comments regarding this projection cn the tax package is included. Projection
number two on the following page includes the estimated net revenue to the treasury
property tax. The only difference between this projection and the first one is
that here wo shew :he positive general fundbalance as well weare Ina position

to increase operating expenditures at an 82level eachyear instcidof a 72 level
showing zero. Merc we show on average balance in the general funJ stablizing
between 2 and 4 hundred billion throughout the period. Again, this chart 1 basedo
on the assumption that contructions begins in summer. The next chart from 338 '
identical to the one | just talked about, the second one, except that you know
increase operating expenditures 102 a year. Recalled to this committee several



years ago we were talking about expansion growths in the neighborhood of 10% to
15% a year and here we see it even at the 10% level, the general fund goes down
below zero in fiscal year ’82. Again, assuming construction begins in summer.

The final two graphs of computer displays are a statistical lock at a one year
delay. Here with all the revenues included, calculated statistically, the effect
IS shifting out; the property tax revenues, the cents per barrel, the right-of-way
leasing revenue. W show that even at a Jhorate of increase in operating
expenditures for a one year period in fiscal year '78, the general fund dips below
zero but then substantially increases. So, we have, in fact, a U-shpped curve.
The last chart increases operating expenditures by Poto Moand keeps everything
else the same. Here we see a negative general fund in fiscal year '78 but it
begins to stablize at that level, jo even though there arc a number of minus signs,
you see a stable pace, an equalibrium solution, but below zero when we have a
property tax with a one year delay of the pipeline.

(M. Fink) there is one thing that | don't understand.
That is that the current use expenditures and general cash balances. | don't
what is that?

The numbers displayed for the general fund at the end of the year are the unencumbered
balances in the general fund. By unencumbered | mean after all the bills issued
against the general fund have been paid, the net balance. Any particular expenditure
level, be it either not written bills o not bills vendored, we have, or , excuse

me, they have not billed us, and if they have we have not yet paid them, which

all means that there is cash available maybe at all times somewhat greater.

(M. Fink) So, you are assuming that 20% of the prior year's money hasn't been
spent so the figure really in each case is 20% of the general fund expenditure
of the previous year higher than what you should? Acash balance*



Back to what we are doing, Mr. Chairman, is trying to estimate our investment
revenue based upon the fact that the cash balance will always be somewhat higher.
| would like to point out to this committee, however, that thebudget projections
the unencumbered balance has great significance. It is notat this time legal to
have negative balances in the general fu,nd.

(Mrs. Miller ) In other words, we are going to be brokemust faster unless we
pass this property tax. Is that what it amounts to?

Yes.

(Mrs. Miller) Another question. What effect does this have on oil in-kind that
the state is forced to accept? Aren't we, in fact, taxing our own oil? And
how is this going to effect the entire situation? Aren't you taking out of one
pocket and putting in another, and if so, how much?

That is'a very good question although somewhat technical. Let's assume a set of
events sometime in the 1980's when the cents per barrel tax is no longer in
effect. This is certainly going to be the case. Prior to that time, of course,
we will not be taking out of one popket and putting into another in no terms since
the cents per barrel tax will provide us with a revenue tax income. When, in
fact, the state the value tax, if it docs, then dollar for dollar
property Lax income to both the state and the local governments would be paid for
by a reduction in the state's royalty and severence share of about 20p as opposed
to 10d of every dollar of income we will receive on the property tax. So you
might say then that late in the 1930's the net millage rate would not be 20 mills
out perhaps 18 mills.

|
(Mrs. Miller) What bearing would this have on other pipelines. I note Mr. Havelock
made reference to other large pipelines which may be built in thw. state.
Ziegler referred to such possibilities as construction oe a natural gasline. Nw



X V
what happens since they go under the interstate. \What happensigds and the fine

there. As well as taxation on that you have to have an entirely different set of
circumstances. If we are going to apply this to all of our pipelines aren't you
going to have an entirely different situation there?

4

The answer to your question is that if we would wish to look ahead and see the
construction of a gas pipeline either somewhat paralel 1 to past line or....then
we are talking about an event that may be completed no earlier than 1980 so in
terms of revenue effect, it would not be immediate here, even in long-term ten-year
projections which | have shown you except for, perhaps, the last few years.

In addition, as a revenue generator, there would of course be additional revenue
regarding other pipelines. I would like tc point out that the construction of
a gas line is in the forecast at this time, the hardware,
the machinery needed to construct a gas line in Alaska could only be available
at the-completion of the oil pipeline. W still believe that the oil pipeline
will be completed by the summer of 1976. Construction of the gasline could
considerably begin at that time although wc have not yet estimated the period
construction of the gasline, including our years of looking at the period of
construction of the oil pipeline. It causes us to be rather cautious, it inioht
well be, M. Chairman, that the legislature at some point might wish to consider
adjusting tho mill levy in order to reflect the other sources of revenue which
might be available in time. That certainly is an option available to the

legi slature.

(M. Huber) M. Havelock, is it just a continuing state of
discussion . Isn't it also pretty nearly impossible at
this time to put together just how the gasline would fit in because of the
differences in operation, taxation andliquidation of its rates by the federal
government.  You couldn't look ar.d saythat at a given time the gasline is cqaal
against thepipeline so you could look for traces much related to this.



| think, M. Huber, that in terms of projection it isn't possible for us to talk
about rational projection there without adding hypothetical situations. | don't
think at this point, Mr. Chairman, whether we are going to have a few miles of
gasline going to the Canadian border or trans-Alaska line. That factor alone makes
any kind of computation highly speculative. Technology at this point would be
applied in the prospect. It is pretty hard to tell at this point, but technically
could, no doubt with the tremendous growth in pipelines,

The problem is the immediate to early years that we're addressing, but as always
during tax policies, there is a need to adjust tax policies in the later years
to accomodate certain standards as they become clear at that time.

(Mr. Huber) Continuing just a little farther | would like to ask you about one
part of the question. | just wanted it cler that it wasn't something that you
could . project. | then take that these two .sheets in this section
that we see here today don't reflect considerably more accurate information than
anything ve have in all of our testimony, all of which

of last year and this 1s then

as this is what we think we're going to have to live with and any other things
that we are getting are much more tenuous, like that gasline, | think, where you
would be mixing something that is uncertain in which this, then, is a pretty good
certainty.

| think you have sumed it up well, M. Huber. Its the statement,
far more tentative than any other statement previously made on the subject.

(Mr. Huber) I think, M. Chairman, that | understand and | agree with thel*
testimony here today



(Hr. Malcolm 2 Would it unrefine oil and unrefine gas?

Well, the bill is drafted to exclude pipelines that might carry refined gas where
the different set of economics has to refined gas lines and lines such as the
Anchorage-Fairbanks line now existing fo/r products line.

( ) Is it conceivable that the gas, either the or
natural gas from the oil might have to be dried or put through some process prior
to transportation in which case it would no longer be unrefined.

| don't believe that it certainly will give it some treatment to extract some of
the particles. | don't believe that the nomenclature used would call that refined.

| don't believe that it
constitutes change for legislative purposes here. | might add, incidently, that in
terms of administration policy we have, refering basicially to your earlier question,
that the legislature feels that it wants to broaden the hase of tax to cover smaller
pipelines, to cover product lines, we have no policy objection to that that we can
see of those arguments that can be raised regarding the effect of disturbing
economic consumption when certain lines are obstructed and so on instead of assumption
that economic management prevails. W don't believe any such set of assumptions
exvist in regard to this pipeline which is now contemplated for construction. So, it
IS the impact from tax that can be readily taken into account, for instance their
tarif or what have you and the manner which they sign ‘heir ownership and so on can
take into consideration the legislative measures adopted. But, there is always the
option of broadening the base which you would want carefully to do. This 1S
certainly from the legal point of view in this classification.

( ) Well, the only thing that bothers me is that in the definition of
unrefined in oil and gas you wouldn't want anything happening on the North *lope



but it is pert of the natural process for preparing a product for shipment that would
take it out of the category of unrefined oil and gas.

A pertinent point, M. , L will ask M. Garnet to research that
and give the committee any language that appears appropriate.

( ) | was wondering how

a 2% share. \\é are talking about the 1 -otive property tax in terms

M. Chairman, the basis for the sharing is to share back to the local jurisdictions.

An amount which would be equal to the local mill ldvy applied to 20% of the value of
the pipeline passing through thut local jurisdiction. Now the idea here is to provide
to the local government some reimbursement for the impact of the line through the

local government, but as M. Havelock pointed out earlier, not to allow the particular
area to let's say become enriched at the expense of other areas by having the state
subsidize the entire amount. So, 20% is a number that is arrived at as a means of
sharing back to the local government at some extent and not the entire value of the line

( ) What | was wondering is is the administration

| don't helieve that in our type there Is any number

r

( ) Also, I'm not sure of the wording, what happens if the local



jurisdiction changes its bill? Would this still just operate' by the year.that
the bill went into'effect?

in answering that question, the way it is
written, it istrue that if  the jurisdiction raises its overall mill levy on all
property tax in this jurisdiction, there would be a corresponding increase in the
amount tha it would get back under this 20% revision here. W think there are
certain limitations that the local jurisdictions from taking such
action, partly because there is a third bill

And, in the normal course of things the raise in the local milllevy would apply
to the rest of thepropertyin the jurisdiction of the pipeline. So, normally,
you would have thepolitical restraint furnished by that interconnection,

( ) Also, what happens v/hat all these new horoughs start forming around
the pipeline? That's not taken care of in any of these projections. | mean, are
they going to be excluded?

The way the hill is set up now any new borough that is formed along the pipeline
borough get the henefit of this return, section 120, the same as tho existing
boroughs. It is also true that the payments to those new bcroughs would have

some effect on the net available to the state. It is very difficult at this time
to predict exactly how that go but it could be very soon. It has been suggested
that there is at least a possibility, a legal possibility, that say whole new
ooroughs would be In the position to take advantage of this provision by in
effect exempting most other types of property besides the pipelineand raising the
mill levy way up, thus increasing the revenue one would get outof this provision.
Now, to guard against this possibility, it has been suggested that a maximum .
limit be put in on the borough mill rate that might apply. Such as , for instance',
instead of saying that the borough gets an amount of money equal it's mill levy”on
20% say it gets an amount attributed to it mill levy up to a maximum of 20 mills



or something of that sort.

( } The possibility, of course,that exists now in the absence of this
bill is not something that is

There is a figure given not too long

ag). W had asked questions the last ti/ne we had about

what as therelative taxation, the total taxation, on the oil companies in Alaska

as opposed not just to the United States butwith foreign countries. Therewas a

figure that was given in the newspapeX fr~m a release | assume from the Governor's

office, as | remember it was something like 5U for Alaska, | guess this is for
and | guess it was something like $3.50 for

¢ has asked for this information before

V¢ will look into that further. The 5CE figure would be the accumulation of

and that, in fact, e
o
(M. Fnk) I have a couple questions, one to extend M. ( question on

refinec, and unrefined, | tend to think that the language you have is a more correct
language, but with your reasons, if they decide to refine it cn the north slope
it would take them a year or two to do i? in which case wk could correct it. And
secondly, if yon put anything other than refined in there you will upset the local
government taxes in the Anchorage area because they
all have some various pipelines of refined fuel and | assume that's why

Now, the other part, the one part that
puzzles me under your local share here. | think it ought to be changed. They
have a  you dcn’t say that local government will necessarily get that money,
of course, cause you can't dedicate it. You say that the legislature may appropriate
up to tiat figure. It seems to me that it makes a lot more sense to allow local
governm. nt to tax, let’s say, up to 20 mills on say 1% of the evaluation, in
which case the local government knows they're going to get the*l emoney. It isn't ‘
up to the legislative here as your bill will r.mke it up to



legislative whim. And, secondly, of course, you can put the tie down on the amount
that local government is going to get as opposed to the discussion we just had with
the 30 mills. Tor example, if the government only wanted to tax 15 mills, of course
they wouldn't get the full benefit which you're suggesting that the legislature give
them. Do you have any particular objection to taking the route of allowing local
government to charge the tax, deduct it,from what they pay the state government,
andput some limits wupon the millage,and, ofcourse, you would limit the percentage
of value theycantax. Do you have anyobjections to that approach because | know
it was kicked around last year at the House Finance and they preferred that approach,

now you've come back with a little different approach.

Mr. Fink, if | might comment on that, | don't think there is any basic strong
objection to approach. I just would mention the reason it was done this way
in the first place. The concept was just that it was easier and simplier to have
only one entity perstate handle this tax and assess it and send
I think you could consider
alot of value. | don't believe there was

strong objection to

(Mr. Huber)

During the last hearing | asked the oil
company witnesses if they had assessed that this was r.ot a descrinvinatory tax that
had really had really pro ected us against local government; taxation Which could
be higher. I'd like to make it sure, my question, assuming that we do not pass
this taxation bill in any mcnner, and assuming maximum liberty that the local
government entities that are or may be formed in the future along with all of this
pipeline now or would have under current law. I want ycur assessment or agreement.
that this , whichever it might be, that actually

would be liable to more tax under our present local government structure than they



are under this bill.

That is somewhat speculative because terms of their potential liability, it would
be, of course, far in excess as provided for in this bill insofar as there are not
substantial limits perhaps in terms of
letting ’ t™he sky is essentially the limit as far as

that goes. There are.....

(Mr. Huber) | was assuming 30 mills under the borough's present....plus the

deficit.

I'm not sure that 30 mills is necessarily a constraint on the whole
I would have to check the statute on that, but. | don't recall, frankly, if it did.
There is another aspect, of course, that | would speculate as being present in oil
company or industry's thinking about it which would be the smaller units of
g vernment are traditionally in the long run, regardless of what they may be

in the short run, but in the long run they are far more subject to
being controlled by the industry, they do not have the resources to match large
industrial conglomerates, bo, it is possible that they might for some reason
think it was in their best interest to deal with those large numbers of small

goverrmcrt entities. This is speculation on my part..

(Mr. Huber); Mr. Chairman, | started this line of questioning and | did mention
it during the last hearing we had when an oil company was testifying here on a bill.
The reason for this is that last year in considering these same items, the Fairbanks
, nhaturally we people from the Fairbanks area looked into
this, and we have about 70 miles of the proposed pipeline which will pass through
the North Star Borough. We saw that with our maximum taxation in that same class *
L i «E< P L

borough being allowed at 30 mills, and that we could do this, tfu.t far greater

amount of money that we could extract from that pipeline operation and put into



local government for that 70 miles than we would get from the state, even though
the state does have some shared revenue. We also saw the problems. This is why
immediately | saw this partly a protective measure to oil companies in this state
with their pipelinethat would stablize their taxation rather than making it the

of all organized boroughs. And then| wanted to ask one more
question on that. Assuming that all of/this pipeline was not now covered by
organized boroughs and that we didn't pass this, we know that the local boroughs,
or the local governments which are formed, would tax, wouldn't it then be possible
for the legislature acting as the unorganized borough to do their duty and set
and collect that portion of tax to make it fair

Could it be done or is it excluded?

Well, we did have if | understand you correctly, we did have a proposal for a
cax on the unorganized borough which was offered to the legislature previously
or. it, so there is, | believe, that there could be a tax from the unorganized borough
forthose purposes.In exercising the protection that cumes to the industry,
, we would wantto overlook the protection to
the statewide interest of all the people of the state involved. The asset
does really create the burdens which come with the pipeline and this development
A\
are not allla corridor along side the pipeline, particularly in the long run.
And, | think that legislative interest, or statewide interest, to assure that the

revenue capabilities which are to distributed on an equitable basis for all the

people of the state.

(Mr. Huber) Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I didn't want it to be construed that |
oppose this because 70 miles goes through the North Star Borough, but | wanted to
bring out that this is a definite shelter for the oil coinpanics to what they could

have if we taxed them on a local level.



(Mr. Nalton?]™ I don't quite understand the last sentence in section one. The
tax levied under this chapter does not apply to property subject to

taxation by city or borough on January, 1973, or January 1 of each succeeding
tax year. If the North Slope Borough had an tax in all the

pipes stored up there on the North Slope, in that provision...

The first thing | would like to mention, we talked about this before,
and the question came up whether the

meant that the tax was actually levied or whether the stuff was located
in a place where a tax could have been levied. And that question, of course, is
relevant to the North Slope Borough situation. Most of them had a potential to levy
a tax before January 1, 1973. Now, in the amendments that we proposed to this in our
last meeting, we changed to wording to say that the tax levy does not apply to Droperty
under which an tax v/as levied by a city or borough for the year beginning
January 1, 1973, and continues to be levied for each succeeding year. Now, | think
the effect of this language is simply to make sure that the existing property tax,
tho base, in any jurisdiction, any existing jurisdiction as of January 1, 1973, is
not disturbed. It is in a sense a grandfather clause for existing property tax

basis and to make sure that this tax only reaches the new property as declared for

the pipeline. I'm not sure if | have answered your particular question, but that’s
the fact.

(Mr. Nalton?) Right. I didn't have the amendments. Mr. just handed ine
his copy . That was all that | had.

(Mrs. Miller) AH these projections were based upon a 20 mill rate?

That's correct.

(Mrs. Miller) Then your testimony is considerably higher than anything else that



(Fink?)

has been levied in this type of a tax. Would you agree with this? We heard

testimony that the average is 11 to 12 mills.

That is true as to a status quo. It would be considerably higher if you assume

no further formation of borough government. It's significantly higher now than
I think the North Star “~orough is, | think, the heaviest taxing

jurisdiction.

(?) in the North Star Borough to come off to 28.4.

(?) You were referring to the nationwide one, weren't you? Ya, well, | think
tnat the big hooker there is that it is a 100% evaluation and | think that in the
area of 22-2500% evaluation is the norm throughout the United States. Now, you can
find them in all different rates depending upon their assessed evaluation. I think
that 10 is a good figure across the country on a 100% evaluation. I would disagree

with anyone who would say that it is less.

(Mr. Guy?) The question has been asked probably
about the 30%

tax levy . I'm looking at particularly the section

figure 030 on page two

and then also looking at the on

and My question is are the



Well, sir, let me see if | can explain what these things mean

The provision over here on page two, section 030, is to remove or replace that
provision. It simply states that this 20 mill tax on the property subject to the tax
will be the only tax on that property. In other words, in the category that we are
talking about, this excludes local taxation. Now, over in the definition section
here the is referred to about otherwise
taxable property exempted from' taxation under home rule, ordinance, or charter,

I believe that the effect of that and the intent of that pro'ision is just to

make sure that a local government, : . that the home rule

power of a local government to exempt certain types of property is superior to the
definition of the class of property we are trying to tax. This is combined, in effect,
in these two provisions. This is to make sure that we do tax, that this tax does
reach the property that's described without regard to what the borough, in exercise
of it's home rule powers.might do by way of creating exemption for this property.

I don't think it's very likely that a borough would feel moved to create exemption

for 48 inch pipelines, but to cover that contingency is the reason its there.

(Mr. Guy) What are you saying, Mr. Chairman? That this is an effort to levy
taxes on property as we see them here on this bill on all levels of different
government?

Yes, sir. The intent is to reach the property of the class described, where ever

located, without regard to exemptions that a local government might porporte to

create later.

(Mr. Huber) It is only a matter of clarification. Mr. Knott
of the taxability of presently stored pipe in Alaska. I don't know what effects
Slope

the North SXdr Borough, but in the case of the North Star Borough we're taking a -

vote to . There is an exemption on personal property
L4
tax but its a relatively simple matter for the North Star Borough to tax personal



belonging to anyone with a one million dollar exemption, for instance, which would
be an equitable spread, but which would still catch practicably only the pipeline,
and the contractors, which wouldn't make the general public mad at all. They are now
presently subject to this and with the revenue crunch they have throughout the state,
unless some new form of taxation like this is passed, we are certainly going to have
the boroughs reaching in to do it and tfye state having to come in and

Mr. Havelock, do you have any conflict with

a statement like that?

Well, as far as I'm concerned, that describes the situation as it is likely to

develop.

(Mr. Huber) I'm trying to get the oil companies to believe that
Its going to cost a
lot of money.

et

(Mr. Chairman) Any more questions from the rest ofthe committee?

If there are no more questions, | would like to distribite toyou for your
benefit copies of proposed regulations which have been promulgated by the Commissioner
of Natural Resources which relate to the definition of terms in the righc-of-way
leasing act and which would, perhaps, be of some assistance to you. in looking at
those revenue estimates. I might add the supplement the projections
arebased upon the assumption that the industry behaved, the owners behaved, ina
rational manner. By rational in an economic vent, we mean a manner designed to
maximize after tax verdict. In speculating about where they get their projections,

some of these things have been quoted in the papers, one suggestion was

offered that they actually anticipated being able to charge a tariff much higher *

than is allowed. We indicate that a high tariff would be, in our view, irrational



'S

economic behavior.This does not mean, of course, thatit is inconceivable that
owners or ofthem might engage in economically irrational behavior,
under the definition | have described. In doing so they would be persuing other

projections other than maximizing income of which perhaps the most obvious is the

reduction.

(Mr. Huber) Certainly that is also part of our meeting

| certainly think it is a legislative responsibility, sir, yes. I might note that
your anti-trust bill has been
(Mr. Huber)

I would have to consult with someof the

(Mr. Huber) Maybe you could send down to, the Committee the idea for the high
amount of priority on this and . I would kind of like to

hear it.

I think they arc both high priority bills, Mr. Huber.

(CHAIRMAN) f there are no more questions, the meeting is adjourned.



STATEMENT OF E. W. WELLBAUM
ON HOUSE BILL NO. 59
BEFORE THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
ALASKA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TUESDAY, JANUARY 30, 1973

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, MY NAME IS EDGAR W.
WELLBAUM. | AM VICE PRESIDENT OF ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE COMPANY.
I APPEAR TODAY TO TESTIFY ON HOUSE BILL NO. 59, AN ACT WHICH WOULD
IMPOSE A STATE TAX ON PROPERTY USED IN TRANSPORTATION OF UNREFINED
OIL AND GAS.

AT THE OUTSET, | WOULD EMPHASIZE TO THE UTMOST OF MY ABILITY THAT
THE PETROLEUM INDUSTRY GENERALLY, AND THE MANAGEMENT OF ALYESKA
PIPELINE SERVICE COMPANY PARTICULARLY, ARE IN FULL ACCORD WITH THE
PROPOSITION THAT THE PETROLEUM INDUSTRY AND ALL OF ITS COMPONENTS
SHOULD BEAR A FAIR SHARE OF THE TAX BURDEN OF ALL STATES IN WHICH THEY
DO BUSINESS. WE ARE CORPORATE CITIZENS AND EXPECT TO SHARE OUR
RESPONSIBILITIES WITH ALL OTHER CITIZENS. 1 THINK THE RECORD OF OUR
INDUSTRY IN ALL OF THE OIL AND OAS PRODUCING STATES CONFIRMS THIS. ITS
RECORD IN ALASKA IS NO EXCEPTION. WE RECOGNIZE THE AD VALOREM TAX
AS A PROPER EXERCISE OF THE TAXING POWER OF A STATE. HOWEVER, WE
ARE CONVINCED THAT IT IS NOT ONLY UNFAIR BUT OF MOST DUBIOUS WSDOM
TO SINGLE OUT ONE INDUSTRY OR ANY COMPONENT OF IT OR ANY ONE SEGMENT
OF THE CITIZENRY FOR SPECIAL TAXES WHICH CANNOT BE DISTRIBUTED TO
THE BROAD BASE OF PRODUCTIVE ACTIVITY AND ENTERPRISE THROUGHOUT THE
STATE. WE FEEL ENACTMENT OF THIS BILL WOULD BE AGAINST THE BEST
INTEREST OF THE CITIZENS OF ALASKA INCLUDING THE PRESENT AVD POTENTIAL
ALASKAN BUSINESS INTERESTS.

THERE CAN BE NO DOUBT THAT HOUSE BILL NO. 59 SINGLES OUT THE

TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE FOR THE IMPOSITION OF A VERY SPECIAL AND VERY



BURDENSOME TAX. THE BILL, IF ENACTED, WOULD IMPOSE ANNUALLY A TAX
OF 20 MILLS ON "...PROPERTY EMPLOYED IN THE TRANSPORTATION OF UNREFINED
OIL AND GAS." EXEMPTED ARE "...PIPELINES LESS THAN 21 INCHES IN
DIAMETER." THIS LEAVES ONLY THE TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE TO BEAR THE
BURDEN OF THE TAX. WITH SINGULAR IMPATIENCE, THE TAX WOULD BE IMPOSED
BEFORE THE PIPELINE EXISTS, FOR IT APPLIES TO PIPELINES "...UNDER
CONSTRUCTION OR AWAITING CONSTRUCTION...". FOR SUCH PIPELINES, THE
VALUE IS DEFINED AS THE "...COSTS INCURRED OR ACCRUED.. .AS OF THE
ASSESSMENT DATE" WHETHER OR NOT THE PIPELINE IS EVER COMPLETED.

I AM NOT A LAWYER AND | CERTAINLY DON'T MEAN TO RAISE ANY
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE LEGALITY OF THE BILL. | AM MORE CONCERNED WITH
ITS INTENT. LEGISLATIVE POLICY PROHIBITING THE PRACTICE OF SINGLING
OUT ONE INDUSTRY OR ACTIVITY FOR SPECIAL TAXATION FINDS EXPRESSION
IN THE CONSITUTIONS OF EVERY STATE IN THE UNION. IN ALASKA, ARTICLE 11,
SECTION 19 PROHIBITS THE LEGISLATURE FROM ENACTING LOCAL OR SPECIAL
LEGISLATION IF GENERAL LEGISLATION IS APPLICABLE: AVD ARTICLE IX,
SECTION 2 PROHIBITS TAXATION OF PROPERTY OF NON-RESIDENT CITIZENS AT
A RATE HIGHER THAN THAT APPLIED TO PROPERTY OF RESIDENTS. WHILE
HOUSE BILL NO. 59 MAY NOT LEGALLY VIOLATE EITHER OF THOSE ’ROVISIONS
OF THE ALASKA CONSTITUTION, IT CLEARLY VIOLATES THEIR EXPRESSED
POLICY AND SPIRIT, BOTH OF WHICH FORBID DISCRIMINATORY TAXATION AND
OTHER LEGISLATION. NOT ONLY DOES HOUSE BILL NO. 59 SINGLE OUT THE
TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE FOR SPECIAL TAXATION, IT TAXES AT ONE OF THE
HIGHEST PATES IN THE STATE. THIS IS QUITE APPARENT FROM SECTION #3.56.120
OF THE BILL, WHICH WOULD AUTHORIZE ANNUAL APPROPRIATIONS TO THE TAXING
JURISDICTIONS THROUGH WHICH THE PIPELINE WILL BE BUTLT, BUT IT WILL
RETURN TO SUCH A JURISDICITON ONLY THE AMOUNT OF TAX WHICH WOULD HAVE

BEEN RAISED BY APPLICATION OF THE MILL LEVY OF THAT JURISDICTION FOR ANY
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YEAR (COMPARED WITH THE 20 MILL LEVY IN THE BILL) TO ONLY 202 OF THE
VALUE OF THAT PORTION OF THE PIPELINE LOCATED THEREIN. THUS, WHILE THE
TAX UNDER HOUSE BILL NO. 59 WOULD BE IN LIEU OF ALL OTHER AD VALOREM
TAXES, IT IS CLEARLY FAR IN EXCESS OF ANY OTHER AD VALOREM TAX IMPOSED
BY ANY OTHER TAXING JURISDICITION THROUGH WHICH THE PIPELINE WILL BE
BUILT.

THE STATE OF ALASKA MUST HAVE A WELL-PLANNED, FAR-SIGHTED, COMPRE-
HENSIVE AND STABLE TAX BASE IF IT IS TO SATISFY ITS LONG-TERM FINANCIAL
REQUIREMENTS, ACCOMMODATE THE INCREASING DEMANDS OF AN EXPANDING
CITIZENRY AND MAINTAIN AN ATTRACTIVE CLIMATE FOR EXISTING AND NEW
POTENTIAL BUSINESS INVESTMENT. INSTEAD OF WORKING TOWARD SUCH
BENEFICIAL OBJECTIVES, HOUSE BILL NO. 59 WOULD ADD TO THE DEGENERATING
POSTURE OF STATE TAXATION. AS YOU KNOW, SPECIAL LEGISLATION ENACTED
TO APPLY SOLELY TO THE TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE HAS RESULTED IN COMPLEX
LITIGATION WHICH MAY DELAY CONSTRUCTION AND POSTPONE PRODUCTION OF OIL
AND GAS FROM PRUDHOE BAY ALONG WITH THE FLOW OF REVENUE AND ECONOMIC
BENEFITS WHICH RESULT THEREFROM.

ENACTMENT OF HOUSE BILL NO. 59 WOULD BE ALL THE MORE REGRETABLE
BECAUSE IT IS BY NO MEANS NECESSARY TO ANY EFFORT TO LEVY A FAIR AND
PROPORTIONATE TAX ON THE PROPERTY AND ACTIVITY WHICH WILL BE INVOLVED
IN THE TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE SYSTEM. THE RECORD CLEARLY SHOWS THAT

( THERE HAS NEVER BEEN THE SLIGHTEST OBJECTION FROM THE PETROLEUM
) INDUSTRY OR THE OWNERS OF THE TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE SYSTEM TO LEGISL
»JV\/HICH APPLIES EQUALLY TO ALL CITIZENS AND TAaPAYERS IN THE TAXING

/" JURISDICTION.

THERE IS NO DOUBT WHATEVER THAT IF AND WHEN OIL PRODUCTION STARTS
AT PRUDHOE BAY AND MOVES THROUGH THE TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE SYSTEM TO

VALDEZ, THE OIL INDUSTRY WILL PROVIDE THE LARGEST SHARE OF STATE REVENUE



THROUGH ROYALTY AND TAXES. IT IS THUS UNFAIR AND UNNECESSARY CREATE
SPECIAL AND DISCRIMINATORY TAXES ON THE TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE SYSTEM.
SINCE IT WILL BE ONE OF THE MAJOR ECONOMIC UNITS IN ALASKA AND WILL
EMPLOY PROPERTY OF GREAT VALUE, IT IS INEVITABLE THAT ANY FAIR, EQUITABLE
AND FAR-SIGHTED TAX PROGRAM WILL DERIVE A MAJOR PORTION OF ITS REVENUE
FROM THE PIPELINE.

IN CONCLUSION, | WOULD EMPHASIZE THAT WE REQUEST NO EXEMPTIONS
WHATEVER FROM ANY TAXATION, BUT ONLY THAT WE BE SPARED THE BURDEN OF
SPECIAL AND DISCRIMINATORY TAXATION. S BELIEVE THAT THIS BILL IS
DISCRIMINATORY, UNFAIR, PREMATURE AND THAT IT SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED
FURTHER AT THIS TIME. WE BELIEVE THAT ANY TAXATION OF THE TRANS
ALASKA PIPELINE SYSTEM SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AS PART OF AND COORDINATED
WITH A LONG-TERM TAX PROGRAM OF THE STATE AS IT APPLIES NOT ONLY TO
TRANSPORTATION OF OIL AND GAS BUT TO OTHER ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AS WELL.
WHEN CONSIDERED IN THAT CONTEXT, WE ARE CONFIDENT THAT THIS AND FUTURE
ALASKAN LEGISLATURES WILL TAX THE TRANS ALASKA PIPELINE SYSTEM AS AN
INTEGRAL PART OF A COORDINATED PROGRAM OF TAXATION WHICH WILL NOT SINGLE
OUT ANY ACTIVITY OR INDUSTRY TO BEAR A DISCRIMINATORY OR DISPROPORTIONATE

SHARE OF THE TAX BURDEN OF THE STATE.



March 19, 1973,

Rep. Selwyn Carroll and
Rep. Larry Peterson
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Sirs: H. B. No. 245.

As per your request when you were in Fairbanks
I give you the following analysis of the above Bill:

1. At page -I1-, lines 13 and 14, it states that
the tax (and exemptions) shall apply to real and tangible .
personal property "employed in the production and transpor-
tation™ of unrefined oiL and gas.

This means that no tax could he levied by any city,
borough or school district on any oi 1 producing”equlpinepL
in their districts except as outlined 1In Il. Il. 245. This
is not, therefore, a pipe line hill hut Includes all pro-
ducing leases. By way of example the Kenai Borough Is
now receiving some tn.ves from oLl producing equipment
(which lor a long, time were tax free) but this would be
abolished under the above provision. This would also
abolish the taxing of such equipment by ;school districts,
cities or other government subdivisions. The Impact Is
on these communities to provide schools, utilities and
other facilities for the development of the oil fields
but the taxing authority would be takbn away by this bill.

2. Lines 25 through 29 again stalest hat the only
tax local government can levy on such "taxable real and
tangible personal property employed in the production
and transportation of unrefined oil and gas." Is a levy
of not more than 20 mills on not more than 25 per cent
of the full and true value of such taxable property.
ThLs again exempts from local taxation 75% of the taxable
property and limits such taxation on the remaining 257«
by local government to 20 mills.



Under Sec, 43.56.020 headed "EXEMPTIONS" Page 2,
Lines 5 through 7 and Under Sec. 43.56.030, headed 'IN
PLACE OF OTHER TAXES" it provides:

"the following property is exempt from the tax
levied under this chapter: (1) producing oil

or gas leases; (2) oil and gas produced in tilt
state upon which gross production taxes are paid
under AS 43.55."

This means that all producing oil and gas leases and
probably all equipment located thereon would be exempt

from taxation under the bill. It further means that all
oil in storage in tanks on tank farms and leases, and

all oil in pipe lines would be exempt from taxation. This
is a very sizeable amount of personal property. L do not
have the exact figures but the oil in the TrnnsAlaska
Pipe Line (or Alyeslca) would amount to many millions of
dollars worth of oil. In addition that in storage would

also be large. These products would ordinarily be taxable
as personal property and are taxed in most other oil
producing states as such. This bi'.l would exempt this
property from taxes and Lines 8 through 11 provide that
they would he jji lieu of all ad vaLorem taxes on properly
subject to tax under this bill or any that are "hereafter
imposed by the state, or by a city or borough”. (Lines 10
and 11, Page 2).

Sec. 43.50.040, headed "ASSESSMENT" provides
that the assessment of such property shall be

"carried out by the state assessor”.

and that
"the state assessor shall function Jit
pl.ncii_oJ*_t;he_Loual assessor., and the
Stale Assessment Review Board shall
function in the place of the assembly or
council sitting as a board of equalization.”

Sec. 43,56.050 (Lines 19, 20, 21, then provides

"The Covornor shall appoint at least
five qualifled persons to serve at his
pleasure as the State Assessment Keview
Board."

In ordinary language this means that no local government
would have any authority over the assessment of such taxes

but that the same would be done by Stale Officer: who were



appointor] by the Governor and who could be fired by him
when he desired. These officers would have the power to
reduce the assessed valuation of such property to a min-
imum and the property would not be assessed by the same
officers who assessed other property in such districts,
boroughs and cities. These offices would be sought by
‘the owners of such oil producing and transportation equip-
ment and they would try to stack them with their friends
in order to reauce their taxes as much as possible. This
could mean the loss of millions and millions of dollars
in taxation to the boroughs, cities, school districts and
state.

Line 1, page 3, provides that such taxes, including

that due the boroughs, school districts and cities,
ft ie, " A e 'f.

*.j ®, ) L d

"is payable in full to the Department
of Revenue".

This is followed at lines 26 and 27, page 3, with

"The revenue from the tax levied under this
chapter shall be deposited in the general.
fund."

This means that even the 23% that was reserved for localL
government would be paid into the General Fund of the
State of Alaska and that if it was not first used for
some other purpose that it would be returned to such

local governments IF (1) A bill was introduced in each
legislative session requesting the payment of the same
to such localL bodies, and,(2) Such bill was passed by such

future legislative bodies and was not vetoed by the
Governor.

Secti9n 43.36.120 Then provides that the

"State Assessor and the Department of Revenue
may. adopt regulations as .appropriate to_carry
out their respective duties under this chapter.

This gives away some more legislative power to a bureau.
The same bureau that is appointed to assess, and collect,
such taxes. This delegating of law-making power to those
who are to enforce the laws and who arc not elected by
the people gives to tho enforcer the power to make the
laws-— when the enforcers will be appointed under strong
political pressure and may not represent the interests of
the peoplejef the Stale ol Alaska.



Sec. 43.56.120, provides that "taxable, real and
tangible personal property” means’machinery, appliances
and equipment used in the operation of wells producing
oil or gas and tank farms, tanker_terminats, gatherings
and transmission lines, and related facilities.” (Lines
6 through 13. This means that there will be no local
taxation of any oil producing or transporting equipment
in the State of Alaska— although the schools, utilities,
housing, libraries, streets, police protection, and all
other local government functions that are needed for the
employees of the owners of such equipment, and the owners
themselves, will have to be furnished mainly at the ex-
pense of the other taxpayers in the communities in which
such oil production is located and through which such
pipelines pass.

It is my opinion that if this Dbill is passed in
this form that the State of Alaska should abolish all
forms of local government and provide that ever/facility
in the State of Alaska should be furnished by the State.

Hoping these coments may be helpful to you, T ain

Sincerely yours,

1555 Westwood Way /
Fairbanks, ALaska 99701






OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

2211 Sunrise Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

February 12, 1973

Representative lenie Chance
Pouch 7
Juneau, AK 99201

Re1 Il.lemorandun - fluoridation

Incorporation of the provisions of HB81 in the responsibil-
ities of either the Deot. of Health & Social Service or the
Dept, of Environmental Conservation would be acceptable to

the Alaska Der.tal Society as long as positive results w>re
obtained. It does seem appropriate to put the statute deal-
ing with fluoridation under a section headed "Disease Control"
for that indeed is what its purpose is to control caries which
is truly a rampant disease.

We do understand the practical difficulties involved in small
muncipal v/ater supplies. 3>t as Ir. Brewer states, a majority
of the lar*e r.ur.cipalities have fluoridated water thus already
facins the problem. | would not advise that ve !'"*.it the pop-
ulation to 2,000 or 3,000 for it is in the smaller communities
and villages that dental disease is most rampant and where
professional help is least available. Research in fluo'‘idators
have rapidly advanced. There arc available simple inexpensive
units that can be used for as small a water supply as that used
in an individual home. | will send you brochures on these
units under senarate cover. As you will see, "capability of
providing fluoridation™ exists everywhere.

Sincerelv.

g» t. y.orrow, D.r.D,
Executive Director

crb
Enclosure 3



February 12, 1973

ccs Honorable Max C. Brewer
Honorable Bradr.er
Honorable '711lard Bowman
Honorable Hu~h Halone
v~AHonorable Solwyn Carrol
Honorable Helen Beirne
Honorable kilo Fritz
Honorable Charles C. De”r.an
Hr. Caleb Fun”owiyi
Dr. Tom Austin
Dr. Joshua Hri.jht
Mr. Harry Porter

P. S. Public Law 86-121 provides a mechanism for the U. S. Public
Health Service to provide*fluo”idators to communities where 80.H
of the population arc their ooneficiaries.



FLUORIDATED WATER SUPPLIES

Community Population Served Date of Chemical Knowr.
1970 Preliminary Census Installation

Anchorage 46,:.37 1953 Na2SiF6
Douglas 1,237 1964 Na2Sif6
Eielson AFB ** 5,232 « 1908 NA
Elmendorf AFB ** 13,700 1957 NA
Fairbanks 14,336 1962 Na2SjF6
Fort Richardson ** 10,500 1957 NA
Fort Wainwright ** 8,800 1957 NA
Mt. Edgecombe 1,900 1963 NAF
Sitka 3,327 1963 NA
USN Kodiak ** 3,500 1961 NA
Metlakatla * 160 Homes 1963 NaF
Yakutat * 47 Homes 1963 NaF
Angoon * 60 Homes 1964 NaF
Unalaklect * 110 Homes 1965 NaF
Old Harbor * 41 Homes 1969 NaF
Ouzinkie * 43 Homes 1969 NaF
Port Liens * 42 Homes 1968 NaF
English Bay * 16 Homes 1966 NaF
Hoonah * 175 Homes 1966 NA
Holy Cross * 38 Homes 1969 NaF
Russian Mission * 28 Homes 1909 NaF
Hydnburg * NA Homes XA NaF
Goodnews Bay * 39 Homes 1971 NaF

Bethel * 200 Homes 1971 NaF



FLUORIDATED WATER SUPPLIES

Community Population Served Date of

1970 Preliminary Census Installation

Chemical Known

1 *
Minto 35 Homes 1971 NaF
Lower Kalskag * 36 Homes 1971 NeF
Chistochina * 9 Homes 1971 NaF
*
Dot Lake 9 Homes 1971 NaF
<t o [is?
'NA = Not Available Esi Py - iS5

* USPHS Indian Health Service |nstallations
** Federal Installations

of.  { v i* < f'om

JE/ I« o] < fUJ1 -
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Y/ILIIAM A. [CAH, GOV Mm
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ADEPT. OIF EJAVFIaONMENTIAIL CONSEIRVA"HTON ~*
POUCH O —JUNEAU 99301
January 26, 1973

Tlie Honorable Helen Bieme, Chairman
Health, Welfare and Education Committee
House of Representatives

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mrs. Bieme:
Re:  MB 811 Mandatory Fluoridation

In accordance with the authority set forth in AS 46.03.020(10)(C),

I suggest the desirability of incorporating the provisions of House
Bill 81 into the program of the Department of Environmental Conserva-
tion, rather than into the Department of Health and Social Services.
Whereas the.bill deals with the engineering aspects of fluoridating
public water supplies, it proposes that- the new material be inserted
as AS ib.i5-.21U, a section dealing with a variety of infectious and
contagious diseases under the heading of "Disease Control.”" While
proper fluoridation has been shown to be an effective preventative
against dental caries, specific requirements of this legislation
are engineering in natureV Emmmeeee

As you consider tins bill, | should like also to invite your attention
to certain practical difficulties which will be involved, no matter
who is to administer it. hhcre fluoridation has been mandated in the.
contiiinous 48 states, whether bv legislation or bv regulation, it
JbiLa-hseiUsaomQIl, yracD cc to establish apopulation thresho Ld, such

as 2.QUO or 3.000 ..persons .Lth. inunicipalitv". above wmch Etfi flpp u r
cation ol fluoride becomes mandatory. If this suggestion were followed
in Alaska, fluoridation could become practical. Vvnry smnl 1 Imniri -
-DUIitks. here luivc experienced considerable difficulty in attempting
tc mamtani even d:lorin.ition, much less the more: difficult practice
of fluoridation. A prime example is the situation during the winter
of 1.971-72 when several hundred persons in Cordova became ill because
the chlorination equipment hnj failed and new parts had not arrived.

It is also interesting to note that most major communities in Alaska
with the capability of providing fluoridation, already do so, and



The Honorable Helen Il eme -2- luary 26, 1973

that for many years Alaska has appeared in the top ranking of the
U.S. Public Health Service listing of percentage of persons receivin
fluoridated water from municipal supplies.

Sincerely yours,

Max C. Brewer
Commissioner

cc  Tne Honorable Genie Qiance
The Honorable Mike Bradner
The Honorable Willard Bowman
The Honorable Hugh Malone

(same letter to The Honorable Selwyn Carroll)



Figure 12. Fluoridation Check-List

Chemical And System

Water Flow Rate
Population Served By

System Or Each Well Of

Multiple-Well System

Chemical Cost, FOB
Manufacturer

Chemical Cost/ib
Fluoiide lon

Equipment Cost/Unit
Equipment Required

Feed Accuracy

Chemical Specifications

And Availability

Handling Requirements

Feeding Point

Other Requirements

liar aids

Sodium Fluoride
Manual Solution
Preparation

Less Than 500 gpm

Less Than 5000

22-25"/1b
50-57,

$100 -S500

Solution Feeder,
Mixing Tank, Scales,
Mixer

Depends On Solution
Preparation And
Feeder

Crystalline NaF,
Dust-Ftee. In Bags
Or Drums. Generally
Available.

Weighing, Mixing,
Measuring

Injection Into
Filter Effluent Line
Or Main

Solution Water May
Require Softening

Dust, Spillage,
mSolution Preparation
Unor

Sodium Tluoride
Automatic Solution
Preparation

Less Than 2000 gpm

Less Than 10,000

20-22v'/Ib
46-SO0rf

5500-$1000

Solution Feeder,
Saturator, Water
Meter

Depends On Feeder

Downflow eCoarse
Crystalline NaF

In Bags Or Drums.
May Be Scarce.
Upllow -Fine
Crystalline NaF

Dumping Whole Bags
Only

Injection Into
Filter Ltlluent
tine Or Main

Solution Water May
Requite Softening

Dust, Spdiage

8 - 15/l
(10 i Bisis)
33-63;

$250 And Up

Solution Feeder,

Scales, Measuring
Container, Mixing
Tank, Mixer

Depends On Solution
Preparation And
Feeder

Low-Silica Or
Fortified Acid In
Drums Or Carboys.
Generally Avail-
able.

Pouring Or Siphon-
ing, Measuring,
Mixing, Weighing
Injection Into
Filler Elfluent
Line Or Main

Dilution Water May
Require Softening

Corrosion, Fumes,
Spillage, Solution
Preparation Ettot
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March 28, 1974

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol

Chainnan, House Committee on Conmunity
and Regional Affairs

Alaska State House

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Carrol:

Commissioner Max Brewer and 1 appreciated being given the opportunity to
answer questions at your committee hearing Monday morning, March 25, 1971.

In response to Representative Terry Cardiner's inquiry regarding the cost
of fluoridation, 1 have enclosed a copy of a summary tabic prepared by the
Hnvironmental Protection Agency in 1972 and applicable for lowct States.
The equipment costs do not include installation, nor do they include the
cost of a water softener which would be required for waters with hardness
greater than 75 ppm (very "soft" water).

Further, | have obtained information from Juneau indicating their total
equipment and installation cost was approximately $5000 (approximately
$0.65 per capita). Chemicals cost $0.50 per pound (compared with $0.15 per
pound in the table) and their estimated operating cost is $0.50 pier capita
per year (compared with $0.16 per capita |>er year on a national level).

For remote communities and very small installations such as schools | do
not have this information, however, the unit costs for transportation and
labor arc likely to be considerably more.

Nevertheless, as we indicated ut the meeting, it is not the cost that is of
concern to us so much as it is insuring that fluoridation will he provided
only for tlioso water supplies which have adequate control over operation
and maintainance of their systems on a continuous basis after they are
installed.



Representative Carrol -2 - March 28,

Ple.ise feel free to contact us further should there be additional
questions.

Sincerely,

W Sc* bner, Chief
General Engineering Section

cc: Representative Terry Gardiner
Guy Van Doren

1974






March 14# 1974

The honorable Hugh Malone
Alaska llouse of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau# Alaska 99001

Dear Mr. ‘'.alone:

There isin error in the computation on which the fiscal
estimate of proposed CSIID 87 is based.

The population estimate of the Fairbanks-Korth Star Borough
s.iould r<\J 32#530. At $5 per capita, tiic entitlement
would art mt to $162, C90; under the sliding scale formula#
the estii .to should read $136,614.
Tnc nnalj is totals sliould be adjusted to read:

Proposed CSliiJ 87 $ 1# 047# 810

Sliding scale approach $1,057,392

Individual municipal entitlements are recounted in tile
attached work papers.

| regret the error.

Very truly yours,

John B. Chonowcth
Director

J B C :b*j
hnclosuroa



N PROPOSED
CS FO3 HOUSE BILL NO. 8V
Fiscal Note Analysis
Community and Regional Affairs
Local Government Assistance

Borough or Fy 74 Sliding
Municipality Population _ Scale
with Permits Estimate $5/Capita See Below
¢+"Anchorage Borough 67,383 $ 336,915 $ 241,149
Anchorage,City of 58,718 293,590 215,154
¢Fairbanks Borough 32,538 162,690 136,614
Kenai 3,533 17,665 32,665
Kenai Peninsula Borough

¢¢¢ Sterling 30 150 300
Ketchikan 7,386 36, 930 51,930
Mat.~Su. Borough

***  Big Lake 47 235 470

Butte 1,297 6,485 12,970

***A  Lake Louise

PPPP  Sunshine

Sutton 356 1,780 3,560

PPP Talkectna 240 1,200 2,400
W asilla 1,650 8,250 16,500

PPP - Willow 50 250 500
Sitka Borough 6,109 30,545 45,545
Soldotna 1,202 6, 010 12,020
Valdez 1,106 5, 530 11,060
TOTAL $ 908,225 $ 782,837

¢Military Bases Excluded
*¢Anchorage Borough
Minus Anchorage, City of
¢“ Census rigures--1973 Estimatos--see assumptions attacliment
¢***Population Data unavailable
SLIDING SCALE:
$10 per capita for first 3,000 of population
$ 5 per capita for next 9,000 of population
$ 3 per capita for all above 12,000 of population



CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 87
Fiscal Note Analysis
Community And Regional Affairs
Local Government Assistance

Municir 1lities Sl iding
Expected to FY174_ ) Scale
jualify by 7/1/74 Population $5/Capi ta See Below
Barrow 2,307 S 11,535 $ 23,070
Cordov 2,114 10,570 21,140
Homer 1,243 6,215 12,430
Kodiak 3,923 17,615 34,615
Home 2,427 12,135 24,270
Palmer 1,409 7,045 14,090
Peters urg 2,126 10,630 21,260
Seward 1,823 9,115 18,230
Skagwa 675 3,375 6,750
TOTALS $ 90,235 $175,855
lunicipa ifies
Expecte I To
Qualify fter
7T
Bethel 2,921 $ 14,605 $ 29,210
Delta motion 703 3,515 7.030
Di llin wm 999 4,995 9,990
Ha ines 1,093 5,465 10,930
Kotzel 2,125 10,625 21,250
. ragr.- 2 ,U<:9 10, 45 20,290
TOTALS: $ 49,350 $ 98,700

lote: N tices concerning refine collection or sanitary fills were mailed to all municipalities
c 'Hs page. Enviornm&ntal Conservation estimated first section would qualify by
7 74. Second s-.ction would qualify @ some later date.

(continued on page 2-A) (2



, r\
5ljdin Scale:

$10 ier capita forfirst 3,000 of population
$ 5 |jr capita for next 9,000 of population

$: ler capita forail above 11,100 of population

(2-A)



CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 87
Fiscal Note Analysis
Community ana Regional Affairs
Local Government Assistance

Assu iptions:

1) Borough and Municipality info received from Dept, of Enviornmental
Conservation

2) Fire Service Area Population not included

3) City £ Borough cf Juneau would not qualify because their permit is only
for an auto dump

4) Census information where marked derived in following manner:

1970 Census Atlas-Dcpt. of Labor Figi/res multiplied by " increase as shown

in estimates of civilian population, Net change 1970-1973 of State of
Alasli current population estimates b> Census Divisions 7/1/73-Dept. of
Labor.

5) AIll other FY 71 Population information derived from Revenue Sharing
Figures FY 1974.
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January 30, 1973

The Honorable Helen Beirne
Chairman, Health, Welfare

and Education Committee
State House of Representatives
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Beirne:

I have reviewed House Bill No. 87 in the light of our discus-
sions and the intent of the Bill, i.e., to assist in solving
the solid waste problem in Alaska.

Under the Revenue Sharing Act we find two items of interest:

1) Sec. 43.18.010(f). "Funds received by a city,
borough or service area under this section may be
expended for any public purpose for which it has
power to expend public funds, except as provided
in (h) of this section.” The underlining 13 mine.

As HB No. 87 is written under this section,
I do not believe that it would be necessary for a
city to provide much in the way of an effective
solid waste management program in order to qualify
for receiving the money. Perhaps just opening or
designating an abandoned gravel pit as the town'3
dump would be sufficient to technically qualify as
a management program.

2) Sec. 43.18.030. Local tax levy reduction. (a)
"The intent of this chapter in authorizing state
aid for municipal purposes i3 that local govern-
ments which levy property taxes reduce tho3e levies
in reasonable proportion to the amount of state aid
received by a local government for a given fiscal
year,” The implication is that the State will
assume part of tho cost of an on-going program rather
than adding to an existing program or causing the
nitiation of a new program. Since many of the
communities do not have much in the way of an
existing program, the levy reduction intent woul



The Honorable Helen Beirne 2 January 30, 1973

appear to mitigate against upgrading present
practices,

A third item of interest is that the Revenue Sharing portion
of the statutes appear to be limited to municipalities and
boroughs and thus HB No. 87 would appear not to assist in
altacking the s otid _waste,.probTerir~aldhg~the~~~roads~IrflEhe
unorganized areas where it is very obvious in need oF~solutfon.

| suggest that the following change in HB No. 87 would more
accurately follow your intent if the Bill remains under the
Revenue Sharing chapter:

"(7) $5 per capita to general law or home rule
municipalities providing a solid waste management
program which is approved by the Department of
Environmental Conservation.

This would require an annual review of the communities' solid
waste programs and provide a rough evaluation as to whether
the money provided was actually being spent toward solving
the solid waste problem,

A companion effort could be an increase in the funds used by
the Division of Parks to provide additional solid waste col] c-
tion service along the roads in the State. | believe that at
least a portion of these funds are now appropriated to the
Department of Highways for whom the Division of Parks accom-
plishes the work.

Another anproach that could be considered to accomplish thi3
task might be through a grant program to whatever unit of
government was engaging in a solid v/aste management program

or which desired to engage in such a program. This would
remove the program from the Revenue Sharing chapter and more
forcefully direct the effort toward the intended purpose. One
danger with a grant program i3 that people often wish to use
it for planning purposes. In the case of solid waste improve-
ment, generally | would be far less interested in "planning"
than 1 would be in actually "picking up" and properly "disposing
of" the solid waste.

I have not reviewed these ideas with the Department of
Administration to determine where in the listing of priorities
such proposals for funding might fall. However, | very much
appreciate your efforts in trying to solve this very difficult
problem throughout the State.

Sincerely,

Max C. Brewer
Commissioner
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March 23, 1973

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol

Alaska State House of
Representatives

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Carrol:

As requested by the House Committee on Community and Regional Affairs, the

enclosed draft legislation has been prepared in response to my testimony on
House Bill 108. The draft legislation hopefully responds to the expressed

concern of the Committee. Attached to the draftis a list of communities

eligible for State aid under the proposal, their populations and the total

amount of State aid provided under the proposal.

Enclosed also is a list of Alaska Native villages which have been identified
by the U. S. Treasury Department, with Bureau of Indian Affairs assistance,
as providing "general governmental services" thereby qualifying for federal
revenue sharing. The list also contains Native village populations and the
amount of federal revenue sharing each has received.

For the Information of your Committee, federal reven s sharing to Native
villages, as opposed to municipal corporations, is distributed on the basis of
population only. Payment is made to each village in a Census District, from
the amount of money allocated to that Census District, based on a percentage
of that village's population to the total population of the Census District.
The Native village distribution is made before distributions are made to
municipal corporations in the Census District. Native villages must account
for funds received in the same manner as municipal corporations.

I am available at your convenience to discuss these matters.

Sincerely,

Byron |. Maiiott
Commissioner

BIMrmw
Enclosure

cc: Representative Terry Gardiner
w/ attachments



An Act Providing State-Shared Revenues for Unincorporated Communities; and

Providing for an tffective Date.

Section Cne. AS 43.18 is amended by adding a new Article to read:

ARTICLE 4

Section 43.18.400. State aid to communities not incorporated as Alaska
Municipal Corporations: (a) During each fiscal year the State shall pay
to unincorporated communities §:0 per capita for the purpose of encouraging
communities to ascertain priorities for future community development, to
plan for the provision of future local governmental services, and as a
secondary purpose to provide neeoed community services, not inconsistent
with applicable State statutes in accordance with priorities and plans

developed under this section.

(b) Payment shall be made to non-profit corporations or associations
organized 1n eligible communities certifying to the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs that their membership is open to and broadly repre-
sentative of all the residents of the community and certifying that their

Intent is to carry out the purposes of this act.

(c) State-shared revenues payable under this section may be paid for
a period of three years upon annual application following date of receipt
and approval of certification by the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, or until a community 1s Incorporated as a cl :y under the laws of

the State of Alaska, whichever comes first.

(d) Funds received by the non-profit designee 1 n an unincorporated
community may be expended for any purpose for which the designee has

authority to expend funds consistent with the purposes of this section.



(e) Non-profit designees receiving funds by operation of this section
shall file with the Department of Community and Regional Affairs a statement
of annual income and expenditures and a repcrt generally stating the pur-
poses for which the funds were expended. Compliance with the provisions
of this section is a prerequisite to receipt of State-shared revenues
under AS 43.18. The State shall withhold allocation under this chapter
in the event of noncompliance until such time as the report requirements

are complied with.

(f) The Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall establish

standard application and reporting forms to meet requirements of this section.

(g) In this section "unincorporated community" means community not
incorporated as a city of the first or second class under the laws of the

State of Alaska and having a permanent resident population of 25 or more.

(h) The Department of Community and Regional Affairs may adopt regula-

tions to carry out the purposes of this section.

Section 43.18.410. Unincorporated communities service account established:
(a) The unincorporated communities services account 1ls established. Funds
to carry out the provisions of section 400 of this chapter may be appro-
priated annually by the Legislature to the account. [If amounts in the
account are insufficient for the purpose -of each community's share
authorized under section 400 of this chapter, such funds as are available

shall be distributed prorata among eligible communities.

(b) Money 1n the unincorporated communities services account which, at

the end of the fiscal year for which money 1s appropriated, exceeds the



amount required for the allocation authorized in this chapter reverts to

the general fund.

Section Two. This act takes effect on July 1, 1973.
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Files
March 20, 1573
rww Byron I. Mallott SURJECT: Federal Revenue Sharing

Comm ssioner

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs through the Office of
the Governor has submitted the following proposals for rule changes to
the Office of Revenue Sharing, Department of the Treasury. The proposed
changes pertain to the draft final regulations prepared by the U. S.
Treasury Department to govern administration of the State and Local
Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, (Federal Revenue Sharing).

The proposed changes are generally procedural in nature. Departmental
observations and comments upon substantive matters in the Act have
been expressed verbally and in writing during the past six months to
appropriate Federal officials.

The following comments arc offered with respect to the draft final
regulations prepared by the U. S. Treasury Department to govern admini-
stration of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 19/2. I have
arranged my comments below pertaining to each section of the craft
regulations in the order these sections appear in the regulations.

Section 51.2(in): The following phrase should be deleted: "The term
"unffof local government®™ shall also include the recognized governing
body of an Indian Tribe or Alaskan Native Village which performs sub-
stantial governmental functions.” Local government units in Alaska
are only cities and boroughs incorporated under the laws of the State
of Alaska, 1i.e., political subdivisions of the State. The term "Local
Governments”™ should not be synonomous with Alaska Native Villages in
these regulations.

Section 51.3: Refine the term "recipient government”: Divide into three
classes: State Governments, Local Governments, and Indian Tribes or
Alaskan Native Villages. Also, the Governor of the State should be
notified of the failure of any of the State"s political subdivisions,
Indiar Tribes or Native Villages to comply with provisions of the Act

or regulations and receive a copy of all notices sent to recipients
pertaining to failjres to comply with either the Act or regulations.
This section should contain the phrase, "if the Secretary determines
that a recipient has failed to comply with any provisions of this part
and after giving reasonable notice and opportunity for a hearing to

the Governor in the case of a state and the Governor and Chief Executive
Offices in the case of a recipient other than a state government..."

Section 51.10(b): A minimum of sixty (GO) days should be specified
as a period for transmittal and receipt by treasury of assurances.

f
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Many of Alaska®s local governments arc remote, have sporadic mail service
and part-time rural government administrative structures.

Section_51.11 (c): Allow at least sixty (60) days for the receipt of

anr.af use Reports. Delete the two columns requiring percentage amouncs
for transfers to other governments dealing with maintenance of existing
services and new or expanded services. This information is not available
and would be impossible to determine in most state transfers to other
governments. Delete the percentage estimates of what expenditures will
be used to compensate additional personnel.

Section 51.11(b): Waive this requirement for local governments with
populations ot less than 500 or substitute state reporting requirements
imposed on units of local government of this size end capacity. Due to
very limited revenues and lack of trained accounting end administrative
personnel, few small units of local government in Alaska would be able
to meet this reporting requirement without a great deal of difficulty.

Section 51.14: Should be amended as follows:

(L All data elements which form the basis of entitlement
allocations for revenue sharing shall be made available upon
request to the recipient governments, and '"the Secretary shall
furnish the Governor of the State complete data elements for

any of the local governments located in that state, upon request
of the Governor."

(@) Each recipient local government shall furnish the
Governor copies of all data and information requested by
federal agencies concerning revenue sharing entitlements.

Section 51.20(@): The terms '"such other sources of data"™ should be further
defined.

Section 51.20(b)(3): Local governments ought to have an opportunity to
review and comiiient on the Secretary"s final determination.
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*0 any reservation wherein a majority of the adult
endiaus. voting at a special election duly called by the
S-cretary of the Interior, shall vote against Its ap-
- .cation. It shall be the duty of the Secretary of the
e -terior. within one year after June 18. 1934, to call
:ch an election, which election shall be held by
Jret ballot upon thirty days’notice. (June 18,1934.
n. 376. S 18. 48 Stat. 988. >
BnTNHIONS or Time

The lime for holding on election under thle section
IU extended to June 18. 1038. by act June 1S. 1035. ch.
«0 3. 49 8t»t. 378.

Act June 1S. 1035. ch. 380, | 3. 49 Stat. 378 provided that

periods of trust or the restrictions on alienation of
clian lands should bo extended to Dec. 31. 1030, In cose

f .i vote against the nppllcatioi. of scetlcna 461. 461. 463.
*-4. 465, 466—470. 471—A473, 474, 475, 476—478, and 479
I this title.

Cross RtmtNcrs

Right-of-way grant, conucnt of tribal offlclala. nee nec-
IWB 334 of this title.

1178*. Procedure.

In any election heretofore or hereafter held under
vrctlons 461, 462, 463. 464 465, 406—470, 471—473.
<74, 475, 476— -178, and 479 of this title, on the ques-
tion of excluding a reservation from the application
M the said sections or on the question of adopting n
eonttltutlon and bylaws or amendments thereto or
on the question of ratifying a charter, the vote of a
majority of those actually voting shall be necessary
»nd sufficient to effectuate such exclusion, adoption,

r ratification, as the case may be: Provided, how-
<-irr. That In each Instance the total vote cast shall
snt be less than 30 per centum of those entitled to
*Mf (June 15, 1935, ch. 200. 5 1. 49 Stat. 378.>

* 1M1 l.«w». trestle* and right* unaffected by pas-
sage of sections 461 to 479.
All laws, general and special, and all treaty pro-
v.'ions affecting any Indian reservation which lias
ted or may vote to exclude Itself from the uppli-
metion of sections 401, 462. 463, 464, 465, 466— (70.
471 -473, 474. 475, 476—478, and 479 of this title shall
v deemed to have been continuously effective os to
wh reservation, notwithstanding the passage of
>d sections. Nothing In said sections shall be con-
rued to abrogate cr Impair any rights guaranteed
"iff any existing treaty with any Indian tribe,
ehere such tribe voted not to exclude Itself from the
:-cation of said sections. (June 15.1935, ch. 260.
* 49 8tat. 378.)

~ N N

' 179, Definitions. 1

:,-eterm ”Indian” as used In sections 461. 482. 46|A
7)) 465. 466-470. 471—A473, 474. 475. 470—478, nn(K
1 Jof this title shall include all persons of Indian de- \

ut who are members of uny recognized Indian

now under Federal Jurisdiction, and all per-

who are descendants of such members who were.

1 1, 1934, residing within the present bound-

<f any Indian reservation, and shall further /

ill other persons of one-half or more Indian /
For the purposes of said sections. Eskimos]
“’iv r aboriginal peoples of Alaska shall be con-1
'l Indians  The term "tribe" wherever used In |
Hon< shall be construed to refer to any Indian
‘(-ani/edt nd. pueblo, or the Indians residing
“reservation The words "adult Indians' wher-
wed In said sections shall be construed to refer

0-415—viil. 0------ 1

X
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to Indians who have attained the age of twenty-one
years. (June 18. 1934. ch. 576, J 19. 4;i Stat. 988)

Admission or Alaska as State

Admission of Alaska Into the TJnlon was iccompllsT/d
Jan. 3, 1959 upon Issuance of Proc. No. 3’69. Jan. 3,
1959, 34 PH. 81. 73 Stat. cl0, as required by sectlocs
1 and 8(c) of Pub. L. 85-508, July 7. 1958. 72 Stat 339,
set out as notes preceding section 21 of Title 48. Ter-
ritories and Insular Possessions.

Cross Reverences

Right-of-way grant, consent of tribal official*, see sec-
Uon 324 of this title.

8 480. Indians eligible for loans.

On and after May 10, 1939 no Individual of less
than one-quarter degree of Indinn blood shull be
eligible for a loan from funds made available In
accordance with the provisions of sections 461, 462.
463. 464. 465. 466-470, 471—A473. 474. 475. 470—4i8.
473. and 501—509 of this tltl" (May 10. 1)39. ch
119. J 1. 53 Stat. 698.)

8481. Tribal organi: .ng work; allowance In Indians
(raveling away from home.

CoDiriCATroN

Section, act July 2. 1942, ch. 473. 11 58 Stat. 513. was
from Uie Interior Department Appropriation Act. 1943.
aud was not repeated In subsequent appropriation acts.

Similar Provisions

Similar provisions were contained In the following prior
appropriation acts:

1941—June 28. 1041.ch. 259. | I, 55 Stat. 311.

1940—Jims 18. 1940.ch. 305. | 1,54 Stat 413.

1030—May 10, 1039, ch. 119.t 1.53 Slut. 093

8482. Revolving fund; loans; regulations.

The Secretary of the Interior, or his designated
representative. Is authorized, under such regulations
as the Secretary may prescribe, to make loans from
the revolving fund established pursuant to sections
461. 462, 403. 464, 465, 406—A470. 471—473, 474. 475.
476—478. and 470 of this title and sections 501—509
of this title, to tribes, bands, groups, and Individual
Indians, not otherwise eligible for loans under said
sections: Provided, Thnt no portion of these funds
shall be loaned to Indians of less than one-quarter
Indian blood (May 7. 1948, ch 266. 62 Stat 211.)

§4S3. Sale of land by individual Indian owner*.
The Secretary of the Interior, or his duly author-
ized representative, is authorized In his discretion,
and upon application of the Indian owners, to Issue
patents In fee. to remove restrictions against aliena-
tion. and to approve conveyances, with respect to
lands or Interests In lands held by individual Indians
under tne provisions of sections 461. 462, 463, 464.
465. 468—470, 471—A473, 474, 475, 470—478. and 479
of this title, or sections 501—509 of this title. (Muy

I’ 14. 1948, eh. 293. 62 Stat. 236.1

| fi48,7a. Mortgage* and deeds of trust by individual
Indian owners.
The individual Indian owners of any land which
either Is held by the United States in trust for them
or is subject to a restriction against alienation im-
posed by the United States are authorized, subject
" to approval by the Secretary of the Interior, to
J execute a mortgage or deed of trust to such land
| Such land shall be subject to foreclosure or sale pur-

suant to the terms of such mortgage or deed of trust
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It Is declared to be the Intent of Congress that no ex-
penditures for the benefit of Indians made out of ap-
propriations authorized by said sections of this title
shall be considered as offsets In any suit Drought to
recover upon any claim of such Indians against the
United States. (June 18. 1934. ch. 576. 115, 48 Stat.
987.)

Cross RmcarNcrs

Offsets against awards of Indian Claims Commission,
see section 70s of this title.

Right-of-way grant, consent of tribal officials, see sec-
tion 324 of this title

9 475a. Same; offsets of gratuities.

In all suits new pending in the Court of Claims by
an Indian tribe or band which have not been tried
or submitted, and In any suit hereafter filed In the
Court of Claims by any such tribe or band, the Court
of Claims is directed to consider and to offset against
any amount found due the said tribe or band all
sums expended gratuitously by the United States
for the benefit of the said tribe or band; and in all
coses now pending or hereafter filed In the Court of
Claims In which an Indian tribe or band is party
plaintiff, wherein the duty of the court is merely to
report Its findings ol fact and conclusions to Con-
gress, the said Court of Claims Is directed to In-
clude In Its report a statement of the amount of
money which has been expended by the United States
gratuitously for the benefit of the sn'd tribe or band;
Provided, That expenditures made prior to the date
of the Inw, treaty, agreement, or Executive order
under which the claims arise shnll not be offset
against the claims or claim asserted; and expendi-
tures under sections 461, 462, 463, 464, 485, 466—470,
471—A4T73, 474,475, 476—478, and 479 of this title shall
not be charged as offsets against any cmIim on behalf
of an Indian tribe or tribes now pending In the Court
of Claims or hereafter filed: Provided further, That
funds appropriated and expended from tribal funds
shall not be construed as gratuities: and this section
shall not be deemed to amend or affect the various
Acts granting Jurisdiction to the Court of Claims to
hear and determine the claims listed on page 678
of the hearings before the subcommittee of thp
House Committee on Appropriations on the second
deficiency appropriation bill for the fiscal year 1935:
And provided further, That no expenditure under
any emergency appropriation or allotment made sub-
sequently to March 4, 1933, and generally applicable
throughout the United States for relief In stricken
agricultural areas, relief from distress caused by
unemployment and conditions resulting therefrom,
the prosecution of publ'c works and public projects
for the relief of unemployment or to increase em-
ployment. and for work relief Uncluding the clvil-
works program' shall be considered In connection
wlih the operation of this section. ‘Auc 12, 1935
ch. 508. 52. 49 Stat. 596.)

Cuoss Itrrmi iycr-

Offae's against award* of Indian Claim* CnmniU%*lon.
see section 70a of this titter.

9 476. Orgsnirnlion of Indian tribes; rnntilitution and
bylaws; special election.

Any Indian tribe, or tribes, residing on the same
reservation, shall have the right to organize for Its
common welfare, and may adopt an appropriate con-

TITLE 25.—INDIANS
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stitution and bylaws, which shall become effective
when ratified by a majority vote of the adult mem-
bers of the tribe, or of the adult Indians residing on
such reservation, as the case may be, at a special
election authorized and called by the Secretary of
the Interior under such rules and regulations as he
may prescribe. Such constitution and bylaws, when
ratified as aforesaid and approved by the Secretary
of the Interior, shall be revocable by an election open
to the same voters and conducted In the same man-
ner as hereinabove provided. Amendments to the
constitution and bylaws may be ratified and approved
by the Secretary In the same manner as the original
constitution and bylaws,

In addition to all powers vested In any Indian tribe
or tribal council by existing Inw. the constitution
adopted by said tribe shall also vest In such tribe or
Its trlbnl council the following rights and powers:
To employ legal counsel, the choice of counsel and
fixing of fees to be subject to the npprovnl of the
Secretary of the Interior; to prevent the sale, dis-
position, lease, or encumbrance of tribal lands, in-
terests In lands, or other trlbnl assets without the
consent of the .rlbc; and to negotiate with the Fed-
eral, Slate, and local Governments. The Secretary
of the Interior shall advise such tribe or Its tribal
council of all appropriation estimates or Federal
projects for the benefit of the tribe prior to the sub-
mission of such estimates to the Bureau of the
Budget and the Congress. (June 18. 1934, ch. 578.
4 18. 48 Stat. 987.)

Cross HrrrRrwrn

Application to certain tribe*, net sections 473. 473n nod
47f1 If thin title.

Chargee to licensee* under KedrrtU Power Act. see sec-
tion 803 of Title 10, Conservation

Right-of-way grant, consent of tribal officials, see sec-
tion 324 of this title.

8477. Incorporation of Itnlinn tribes; charter; ratill.
cation liy election.

The Secretary of the Interior may, upon petition
by at least one-third of the adult Indians, Issue a
charter of Incorporation to such tribe: Provided,
That such charter shnll not become operative until
rutlfled at a special election by a majority vote of
the adult Indians living on the reservation, Such
charter may convey to the incorporated tribe the
power to purchase, take by gift, or bequest, or other-
wise, own. hold, manage, operate, and dispose ol
property of every description, real and personal, In-
clud'ng the power to purchase restricted Indian land-
and to Issue In exchange therefor Interests In corpo-
rate property, and such further powers ns may be
Incldenlal to the conduct of corporate business, not
Inconsistent with Inw: but no authority shall be
granted to sell mortgage, or lease for a period ex-
ceeding ten years any of the land Included in the
limits of the reservation. Any charter so issued shall
not be revoked or surrendered except by Act of Con-
gress 'June 18. 1934. ch. 576, 5 17, 48 Stat. 988 >

Cross Ri.rcRr.Ncrs

Rlight-ot-wuy grant, consent or tribal official*, *rv tac-
tion 324 of Ih's title
8478. Acceptance of sections Ifil lo 1*9 optional.

Sections 461. 462, 463. 164 465. 466—470, 471—473
474. A75, 476—478. and 479 of this title shall not apply
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the boundaries of the Spokane Reservation in
Stevens County, Washington, during the twelve-
month period preceding acquisition by the tribe.

(d) Lands held by mortgage or deed of trust.

That any tribal land that may be sold pursuant
to this section may, with the approval of the Secre-
tary of the Interior, be encumbered by a mortgage or
deed of trust and shall be subject to foreclosure or
sale pursuant to the terms of such a mortgage or
deed of trust In accordance with the laws of the
State of Washington. The United States shall be
an Indispensable i .rty to any such proceeding with
the right of removal of tire clause to the United
States district court for the district In which the
land Is located, following the procedure In section
144t! of Title 28: Provided. That the United States
shall have the right to appeal from any order of
remand In the case.

(0) Acquisition mid sale procedure!!;
and consolidation program.

The ncqulsltlon and sale of lands for the Spokane
Tribe pursuant to this section shall be upon request
of the business council of the Spokane Tribe, evi-
denced by a resolution adopted in accordance with
the constitution and bylaws of the tribe, and shall
be in accordance with a land purchase and consoli-
dation plan approved by the Secretary of the Inter-
ior, and except as It may otherwise be authorized
or prescribed by the Secretary, shall be limited to
lands situated within the boundary of the Spokane
Reservation. Such acquisition by the Spokane Tribe,
or Individual members thereof, may be achieved by
exchange of lands with Indians or non-Indians ns
well ax outright purchase, wlih adjusting payments
to approximate equal value Moneys or credits re-
ceived by the tribe In the sale of lands shall be used
for the purchase of other lands, or for such other
purpose as may bo consistent with the land purchase
and consolidation program, approved by the Secre-
tary of the Interior. (Pub. I. 80-335, (K m —<c>,
June tjuwrcnw-stoL Jii.)

land purchase

INDIANS OF ALASKA

U481. Annette
Indians,

Islands rexerved fur Mrtlaknhtin

Until otherwise provided by law the body of lands
known ax Annette Islands, situated In Alexander
Archipelago in southeastern Alaska on the north side
of Dixon entrance, Isset apart as a reservation for
the use of the Mctlakahtlu Indians, and those people
known as Metlakahtlans who, on March 3. 1891. had
recently emigrated from British Columbia to Alaska,
and such other Alaskan natives as may join them, to
be held and used by them In common, under such
rules and regulations, and subloct to such restric-
tions, ox may be prescribed from time to time by the
Secretary of the Interior. (Mar 3. 1891. ch. 561, | 15.

20 Stat. 1101.)
Cross HrrrnrNCKii

Annette Islands excepted Tram Dir operstlon ot provi-
sion* of act May U, 11108 clr 200, sec section 687»-5 ot
TIUr 43. Public Land*

Land* in Annetts Islands excepted from homestead
settlement and ontry. tee section 270-15 ol Title 43,
Public l.ami*
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§ 492. Designation of land for Indian reservation. \

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to
designate as an Indian reservation any area of land
which has been reserved for the use and occupancy
of Indians or Eskimos by section 280a of this title,
or by section 14 of the Act of March 3. 1891 (2C
Stat. 1101), or section 491 of this title, or which
was reserved prior to May 1,1936 under any executive
oroer and placed under the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of the Interior or any bureau thereof, to-
gether with additional public lands adjacent thereto,
within the Territory of Alaska, or any other public
lands which are actually occupied by Indians or
Eskimos within said Territory: Provided, That the
designation by the Secretary of the Interior of any
such area of land as a reservation shall be effective
only upon Its approval by the vote, by secret ballot,
of a majority of the Indian or Eskimo residents
thereof who vote at a special election duly cnlled
by the Secretary of the Interior upon thirty days'
notice: Provided, however. That In each instance
the total vote cost shall not be less thun 30 per
centum of those entitled to vote: Provided further,
That nothing herein contained shnll affect any valid
existing claim, location, or entry under the laws of
the United States, whether for homestead, mineral,
right-of-way, or other purpose whatsoever, or shall
affect the rights of any such owner, claimant, locator,
or ontryman to the full use and enjoyment of the
land so occupied. 'May 1, 1930. ch. 264, ! 2. 49 Stat.
1280.)

Rr.rrstNits in Y rr

Section 14 of the Act of March 3, IMX (20 stat 1101),
~referred to In the toil, was not clnasincd to the Code

jiujrs ItrrmiKNCKs

Right-of-way grunt, consent of tribal
section 324 of this title.

officials,

KLAMATH TRIBE: TERMINATION OF FEDERAL
SUPERVISION

856411. Protection of minora, perxnnN non compos
mentis and other members needing Oxfixtnncc;
guardians; other adequate means; trusts; an-
nuities; assistance factors; contests.

Section Reversed to in Orurn motions

Thin section Is referred to In section 30'ta of Dlls title.

KLAMATH TRIBE: DISTRIBUTION OF JUDG-
MENT FUND (NEW)

8565. Authorization to distribute funds.

That the Secrctnry of the Interior la authorized
and directed to distribute In uccorduncc with thu
provision# of sections 565—505g of this title the
ftmdu appropriated in satisfaction of a judgment
obtained by the Kluinnlh and Modoc Tribes and
Yuhooskln Bund of Snake Indians, hereinafter
called the Klamath Tribe for the purposes of the
administration of sections 565—5651! of tills title,
from the Indian Claims Commission ngulnst the
United States in docket numbered 100. and all other
funds heretofore or hereafter deposited in the
United States Treasury to the credit of the Klamath
Tribe or any of Its constituent parts or groups,
except, the funds heretofore or hereafter set aside
for the purpose of paying the usual and necessary

HE I w

TITLE, 25.—INDIANS

Pagn

expenses of prosecuting claims against th™
States. 'Pub. L. 89-224, S1, Oct. 1, 1965, *
897.)

Section Ree&xed to in Other Sections

This section la referred to In sections 505f, 565..
title.

565a. Distribution to peraons on fitinl roll; p
of shares duo living adults, deceased (|\
adults under legal disabilities, persons in
assistance, and minors.

(a) A distribution shall be made of the fu
lilting front docket numbered 100, includinn .
iftcr deducting litigation expenses end o
costs of distribution to all persons whose
appear on the final roll of the Klamath Tribr
roll wns closed and made final as of Auri.

jl954 (68 Stat. 718). Except as provided
sections <bi, <c>, cd> and <e> of this sec
share or portion of a share payable to ivllvimr
shall bo paid directly to such adult; (b) n
(payable to a deceased enrollee shall be paid
neirs or legatees upon the filing of proof of
And inheritance satisfactory to the Secretary
Interior, whose findings and determination,
such proof shall be final and conclusive: prv
Jhnt amounts payable to deceased heirs anu .
to >5 or less shall not be paid, and such am
shall remain In the United Htntrs Treasury i
credit of the Klamath Tribe; (G a share pa
to an adult under legal disability shall be Kk
his legul representative; (d> a share payable
person previously found to be In need ol os*l:e
under the provisions of section 564n of this
may be puld directly to the Individual or, i
Secretary deems It in the best Interest of the I
dual, it may be added to the trust now In fore
behalf of the said Individual, with concurrem
the trustee; and <c) a share or portion of a
payable to a person under age of majority a
termined by the laws of the State of residence
be paid to a parent, legal guardian, or trust
such minor. (Pub. L. 89-224. t 2, Oct. 1, 19
Stat. 897.)

Reverence* in Text

0U Stat. 710, referred to In aubccc. <n) of tide ie
In a reference to eecllon 3 of act Aug 13. IB34, Wh
classified to section 6B4h of this title.

SccrtON K xrrstxn to in Other Sections

This section Is referred to 'n sections BOB, 405.
&03v. SfISf. BOSg of this title

8 565b. Time of payment; claim* for shares of def’
enrollees.

Within sixty days of October 1, 1965, the g
tary of the Interior shall commence to pa:
share due to each living person whose name a:
on the flnnl roll of August 13. 1954 As to i
bers who have died since promulgation ol the
roll of August 13, 1954. the Secretary ». ull if
notice of distribution of funds and a form for ;
entatlon of a claim thereunder to all known
or legatees of such deceased enrollee* AK
claims shall be tiled with the urea direct";
Bureau of Indinn Affairs. Portland. Oreg"!*
two years following October 1, 1965. 1
alter that date, all claims and the rial'l
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INTRODUCT ION

Alaska accounts for about one-sixth of the total area of the
United States and is more than twice the size of Texas, the next
largest state in the Union. Only sixteen countries in the world
have a larger physical area.

On the other hand, Alaska has the fewest people of any of the
states. Nor is its population evpnly distributed. Of the
302,361 peop’e living in the State at the time of the 1970
Census, 126,333 or 42 percent lived in the Greater Anchorage
Area Borough and 65 percent lived in the combined borough areas
of Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau and Ketchikan. The remaining
one-third of the State®s population is scattered across a huge,
largely undeveloped area with small concentrations of settlement
occurring here and there, mainly in the Southcentral and South-
eastern regions.

Alaska®s physical isolation from the rest of the United States,
its northern location, large area and small population have
combined to make this the most expensive region of the country
to service and in which to live. The Federal government
acknowledges this by paying its Alaska employees a 25 percent
cost of living differential (free of Federal tax), and it
generally also provides housing at a minimum cost in the more
remote areas.

Within Alaska the small scale of the market itself makes for
high operating costs. Moreover, these costs are not uniform
throughout the State. The uneven distribution of the population,
the relative inaccessibility or otherwise of many areas and
variations in the mode and frequency of transportation service
have combined to differentially exaggerate these already high
costs from region to region. In addition, differences in the
physical environment place a variety of constraints on
conventional construction techniques and the types of facilities
which can be provided and serve to further inflate costs in some
regions.



The relative cost of providing the range of municipal facilities
and services in different parts of the State doubtless shows a
greater regional disparity than do personal living costs. This
is because many basic facilities and services must be drastically
modified in order for them to function in some areas and because
capital outlays for construction and equipment purchases normally
form a much higher proportion of the municipal than the personal
budget. Meaningful data to substantiate this are not presently
available since the range and level of services provided by local
governments around the State varies so widely that there is
virtually no common base for comparison.

Regional cost differences within Alaska are recognized by the
State government which compensates its employees at varying rates
from area to area. For example, a State employee in Barrow will
receive a salary which is almost 40 percent above what he would
earn in the same job in Anchorage. The State also often provides
housing at very reasonable rates for its employees in areas
outside the larger population centers.

Although an extremely valuable indicator, salary differentials
paid to State employees at various Alaska locations to some
extent assume a reduced level of living iIn many areas and
therefore tend to understate the actual cost differences which
v;ould accrue if all people in the State were living in equal
circumstances. Because of this and because personal living costs
cio not necessarily parallel local government costs, a number of
other indexes are also examined in this report in order to get as
broad a picture as possible.

Cost indexes which take into account the differences in the cost
of doing business and in constructing facilities in various parts
of the State have been developed and are used by various go em -
inent agencies for their particular purposes. In addition,
information on the comparative costs of food, fuel and
transportation services at different points around the State Iis
also available. The following comparatlve rates have been
analyzed in this report:-

1. State salary scales (developed by the Department of
Administration, Division of Personnel);



2. Food and housing combined index (developed by the
Department of Administration, Division of Personnel,
from several sources);

3. Empirical cost estimates for military construction
(developed by the U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force);

4. Low rent public housing prototype costs (developed bv
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development);

5. Fuel costs (heating oil) as delivered to distributors
(from information supplied by the Standard Oil Company
of California);

6. Air freight rates from Seattle (from information
supplied by Alaska Airlines and Wien Consolidated
Airlines); and

7. Shipping rates from Seattle (from information supplied
by the Foss Alaska Line and the Bureau of Indian
Affairs).

INDIVIDUAL COST INDEXES

The raw figures for each index were collected from the appropriate
source. Then the Anchorage rate for each was assumed to be 1.0
and the figures for each other area of the State were derived in

relation to Anchorage so that the relative costs could be judged
on a readily comparable scale.

The areas used are the nineteen House Districts which were in
force until the Court ordered reapportioriment of 1971. They were
selected because these are the areas which the State currently
uses as the basis for its salary differential schedules. A table

summarizing these comparative cost indexes follows and each index
is later individually analyzed.



SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE COST INDEXES
ALASKA HOUSE DISTRICTS*

Food/ Military Seattle/Anc

State Salary Housing Construction Low Rent Housing Heating Oill Air Freight

District Schedules Index Costs Prototype Costs Costs Basic Rate
Ketchikan 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.0 1.0 0.9
Wrangell 1.0 1.0 n/a n/a 1.0 1.2
Sitka 1.0 11 n/a 1.0 1.0 0.9
Juneau 1.0 11 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9
Haines 1.1 11 n/a 11 1.0 1.2
Valdez 1.2 11 1.2 n/a 11 11
Faimer 1.0 1.0 n/a n/a 11 n/a
Anchorage 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Seward 1.1 1.0 1.2 n/a 1.0 n/a
Kenai 1.1 11 1.2 11 1.0 1.2
Kodiak 1.1 1.2 15 1.0 1.0 1.5
Aleutian 1.3 1.0 1.8 n/a 1.0 1.9

Islands

Dillingham 1.3 1.3 1.9 2.0 1.2 1.0
1cthol 1.3 1.0 1.9 2.4 1.2 1.5
Catena 1.4 1.2 1.9 2.5 1.4 1.4
1 mi banks 11 11 1.2 Li» 13 1.2
lorl Yukon 1.0 1.3 1.8 2.0 1.8 1.6
Harrow 14 1.2 1.9 2.3 15 1.6
Nome 1.3 1.2 1.7 2,2 1.2 1.4
Hooper flay 1.3 1.3 2.0 2.4 1.8 1.7

* Anchorage costs 1.0. Hou'.a Districts are those In oXistcnec prior to 1971 Court ordered rcapportionmont

Sources as listed on pages 2 and 1 of this report.



1. STATE SALARY SCHEDULES

At the present time, State salary schedules are drawn up so that
employees in the same grade and at the same step are compensated
at different rates according to the area in which they are
employed and the cost of living in that area as determined by the
Division of Personnel of the Department of Administration.

The areas used by the State are the House Districts which
ex.sted prior to the Court ordered reapportionment of 1971. The
nineteen House Districts are used to delineate the boundaries of
eight differential salary zones, with State employees <"Outside"
and in Canada being paid at a ninth (and considerably lower)
rate. Within Alaska, an employee is compensated for higher
living costs by having step increases automatically added to his
or her salary. Thus:-

0 steps added to base salary -- Ketchikan, Juneau, Anchorage
Wrangell, Siika, Palmer
Haines, Seward, Kenai, Kodiak
Fa irbanks

Valdez

Ale"tlan Islands, Dillingham, Nome
Beinel, Hooper Bay
Galena, Fort Yukon, Barrow

© ©® go 0ol bhowp

Translated into dollars, a Secretary 1 in Step A of Range 10 would
presently receive a monthly salary of:-

$ 702 ( base ) - Ketchikan, Juneau, Anchor
729 > 3.8:7M) “™ Wrangell, Sitka, Palmer

$ 756 G 7.7k mm Haines, Seward, Kenai, Ko

- 784 ¢+ 11.7k) mm F3 rbanks

$ 814 ¢ 16.0,7) ™ \c"tdez

$ 909 (+ 29.5k) Aleutian Islands, Billing

3 943 U 34.33) - Bethel, Hooper Bay

$ 978 ¢+ 39.3k) -- Galena, Fort Yukon, Barro



ALASKA REGIONAL COST INDEXES
STATE SALARY SC ALES

Source: Alaska Department of Administration, Division of Personnel



Despite sizeable variations in living costs within Southcentral
Alaska as reflected in State salary scales, the most significant
division is that between the road, rail or ferry connected areas
of Southeast, Southcentral and Interior Alaska and the more
remote areas of Southwest, Western, Northern and Interior Alaska.
This division is repeated to greater or lesser degrees in all
living cost indexes which are examined in this report

State salary differentials are based upon variations in living
costs from area to area as determined by the widely accepted U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics methodology. However, Alaska®"s more
remote areas are generally also its poorest and it seems probable
that the lower level of living in these areas has served to
depress the degree of living cost difference which would other-
wise exist. Thus, under conditions of increased personal wealth
and increased personal expenditure, it is possible that cost
differences in such areas as measured by the State might tend to
increase. Such an occurrence, however, would be more a
reflection of an increase in the level of living than any real
increase in actual living costs.

Because State salary scales alone do not give a complete picture
of regional cost differences within Alaska and because personal
living costs do not necessarily give a representative picture of
municipal government costs, a number of other cost indexes are
also examined on the following pages of this report.

2. FOOD AND HOUSING INDEX

This index was developed by the Division of Personnel of the
Alaska Department of Administration as part of its annual salary
survey required by AS 39.27.030 (although the most recent survey
was undertaken in 1972 because no funds were appropriated for the
purpose in 1973). This legislation "necessitates the collection
of data reflecting costs of living in the various election
districts of the State by using the cost of living in ,-attle as a
base of 100". Data on food prices was collected by the Division
of Personnel on "market basket™ items as established by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, dousing expenditures included direct
costs for rent, lease or mortgage payments, utilities costs, taxes
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and insurance. Information on household populations and housing
conditions was also collected.

The feed and housing index is an average of individual indexes of
food and housing costs (see table in Appendix to this report).
The food index in this case takes into account not only food
costs but also average annual food expenditures for each location
surveyed and is adjusted to a standard four person household
using Bureau of Labor Statistics methodology.

The food and housing index is an important supplement to State
salary differential schedules since the former provides much of
the basis for the latter. Again, with the exception of the
Aleutian Islands, the higher cost areas lie in the most Western
and Northern areas of the State. It should be noted that the
figures given for the Aleutians are not representative of that
region since they are for Cold Bay where most housing is provided
by both government and private agencies for their employees at
very low cost.

Although the food arid housing index provides an important check
on the adequacy of State pay schedules in reflecting regional
differences in living costs, both indexes are subject to the same
limitation. That is, they tend to understate the full extent of
actual cost difference which would occur if the level of living
in all areas of the State were roughly equal.

3.  MILITARY CONSTRUCTION COSTS

As a means of providing a check on the costs involved in the
preparation and development of military construction programs
throughout the world, both the U.S. Army and the U.S. Air Force
have developed empirical cost estimates for military construction
which are adjusted, among other things, for area costs. Since
botu branches of the armed services have had considerable

construction experience in Alaska, their Indexes were combined
and analyzed.



ALASKA REGIONAL COST
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

WWwW (Anchorage rate =1.0)

Sources: U.S. Department of the Ar my, U.S. Department of the: Air Force



According to the U.S. Army’s regulations (No. 415-17), the
"location adjustment factors reflect the average statistical
differences in normal labor and materials costs for similar
facilities constructed in different geographical locations".
Abnormal differences due to unique site considerations are not
reflected in this index (although formulae are provided to
determine costs under such circumstances).

It should also be noted that military construction cost estimates
used by the Army (and it is assumed also by the Air Force since
its indexes are identical in almost all cases) do not include
design costs, nor any supporting facilities "outside the 5-foot
line” such as utilities, special foundations (piles, piers, rock
excavation, etc.) or fencing and other site improvements.

Both the Army and the Air Force measure area costs in relation to
those in Washington, D.C. which 1is assumed to be 1.0. On that
scale, the Seattle area is rated 1.15 and Anchorage (the lowest
in Alaska) 1is 1.7. Within Alaska, this scale reaches a high of
4.0 for the "inland area north of the Aleutians™. Thus the same
facility could be expected to cost approximately four times in
that area what it would cost to build in Washington, D.C.

To provide a clearer comparison with other indexes examined in
this report, Anchorage costs were converted to the base of 1.0
and other areas of Alaska were adjusted accordingly (see table in
Appendix). Where more than one relative cost figure was given
within a particular House District, the figures were averaged.

The absolute degree of difference in cos®™ between the Anchorage
area and the Western and Northern regions of the State is far
greater for this index than is shown either by State salary
scales or by the food and housing index. Thus in Western and
Northern Alaska the same structure (without all associated costs)
can be expected to cost up to and over 100 percent more than it
would cost to build in Anchorage. Mere difficult physical
factors and remoteness undoubtedly account for most of +his wide
disparity since the military construction index assumes the
construction of equal facilities in all areas.

There are several limitations on the use of empirical cost
estimates for military construction as an index of living costs



or local government costs in Alaska. First, in some cases the
index assigned to a particular area may be based on a single
military contract and may not accurately reflect "normal™
construction costs for that area. This appears to have been the
case with Ketchikan where an unusually high index figure was
given. Second and more significant is the fact that while
construction costs form an important part of personal and local
government "living" costs, they do not convey the full picture
and therefore this index should be used in conjunction with other
indicators rather than alone.

4. LOW RENT PUBLIC HOUSING PROTOTYPE COSTS

Low rent public housing prototype costs are developed for
different areas of the country by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development and are published periodically in the
Federal Register. These indexes are developed for several types
of housing and are adjusted according to the number of bedrooms
per unit as a means of devising acceptable coct parameters per
unit of low rent public housing in various parts of the United
States.

Like the military, the Department of Housino and Urban Develop-
ment has had considerable construction exper ence in Alaska and
although low rent public housing prototype costs do have their
limitations, they provide a check on the relative reliability of
military construction costs.

A comparison of military and low rent public housing construction
indexes indicates that the housing costs within the State show

an even greater disparity than do the military construction

costs. Thus, quoted costs per unit in the Galena House District
are approximately 2.5 times those cited for Anchorage and all of
Western and Northern Alaska for which figures are available are

at least double Anchorage costs. On the other hand, costs for low
rent public housing in areas within Southcentral and Southeast
Alaska show much less variation than they do for military
construction.



and Urban Development

Source: Department of Housing



The same basic limitations on the use of low rent public housing
prototype costs as an index of living costs or local government
costs apply as they do for military construction. The costs are
not necessarily universally representative and no figures are
available for several House Districts. Similarly, this index
should also be used in conjunction with other "living" cost 9
indicators rather than be allowed to stand alone.

However, the housing index does reinforce the evidence presented
by military construction costs to the effect that construction in
Alaska®s more remote areas is disproportionately expensive if the
provision of equal facilities is contemplated.

5. HEATING OIL COSTS

Heating oil costs ac delivered to distributors at various points
within Alaska were obtained from the Standard Oil Company of
California®s Juneau office in inid-January, 1974. Rates quoted
were for heating oil £2 delivered in quantities of 400 gallons or
more. It should be noted that these rates do not necessarily
provide a true indication of retail prices for heating oil, but
they are nevertheless comparable. (Some idea of the increasing
costs of heating oil for small orders can be gauged from added
costs charged to distributors who must pay an additional Id per
gallon for orders between 200 and 399 gallons, an additional 3d
per gallon for orders between 50 and 199 gallons and an
additional 13C per gallon for orders under 50 gallons).

Alaska heating oil costs, as delivered to distributors, are at
their lowest in Ketchikan where the quoted rate for heating oil
*2 delivered in quantities of 400 gallons or more was $0,299 per
gallon. Except for Yakutat (quoted at $0,255 per gallon), all
coastal areas from Southeast Alaska to and including the
Aleutian Chain were quoted at prices under $0,240 per gallon,
with Anchorage at $0,234 per gallon. However, in the Western,
Northern and Interior areas of the State, prices rose steeply
with the highest quoted price being $0,429 at Fort Yukon. Much
higher prices still undoubtedly prevail in smaller and more
isolated inland communities.
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Again using Anchorage quoted rates as the base of 1.0, an index
of comparative costs for the various House Districts around the
State was compiled. The Hooper Bay and Fort Yukon House
Districts registered heating oil costs approximately 80 percent
above those charged to distributors in Anchorage and those in the
Barrow Distiict were approximately 50 percent above the

Anchorage rate (figures for the City of Barrow v/ere estimated and
averaged with uuoted rates for Kotzebue).

Heating oil costs are an important part of personal and municipal
"living" costs throughout Alaska. Given the combination of
remoteness, exceptionally long winters and small individual
purchases in much of Western (excluding the Aleutians), Northern
and Interior Alaska, retail prices charged for heating oil in
these areas ore doubtless often more than double the Anchorage
retail rates.

6. SEATTLE/ANCHORAGE AIR FREIGHT RATES

Information on air freight rates from Seattle to various Alaska
points was obtained from Alaska Airlines and Wien Consolidated
Airlines in January, 1974. Rates per pound from Seattle were
arrayed (disregarding the slightly different minimum rates
charged by the two airlines) and the Seattle/Anchorage rate was
converted to a base of 1.0. Rates to other areas wore then
translated in terms of their cost relative to that of Anchorage.

Air freight rates to Southeast Alaska points are generally lower
than those to Anchorage except to those communities where freight
transfers are required (Wrangell, Petersburg, Haines, Skagway and
all smaller communities except for Yakut.it). However, rates to
Western, Northern and Interior points are considerably above
those to Anchorage and v/ere almost double Anchorage rates at Cold
Bay .

Not only are air freight rates to Western, Northern and Interior
Alaska high but this type of shipping is relatively more important
in these areas. Except for the Aleutians, water transportation
services if they exist, at all are infrequent and seasonal.
Furthermore, since these areas are not connected to the remainder
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of the State by any other form of transportation, air freight is
often the only mode of service available. Given the minimum
rate of $10 for freight via Alaska Airlines, $12 via Wien
Consolidated Airlines and an unknown figure via Reeve Aleutian
Airways, this 1is an expensive form of transportation service
except for high value items.

Like heating oil costs, air freight rates are a significant part
of living costs in many areas of the State. These costs have
been incorporated to some extent into the food and hou.ing index
compiled by the Alaska Department of Administration and probably
also into construction cost indexes to some degree. They cannot
stand alone as a cost of living index; however, they do serve to
illustrate the disparities in shipping costs cha*ged to the more
remote areas of Alaska.

7. SHIPPING RATES FROM SEATTLE

The various coastal regions of Alaska are served by a number of
different water carriers, all of which operate under their own
tariffs under different sets of conditions. Transshipment to
inland areas may be by highway, rail, river or air. Because of
these different"sets of conditions, it is extremely difficult to
undertake a brief review of comparative shipping rates to
various Alaska points which has any real meaning.

The Fess Alaska Line serves ports in both Southeast and Northwest
Alaska. Because the tariff structure for this company®s operations
is similar, a comparison of shipping rates charged to Southeast

and Northwest Alaska customers has been made as a means of giving
some indication of disparities in regional costs.

Rates to Juneau for various coimodities were taken to be the base
ctf 1.0 and costs for shipping those comnodities to Bethel, Nome and
Kotzebue were derived in relation to the base rate. It should be
noted here that Foss"s rates to Nome and Kotzebue do not include
lighterage changes. These average around $2 per hundredweight in
Home and add substantially to shipping costs.

-1B-



The commodities which v/ere examined are groceries, lumber, iron
and steel, plasterboard and plywood, roofing and siding, cement
and asbestos pipe or conduits, woodwork and two classes of
machinery. The tariff for Juneau was effective as of November 1,
1973 and that for the Northwest Alaska ports as of May 15, 1973.

Regional cost variations among the above listed commodities was
found to differ widely, from almost no difference between Juneau
and Northwest ports for shipping iron and steel to twice as much
in Northwest Alaska for shipping woodwork products and large
units of machinery. On the average, however, quoted rates to
Bethel and Nome were 40 percent above those quoted for Juneau and
those to Kotzebue were 50 percent above.

Lighterage charges further inflate shipping costs to Nome and
Kotzebue (and Barrow). In addition, the infrequent and highly
seasonal nature of shipping to the Western and Northern regions
of Alaska requires that large inventories be maintained. The
cost of providing disproportionate amounts of heated storage
soace in regions where heating and construction costs are already
abnormally high is an additional factor in the inflated living
costs in these regions.

Outside of regulat commercial shipping service, Western and
Northern Alaska are also served twice a year (the first voyage
serves the more southerly ports, while the second ventures into
the extreme north of the State) by the Bureau of Indian Affairs”
vessel, U.S.M.S. North Star Ill. Quoted freight rates are not
directly comparable with those of the Foss Alaska Line. However,
Bureau rates for Barrow averaged 20 percent aboze those quoted
for Kotzebue by the same agency.

Disparities in shipping costs to various Alaska points are a very
important part of the food and housing index and construction
cost indexes since such costs are generally passed on to
consumers. By the sans token, increased economies of operation
for shipping to Western and Northern Alaska such as could be
realized by major population growth or the presence of a

sizeable backhaul would go a long way tov/ard reducing these
disparities and living costs id such regions.






District

Letchikan

t'rangell

iitka

luneau

laincs
(Halncs)
(Yakutnt)

‘v/alcle/.
(Cordova)
(Valdez)

Palmer

Anchorage

Seward

Kenai

Kodiak

Aleutian Islands
(Cold Bay)

Dillingham

Bethel

Galena
(Neivmn)
(Tanana)

Fairbanks

| nrt Yukon

Barrow
(Bar« ow)
(Kot/cbue)

Nome

Hooper Bay
(Emivonak)

iourCe

FOOD AND

HOUSING

INDEX

ALASKA HOUSE DISTRICTS

Food
Index

95.G

97.G
117.8
100.9

(112.9)
(131.3)

(113.8)
(121.5)
102 .5
100.0
103.7
108.1
118.8

(123.1)
180.8
132.8

(128.2)
(133.8)
108.8
188 1

(131.7)
(135.7)

121.2

(11H.G)

1972*

Housing
Index

101.0
103.3
108.3
112.9

(93.3)
(111.1)

(113.7)

(10G.3)
99.8
100.0
95.8
112.7
113.0

(09.5)
122.2
187.1

(101.9)
(115.9)
10G.G
115. 1

(128.0)
(118.3)
112.7

(181 .6)

Average

98.3
100.8
111.1
10G.9

(103.1)
(121.1)

(113.8)
(113.8)
101 .0
100.0

99. G
110.8
115.7

(96.3)
131.5
139.8

(113.1)
(128.9)
107.5
129.G

(127.9)
(125.0)
117.0

(130.1)

100.0.¥ Hous«’ Distrlcts arc those in «is.cncc prior ,0
Court ordered reapportionment.

Alaska Department ot Ac

nistratlon.

Division ol Personnel.

1971



empirical

a LASKA HOUSE DISTRICTS*

District

Ketchikan
Wrangell
Sitka
Juneau
Haines
Valdez
(Whittier)
(Highway area)
Palmer
Anchorage
Seward
(Kenai Peninsula)
Kenai
(Kenai Peninsula)
Kodiak
(Kodiak)
(Chiniak)
Aleutian Islands
(all areas)
Dillingham
(Naknek)
(Coastal area north ol Aleutians)
(Inland area north ol Aleutians)
Bethel
(Bethel)
(Cape Ncwenham)
(Coastal area north of Aleutians)
(Inland area north ol Aleutians)
Galena
(Clear)
(Galena)
(McGrath)
(Indian Mountain)
(Inland area north of Aleutians)
Fairbanks
(Fairbanks)
(Eielson APB)
(Fort Wainwrlght)
(Big Delta)
(Northway, highway area)

2.4
n/a
n/a
1.8
n/a
2.1
(1.9)
(2.3)
n/a
1.7
2.1
(2.1)
2.1
(2.1)
2.5
(2.5)
(2.5)
3.0
(3.0)
3.2
(2.1)
(3.5)
(4.0)
3.3
(2.8)
(2.8)
(3.5)
(4.0)
3.3
(2.2)
(2.8)
(3.5)
(4.0)
(4.0)
2.0
(1.9
(1.9)
(1.9)
(2.2)
(2.3)

cost estimates for military construction

Cost Indexes

* 10

Anchorage ~
1.4
|

1.0

1.2

1.0
1.2

1.2

15

1.8

1.9

1.9

19

1.0



District

Fort Yukon

(Fort Yukon, remote interior areas)

(Barter Island, north coastal area)
Bar row

(Barrow)

(Cape Lisburne)

(Kotzebue)

(North coastal area)
Nome

(Nome)

(Coastal area north of Aleutians)
Hooper Bay

(Cape Romanzof)

(Coastal area north of Aleutians)

(Inland area north of Aleutians)

* Anchorage costs - 100.0.

Court ordered reapportionment.

Sources: U.S. Department of the Army,

Cost Indexes

Washington, D.C.
3J
(2.6)
(3.6)
3.2
(3.5)
(3.5)
@.t)
(3.6)
2.9
(2.3)
(3.5)
3.4
@.8)
(3.5)
(4.0)

- 1.0 Anchorage_ = 1.0
1-8

2.0

House Districts are those in existence prior to 1971

U.S. Department of the Air Force.



0

Anchorage $12,800
Fairbanks $13,650
Juneau $12,850
Ketchikan $12,900
Kodiak $12,900
Sitka $13,000
Kenai $14,200
Ya kutat $14,200
Fort Yukon $23,450
Galena $25,150
Coastal Area

North of Aleutians $28,400
Tok Junction $21,700

Barter Island,

Northern Coastal Area $29,200
Inland Area

North of Aleutians $32,250

Source: U. S- Deportment of Housing and Urban Development,

LOW RENT PUBLIC HOUSING
PROTOTYPE PER UNIT COST SCHEDULE
DETACHED AND SEMI-DETACHED UNITS

1

$15,500
$16,550
$15,550
$15,600
$15,600
$15,750
$17,200
$17,200
$28,450
$30,600

$34,500
$26,350

$35,500

$39,400

No 110, June 8, 1973, page 15071.)

Number of Bedrooms

2

$19,100
$20,350
$19,100
$19,200
$19,200
$19,400
$21,250
$21,250
$35,150
$37,800

$42,600
$32,500

$43,850

$48,650

3

$22,350
$24,300
$22,850
$22,950
$22,950
$23,200
$25,300
$25,300
$41,850
$45,000

$50,700
$38,700

$52,200
$57,950

1973.

4

$27,400
$29,200
$27,400
$27,500
$27,550
$27,800
$30,350
$30,350
$51,050
$54,850

$61,900
$47,200

$63,700

$70,650

$30,450
$32,450
$30,500
$30,650
$30,650
$30.950
$30,950
$33,950

©+ ©+ * &#H © &
| =

$31,950
$34,050
$32,000
$32,100
$32,150
$32,450
$35,450
$35,450

©® ©® ¥ ©® ¥

$

(Published in Federal Register, Vol.

3B,



COSTS OH HEATINGI °sk A HOUSE DISTRICTS

District.

Ketchikan
(Ketchikan)
(Craig)

Wrangell
(Wrangell)
(Petersburg)

Sitka

jureau

Haines
(Elfin Cove)
(Haines)
(Hoonah)
(Skagway)
(Yakutat)

Valdez
(Copper Center)
(Cordova)
(Valdez)

Palmer
(Palmer)
(Talked na)

Anchorage

Seward

Kenai
(Homer)
(Kenai)
(Seldovia)

Kodiak

Aleutian Islands
(Dutch Harbor)
(False Pass)

Dillingham
(Dillingham)

(Naknek/King Salmon)

Bethel
(Bethel)
(Platinum)

Galena
(Cantwell)
(Galena)
(Holy Cross)
(Nenana)

*c net IVFRED TO DISTRIBUTORS

IASILIARV. W jjl

rnsi

Per Gallon

$0,229
$0,233

$0,233
$0,233
$0,233
$0,233

$0,233
$0,233
$0,233
$0,233
$0.2d5

$0,267
$0,244
$0,234

$0,245
$0,267
$0,234
$0,234

$0,236
$0,234
$0,236
$0,236

$0,238
$0,238

$0,270
$0,270

$0,270
$0,270

$0,290
$0,388
$0,381
$0,300



Cost Per Gallon
District

Fairbanks $0,306
(Delta Junction) $0,300
(Fairbanks) $0,306
(Tok) $0,829

Fort Yukon

Barrow n/a
(Barrow) $0,293
(Kotzebue)

NomG $0,283
Nome) $0,303
St. Michael)

Hooper Bay $0,815
(St. Mary's)

* Quoted rates are lor orders ol <I® gallons and above. House
Districts are those in existence prior to 1971 Court ordered
reapportionment.

Source: Standard Oil Company of California, January, 1978.



SEATTLE TO SELECTED ALASKA COMMUNITIES

District

Ketchikan

Wrangell
(Wrangell)
(Petersburg)

Sitka

Juneau

Haines
(Haines)
(Yakutat)

Valdez
(Cordova)
(Valdez)

Palmer

Anchorage

Seward

Kenai

Kodiak

Aleutian Islands
(Cold Day)

Dillingham
(Dillingham)
(King Salmon)

Bethel

Galena
(Nenana)
(Tanana)

Fairbanks

Fort Yukon

Barrow
(Barrow)
(Kotzebue)
orrie

ooper Bay

* House Districts are those in existence prior to 1971 Court ordered
reapportionment.

Sources: Alaska Airlines.

AIR FREIGHT RATES

1974*

Wien Consolidated Airlines,

Rate Per

404

464
714

n/a
394

514

6Gt

/en

394
5G(t

Gl14
494

494
594

Ib.

January 1974,
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D3<;2*T. OT COMMUNITY & REG3O0OXA1lL AEEABRS

March 12, 1973

The Honorable Charles Degnan

Alaska State House of Representatives
Pouch V - State Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Degnan:

In accordance with your request of March 7, 1973, please
find enclosed a completed fiscal analysis for House Bill
157.

As requested, we have based our analysis on Fiscal Year
1973 total approved entitlements determined under the pre-

sent provisions of AS A3.18.010. We have also not attempt-

ed to project the cost of this amendment into Fiscal Year
1974 or beyond.

Very truly yojjr-5,

7 ~
Don Argetsinger, Director
Administrative Services

DA:pat

Enclosure



EFFECT OF HOUSE BILL 157

ELECTION DISTRICTS

C))
€))
Q)
)
€))
C))
C))
€P)
€))
(D
€))
Q)
€3)

@)
@)
®©)
@

1)

2

1, 7 or 8 - 100.0

Anchorage

Ketchi kan

Matanuska- Susitna Borough

Anchorage
Cra ig
Girdwood
Glen Alps
Houston
Hydaburg
Ketchi kan
Klawock
Pa 1mer.

Saxman

2 or 9 -

Kake
Petersburg
Seward

Urangell

Borough

Borough

(City of)

(City of)

103.8

FY 73 ENTITLEMENT

$2 ,120,242
123,568
98,492
1,596,165
13,398
6,990

11 ,475
375

11 ,630
201,025
3,632
51,195

1,710
$4,239,897

$ 14,432
86,075
68,150

79,210
$ 247,867

HB 157

COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL

$4,239,897

HB 157

COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL

$ 257,286

$

COST
of
HB 157

COST
of
HB 157

9,419



ELECHE "ION DISTRICTS

e

(165S)
4)
€)
)
V.6S)
(165)
(165)
(5B)
(5B)
(16S)
(5B)
(5B)
€))

4)

(10)
(ID
(10)
(10)
(ID
(11)
(11)
(11)
(10)
(10)

FY 73 ENTITLEMENT
3, 4, 5E or 16S - 107.5

Fairbanks Borough $ 680,886
Juneau Borough 577,958
Sitka Borough 179,528
Angoon 16,000
Delta Junction 19,290
Eagle 3,405
Fairbanks (City of) 529,420
Haines (City of) 41,341
Hoonah 11,220
North Pole 12,746
Pelican 6,300
Skagway 33,175
Tenakee Springs 3,304

$2,114,573

10 or 11 - 111.5

Kenai Borough $ 248,844
Kodiak Borough 49,014
Homer 41 ,961
Kena i (Ci ty of) 136,545
Kodiak (City c¥f) 116,125
O0ld Harbor 11 ,575
Ouzinkie 3,126
Port Lions 14,290
Seldov ia 18,890
So Ido tna 56,619

$ 696,989

COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL

$2,273 ,1b6

COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL

$

HB 157

HB 157

777,143

$

$

COST
of
H3 157

"158,59

COST
of
HB 157

80,154



ELECTION DISTRICTS

(5) 6 or 15 (Ncnana

(6) Cordova
(15) Nenana
(6) Valdez

(6) Whittier

(6) 5W or 12 - 1

(12) Aleut Comm, of
(12) King Cove

(12) Sand Point

(12) Una laska

(5W) Ya kuta t

(7) 18-124.7

(18) Brevig Mission
(18) Diomede

(18) El im

(18) Gambell

(18) Golov in

(18) Koyuk

(18) Nome

(18) Saint Michael
(18) Savoonga

(18) Sha ktoolik
(18) Sh ismaref

(18) Stebbi ns

FY 73 ENTITLEMENT

only) - 115.8

75,899
21 ,135
38,142

18,382
$ 153,558

7,000
8,811
17,350
71 ,830

454
$ 105,445

$ 4,000
450
1,690
12,800
1,730
5,830
114,618
6,170
10,200
7,650
4,235

5,505

HB 157
COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL

$ 177,820

HB 157
COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL
$ 126,534

COST
of
HB 157

$ 24,26

COST
of
HB 157

21 ,089



EILCTIJ.QN-DLS) PICTS

)

(18)
(18)
(18)

()

13)
15)
15)
15)
13)
15)
15)
15)
15)
15)
15)
13)
13)
15)
15)
15)

13)

C)

an
an

(cont.)

18 - 124.7
Teller
Wales
White Mountain

13 or

Bristol
Ani ak
Anderson
Anv ik

Di 1 1ingharn
Galena
Grayli ng
Holy Cross
Hu siia
Ka l tag
Lower Kalskag
Manokota k
Nondalton
Nulato

Sha gelu k
Tanana

Togiak

17 - 134.2

Ambler

15 (except Nenana)

Bay Borough

Anaktuvuk Pass

FY 73 ENTITLEMENT

7,

1

31
$ 186,

-129 .4

$ 19,

31

15,

1

29,
8,
2,

14,

20,

21

1

9,
7,
7,
7,
10,

3,
$ 166,

$ 11,

315

, 725

000
918

499

075

980

,915

250

470

505

532

100

170

,950

060

672

665

605

950

830
228

099

625

HB 157
COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL
$ 233,087

HB 157
COST-OF-LIVING
DIFFERENTIAL

215,099

$

$

COST
of

HB 157

46,169

COST
of

HB 157

48,871



ELECTION DISTRICTS FY 73 ENTITLEMENT

(9} 17 - 134.2 (cont.)

17) Barrow $ 50,754

17) Buckland 8 5

17) Deering 2,125

17) Ki ana 9,840

17) Ki valina 2,910

17) Kotzebue 69,325

17) Uoorv ik 9,480

17) Point Hope 9,700

17) Selaw ik 6,915

17) Shungnak 1,650 HB 157

COST-OF-LIVING

17) Wainwright 5,460 DIFFERENTIAL

$ 181,758 $ 243,919°"

(10) 14, 16N or 19 - 139.3

14) Akiak - $ 5,970
14) Akolmiut 14,520
19) Alakanuk 16,350
14) Bethel 104,982
19) Chevak 4,470
14)  Eek 6,820
19) Etnmona k 11 ,860
19) Fortuna Ledge 15,125
16H) Fort Yukon 23,615
14) Goodnews Bay 9,700
19) Hooper Bay 11 , 340

16M) Kaktov ik 3,020



CLECT jOM DISTRICTS "
(10) 14, 16M or 19 -
(19) Kotlik
(14) Mekoryuk
(19) Mountain Village
(14) flapakiak
-9 Pilot Station
(19) Russian Mission
(19) Saint Mary"s
(19) Scammon Bay
(14) Toksook Bay
(14) Tuluksak
TOTALS
ELECTION DISTRICTS
1, 7 or 8 - 100.0
2 or 9 - 103.8
3, 4, 5E or 16S - 107.5
10 or 11 - 111.5

6 or 15 (Nenana only) - 115.8

51 or 12 - 120.0

18 - 124.7
13 O 15 (except Nenana)
17 - 134.2

14, 16N or 19 - 139.3

FY 73 C.HTITLEHEHT

139.3 (cont.)

$ 7,915
10,916
19,534

7,185
10,617
7,465
29,863
1,660
8,350

8,270
$ 339,547

FY 73 ENTITLEMENT
$4,239,897
247,867
2,114,573
696,989
153,558
105,445
186,918

129.4 166,228

181 ,758

339,547
$8,432,780

*
HB 157 COST
COST-OF-LIVING of
DIFFERENTIAL HB 157
$ 472,989 ¢ 133 ,44.
HB 157 COST
COST-OF-LIVING of
DIFFERENTIAL MB 157
$4 ,239 ,897 $ -0
257,286 9,411
2,273,166 158,591
777,143 80,15"
177,820 24,262
126,534 21,085
233,087 46,165
215,099 48,871
243,919 62,161
472,989 133,442
$9,016,940 $ 584,160
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March 23, 1973 -
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* * ok 101*.
Mr. Jay H. Hogan, Director
Legislative Finance Division
State Capitol Building, Room 407
Juneau, Alaska 99301
y -y
Dear Mr. Hogan: "
Enclosed are completed Fiscal Notes for House Bill
157 and the Committee Substitute for House Bill 1S7,
Please contact us should you have questions concern-
ing our analysis. s Je
X o=V
Sincerely,. . V @ -
Byron |I. Mallott
t" Commissioner
BIM/ah
Enclosures
L =
cc: Budget f| Management Division >,
w/attachments
The Honorable Cliuck Degnan
State House of Representatives
w/attachments . o ..h i
> r o e - KV

- 0---W [*y. k.» Q. ke —



The legislature of the State of ..lacka
FISCAL NOTE

First Session - Eighth Legislature

REQUEST

Dill Identification: 1 B7

Tvtie: Cost-of-1ivipg Pi!lc v=e.lal Revenue Sinn*hip

Requested by: Legisislive Il-inance Date : March T?, 1973
Return Date Requested": Mnrch~—~23~, 1975

Agency: Community |, Regional Program: Development

ALl.airs

FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit, (s) Affected: Municipal Services Revenue Sharing

A. EXPENP1TURES: (Thousands of dollars)

OEJECT FY 73 fy m FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
*100 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
GOO LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC. 643.4 720.6 807 .1 903.9 1,012.4
TOTAL 643.4 702.6 807.1 903.9 1,012.4
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND 643.4 702.6 807.1 903.9 1,012.-
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. POSITIONS:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / / / / / /
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) / / / / / /
1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)
(1) The Greater Anchorage Borough will provide an area wide mass transit
system by July 1, 1973 (estimated population 115,418).
(2) Wainwright and Eielson Military Bases will be annexed into election
district 16S.

(3) Assume a 12 per cent combined population increase and inflation

rate for FY 1975 - 78.

V.

V.

Ori
cc:

ATTACHMENTS

Projected FY 1974 Entitlements

DATE: March 22, 1973 PREPARED BY:
Don Argotsingcr, Director
Administrative Services
ginal: Legislative Finance
Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)



PROJECTED FY 19/4 EN 111LEMEtN1

BASED ON 100% FUNDING

1

Per Cent Projected Cost

Cost-of-Living FY 1974 of
HB 157 Di fferential Entitlements HB 157

(D 1, 7, or 8 100.0 $ 5,389,611 $ -0-
2 2 or 9 103.8 263,968 9,663
3) 3, 4, 5E or 16S 107.5 2,501,474 174,521
%) 10 or 11 111.5 790,885 81,571
(5) 6 or 15 (Nenana only) 115.8 199,815 27,263
(6) 5W or 12 120.0 143,780 23,963
@) 18 124.7 271 ,806 53,838
(€)) 13 or 15 (except Nenana) 129.4 235,598 53,528
) 17 134.2 269,199 68,603
(10) 14, 16N or 19 139.3 533,158 150,417
$10,599,294 $643,367

CSHB 157
*

[¢) 1, 7, or 8 100.0 $ 5,389,611 $ -0-

() 2 or 9 100.0 254,305 -0-
(3) 3, 4, 5E or 16S 107.2 2,494,493 167,540
4) 10 or 11 113.1 802,234 92,920
(5) 6 or 15 (Nenana only) 113.6 196,019 23,467
(6) SM or 12 108.8 130,360 10,543
(@) 18 117.0 255,022 37 ,054
(8) 13 or 15 (except Nenana) 128.2 233,413 51 ,343
(9 17 126.5 253,753 53,1 57
(10) 14, 16N or 19 133.2 509,811 127,070
$10,519,021 $563,094

*T"ie Cost-of-Living Differential

the

Population

"Survey of Salaries and Benefits,
Recommendations - Part 11l Housing and Food Costs.™
an average of the food index and housing

increases are based on

index.

"Current Population

was computed from Table IX,
Housing and Food Costs

Page 40, of
and Salary
The differential 1is

Estimates by Census
Divisions™ July 1, 1972, compliled by the Alaska Department of Labor.
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H11li 1l1dontification: CSIH If)7
Til 1.0 Cost-01 living Dil lcrenl ial Revenue SIntr inn

Requested by: l.ejisialjve Flnonee Date: March 17, 1973
Return Date Requested: March 23, 1973
Agency: Community ft Regional Program: Dcvelopnic-nt

Affairs

. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(o) Affected: Municipal Services Revenue Sharing

A. EXPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)

OBIJECT FY 73 FY 7™ FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
TOO CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT

. .
COO  LAND (. STRUCTURES ' 1
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC. 503.1 630.7 706.4 791. 2 886.2
TOTAL 563.1 630.7 706.4 791.2 886.2
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND 563.1 630.7 706. 4 791.2 886.2
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. POSITIONS:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / / / / / /
MAN MONTHS (p./T.) / 7 / ./ / /
Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)
(1) The Greater Anchorage Borough will provide an area wide mass transit
system by July 1, 1973 (estimated population 115,418).
(2) Wainwright and Eielson Military Bases will be annexed into election *

district 16S.
(3) Assume a 12 per cent combined population increase and inflation
rate for PY 1975 - 78.

V. ATTACHMENTS

Projected PY 1974 Entitlements

V. DATE: March 22. 1973 PREPARED BY:
Don Argetsingcr, Director
Administrative Services

Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (Fir.".t Legislator Named)
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CHAPTER 169

HOUSE BILL 2003

AM ACT

RELATING TO STATC GOVERNMENT; ESTABLISHING THE DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MFDICAI

N OO o A~ w N

SERVICES WITH 111 THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY, PRESCRIBING THE
ROWERS AND DUTIES OF THE DIRECTOR; PROVIDING AUTHORITY FOR OPERATIC!:

OF AIR AND OTHEP. AMBULANCE SERVICE*, PROVIDING FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT AND
COORDINATION OP AN EMERG;:*:~ MLO1fAl. SERVICES CC r.lIN"ICATIr.:} SYSTEM;
REQUIRING THE PREPARATION® -jf SURVEYS, RFPOPTS AMD RECC’i.MNBATIIr¥S BY
ARIZONA HEALTH PLANNING AUTHORITY TOR DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAPTTY;
PRESCRIBING FIIWIAL IJAIMIIfiv FOR FMFP.ftFNCY MEDICAL .SERVICES RtNDEPFD
TO INOIGENTS; REC*JIRIN"G CO.T-ORATI*MI QOMMISSirf: TO ADOPT STANDARDS AID
PROCEDURES FOR ISSUANCE OF A 11CENSE TO CPFRATE A GROUND M: AIR VEMifl F
AS AN AMBULANCE: PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION OF STANDARDS FOR CERTIFICATION
OF AMPIIIANCE DRIVERS AND ATTENDANTS; AMENDING SECTIONS 2MUZ/1 AND
41-1711, ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES; AMENDING TITLE 41, ARIZONA REVISED
STATUTES, BY ADDING CHAPTER 12.1, AND MAKING APPROPRIATIONS.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona:

Section 1. Purpose

The purpose of this act is to provide within the framework of
traffic safety and traffic law enforcement programs the means for
the state co respond to emergency medical services ar.d law cm™rce-
(rent requirements without regard to the causal factors, events or

circumstances, to fund onl/ those aspects of c-mcrgoncy medical services
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and law enforcement which directly relate to motor vehicle traffic
safety and traffic law enforcement from monies in the state highway
fund established pursuant to article 9, section 14, constitution of
Arizona, and to fund other aspects of emergency medical services and
law enforcement from the state general fund.

Sec. 2. Section 32-1471, Arizona Revised Statutes, is
amended to read:

32-1471. Physician and surgeon, nurse, ambulance

attendant and driver, and any other person;
emergency aid; nonliability

A physician or surgeon, ;r a registered nurse, graduate nurse,
or a professional nurse as defined in section 32-1601, licensed to
practice as such in this state-;- or elsewhere, OR A LICENSED AMBULANCE
ATTENDANT, DRIVER OR PILOT AS DEFINED IN SECTION 41-1831, or any other
person who renders emergency care at a public gathering or at the
scene of an emergency occurrence gratuitously and in good faith shall
not be liable for any civil or other damages as the result of any act.,
or omission by such person rendering the emergency care, or as the
result of any ac or failure to act to provide or arrange for further
medical treatment or care for the injured persons, unless such person,

while rendering such emergency care, 1is guilty of gross negligence.
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Sec. 3. Section 41-1711, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:

41-1711. Department of public safety; purpose; location;
qualifications of director; responsibility;
cooperation with state departments

A. There shall be a department of public safety which is respon-
sible for creating and coordinating services for use by local law en-
forcement agencies in protecting the public safety. The principal
office and headquarters of the department shall be in the city in which
the capitol is located.

B. The department shall formulate plans with a view to estab-
lishing modern services for prevention of crime, apprehension of
violators, training of law enforcement personnel, and the promotion
of public safety. The department shall in no way preempt the authority
and jurisdiction of established agencies of political subdivisions
of the state.

C. The director shall be selegted on the basis of training and
experience with a minimum of five years®™ experience in the administra-
tion of law enforcement and shall have at least a bachelor®s degree
issued to him by an accredited college or university.

D. The director shall be appointed by the governor, subject to

confirmation by the senate, to serve for a term of five years and shall

be subject to removal for cause, including but not limited to malfeasance

misfeasance and nonfeasance in office. The director shall receive an
annual compensation as determined pursuant to section 38-611.

E. The director shall be directly responsible to the governor
for the conduct and the administration of the department. IT the di-
rector is unable to act, the governor shall direct the activities of
the department during the period in which the director is unable to
act.

F. The director shall prescribe procedures for use of depart-
ment personnel, Tfacilities, equipment, supplies and other resources
in assisting search or rescue operations on request of the state

director of emergency services.



© 00 N O U~ wWw N P

NN NN NN NN R R R R R PR =
R 8 B R Y88 33N B & f 0O N RSow o SN o o b w N B S

G. THE DIRECTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT,
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE STATEWIDE EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES
COMMUNICATION SYSTEM PRESCRIBED BY SECTION 41-1835.

H. THE DIRECTOR MAY PURCHASE, LEASE, EQUIP, STAFF AND
OPERATE AIR AMBULAKES, [INCLUDING AMBULANCE HELICOPTERS, PURSUANT
TO SECTION 41-1834. \

I. TO LIMIT THE EXPENDITURES OF MONIES DERIVED FROM THE STATE
HIGHWAY FUND ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 9, SECTION 14, CONSTITUTION
OF ARIZONA, TO TRAFFIC SAFETY AND TRAFFIC LAW ENFORCEMENT PURPOSES, THE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY SHALL:

1. MAINTAIN A STRICT ACCOUNT OF ALL COSTS INCURRED BY EACH FUNCTION
OF THE DEPARTMENT. SUCH COSTS SHALL BE DETERMINED AND ALLOCATED BETWEEN
TRAFFIC SAFETV OR TRAFFIC LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNCTIONS AfD ALL OTHER DEPART-

MENTAL FUNCTIONS AfID SHALL INCLUDE SUCH COSTS AS WAGES OR SALARIES, MATERIALS

OR SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT OR FACILITY USE.

2. IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE DETERMINATION OF ALL SUCHCOSTS CERTIFY
TO THE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND THE STATE TREASURER THE FULL AMOUNT OF
ALL SUCH COSTS RELATING TO THE VARIOUS FUNCTIONS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT.

J. THE COMMISSIONER OF FINANCE SHALL ANNUALLY SUBMIT A SEPARATE
REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE COMPILED FROM THE DEPARTMENT®S FUNCTIONAL COSTS
CERTIFICATION INDICATING THE COMPLETE BREAKDOWN BETWEEN THOSE COSTS WHICH
ARE RELATED 10 TRAFFIC SAFETY OR TRAFFIC LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNCTIONS AND
THE VARIOUS OTHER FUNCTIONS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT. THE COMMISSIONER OF
FINANCE SHALL INCLUDE WITHIN HIS ANNUAL REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE A
RECOMMENDATION FOR A SEPARATE APPROPRIATION TO REIMBURSE THE STATE HIGH-
WAY FUND FROM THE STATE GENERAL FUND FOR ANY EXPENDITURES FROM THE STATE
HIGHWAY FUND DURING THE PRIOR FISCAL YEAR IN EXCESS OF THE TOTAL OF ALL
COSTS RELATED TO TRAFFIC SAFETY OR TRAFFIC LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNCTIONS
OF THE DEPARTMENT.

See. 4. Title 41, Arizona Revised Statutes, 1is amended by
adding chapter 12.1, articles 1 and 2, to read:

CHAPTER 12.1
EMERGENCY MEDICAL SCRVICES
ARTICLE 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS
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“ 41-1831. PafTf.itiong,

IN THIS CHAPTER, UNLESS THE CONTEXT OTHERWISE REQUIRES:

1. "AMBULANCE"™ MEANS ANY GROUND OR AIR VEHICLE, INCLUDING A
HELICOPTER, LICENSED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS CHAPTER FOR EMERGENCY
GROUND OR AIR TRANSPORTATION AND IN-TRANSIT TREATMENT OF PERSONS SUFFER-
ING FROM PHYSICAL SICKNESS OR INJURIES.

2. "AMBULAICE ATTENDANT"™ MEANS AN INDIVIDUAL TRAINED AND CERTI-
FIED AS PROVIDED IN THIS CHAPTER WHOSE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY IS THE
CARE OF THE PATIENTS.

3. "AMBULANCE DRIVER™ MEANS AN INDIVIDUAL WHO DRIVES AGROUND
AMBULANCE, AND IS TRAINED AND CERTIFIED AS PROVIDED IN THIS CHAPTER.

< 4. "AMBULANCE PILOT"™ MEANS AN INDIVIDUAL WHO 1S RESPONSIBLE FOR
THE OPERATION OF AN AIR AMBULANCE, AND IS TRAINED AND CERTIFIED AS PRO-
VILED IN THIS CHAPTER.

5. "COMMISSION" MEANS THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OR ITS SUCCESSOR.

6. "DEPARTMENT"™ MEANS THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY.

7. "DIRECTOR"™ MANS THE DIRECTOR FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
SAFETY.

8. "DIVISION™ MEANS THE DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES
WITHIN THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY.

9. "EMERGENCY MEDICAL PATIENT"™ MEANS A PERSON WHO 1S SUFFERING
FROM A CONDITION WHICH REQUIRES IMMEDIATE MEDICAL CARE OR HOSPITALIZATION
OR BOTH NI ORDER TO PRESERVE THE PERSON®"S HEALTH, LIFE OR LIMB AND WHO
IS BEING TRANSPORTED BY A LICENSED AMBULANCE, WHETHER SUCH PL .aON IS
BEING TRANSPORTED PURSUANT TO A CALL FROM A CITY, COUNTY, STATE OR
MUNICIPAL AGENCY OR OTHERWISE.

10. "EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES"™ MEANS THOSE SERVICES REQUIRED
FOLLOWING AN ACCIDENT OR AN EMERGENCY MEDICAL SITUATION:

(a) FOP ON-SITE EMERGENCY MEDICAL CARE.

(t>) FOR THE TRANSPORTATION OF THE SICK OR INJURED BY A LICENSE
GROUND OR AIR AMBULANCE.

(c) IN THE USE OF EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS MIDI A.

(d) IN THE USE OF EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITIES.

*
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(e) IN ADMINISTERING INITIAL CARE JID PRELIMINARY TREATMENT PRO-
CEDURES BY CERTIFIED EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES PERSONNEL. %

11. "EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES COMMUNICATION SYSTEM"™ MEANS THE
STATEV/IDF SYSTEM OPERATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY WHICH HAS
THE CAPABILITY OF PROVIDING FOR THE INTERCOMMUNICATION OF ANY OR ALL
LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND PERSONNEL, AMBULANCES, AMBULANCE SERVICES
AND DISPATCHERS, EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITIES, OTHER HEALTH CARE
INSTITUTIONS, FEDICAL PRACTITIONERS, MOTOR VEHICLE REPAIR AND TOW TRUCKS,
AND ANY OTHER /GENCIES AND PERSONS WHO MAY BE SERVING ON A VOLUNTEER
BASIS.

12. "EMERGENCY MEDICAL SITUATION"™ MEANS A CONDITION OF EMERGENCY
1m WHICH IMMEDIATE MEDICAL CARE OR HOSPITALIZATION, OR BOTH, IS REQUIRED
BY A PERSON OR PERSONS FOR THE PRESERVATION OF HEALTH, LIFC OR LIMB.

13. "EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITY" MEANS A LICENSED HEALTH CARE
INSTITUTION DESIGNATED AS SUCH BY THE DIRECTOR AND EQUIPPED ANC STAFFED
AS THE DIRECTOR MAY REQUIRE BY RULES AND REGULATIONS.

14. "INDIGENT EMERGENCY MEDICAL PATIENT" MEANS AN EMERGENCY MEDICAL
PATIENT WHO IS AN INDIGENT 76 DEFINED IN SECTION 11-297.

15. "REASONABLE COST OF MEDICAL SERVICES"™ MEANS AT A RATE DETERMINED

BY THE SAME METHOD USED FOR REIMBURSING PROVIDERS OF SERVICES UNDER
FEDERAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM., OR AT SUCH LOWER RATE AS THE COUNTY
AID THE PRIVATE HOSPITAL OR HOSPITAL OPERATED BY A UNIVERSITY MAY AGREE
UPON.

41-1832. Division of emeroencv medical services

A.  THERE IS ESTABLISHED WITHIN THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
SAFETY A DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES WHICH 1S RESPONSIBLE FOR

COORDINATING AND DIRECTING A STATEWIDE SYSTEM OF EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES.

B. THE DIVISION MAY NOT PREEMPT THE AUTHORITY OR JURISDICTION OF
ANY ESTABLISHED AGENCY OF A POLITICAL SUBDIVISION OF THE STATE WHICH IS
PROVIDING ADEQUATE EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES.

C. NOTHING IN THIS CHAPTER SHALL BE CONSTRUED TO PREVENT ANY INDI-
VIDUAL, LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER, PUBLIC AGENCY, OR MEMBER OF A CITY,
TOWN OR VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT FROM RENDERING ON-SITE EMERGENCY
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MEDICAL CARE OR FROM TRANSPORTING EMERGENCY MEDICAL PATIENTS TO A
HOSPITAL OR AN EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITY, EXCEPT THAT WHEN ANY
PATIENT OBJECTS THERETO ON RELIGIOUS GROUNDS, SUCH PATIENT SHALL NOT
BE ADMINISTERED ANY MEDICAL TREATMENT OR BE TRANSPORTED TO A HOSPITAL
OR AN EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITY.
41-1833. Powers and duties of the director;
additional compensation

A. THE DIRECTOR SHALL:

1. SUBJECT "0 THE PERSONNEL COMMISSION CLASSIFICATIONS AND
PAY SCALES, APPOINT, DEFINE THE DUTIES AND PRESCRIBE THE TERMS AID
CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT OF ALL EMPLOYEES OF THE DIVISION.

2. PROMULGATE RULES AND REGULATIONS NECESSARY FOR THE OPERA-
TION OF THE DIVISION AND FOR CARRYING OUT THE PURPOSES OF THIS

CHAPTER.

3. COOPERATE WITH AND ASSIST THE PERSONNEL OF EMERGENCY RE-
CEIVING FACILITIES AND OTHER HEALTH CARE INSTITUTIONS IN PREPARING
A PLAN TO BE FOLLOWED BY SUCH FACILITIES AND INSTITUTIONS IN THE
EVENT OF A MAJOR DISASTER.

4. COOPERATE WITH THE STATE DIRECTOR OF EMERGENCY SERVICES
WHEN A STATE CF EMERGENCY OR A STATE OF WAR EMERGENCY HAS BEEN DE-
CLARED BY THE GOVERNOR.

B. THE DIRECTOR MAY:

1. REQUEST THE COOPERATION OF UTILITIES, COMMUNICATIONS MEDIA
AND PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES TO AID AND ASSIST IN THE IMPLEMENTA-

TION AND MAINTENANCE OF A STATEWIDE EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES SYSTEM.

2. COOPERATE WITH ANY AGENCY OR GROUP WHICH PROVIDES A SIMILAR
PROGRAM OF EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES IN A CONTIGUOUS STATE.

3. ENTER iNTO CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS FOP. THE ACQUISITION AND
PURCHASE OF ANY EQUIPMENT, TOOLS, SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS NECESSARY IN
THE ADMINISTRATION OF THIS CHAPTER.

4. ENTER INTO CONTRACTS WITH EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITIES
AND AMBULANCE SERVICES, AND MAY ESTABLISH EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES,
INCLUDING EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITIES, WHERE NECESSARY TO ASSURE
THE AVAILABILITY AND QUALITY OF SUCH SERVICES. SUCH CONTRACTS SHALL



.bwl\)l—‘

© o - O

10
1
12
13
14
15

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
2G
20
27
28
29
30
31
32

\

HOT PROVIDE FOR A H UAL PAYMENTS M EXCESS OF TWENTY THOUSAND DOLLARS
FOR EACH FACILITY OR FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS FOR EACH AMBULANCE SERVICE.

5. ACCEPT AND EXPEND FEDERAL FUNDS AND PRIVATE GRANTS, GIFTS,
CONTRIBUTIONS AND BEQUESTS TO ASSIST IN CARRYING OUT THE PURPOSES OF
THIS CHAPTER. SUCH FUNDS SHALL NOT REVERT TO THE STATE GENERAL FUND
AT THE CLOSE OF A FISCAL YEAR. \

C. FOR THE ADDITIONAL DUTIES ASSIGNED TO HIM BY THIS CHAPTER,
THE DIRECTOR SHALL RECEIVE FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ADDITIONAL COMPEN-
SAT ION ANNUALLY,

41 -1834. Authority for oucration of air and other

ambulance service

A. FOR THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF PROVIDING, THROUGH THE DIVISION,

THE MOST TIMELY, EFFICIENT AND COMPREHENSIVE EMERGENCY MEDICAL SER-
VICES POSSIBLE, THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY MAY,
SUBJECT TO THE AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS, PURCHASE, EOL"IP, STAFF AND BE

LANCE HELICOPTERS OR MAY LEASE OR CONTRACT FOR SUCH EOUIPUENT AND
SERVICCS. AIR AMBULANCES AND IIFLICOPTEPS SHALL ALSO BE USED IN LAW
ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES. THE AIR AMBULANCES PROVIDED BY THIS SECTION
HAY BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES AT ANY TIME UPON
REOUEST OF THC DIVISIO.M OR AT ANY OTHER TIME THERE 1S A MEDICAL EMER-
GENCY REQUIRING THC USE OF EVACUATION AIRCRAFT, AS DETERMINED BY A
LAW ENFORCEMENT AGCNCY OR A PHYSICIAN. EMERGENCY MEDICAL AIR EVACUA-
TION SHALL NORMALLY TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER ROUTINE LAW ENFORCEMENT
MISSIONS. THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY SHALL MAKE
THE FINAL DECISION RELATIVE TO SUCH AIRCRAFT UTILIZATION.

). EACH AIP AMBULANCE, INCLUDING AN AMBULANCE HELICOPTER,
OPERATED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION SHALL MEET ALL LICENSING
REQUIREMENTS PURSUANT TO THIS CHAPTER FOR THE LICENSING OF GROUND
AND OTHER AIR AMBULANCES, AND EACH SHALL BE CAPABLE OF CARRYING TWO
LITTER PATIENTS AND ONE AMBULANCE ATTENDANT K1 ADDITION TO THE AMRIJ-
LANCE PILOT.
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C. THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUDLIC SAFETY MAY COfl-
TRACT WITH A PRIVATE FIRM, A CORPORATION OR AN INDIVIDUAL FOR THE
MAINTENANCE OF THE AIR AMBULANCES, INCLUDING AMBULANCE HELICOPTERS. *
D. THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUDLIC SAFETY MAY ENTER
INTO CONTRACTS WITH PRIVATE FIRMS OR INDIVIDUALS FOR EMERGENCY GROUND
OR AIR AMBULANCE SERVICES WHEN NO OTHER SUCH SERVICES ARE READILY
AVAILABLE OR WHEN DEEMED TO BE IN THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE STATE.
E. AIR AMBULANCES, INCLUDING AMBULANCE HELICOPTERS, OPERATED
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY SHALL NOT BE USED TO PROVIDE TP.ANS-
PORTATION FOR OFF.CIALS OF THE STATE OR ANY OF ITS POLITICAL SUBDIVI-
SIOiIlS. THIS DOES NOT PRECLUDE THE USE OF AIR AMBULANCES BY SUCH OF-
FIC1ALS WHEN REQUIRED IN THE COURSE OF A LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNCTION OR
EMERGENCY OR WHEN SUCH OFFICIAL IS THE VICTIM OF AH EMERGENCY MEDICAL
SITUATION.
41-1835. Establishment and coordination of an
emergency nodical services cornunication
system: use ol existing facilities: au-

thorlty to contract®for services

A. THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 1S RESPONSIBLE

TOR TIE OVERALL COORDINATION OF AN EFFECTIVE STATEWIDE EMERGENCY MEDICAL
SERVICES COMMUNICATION SYSTEM, AS DEFINED IN SECTION <11-1831, AND FOR
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF ANY OF SUCH SERVICES DEEMED NECESSARY.

1. THE STATEWIDE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM MAY BF ESTABLISHED TO
UTILIZE INSOFAR AS POSSIBLE THE EXISTING COMMUNICATIONS FACHI ITIES
AND PERSONNEL OF ANY OR ALL OTHER AGENCIES OF THE STATE AND ITS POL I-
T1CAL SUBDIVISIONS, AND PRIVATE AGENCIES.

C. THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT Or PUDLIC SAFETY MAY ALSO:

1. INSTITUTE PROGRAMS FOR IMPLEMENTING THE VOLUNTARY COOPEPA-
TION OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR IN LOCATING AND REPORTING ACCIDENTS, BOTH
ON AND OFF THE HIGHWAYS.

2. ESTABLISH AN EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES NOTIFICATION SYSTEM
WHICH UTILIZES EXISTING TELEPHONE COMMUNICATIONS NETWORKS.

3. CONTRACT WITH PRIVATE TELEPHONE COMPANIES FOP. THE ESTACLISII-
MENT OF A STATEWIDE EMERGENCY REPORTING TELEPHONE NUMBER.



41-1836. Surveys , reports and recommendations of Arizona

health planning authority to department of
public safety

A. THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY SHALL CON-
TRACT WITH THE ARIZONA HEALTH PLANNING AUTHORITY TO PREPARE, IN COL-
LABORATION WITH THE COLLEGE OF MEDICINE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA,
AND ANNUALLY REVISE AS NECESSARY A REPOR®" ON EMERGENCY MEDICAL SITUA-
TIONS MOST LIKELY TO OCCUR IN ARIZONA. THE REPORT SHALL BE SUBMITTED
TO THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY, ACCOMPANIED BY
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE AUTHORITY FOR THE MOST PRACTICAL LOCATIOFI OF
AMBULANCE DISPATCH CENTERS, AND THE AMBULANCE STAFF AND EQUIPMENT
NECESSARY TO PROPERLY MEET THE NEEDS IN EMERGENCY MEDICAL SITUATIONS
WITHIN THE AREA.

B. THE REPORT PREPARED AND SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO SUBSECTION A
OF THIS SECTION SHALL ALSO BE ACCOMPANIED BY RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
AUTHORITY FOR THE MOST PRACTICAL LOCATION OF EMERGENCY RECEIVING FA-
CILITIES AND THE CLASS OF FACILITY, INCLUDING THE NECESSARY STAFF AND
EQUIPMENT THEREFOR, REQUIRED AT EACH LOCATION TO PROPERLY MEET THE
NEEDS IN EMERGENCY MEDICAL SITUATIONS WITHIN THE AREA. THE REPORT MAY
INCLUDE SUCH OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS DEEMED APPROPRIATE BY THE AUTHORITY.

41-1837. Fjnancial responsibility for crornencv medical

services rendered to indi“ents

A.  WHEN AN INDIGENT EMERGENCY MEDICAL PATIENT IS RECEIVED BY AN
EMERGENCY RECEIVING FACILITY FROM A LICENSED AMBULANCE, THE COUNTY SHALL
BE LIABLE PURSUANT TO SECTION 11-297.01, TO THE AMBULANCE SERVICE FOR
THE COST OF TRANSPORTING THE PATIENT AND TO THE FACILITY FOR THE REASON-
ABLE COSTS OF ALL MEDICAL SERVICES RENDERED TO SUCH INDIGENT BY THE
FACILITY UNTIL SUCH PATIENT 1S TRANSFERRED BY THE COUNTY TO THE COUNTY
HOSPITAL, OR SOME OTHER FACILITY DESIGNATED BY THE COUNTY.

B. THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION DO NOT APPLY TO AIR AMBULANCES,
INCLUDING AMBULANCE HELICOPTERS, OPERATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
SAFETY. THERE SHALL BE NO CHARGE MADE TO THE PATIENT FOR ANY EMERGENCY
MCDICAL CARE PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY PERSONNEL.
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" ARTICLi: 2. AMBULANCES AND AMBULANCE PERSONNEL

41-1841. Standards for ambulances

THE CORPORATION COMMISSION, OR ITS SUCCESSOR SHALL ADOPT MINIMUM
REASONABLE STAND,YJS AND PROCEDURES FOR THE ISSUANCE OF A LICENSE TO
OPERATE A GROUND OR AIR VEHICLE AS AN AMBULANCE. SUCH STANDARDS MAY
DIFFER IN COUNTIES OF OVER THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND POPULATION FROM
COUNTIES OF LESSER POPULATION.

41-1E42. Ambulance license required; termination

upon change of ownership

A. A LICENSE TO OPERATE AN AMBULANCE SHALL BE OBTAINED FROM
THE CORPORATION COMMISSION UPON APPLICATION THEREFOR ON A FORM PRE-
SCRIBED BY THE COMMISSION, AND UPON SATISFACTORY PROOF OF CONFORMITY
WITH ALL STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE COMMISSION FOR THE
OPERATION OF AN AMBULANCE.

B. A LICENSE SHALL TERMINATE UPON CHANGE OF OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL
OF A LICENSED AMBULANCE AND SHALL REQUIRE A MEW APPLICATION AND LICENSE
BEFORE THE AMBULANCE MAY AGAIN BE OPERATED AS SUCH.

C. NO PERSON, FIRM OR CORPORATION, INCLUDING A VOLUNTEER GROUP
OR ASSOCIATION, SHALL OPERATE AN AMBULANCE SERVICE UNLESS EACH OF ITS
VEHICLES SO USED IS LICENSED AND MEETS ALL STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS
PURSUANT TO THIS ARTICLE. THE COMMISSION MAY REQUEST THAT UNITED -—
STATES GOVERNMENT AMBULANCES OPERATING IN ARIZONA MECT THE STANDARDS
SO SET.

D. NO FEE SHALL BE CHARGED FOR A LICENSE ISSUED PURSUANT TO THIS
ARTICLE.

41-1843. Inspection

THE COMMISSION MAY AT ANY TIME AND WITHOUT NOTICE INQUIRE INTO
THE OPERATION OF AN AMBULANCE SERVICE AND MAY CONDUCT, OR CAUSE TO BE
CONDUCTED, ON-SITE AT ANY HOUR, [INSPECTIONS OF ITS FACILITIES, COM-
MUNI CAT IONS EQUIPMENT, VEHICLES, METHODS, PROCEDURES, MATERIALS AND
OTHER EQUIPMENT, AND THE QUALIFICATIONS OF ITS EMERGENCY MEDICAL
STAFF.

41-1844_. Suspension or revocation of jiconse;

proceedings

-11-
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A. AN AMBULANCE LICENSE HAY BE SUSPENDED, REVOKED OR ANNULLED

BY the corporat:iZ; commission upon ppcof THAT the LICENSEE or ONE OR
MORE PERSONS IN HIS EMPLOY HAS:

1. BEEN GOUTY OF MISREPRESENTATION IN OBTAINING THE LICENSE

. OR IN THE OPERATION OF THE AMBULANCE SERVICE.

2. ENGAGED OR ATTEMPTED TO ENGAGE IN, OR REPRESENTED HIMSELF
AS ENTITLED TO PERFORM, ANY AMBULANCE SERVICE NOT AUTHORIZED BY THE
LICENSE.

3. DEMONSTRATED INCOMPETENCE OR HAS SHOWN HIMSELF OTHERWISE
UNABLE TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE AMBULANCE SERVICES.

4. VIOLATE"1 OR AIDED AND ABETTED IN THE VIOLATION OF ANY PRO-
VISION OF THIS ARTICLE OR THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE COMMISSION.

B. PROCEEDINGS UNDER THIS SECTION MAY BE INITIATED BY FILING
WRITTEN CHARGES WITH THE CORPORATION COMMISSION. IF THE COMMISSION
DETERMINES SUCH ACTION SHOULD BE TAKEN, THE PROCEEDINGS SHALL BE PUR-
SUANT TO TITLE 41, CHAPTER 6, ARTICLE 1, AND ANY FINAL DECISION OR
ORDER ADVERSE TO A PARTY SHALL BE SUBJECT TO JUDICIAL REVIEW AS PP.O-
VIDED IN TITLE 12, CHAPTER 7, ARTICLE 6.

A1-1845. Standards for ccrtification of ar“bulance

drivers and attendants; v/orkren®s com-
pcnsation and occupational disease

A. THE CORPORATION COMMISSION IN OF OPERATION WITH THE STATE
HEALTH DEPARTMENT, SHALL ESTABLISH STANDARDS FOR THE TRAINING Or
AMBULANCE DRIVERS AND ATTENDANTS IN MEDICAL EMERGENCY TECHNOLOGY
INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, COMMUNICATIONS, FIRST AID, EQUIPMENT
MAINTENANCE, EMERGENCY ROOM TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES, PATIENT HAND-
LING AND POSIT IE ;ING, AND KNOWLEDGE OF PROCEDURES AND EQUIPMENT USED

FOR OBSTETRICAL, RESPIRATORY AND CARDIAC EMERGENCIES, AND SHALL SPECIFY
THE SUBJECTS AND NUMBER OF HOURS OF TRAINING, OR THE EQUIVALENCY THEREOF,

REQUIRED IN EACH SUBJECT.

B. A CERTIFIED AMBULANCE DRIVER OR ATTENDANT SHALL DISPLAY AT ALL
TIMES A CARD C- OTHER MEANS OF ATTESTING TO HIS TRAINING AND QUALIFICA-

TIONS TO SERVE AS AN AMBULANCE DRIVER OR ATTENDANT.
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C. CERTIFIED AMBULANCE DRIVERS AND ATTENDANTS WHO SERVE AS
SUCH ON A VOLUNTEER BASIS FOR WHICH THEY RECEIVE NO COMPENSATION-

ARE DEEMED TO BE EMPLOYEES FOR THE PURPOSE OF WORKMEN®"S INDUSTRIAL
INSUPANCE, AND THE "ASIS FOR COMPUTING WAGES FOR PREMIUM PAYMENTS
AND COMPENSATION BENEFITS PURSUANT TO TITLE 23, CHAPTERS 6 AND 7,
FOR "SUCH CERTIFIED AMBULANCE PERSONNEL SHALL BE FOUR HUNDRED DOLLARS
e PER MONTH.

41-1846. Penalties

ANY PERSON VIOLATING OR FAILING TO COMPLY WITH ANY PROVISION OF
THIS CHAPTER IS GUILTY OF A MISDEMEANOR PUNISHABLE BY IMPRISONMENT FOR
NOT MORE THAN ONE YEAR, OR BY A FINE OF NOT TO EXCEED ONE THOUSAND
DOLLARS, OR BOTH.

Sec. 5.Appropriations; purposes

A. The sum of twenty-five thousand dollars 1is appropriated from
the state highway fund and the sum of twenty-five thousand dollars is
appropriated from the state general fund to the department of public
safety to be allocated to the division of emergency medical services
to be available for use in performing the administrative duties pre-
scribed by this act.

B. The sum of two hundred forty thousand dollars is appropriated
to the department of public safety from the state general fund to be
allocated to the division of emergency medical services to be available
for negotiating emergency ground ambulance service and emergency re-
ceiving facilities contracts with qualifying ambulance facilities and
emergency receiving facilities.

C. The sum of twenty-five thousand dollars is appropriated from
the state highway fund and the sum of twenty-five thousand dollars is
appropriated from the state general fund to the department of public
safety for the purpose of establishing and providing enuipment for
the statewide emergency medical services communication system prescribed

by section 41-1835, Arizona Revised Statutes.

213



D. The sum of one hundred forty-two thousand dollars is appro-
priated from the itate highway fund and the sum of one hundred forty-two
thousand dollars 1is appropriated from the state general fund to the depart-
ment of public safety for the purchase of helicopters and for use as
prescribed by section 41-1834, Arizona Revised Statutes.

E. The sum of one hundred eighty-eight thousand two hundred twenty
dollars 1is appropriated from the state highway fund and the sum of one
hundred eighty-eight thousand two hundred twenty dollars is appropriated
from the state geieral fund to the department of public safety to be
available for payment of the costs of operation, including but not
limited to personnel, maintenance and insurance of the air ambulance
service prescribe! by section 41-1834, Arizona Revised Statutes.

F. The sums appropriated in subsections C and D of this
section shall not lapse until the purposes for which the appropriations
are made shall ha/e been accomplished or abandoned unless the sums
appropriated shall have stood until Ffanuary 1, 1975, without an expendi-
ture therefrom or an encumbrance thereon.

G. The sums appropriated in subsections A, B and E of this
section shall not lapse until the purposes for which t..2 appropria-
tions ore made shall have been accomplished or abandoned unless the
sums appropriated shall have stood until July 1, 1973, without an
expenditure therefrom or an encumbrance thereon.

Sec. 6. Emergency

To preserve the public peace, health and safety it 1is necessary
that this act become immediately operative. It is therefore declared

to be an emergency measure, to take effect os provided by law.

/ the Governor - Uay 22, 1972
Hied iIn the Office of the Secretary of State - Uay 22, 1972
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(7) to cities and boroughs providing paramedical ambulance

services, both surface and air, in accordance with standards

established by the Department of Health and Social Services, two/thirds

of the annual operating cost of the service, not to exceed an amount

equal to $ 2 per capita based on the population of the area served.

T his act takes effect July 1, 1973






At 47. 1ICC Return

at 5/. ICC Return

At 7% ICC Return

F.Y.
1978

$ 2,078
3,455

25,105

Revenues from State
Right-of-Wav Leasing Act

F.Y. F.Y. F.Y. F.Y. F.Y.
1979 1930 1981 1982 1983

$ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078
4,121 4,796 5,479 6,169 7,548

26,074 27,067 28,083 29,121 30,182

F.Y.
1990

$ 8,721
18,546

38,196

F.Y.
2000

$27,140
35,168

51,223

Average
$15,436
22,699

40,580



STATE OF ALASKA
REVENUE

BUDGET PLANNIN? MODEL

RUN ID RUN 26 K
DATE FEBRUARY 8, 1973 "

1
COMMENX*S-

PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS IN FY 1975
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978

RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING ..kz

TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED

ASSUMPTIO S

ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GEI.ERAL FUND - 7.90%
-ANNUAL.RATE OF INTEREST ON NE* BONDS _ = 6.00%
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS :N YEARS - 20.

*5 OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.f. CASH BAY ' 20.00%

FISCAL NON INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING DEBT MI SC EXP TOTAL
INVESTMENT ___ SMD +4AXES

YEAR REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE EXPENDITURE SERVICE OF C/\P EX EXPENDITURE

1575

197L. 1813U7.0.__ 1*5877.2 22772U.2_ _ 318666.0 ._261*1*1.0 2193.0 _ 357300.0
1375 182511.0 3321*1*.3 215755.3 >31*599 .0 30000.0 -2821.0 377U2C.0
1976 195180.0 19652.5 7 21U832 .U 351328.6~ ~ 33200.0 :3165.0 397693.6

W 2-V S

SURPLUS GENERAL
OR FUND
DEFICIT END OF YEAR

61*2638.0

_ -129575.8 513062.2

-161661*.8 351397.1*
-1828G1.2 168536.3

— 1977 201058.0. 5191.8. 20621*9.3 -_368891*.G ... £0000.0 15273.0 _ 2172 6 -215922.8 __ -1*7386.6
1978 31*2023.0 -6022.0 336000.9 387339.1 1*5500.0 ;3898.0 1*61737.1 -12573G.1 -173122.7
1979 51787G.0 -861*2.8 509233.1 1*06705.6 52100.0 1>620.0 501*1*25.6 1807 .5 -168315.2

— 1980- — 51*1939.0 — -6G6G.0 .535272.9 1*2701*0.1* _ 55300.0 1*6391.0 528731.F __ 651*1.5 -161773.7
1981 565U99.0 -1*71*0.6 560758.1* 1*1*8391.8 58200.0 1+8791*.0 551*885.8 5872.6 _ -155901.1
1982 57111*0.0 -3618.1* 567521.6 1*70811.1 61600.0 1*8250.0 580661.1 -13139.5 | -16901*0. C

- 1983 583091.0 ---3-3339. 8 579251.7 __ 1*01*351.1 .66800.0 . 51627.0 _ 612778.1

- 3882161*.0 —— 701*35.8 3952597.0 i*7J08125.Q 1*6911*1.0 320537.0 1*79*802.0

.-33526.9 -202567.5

-8x5203.5 |



STATE OF ALASKA
REVENUE

--BUDGET PLANNING IODEL.

-RUN-1D- RUN-UO-
DATE FEBRUARY 8, 1973

COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS IN FY 197S
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1D78
RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING <%
AX PACKAGE INCLUDED
PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED

ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENEI AL FUND

ASSUMPTIONS

ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS

MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS IN YEARS

i OF CURRENT YP EXPEND.
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR

1SCAL NON INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING
INVESTMENT

YEAR — REVENUE -— INTEREST --REVENUE EXPENDITURE

1973

1971* 185861*.0 1*0022.9 23188G.9 318GG0.0
1975 202913.0 31*275.0 237188.0 33U599.0
1970 - 232959.0 *2791*.0 255753.0 - 351328.6G
1977 25GS11.0 11711*.8 203225.8 308891*. 0
1978 1*0091*5.0 i*83L. 3 1*10879.3 387339.1
1979 582028.0 - c881*.0 589512.0 LOG 705.G
1980 000091.0 13557.9 02021*8.8 L270L0.L
1981 030251.0 20180.3 0501*31.3 LL8391.8
1982 035892.0 25999.5 001891.5 L70811.1

1983 01*781*3.0 30U75.2  0/8318.2 1+01*351.1

1*387597.0 21G738.L LGOL333.0 1*008125.0

DEBT
SERVICE

IN G.F.

26LL1.0

30000.
33200.
LOO0O.
L5500.
52100.
55300.
58200.
01G00.
00800.

0
0

o O O o o o o

MISC EXP
SIID TAXES

i
*  7.00% .

I
o
o
o
=

TOTAL

CASH BAL « 20.00%
5.00%

GF /.P EX EXPENDITURE

12.733.0
12121.0
13:35.0
13178.0
281 )8.0
15029.0
LC391.0
L829L .0
18250.0
51027.0

&G 91U1.0 320F37.0

357300.
377L20.
397093.
L22172.
LO1737.
50LL25.
528731.
55L885.
5800G1.
012778.

1*797802 .

o o © o

—

[EEN

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

-1251L13.1

-1L0231
-1L19L0
-1539L6

-50857

91517
955L5
81230

055L0.

-193LG9.

L
G
.8
8

E508G.

L

L
6
.L

1

GENERAL
FUND

END OF YEAR

0L2G38
51722V

370993.

235052
8110C
302L8

- 11533L
200852
302397

— 383028

LL9108.

.0
-9
L

.8
.1
.3
-G
.0
.0
.0

1
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STATE PF ALA KA
REVENUE

BUDGET PLANNING MODEL

RUN ID RUN 10G
S AN
DATE MARCH 6, 31073 Ve
COMMENTS-
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY i, 1376 (FY 1S75)
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978
TAX PACKAGE-INCLUDED
PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED (HOUSE BILL 2U5>
ASSUMPTIONS
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND - 7.005
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST UN NEW BONDS 6.00?
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS IN YEARS - "2.
? OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.F. CASH BAL - 20.007
- - ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR *“ 5.00?
FISCAL NON INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING DEBT MISC EXP TOTAL
INVESTMENT ---------nmmmmmmmmeee skd taxes
YEAR REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF CAP tX EXPENDITURE
1973
-19714  ------- 193905.0 -——-—-- 66316.6 260219.5 ——-—-- 318666.0 26661.0 1 193.0 '357300.0 -—--
1975 213202.0 35232.1 268636.1 336599.0 30000.0 1'821.0 377620.0
1976 2146582 .0 26617.7 271199.7 351328.6 33200.0 13165,0 397093.6
-1977 - 271662.0 16581.5 286223.6 — 368896.6 60000.0 1278.0 622172.6
J978 623512.0 8883.2 632395.2 387339.1 655C0.0 2 898.0 661737.1
1979 602030.0 12270.2 616300.1 606705.6 52100.0 61620.0 506625.6
1980 627968.0 —-- 20619.6 -668387.6 627060.6 55300.0 60391.0 528731.6
1981 052931.0 28G36.2 C815G7.2 668591.8 58200.0 68296 .0 556885.8
1982 659367.0 36129.6 695696.6 670811.1 61600.0 6 250.0 580661.1
1983 6716148.0 62319.9 713967.9 696351.1 66800.0 5 627.0 612778.1 -

6562 787 .0 269603.9 6832188.0 6008125.0 669161.0 32:537.0 6797802.0

____________________________ S — ° ‘o

// «

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

---117080.6

-128985.9

-126693.9

-135969.1

-29361.9

109876.5

119655.9

126681.6

116835.3

101189.8

36385.6

2

GENERAL

FUND
END OF YEAR
662638.0
525557.6
396571.6
270077.7
136128.6
106786.7
216661.2
336317.1
660993.6
575833.9

677023.6

PA



RUN ID RUN 107
DATE MARCH 6,
COMMENTS'

FISCAL NON
TNVESTMEN1
YEAR REVENUE
1973
197L -—"193905.0
1975 213202.0
1976 21*%6582.0
1977 27161*2.0
1978 1*23512.0
1979 602030.0
1980 627968.0
1961 C529J1.0
1982 659367.0
1983 67161*8.0
1*562787.0

1973

STATE OF ALASK
REVENUE

BUDGET PLANNING MODEL

PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY 1, 197»t

OIL FLOWS

IN FY 1978

"TAX PACKAGE'INCLUDED

PROPERTY TAX

17.07.50

INVESTMENT

INTEREST

*G311* 6

35093.1*

23867.9

12691.7

5263.5

6263.8

-------- 11296.8

15588.5

18261.7

1861*3.7

*93285.1

ANNUAL RATE OF

ANNUAL RATE OF

I'CLUDED (HOUSE BILL 2A5)

MATURITY PERIOD

i OF CURRENT YR

ANN OPER EXPEND

TOTAL

REVENUE

OPERATING

EXPENDITURE

2L0219.6-- -

21*8295.1*

2" 141*9.8

286333.6

1*28775 .5

608293.8

639261*.8

668519.1*

677G28.7

C90291.6

1*756068 .0

318CGG.0

31*0972.5

361*%81*0.2

390378.7

i*1770i*.8

*1*691*1*.0

1*78229 .3

511705.2

51*7523.9

585850.1*

1*1*02812.0

(FY 197S)

ASSUMPTIONS

INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND

INTEREST ON NEW BONDS

ON NEW BONDS IN YEARS

EXPEND. IN G.F.

GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR =

DEBT

SERVICE

261*1*1.0

30000.0

33200.0

1*0000.0

1*5500.0

52100.0

55300.0

58200.0

61600.0

66800.0

1*6911*1.0

MISC EXP
SHD TAXES

CASH BAL »

7.00?
6.00?

20.

20.007?

7.00?

TOTAL

GF CAP EX EXPENDITURE

12193.0
1"821.0
13165,0
1 278.0
2 898.0
1*: 620.0
1*6391.0
L8291*.0
1*6250.0

5.627.0

32 537.0

357300.0

383793.5

1*11205 .2

1*1*3656.7

1*92102 .8

51*1*661*.0

579920.3

618199.2

657373.9

701*277.1*

51921*89.0

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

-117080.1*

-135L98.1

-11*0755.1*

-159323.1

-63327.3

63629.8

5931* * . i*

+ 50320.3

20251*.8

-13985.8

-1*361*20.8

GENERAL

FUND

END OF YEAR

61*2638.0

525557.6

390059.1*

21*9301*.1

69981.0

26653.7

90283.1*

11*%9627.9

19991*8.1

220202.9

206217.2



STATE OF ALA. KA
REVENUE

EIIDGET PLANNING 40DEL

RUM JD RUM 111*
, T
DATE MARCH 7, 1973
COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY 1, 1971* {FY 1975)
OIL FLOWS IN FY 197S
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED
PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED (HOUSE BILL 21*5)
RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING UWh
ASSUMPTIONS
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON MEW BONDS
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS IN YEARS
A OF CURRENT YR EXPENO. IN G.F. CASH BAL
ANN OPER EXPEND GROV/TH RATE AFTER 1ST YR
FISCAL — NON---- INVESTMENT — TOTAL — " OPERATING'- DEBT Ml SC EXP TOTAL SURPLUS
INVESTMENT SHP TAXES OR
YEAR REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE EXPENDITURE SERVICE CF CAP EX EXPENDITURE DEFICIT
1973 ! °
197U 193905.0 t*G31U. G 21%0219.6 315C66.0 2G*i1. C i: 193.0 357300.0 -117080.1*
1975 213202.0 35232.1 21*81*31.. 1 531*599.0 30000.0 I: 121.0 3771*20.0 -128985.9
197C 2<C5S52.0 21*617.7 271199.7 351328.6 33200.0 11 165.0 397693.6 -1201%93.9
1977 271GU2.0 11*581.5 286223. ¥ 368891*.6 1*0000.0 1: 175.0 1*22172 .6 -13591*9.1
1978 1*25590.0 £958.6 I*3U51*8.6 387339.1 1*5500.0 21 198.0 1*61737 .1 -27188.5
1979 cnitioa.o 12U96.3 61GG01*. 3 U06705.6 52100.0 1*5620.0 501*1*25.6 112178.6
1980 r3oouc.o 20790.3 C503U2.3 1*27' .0.1* 55300.0 *+6391.0 528731 .1* 122110.8
1981 6550C9.0 291C3.8 GRI*172. 8 1*1*8391.8 58200.0 1 '.gti.0 55#8S5 .8 1292S7.0
1982 ori 4us . o 36807.7 698252. 7 1*70811.1 61600.0 11 >50.0 580CG1.1 117591.6
1983 C7372C.0 i*311*S.9 71G87U.9 1*91*351.1 6680 51 527.0 612778.1 101*096.8
1*575255 .0 272117.1  1*81*7369.0 1*008125.0 1*G91li*l.0 32( -37.0 1%*797802.0 1*9566.9

15.1C. FF

" GENERAL

FUND

END CF YEAR

61*2638.0

525557.6

396571.6

270077.7

131*128.6

10691.0.1

219118.7

31*1229.5

1*70516.5

588108.1

692201*.9




STATE OF w1 "KA
REVENUE

feUDGET PLANNING MODEL

RUN 1D_ RUN 115
DATE MARCH 7, 1973
COMMENTS

PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY 1, 197*4 (FY 1975)
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978

'"TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED

PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED (HOUSE BILL 2*45)
RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING

ASSUMPTIONS

ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND 7.00-

ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS 6.00"

MATUR 1ITY"PERIOD ON NEW BONDS IN YEARS T o = F

% OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.F. CASH BAL - 20.00%

ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR - 7.00%
FISCAL N4N INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING DEBT MISC EXP TOTAL SURPLUS ' GENERAL

INVESTMENT SHO TAXES OR FUND
YEAR REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF TAP EX EXPENDITURE DEFICIT EMD OF YEAR
1973 G42C38.0
1974 193905.0 1463 114 .6 2140219 .6 318666.0 26441.0 1 193.0 357300.C -117080.4 525557.6
1975 213202.0 35093.14 298295.14 340972.5 30000.0 1 821.0 383793. 5" -135498.1 390059.4
197C 2146582 .0 23867.9 2/0LUO.S 3648140.2 33200.0 1 165.0 411205.2 -140755.4 249304.1
1977 271CU2.0 12691.7 2814 333 .6 390378.7 40000.0 1 278.0 443G56, 7 -159323.1 89981.0
1973 425590.0 5338.9 1430928.9 417704.8 45500.C  27898.0 492102.8 -G1173.9 28807.1
1979 G0*108 .0 61489.9 610597.9 446944 .0 52100.0 45620.0 544664,0 65933.9 94740.9
1980 6300*40.0 11673.6 641719.6 478229.3 55300.0 46391.0 579920.3 61799. 3 15G540.2
1981 C55009.0 16116.1 671125.1 511705.2 58200.0 4 294.0 612199.2 52925.9 ' 2394GC.1
1982 661UU5.0 IEOLO.O 680385.0 547523.9 61600,0 4 250.0 657373.9 23011.1 232477.2
1983 673726.0 19472.7 693198.7 585850.4 66800.0 5 627.0 704277 .4 -11078.7 221398.5
14575255.0 195998.14 #¥771251 .0 4402812.0 469141.0 32 537.0 5192489.0 -421739.5

15.7L.19



STATE OF ALA KA

Hemm - REVENUE
BUOCET PLANNING VtOOEL-------
RUN -TO-  -RUN-116-
DATE MARCH 7, 1973
COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY 1, 1979 (FY 1975)
- OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978 — m——
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED
PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED (HOUSE BILL 295)
-RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING 7%
ASSUMPTIONS
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND 7.00*
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS 6.00*
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS IN YEARS 20.
* OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.F. CASH BAL 20.00* -
|
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR 5.00*
FISCAL MON INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING DEBT MIST EXP TOTAL
INVESTMENT SHD TAXES
--------- YEAR-— REVENUE — INI EREST REVENUE - EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF CAP EX EXPENDITURE
43/ 3
107 193905.0 9G319.6 290219.6 318606.0 26991.0 1 193.0 357300.0
--------- —e .. ———————= — . F _ —n ————— -
1975 213202.0 35232.1 298939.1 339599.0 30000,0 1821.0 377920.0
197G 2965.2.0 - 29617.7 271199.7 351328.6 33200.0 1.165.0 397693.6
1077 271692.0 19561.5 286223.9 308899.6 90000.0 1 278.0 922172.6
1978 998C17.0 9793.8 95E910.C 387339.1 95500 0 2-898.0 961737.1
1979 — (28109.0 — 15036.9 693190.9 906705.0 52i00.U 95620.0 509925 .6 -
1980 1155035 .0 25113.6 680198.6 92709C. 9 55300.0 96391.0 528731.9
1981 681019.0 35330.6 716399.6 998391.8 58200.0 91299.0 559885.8
1982 * 088988.0 99898 . C 733386.5 970811.1 61600.0 9'250.0 580661,1
1oc i 701830.0 53239.9 755060.9 999351.1 f.6800.0 5 627.0 612778.1
9728919.0 309158.9 5032579.0 9008125.0 969191.0 32 537.0 9797802.0

Bmb'rnw

SURPLUS
OR
DEFIC.T

-117080.

-128985.

-126993.

-135999.

-3326.

138715.

151917.

161958.

152725.

192291.

239772.

8

9

8

GENERAL

FUND
END OF YEAR
- buUlOJO.U
______ 525557.6
396571.6
270077.7
139128,6
130802.3
269517.6
920939 .7
582393.5

-735118 .9

877910.7



STATE OF ALA5 'A

————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— revenue

BUDGET PLANNING 10DEL

RUN TO RUN 117
DATE MARCH 7, 1373
COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY 1, 197L (FY 1975)
--------------------- OIL cLOWS IN FY 1973
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED
PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED (HOUSE BILL 21*5)
---------------------- RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING 7%
ASSUMPTION
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND“ m“ * 7.007;
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS . 6.007
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONOS IN YF..RS = 2c.
? OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.F. CASH BAL « “20.00?
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR - 7.007
FISCAL NON INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING DE3T MIS" EXP TOTAL
INVESTMENT SHD TAXES
YEAR REVENUE INTERE5ST REVENUE * EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF CAP EX EXPENDITURE
1973
19 7U 193905.0 1*6311*. 6 21*0219.6 318666.0 26L1* 1.0 12193.0 357300.0
1975 213202.0 35003.1* 21*8295.1* 31*0972.5 30000.0 12321.0 383793.5
1976 2LC532.0 23867.9 2701*1*9.8 ~ 3fii810. 2 33200.0 131G5.0 1*11205.2 —
1977 2716U2.0 12691.7 281*333.6 390378.7 1*0000. 0 13278.0 1*1*3656.7
1978 1*1*8617.0 6171*. 1 1*51*791. 1 1*17701*.3 1*5500,0 28893.0 1*92102.8
1979 C2B10i*.0 9030.6 63 7131*.6 1*1*691*1*.0 52100.0 H5G20.0 5 #P6 Ci*. 0
1980 655035.0 15990.9 671025.9 1*78229.3 55300.0 1*6391,0 579920.3
1981 681011*.0 22232.9 703296.9 511705.2 58200.0 P 1291*.0 Cl18199. 2
1982 6381*88.0 27930.9 715518 .9 51*7523.9 616C0.0 . 7250.0 657375.9
1932 701830.0 29563.7 731393. 7 585350.1* CC800.0 £1627.0 70L277 .1*
1*7281*19.0 22301%0.1*  1*9561*55. 0 LU02812.0 1*6911*1.0 32)537.0 5192L39.0

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT —

-117080.1*

-1351*98.1

-11*%0755.1*

-159323.1

-37311.8

92U70.6

* 91105.6

85097.7

5811*5.0

27116.3

-236033.6

GENERAL

FUND

END OF YEAR

61*2638 .0

525557.6

390059.1*

21*%9301*.1

89981.0

52669.3

11*%5139.8

23621*5 .1*

3213L3.1

3791*88.1

*06601*. i*



The Legislature of the State of Alaska
FISCAL NOTE

First Session - Eighth Legislature

I . REQUEST

Bill Identification: HB 245 ana CS

Title: Oil and Gas Trans Property Tax - Administration

Requested by: Legislative Finance Date: March 15. 1973

Return Date Requested: March 22, 1973

Agency : Revenue Program: Fiscal_Services
Il. FISCAL DETAIL

Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: Fiscal Services

A. EXPENDITURES : (Thousands of dollars)

OBJECT FY 73 FY 7F FY 75 FY 76 Fy 77 Fy 78

100 PERSONAL SERVICES Lc I 517.0 545 .4 575.4 607.0
200 TRAVEL 90.0 95.0 100.2 105.7 111.5
300 CONTRACTUAL 100.0 105.5 111.3 117.4 123.9
400 COMMODITIES 8.0 8.A 8.9 9.4 9.9
500 EQUIPMENT 20.5 |
600  LAND & STRUCTURES t
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL 708.5 725.9 765.8 807.9 852.3

B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND 708.5 725.9 765.8 807.9 852.3

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

C. POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / 28/ 28 / 28/ 28 / 28 /

MAN MONTHS (P./T. / 336/  .336 / 3367 336 / 336 /
M. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)

See memorandum dated March 21, 1973 from F. P. Boetsch,
Director of Audit.
IV. ATTACHMENTS
V. DATE: PREPARED BY:
Commibsioner of Revenue

Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)



070018

STATE
of ALASKA

to

from

E R. D. Stevenson
Commissioner

date , March 21, 1973

Fred Boetsch subject: HB 245 and CSHB 245
Director of Audit

Basically, both the original bill and the Committee Substitute provide for
an annual tax to be imposed by the State in the amouit of 20 mills on all
property used in the production and transportation of unrefined oil and gas.
This would include, but not be limited to, existing f Tilities in the Kenai-
Cook Inlet area, existing and proposed facilities in the North Slope area,
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System, and all related facilities including the
tanker terminal at Valdez.

We note the differences between the two bills below:

1. The original bill would start the levy of the tax on all property
on January 1, 1974. The Committee Substitute would start the tax at the
same time except for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System and wells on the
North Slope. With respect to the TAPS line, the tax would not start until
the appropriate federal agency acquired legal authority to issue necessary
permits to commence construction of the line and with respect to production
equipment the tax would not be imposed until the well is producing.

2. The original bill provides that local governments in which the
facility is located may levy a tax not to exceed 20 mills on not more than
25 percent of the value of property located in their jurisdiction which is
subject to the tax under the bill. 1In effect, this would allow the local
governments to tax the value of facilities locaced in their area up to five
mills. The Committee Substitute, on the other hand, allows local governments
to impofse a tax of up to seven mills on the same property. Such local taxes
would be in lieu of the statewide tax. In effect, then, there would be a
revenue sharing back to the local governments to the extent of either five
mills in the case of the original bill, or seven mills in the case of the Com—
mittee Substitute.

3. The original bill provides that the taxes are payable to the Depart—
ment of Revenue by September 30 of the tax year whereas the Committee Substi—
tute provides that payment shall be made by June 30 of the tax year.

4. The original bill provides that the rental formulas for pipeline
right-of-way under AS 38.35.140 as they presently stand are repealed and
another method substituted. The Committee Substitute does not provide for
the repealer of existing right-of-way leasing formulas.



Commissioner R. D. Stevenson -2- March 21, 1973

I am attaching four different projections. One projection indicater the
property tax revenues that could be expected under House Bill 245 as originally
written, and is so labeled. This indicates the five-mill sharing back to local
governments. The projection labeled "Revenues from State Right-of-Way Leasing
Act" indicates the losses which could be expected from passage of the original
bill due to elimination of the formulas. The two projections for the Committee
Substitute are labeled Case A and Case b. Case A provides the projection 1in
case permit granting authority is received prior to January 1 of 1974 in which
case the pipe on hand would be subject to the tax on January 1, 1974. Case B
assumes that permit granting authority is not received until after January 1,
1974 in which case none of the pipe would be subject to the tax. All cases
assume that construction starts on July 1 of 1974 and production starts on

July 1 of 1977 with respect to the North Slope activity. Basically, these
projections indicate very substantial tax revenues 1in the first year of con—
struction, rising very rapidly after that, and then levelling off in 1978-79
with slow growth thereafter due to the addition of new producing wells on the
North Slope.

I am also attaching a Fiscal Note which indicates the cost of administering
either bill since the fundamental problem is the assessment of the values

of property during the construction phase and subsequent thereto. Due to

the magnitude of the projected revenues and their importance to tie funding

of State government, | have tentatively accorded this function the status of
Division-level operation within ge Department of Revenue. I propose that

this be known as the Property Tax Division. It is important that we recognize
the magnitude of the project under consideration. We are talking about an
ultimate assessed valuation of close to $6 billion which is more than double
the assessed valuation of the State of Alaska at the present time (approximately
$2.7 billion). J have divided the Property Tax Division into two sections:
Audit and Engineering. The Audit Section is necessary to review the records

of construction firms and oil companies involved in the projects in order

to ascertain cost measures. The engineers are necessary to determine percentage
of completion of the facility in accordance with the formula provided for

in the bills and to analyze the design of various facilities in order to
determine their usage as oil and gas transportation facilities and, in the

case of wells, to determine the extent of intangible drilling costs. We have
also provided for the necessary accounting and clerical staff to support both
engineers and auditors. The total cosLs projected are very nominal in relation
to the total potential revenues from this tax. Due to the rapid climb in
revenues in relation to rather slow growth in expenses, the expense to revenue
relationship decreases very rapidly once construction commences. It is
important, however, that the valuation job be done by competent professionals
in both the audit and engineering fields since we are dealing with such a

large magnitude project. A relatively small error in determining percentage

of completion or in analyzing costs could result in a large difference in

the amount of tax collected and in the value of property subject to tax by



Commissioner R. D. Stevenson -3- March 21, 1973

local governments under those provisions of the bill.

There are no administrative problems with either version of the bill from
the viewpoint of the Department of Revenue other than the fact that we
will be unable to enforce either bill without funding in accordance with
the Fiscal Note recommendation. We simply do not at the present tine have
any staff capable of doing a proper job of assessment on these projects.
Therefore, it is imperative that the Division of Property Taxes be funded
if either bill is passed so that we can be in a position to protect State
revenues from this vital source.

FPB:mbc
Enc.

cc: L. C. Eppenbach,
Deputy Commissioner of Treasury



FY 74 FY 75

Tax on TAPS Pipeline $ 4,574.0 $22,055.9
Tax on Other Pipeline

4 Production Facilities $11,980.0 $13,020.0
Total Gross Tax

Collections $16,554.0 $35,075.9
Less:

Shared to Local

Governments (see

below) 3,690.8 5,322.2
Net Revenue to

State Treasury $12,863.2 *29,753.7
Local Governments”

Share of Property Tax:
North Slope Borough $ 902.8 $1,928.3
North Star Borough 203.5 334.5
City of Valdez 339.5 814.4
Kenai Borough 2.245.0 2.245.0
Total Shared Revenue $ 3,690.8 $ 5,322.2
Assumptions:
f 1. Construction starts July 1, 1974
. 2. Production starts July 1, 1977

20 Mill

HOUSE BILL 245

Projection of Ad Valorem Tax Revenues
($000 Omitted)

FY 76

$40,853.1

$15,420.0

$56,273.1

7,683.9

$48,589.2

$3,311.0
619.5
1,508.4
2,245,0.

$ 7,683.9

FY 77

$59,947.1

$17,860.0

$77,807.6

10,083.5

$67,724.1

$4,716.0
909.1
2,213.4
2,245,11

$10.083.5

FY 78

$69,211.1

$21,840.0

$91,051.1

11.946.6

$79.104.5

$6,096.7

1,049.4

2,555.4
2,245.0

$11,946.6

FY 79

$70,000.0

$22,740 0

$92,740.0

12.245.5

$80.494.5

$6,354.5

1,061.5

2,584.5
2,245.0

$12.245.5

Property Tax on Pipeline and Production Facilities

FY 80
$70,000.0
$23,540.0

$93,540.0

12.445.5

$81.094.5

$6,554.5

1,061.5

2,584.5
,_2-245]1

$12_445.5

Fy 81

$70,000.0

$24,140.0

$94,140.0

12.595.5

$81.544.5

$6,704.5
1,061.5
2,584.5

2-,.245.0..

$12,595.5

FY 82

$70,000.0

$24.480.0

$94,480.0

12.680.5

$81.799.5

$6,789.5
1,061.5
2,584.5
- 1.,2A50=%=

$12,680.5

FY 83

$70,000.0

$24.620.0

$94,620.0

12.715.5

$81.904.5

$6,824.5
1,061.5
2,584.5
- 2-.-2A5-0.

$12,715.5



Revenues from State
Right-of-Way Leasing Act
(Millions of Pollars”

Year of TAPS Pipeline

Operation
1st 5th 10th 20th
At 4% 1CC Return 2.1 2.1 4.5 21.5
At 570 ICC Return 3.4 6.2 13.7 30 1
At 77. ICC Return 25. 1 29.1 *.6 47.3

Average
35

Year.

15.4

22.7

40.6

At a 4/. ICC rate of return North Slope oil corporations

and the

z< * tOtal profits- This ICC return rate

likely case00116™1" rCVCnUes t0 the State ar* the most



Committee Substitute,

for HOUSE BILL 245

(Case A)

o Wk w

~

FY 80

$70,000.

23,540.

$93,540.

$17,423.

$76,116.

$ 9,176.
1,486.
3,618.
3,143.

$17,423.

20 Mill Property Tax on Pipeline and Production Facilities
Projection of Ad Valorem Tax Revenues
($000 Omitted)
FY 74 FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79

Tax on TAPS Pipeline $ 4,574.0 $22,055. $40,853. $59,947.6 $69,211.1 $70,000.
Tax on Other Pipeline &

Production Facilities 11,980.0 13,020. 15,420. 17,860.0 21,840.0 22,740.
Total Gross Tax

Collections $16,554.0 $35,075. $56,273. $77,807.6 $91,051.1 $92,740.
Less:

Shared to Local

Governments (see

below) $ 5,167.1 $ 7,451. $10,757. $14,116.8 $16,725.2 $17,143.
Net Revenue to

State Treasury $11,386.9 $27,624. $45,515. $63,690.8 $74,325.9 $75,596.
Locul Governments*

Share of Property Tax:
North Slore Borough $ 1,263.9 $ 2,700.0 $ 4,635.4 $ 6,602.4 $ 8,535.4 $ 8,896.
North Star Borough 284.9 468.3 867.3 1,272.7 1,4693 1,486.
City of Valdez 475.3 1,140.1 2,111.7 3,098.7 3,577.5 3,618.
Kenai Borough 3,143.0 3,143.0 3,143.0 3,143.0 3,143.0 3,143.
Total Shared Revenue $ 5,167.1 $ 7,451.4 $10,757.4 $14,116.8 $16,725.2 $17,143.
ﬁ;sumptions:
»

1. Permit granting authority rereived prior to January 1, 1974

K 2. Construction starts July 1, 1974
* 3. Production starts July 1,

1977

FY 81

$70,000.

24,140.

$94,140.

$17,633.

$76,506.

$ 9,386.
1,486.
3,618.
3,143.

$17,633.

o W kFk W

~

FY 82

$70,000.

24,480.

$94,480.

$17,752.

$76,727.

$ 9,505.
1,486.
3,618.
3,]1°3.

$17,752.

FY 83

$70,000.

24,620.

$94,620.

$17,801.

$76,818.

o W Ek Ww



Tax on TAPS Pipeline
Tax on Other Pipeline &
Production Facilities
Total Gross Tax
Collections
Less:
Shared to Local
Governments (see
below)

Net Revenue to
State Treasv-y

Local Governments

Share of Property Tax:

North Slope Borough
North Star Borough
City of Valdez
Kenai Borough

Total Shared Revenue

Assumptions:

1. Permit granting authority

4.193.0

$7,787.0

FY 75

$22,055.

13,020.

$35,075.

7.451.

$27,624.

$ 2,700.
468.
1,140.
3.143.

$ 7,451.

2. Construction starts July 1, 1974
3. Production starts July 1, 1977

20 Mill
FY 76

9 $40,853.
0 15,420.
9 $56,273.
4 10.757.
5 $45,515.
0 $ 4,635.
3 867.
1 2,111.
0 3.143.
4 $10,757.

Committee Substitute for HOUSE BILL 245

Property Tax on Pipeline and Production Facilities

Projection of Ad Valorem Tax Re "enues
($000 Omitted)

O N w b

D

FY 77

$59,947.

17.860.

$77,807.

14.116.

$63,690.

$ 6,602.
1.272.
3.0098.
3.143.

$14,116.

o~~~ &

received subsequent to January i, 1974,

FY 78

$69,211.
21,840.

$91,051.

16.725.

$74,325.

$ 8,535.
1,469.
3,577.
3.143.

$16,725.

o Ul w b~

FY 79

$70,000.
22,740-

$92,740.

17.143.

$75,596.

$ 8,896.
1,486.
3,618.
3.143.

$17,143.

but before July 1,

0

0

0

o W r w

~

1974

(Case B)

FYy 80

$70,000.

23,540.

$93,540.

17.423.7

$76,116.

$ 9,176.
1,486.
3,618.
3.143.

$17,423.

0

0

0

O wrFk Ww

~

FY 81

$70,000.
24.140.

$94,140.

17.633.

$76,506.

$ 9,386.
1,486.
3,618.
3.143.

$17,633.

0

FY 82

$70,000.

T 24.480.

$9°<, 480.

17.752.

$76,727.

o W rFk w

FY 83

$70,000.
24.620.

$94,620.

17.801.

$76,818.

$ 9,554.
1,486.
3,618.
3.143.

$17,801.

O W kr w



Proposed Amendments to HB 2*15

Page 1,

lines 6-7, delete and substitute, For an Act entitled:
"An Act providing for a state tax on property used in transportation
and production of unrefined oil and gas; and providing Tor an

effective date.'l

line 13, ...personal property actually used or designed or

Intended for use [EMPLOYED] in the...

line 1M, ...unrefined oil and gas. With respect to the
facility known as the transalaska pipeline, the tax does not apply
until the appropriate federal agency acquires legal authority to
issue the permits necessary to begin construction of that facility.
The tax for the year in which the authority is acquired shall be pro-

rated from the time of acquisition.

line 24, ...assessment date according to the percentage of

completion method.

lines 25-26, ... not to exceed 7 mills on [20 MILLS ON NOT
MORE THAN 25? OF] the full and true value ,as determined In accordance

with sections 40-70 of this chaptert of taxable real...



line 8, section 20, add a new papagraph to read:
(3) production machinery, appliances, and equipment
used in and around a well, until the well is
producing oil or gas,at which time the exemption

terminates.

3
line 2, ... June 30 [SEFTEMBER 30]...

line 29 ... regulations in accordance with AS M .62. as..

lines 3-5, delete.

#Sec 2, delete.



STATE OF ALASKA
REVENUE

BUDGET PLANNIN  MODEL

RUN D RUN 26
DATE FEBRUARY 3, 1973
Vs.
COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS IN FY 1975
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978
RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING *(?
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED
ASSUMPTIO S
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GE ERAL FUND -  7.005
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEI BONDS 6.00°
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS 'i YEARS = 20.
2 OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G. . CASH BAL » 20.00°7
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE A TER 1ST YR -  5.00?
FISCAL NON INVESTMENT  TOTAL OPERATING DEBT M SC EXP TOTAL
- INVESTMENT SHD 'AXES
YEAR  REVENUE INTEREST  REVENUE  EXPENDITURE SERVICE CF C/AP EX EXPEND 1TURE
1973 )
197U 1818 U7.0 1(5877.2  227729.2 318666.0  26991.0 2193.0 357300.0
1975 182511.0 332NU.3  215755.3 339599.0  30000.0 2821.0 377920.0
197G 195180.0 19652.5  219832.9 351328.6  33200.0 i 5165.0 397G93.6
1977 201058.0 b191.8  206299.8 368899.6  90000.0 15278.0 922172.6
1978 31<2023.0 -6022.0  336000.9 387339.1  95500.0  : 5898.0 961737.1
1979 517876.0 861(2.8  509233.1 906705.6  52100.0  15620.0 509925.G
1980 51%1939.0 - -6666.0  535272.9 927090.9  55300.0  96391.0 528731.9
1981 5C5it99.0 -1(71(0.6  560758.9 998391.8  58200.0  98.99,0 550885.8
1982 571190.0 -3618.9  567521.6 970811.1  61600.0  98250.0 580661.1
1983 583091 .0 -3839.8  579251.2 999351.1  66800.0  51627.0 612778.1
.-~ 38821CN.0 + 70935.8 3952597.0  9008125.0 969191.0 320537.0 9797802.0

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

-129575.

-161669.

-182861.

-215922.

-12573G.

9807.

6591.

5872.

-13139.

-33526.

-895205.

GENERAL

FUND

END OF YEAR

E92638.0

513062.2

351397.9

168536.3

-97386.6

-173122.7

-168315.2

-161773.7

-155901.1

-169090.6

-202567.5



COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTIO
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978
RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED
--------------------- PROPERTY TAX INCLUDE
ISCAI NON INVESTMENT
INVESTMENT
YEAR  REVENUE — INTEREST
1973
1971* 185861*. 0 1*0022 .9
1975 202913.0 31%275.G
197G 232959.0 22796.0
1977 25G511.0 11716.8
1978 i*0G0i*5.0 6836.3
1979 582028.0 6886.0
1980 G0GG91.0 13557.
1981 C30251.0 20180.3
1982 635892.0 25999.5
1983 667863.0 30675.2
63E7597.0  21G738.4

S"."ATE OF ALASKA
REVENUE

N BEGINS IN FY 1975
""" o
D e
ASSUMPTIONS
ANNUAL RATE OF INTFREST ON GENEI \L FUND » 7,00%
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW | 3NDS - 0.00%
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS IN CEARS « 20,
% OF CURRENT YR EXPEND, IN G.F. 3ASIl BAL * 20,00%
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER IJT YR - 5.00%
TOTAL OPERATING DEBT MISC EXP TOTAL
SHD TAXES
REVENUE EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF Cl 5 EX EXPENDITURE
2318BG.9 318GGG.0 2G661.0 12:33.a 357300.0
237188.G 336599.0 30000.0 121 11.0 377620.0
255753.0 351328.G 33200.0 13: 35.0 397C93.G
2G8225.8 368896.0 60000.0 13: 78.0 622172.3
610879.3 387339.1 65500.0 281 38.0 6617 37.1
589512.0 60G705.G 52100.0 65G29.0 506425.G
G20268.8 627060.6 55300.0 66391.0 528731.6
G50631.3 668391.8 58200.0 68296.0 556885.8
GG1891.5 670811 .1 G1G00.0 68250.0 580GG1.1
G78318 .2 696351.1 GG800.0 51 ,27.0 G12778.1
UGOU333 .0 1*008125.0 UG 91*1.0 320537.0 1*797802. 0

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

-125613.1

-160231.6

-161960.G

-15396G.8

-50857.8

8508G.6

91517.1%*

95565.G

81230.6

G5560.1

-1936C9.9

GENERAL

FUND

END OF YEAR

G62G38.0

517226.9

37G993.6

235052.8

8110G.1

30268.3

115336.G

20G852.0

302397.6

383G28.0

669168.1



F.Y.

1978
At 4% ICC Return $ 2,078
at 57. ICC Return 3,455

At 77. ICC Return 25,7.15

$ 2,078
4,121

26,074

Revenues from State
Right-of-Way Leasing Act

le, 07-
F.Y. F.Y. F.Y. F.Y.
1980 1981 1982 1983
$ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078
4,796 5,479 6,169 7,548
27,067 28,083 29,121 30,182

F.Y.
1990

$ 8,721

18,546

38,196

Hgf

$27,140
35,168

51,223

Average
$15,436
22,699

40,580
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recommends:

Chairman



PROPOSED AMENDMENT, HB-245

Page one, line 21
Sec 010:

Subsection (a)

line 21: delete: "and other facilities"

line 2*1. add: "The tax imposed by this subsection shall not be

applied on production facilities until such facilities are actually

employed in the production of oil and gas."



Proposed Amendments to HB 2h5

Page 1,

lines 6-7, delete and substitute, For an Act entitled:
"An Act providing for a state tax on property used In transportation
and production of unrefined oil and gas; and providing for an

effective date."

line 13, ...personal property actually used or designed or

Intended for use [EMPLOYED] in the...

line 1*J, ...unrefined oil and gas. With respect to the
facility known as the transalaska pipeline, the tax does not apply
until the appropriate federal agency acquires legal authority to
Issue the permits necessary to begin construction of that facility.
The tax for the year In which the authority Is acquired shall be pro—

rated from the time of acquisition.

line 2%, ...assessment date according to the percentage of

completion method.

lines 25-26, ... not to exceed 7 mills on [20 MILLS ON NOT
MORE THAN 25* OF] the full and true value ,as determined In accordance

with sections 0-70 of this chapter Fof taxable real...



Page 2
line 8, section 20, add a new papagraph to read:
(3) production machinery, appliances, and equipment
used in and around a well, until the well 1is
producing oil or gas,at which time the exemption

terminates.

Page 3

line 2, ... June 30 [SEPTEMBER 30]...

line 29 ... regulations in accordance with AS M .62. as..

Page *

s 3-5, delete.

2, delete.



Department of Revenue
Treasury Division
Audit Division

Minnesota Commission on Taxation



Average Property Tax Rates of All States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
n'lorida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

National Average

Rate of
Assessment

16.9
94.55
18.9
16.0
19.7
27.2
58.0
53.4
54.3
85.0
29.39
62.4
11.95
41.7
25.6
24.6
20.0

[0¢]
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(¢)]
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Tax Rate
Gin Mills)

34.0
14.25
106.9
65.7
114.3
90.04
49.94
53.21
32.0
15.9
41.5
18.739
105.2
58.1
105.12
99.635
83.871
12.383
68.89
59.92
30.07
59.70
49.54
297.47
95.0
50.0
200.0
70.34
46.0
40.3
47.4
30.8
42 .17
30.0
172.63
46.7
75.0
27.02
83.10
45.54
193.57
52.47
49.61
46.62
90.67
,820.0
31.3
42 .84
14.0
57.65

60.542

Effective Rate on
Full Market Value
(in Mills)

5.74
13.47
20.20
10.51
22.52
24.49
28.96
28.41
17.37
13.51
12.12
11.69
12.57
24.23
26.91
24.51
16.77
10.84
12.26
35.11
15.91
29.31
19.97
32.00
14.25
13.80
26.00
22.37
13.52
28.21
35.74

7.15
20.24
13.98
18.12
14.48
15.00
23.56
35.57
27.10
10.84
20.04
14.34
10.12
14.69
24.57
10.99
15.81

7.37
34.91

12.23

I~ILd



REPRESENTATIVE VVILLAR

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

/ POUCH V -STATE CAPITOL 2

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99001

February 24

Dr. Thomas Barrow

President

Humble Oil and Refining Company
The Humble Building

Houston, Texas

Dear Dr. Barrow:

, 1973

.BOWMAN

1112 EAST 69TH AVENUE
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99502

The Alaska State Legislature 1is considering the enactment
of House Bill 245, entitled "An act relating to oil and
gas revenue." This bill would impose a 20-mill ad valorem
property tax on oil and gas production and transportation
equipment, and would also repeal AS 38.35.140, the revenue

formula for State right-of-way leases
of-Way Leasing Act of 1972.

The repeal of the revenue formula is

Superior Court. I understand that this

in th

e Alaska Right-

intended, according to

the sponsors, to make the Right-of-Way Leasing Act acceptable
to companies participating in the trans-Alaska pipeline, and

to moot the litigation between companies and State now in State

sibly delay construction of the pipeline, i
for construction were 1issued, and if the points of conflict in
the industry-State litigation were unresolved at that time.

litigation could pos—

f a Federal permit

One question is this: V/ould the enactment of HB-245 1in its

present Tform by the Alaska Legislature allow your company to
wxthdraw from the litigation you have joined with other com—
panies against the State, over the Right-of-Way Leasing Act?

«

A second question 1is this: If the enactment of HB-245 would
not resolve the basic 1issues of contest with the State, would
it tend to complicate and perhaps further delay the court®"s

consideration of the issues involved?

A prompt answer is urgent. Please write or telegraph your

reply as soon as possible.

Willard L.

Bov/man



PROPOSED AMENDMENT, HB-245

Page one, line 21
Sec 010:

Subsection (a)

line 21: delete: "and other facilities”

line 24: add: "The tax Imposed by this subsection shall not be

applied on production facilities until such facilities are actually

en"oloyed in the production of oil and gas.”



At 47.

at 5/.

At

7.

ICC Return

ICC Return

ICC Return

F.Y.
1978

$ 2,078
3,455

25,105

Revenues from State
Right-of-Way Leasing Act

F.Y. F.Y. F.Y. F.Y. F.Y.
1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

$ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078 $ 2,078
4,121 4,796 5,479 6,169 7,548

26,074 27,067 28,083 29,121 30,182

F.Y.
1990

$ 8,721
18,546

38,196

F.Y.
2000

$27,140
35,168

51,223

Average
$15,436
22,699

40,580



BUDGET PLANNIN

STATE OF AL SKA
REVENUE

MODEL

RUN ID RUN 26
DATE FEBRUARYH7 1973
COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS IN FY 1975
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978
RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING 1%
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED
assumpTl0.S
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND - 7.00%
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEI BONDS « 6.00%
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS N YEARS - 20.
% OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G. . CASH BAL - 20.00%
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE Ai TER 1ST YR - 5.00%
FISCAL NON INVESTMENT  TOTAL OPERATING DEBT Ml SC EXP TOTAL
INVESTMENT SIID TAXES
YEAR  REVENUE INTEREST  REVENUE  EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF CAP EX EXPENDITURE
1973
1971* — 1S18L7.0 1%5877.2 22 772i*.2 318666.0  266iil.0  12193.0 357300.0
1975 182511.0 332i*i*.3  215755.3 336599.0  30000.0  12821.0 3771% 20..0
1976 195180.0 19652.5  211*832 .1* 351328.6  33200.0  "+3165.0 397693.6
1977 201058.0 5191.8  20621%9.8 368891* .6 1*0000.0 3278.0 1%22172.6
1978 3L2023.0 -G022.0  336000.9 387339.1  1*5500.0 $898.0 1%61737.1
1979 517876.0 -861*2.8  509233.1 F0G705.6  52100.0  13620.0 501*1*2 5.6
1900 5U1939.0 -6C6G.0  535272.9 1%2701%0.1*  55300.0  +3391.0 52873 1 .1*
1981 5651%99.0 -1*71*0.6 560753 .1* 1*1*8391.8  58200.0 U8 91*.0 551+885.8
1982 57111%0.0 -3018. F 567521.6 1*70811 .1  61600.0  1*8250.0 580G61.1
1983 583091 .0 -3839.8  579251.2 U9U351.1  66800.0  51627.0 C12778.1
3882161*.0 70035.8 J952597.0  1*008125.0 1*6911*1.0 3 9537 .0 797002 .0

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

-129575.8

-161661*.8

-182861.2

-215922.8

-125736.1

1*807.5

651*1.5

5872.6

-13139.5

-33526.9

-8U5205.5

GENERAL

FUND

END OF YEAR

61*2638 .0

513062.2

351397.1*

168536.3

-1*7386.6

-173122.7

-168315.2

-161773.7

-155901.1

-16901*0.6

-202567.5



STATE OF ALAS A
REVENUE

-- BUDGET PLANNING | 9DEL

RUN—I D -=--o- RUN-40

DATE FEBRUARY b, 1973

COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS IN FY 1975

-------------------------- OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978

RIGHT-OF-WAY LEASING 0%
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED

PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

-125013.

-100231 .

-101900.

-153906G.

-50857.

8508G.

91517.

95505.

81230.

® -
ASSUMPTIONS
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENEI \L FUND -  7.00%
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW | 9NDS - 0.00%
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS IN 7EARS - 20.
% OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.F. CASH BAL * 20.00%
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR »  5.00%
FISCAL NON INVESTMENT ~ TOTAL OPERATING DEBT MISC EXP TOTAL
INVESTMENT SHD TAXES
YEAf"  REVENUE INTEREST ~ REVENUE  EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF CAP EX EXPENDITURE
1973 e e
"970 185860.0 14G022.9  231S8G.9 318000.0  26001.0  12193.0 357300.0
An7s 202913.0 314275.0  237188.6 330599.0  30000.0  12:21.0 377020.0
1976 232959.0 22794.0  255753.0 351328.G  33200.0  13. 55.0 397G93.G
1977 250511.0 11716.8  2G8225.8 308390.G  00000.0  13: 78.0 022172.6
1978 U0GOUS .0 0830.3  010879.3 387339.1  05500.0  28: 18.0 0G61737.1
1979 582028.0 6880.0  589512.0 00G705.G  52100.0  05020.0 500025.G
1930 G0GG91.0 13557.9  G20208.8 027000,0  55300.0  0G391.0 528731.0
1981 G30251.0 20180.3  G50031.3 008391.3  58200.0  08290.0 550885.3
1982 G35892.0 25999.5  001891,5 070811.1  G1GOO.0  08250.0 580GG1.1
1983 607803.0 301475.2  078318.2 090351.1  GG800.0  51127.0 Gl 778.1

0387597.0 21C738 .I* 4GO0U333.0 0008125.0 0G9101.0 320M7.0 0797802.9

G5500.

-19314009.

GENERAL

FUND

END Of YEAR

602638.0

517220.9

376993.0

235052.8

8110G. 1

30208.3

115330. G

20G852.0

302397.G

383G28.0

0091G8.1



STATE OF ALA KA
REVENUE

BUDGET PLANNING MODEL

RUN ID RUN 106 (2 V? )
DATE MARCH 6, 1973
COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY 1, 1979 (KY 1975)
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978
TAX PACKAGE INC'UOED
PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED (HOUSE BILL 2US5)
ASSUMPT ION
ANNUAL RATF OF INTEREST ON GEN RAL FUND = 7.007?
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS 6.00?
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS 1 YEARS = 20.
? OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.F. CASH BAL = 20.00?
ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFTER 1ST YR = 5.007?
FISCAL NON INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING DEBT Ml SC EXP TOTAL
INVESTMENT SI-D TAXES
YEAR REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF CAP EX EXPENDITURE
1973
19 7« 193905.0 i*631L. G 21*0219.6 318666.0 261*91.0 1 193.0 357300.0
1975 213202.0 35232.1 21*81*31*. 1 331*599.0 30000.0 1 821.0 377920.0
296582.0 21*617. 7 271199.7 351328.G 33200.0 13165.0 397693.6
1977 271692.0 11*581.5 » 286223 .1* 368891*.6 1*0000.0 13278.0 922172.6
1978 923512.0 8883.2 1*32395 .2 387339.1 1*5500.0 28898,0 9G1737.1
1979 602030.0 12270.2 611*300.1 1*06705.6 52100.0 1*5620.0 509925.6
1980 627968.0 201*19.1* 61*8387.1* i*270i*0.U 55300.0 1*6391 .0 528731.9
1981 652931.0 28636.2 681567,2 1*1*8391 .8 58200.0 1*8299 .0 559885.8
1982 659367.0 36129.1%* 6951*96.1* 1*70811.1 61600.0 9F250.0 580661.1
1983 67161*8.0 1*2319.9 713967.9 9C9351.1 66800.0 5 627.0 612778.1
1(562787 .0 2691(03. 9 UR32188.0 9008125.0 1(6911(1 .0 32 537.0 9797802.0

SURPLUS
OR
DEFICIT

-117080.
-128985.
-126993.
-135999.
-29391.
109879.
119655.
126681.
119835.

101189.

31(385 .

GENERAL
FUND

END OF YEAR

692638.

525557.

396571 .

270077.

139128.

109786.

219661.

339317.

9C099S.

575833.

677023.

0

2

1

6

9

6



STATE OF ALA KA
REVENUE

t BUDGET PLANNING MODEL

RUN 1D RUN 107
DATE MARCH 6, 1973

COMMENTS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS JULY 1, 1971* (FY 1975)
OIL FLOWS IN FY 1978
TAX PACKAGE INCLUDED
PROPERTY TAX INCLUDED (HOUSE BILL 21*5)

ASSUMPTION
. ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL FUND = 7.007?
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS = 6.00?
MATURITY PERIOD ON NEW BONDS Il YEARS m 20.
% OF CURRENT YR EXPEND. IN G.F. CASH BAL = 20.007?

ANN OPER EXPEND GROWTH RATE AFT; " 1ST YR « 7.007?

FISCAL NON INVESTMENT TOTAL OPERATING DEBT MISC EXP TOTAL SURPLUS GENERAL
INVESTMENT SHD TAXES OR FUND
YEAR REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE EXPENDITURE SERVICE GF rAP EX EXPENDITURE PEFICIT END OF YEAR
1973 61%2638.0
1971* 193905.0 LG31L.6 2L0219.6 318666.0 261*1*1.0 1 193.0 357300.0 -117080.1* 525557.6 e —
1975 213202.0 35093.1* 21*8295.1* 31*0972.5 30000.0 821.0 383793.5 -1351*%98.1 390059.1*
47976 2L6582.0 238G7.9 2701*%1*9.8 36<t f1*0.2 33200.0 13165.0 1*11205.2 -11*0755.1* 21*9301*.1
1977 27161*2.0 12691.7 281*333 .6 390378.7 1*0000.0 13278.0 1*1*3656.7 -159323.1 8§9981.0 T
1978 1*23512 .0 5263.5 1*28775 .5 1*17701*.8 1*5500.0 28898.0 1*92102.8 -63327.3 26653.7
1979 602030.0 6263.8 608293.8 P1*691* 1*. 0 52100.0 1*5620.0 51*1*661*.0 63629.8 90283.1*
1980 627968.0 11296.8 639261*.8 1*78229.3 55300.0 1*%6391 .0 579920.3 5931* i*.i* 11%9627.9
1981 652931.0 15588.5 668519.1* 511705.2 58200.0 1*8291*.0 618199.2 50320.3 1999R8.1
1982 659367.0 18261.7 677628.7 51*7523.9 61600.0 I*250.0 657373.9 20251*.8 220202.9
1983 67161*8.0 18C»3. 7 690291.6 585850.1* 66800.0 5 627.0 701*277.1* -13935.8 206217.2 AR

1*562787.0 193285.1 1*756068.0 I*i*0;?812.0 1*6911*1.0 32 537.0 5192U89.0 _1*361%20.8 e




TESTIMONY OF TIM BRADNER
BP ALASKA, INC.
On HOUSE BILL 245
Before the House Committee on
Community and Regional Affairt

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my mme 1is Tim Bradner and I
represent BP Alaska, Inc., subsidiary of British Petroleum and the operating
company in Alaska for the Standard Oil Company of Ohio, owner of Prudhoe Bay
leases.

I want to thank you for giving me the opportunity to discuss a particu—
lar impact that HB-245 has on my company, and all companies at Brudhoe Bay,
which was not intended by the sponsors of the measure. It hits us particu—
larly hard through language that was taken from an ad valorem tax measure
intended only for transportation facilities and used Ln a bill that includes
production facilities. The ad valorem tax was intended by its sponsors to
include producing facilities actually producing oil and gas, as shown on page
one, lines 13 and 14. "property employed in the production of unrefined oil
and gas: and in the definition section on page four, which defines taxable
real and tangible personal property as machinery, equipment and such used
in the operation of wells producing oil and gus.

The problem comes when, if you refer back to page one, line 20, you see,
"however, with respect to pipelines and other facilit: ”is taxable under this
chupter which may be under construction or awaiting construction . . . ". This
particular section was taken from the governor®s HB-59, which applied only to
transportation facilities, and was intended to tax the value of the pipeline

while it was under construction. However, as used in HB-245 (which includes



oil and gas production facilities) this language creates an ambiguity which
would be interpreted as having the tax apply also to our completed and par—
tially completed, but as yet unproducing, wells ard production facilities at
Prudhoe Bay. This works a particular hardship on my company, which has made
the decision to go ahead with development drilling and the construction of
production facilities in the Prudhoe field despite the prospect of a contin—
ued and perhaps long delay before production in the field can begin. This

was not intended by the bill"s sponsors, and in discussing the matter with
them, they support an amendment which we now recommend to HB-245, which would
clarify the language and have the measure apply only t) producing facilities
that are actually in use. The sponsors have asked me to recommend this amend—
ment to you gentlemen today, for your consideration when you act on this
measure. We had intended to recommend this amendment in the Resources com—
mittee, but 1 did not have the appropriate language ready at the time the bill
passed out of Resources. | did ditscuBS the matter with several Resource
members, and ut least some of their subsequent recommendations of "do pass,
with amendment™ on HB-245 refers to this amendment.

In providing some additional background on this proposal, 1 would like to
elaborate for a moment as to our present situation in the Prudhoe Bay field.
BP Alaska, in the field development program, is responsible for drilling wells
and installing production facilities in the western half of the field.
Atlantic-Richfield has this responsibility for the eastern side, under a unit
operating agreement which has been purtly agreed to by all companies with
interests in the field. At ¢ time when muny petroleum-related firms in
Alaska are closing their facilities, cutting back on activities and reducing
and transferring their personnel, our company has made a decided effort to

keep one to two rigs active in the Prudhoe field, to continue with a schedule



of construction of field production facilities during summers, and in other
ways to keep our operations going in the face of pipeline construction
delays, including the recent appeals court decision in Washington. Just our
activities result in some 260 to 275 jobs for men with families in the Fair—
banks, Barrow and Ancworage areas. Those of Atlantic Richfield would be in
addition. These 260 jobs include those in our own company, drilling con—
tractors, trucking and transportation, oilwell service and other contractors
working for us at Prudhoe Bay today. In addition, our activity substan—
tially impacts probably another 100 jobs, such people as Wien Airline person—
nel, Interior Airline personnel, and other service industries. Seasonal
hiring, for summer construction, is in addition to these figures. We can
roughly calculate that our company®s contribution, and those of others for
whom we operate in the western side of the Prudhoe field, to the economy

of Fairbanks and Anchorage probably ey jeds $6 million annually in payroll
alone, other service purchases notwithstanding.

Continuing this activity in the face of repeated delays in the pipeline
is a difficult financial burden, but there are four reasons that we do it.
First, there are certain economies of scale we can enjoy by installing wells
and facilities nov rather than through crash programs in the future, though
this advantage is partiully offset by the bearing of a tremendous capital
investment with a delayed return. Second, and probably most Important to us,
we are able t) keep together a skilled Alaska technical team that our company
has built up in the 12 years that we have been active on the North Slope and
the five years that we have been drilling in the Prudhoe field. To close
down operations would mean disbanding this team, and it would cost us dearly
to rebuild it again. Third, there is an important advantage to us, and to

the State, 1in having as many wells completed and ready for production as



possible, when the pipeline is completed. Fourth, There is a certain sense
of corporate citizenship involved in demonstrating to Alaska our confidence
that the pipeline will be built and that North Slope oil will flow to mar-
ket. We feel the best way we can demonstrate this confidence is through
continuing our activity as best we can, providing jobs and injecting payroll
into Alaska ¥ economy. In doing this, gentlemen, we"re adding additional
costs to an investment for all companies in the Prudhoe area that now
approximates $1.25 billion, $900 million of which was paid to the State of
Alaska in 1969. Carrying this kind of investment is difficult, even for the
number of companies involved.

The 20-mill tax, if imposed on ou~ nouproducing wells and production
equipment, would probably result in an additional $1.5 million to the state
treasury, but it would also tend to discourage the development of additional
wells and facilities. If HB-245 were passed as is, - and let me stress this,
- we would probably not shut down our operations, but it would tend to have
an inhibiting effect on any plans for expanding our activity. We ask
exemption, of course, only until production begins. At that time we would
assume our full share of the tax burden, but it would be an easier burden
for us to handle with our facilities earning an income. I would also p-int
out, in addition, that we already bear an uncertain tax burden in the Prudhoe
field, imposed by the newly-created North Slope Borough.

To conclude, our company in principle cannot support HB-245 because of
its discriminatory nature. We concur in the testimony presented recently
by Alyeska Pipeline before the Resources committee on HB-259, in that we
would rather bear a property tax that applied generally to all property,

with some appropriate homestead and small business exemptions, than a



discriminatory tax that picks out one industry for a very special tax burden.
But if the legislature does enact HB-245 or a similar version of it, we ask
a temporary relief of the tax for our nonproductive wells and facilities at
Prudhoe Bay. We have the concurrence of the sponsors of the measure in this
request.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This concludes my testimony.
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Tax on TAPS Pipeline
Tax on Other Pipeline
& Production Facilit
Total Gross Tax
Collections
Less:
Shared to Local
Governments (3ee
Below)

Net Revenue to
State Treasury

Local Governments®

Share of Property Tax:

North Slope Borough
North Star Borough
City of Valdez
Kenai Borough

Total Shared Revenue

FY 74 FY 75
$ 4,574.0 $22,055.9

LL,IUU.U 1=,

15,754.0 36,325.9
3,695.8 5,634.7
$12.058,2 $30,691.2
$ 907.8 $ 2,240.8
203.5 334.5
339.5 814.4
2,245.0 2,245.0

FY 76

$40,853.

60,023.

8,621.

$51,401.

$ 4,248.

619.

1,508.
2,245,

$ 8.621.

oh~OIO

N

HOUSE BILL 245
20 Mill Property Tax on Pipeline & Production Facilities
Projection of Ad Vaiorum Tax Revenues

($000 Omitted)

FY 77
$59,947.6

*_ry

84,057.6

11,396.0

$72,661.6

$ 6,028.
909.
2,213.
2,245,

oAR O

$11,396.

o

FYy 78

$69,211.

-4

97,001.

13,434.

$83,567.

$ 7,584.

1,049.

2,555.
2,245,

or~rUOIN

FY 79

$70,000.0

- J —

100,390.0

14,158.0

$86,232.0

$H.15H.0

FY 80
$70,000.0

2 m——

102,890.0

14,783.0

$88.107.0

$ 8.892.

1.061.

2.584.
2,245.

eNO N Ne

o

$14,783.

FYy 81

$70,000.0

104,760.0

15,250.5

$89,509.5

$ 9,359.

1.061.

2.584.
2,245.

o gl o1 U

$15,250.5

FYy 82

$70,000.0

- j— ...

105,820.0

15,515.5

$90,304,5

£15_JLmL

FY 83

$70,000.0
_j —_

106,260.0

15,625.5

$90,634.1



Property Tax Collections
Under HB 59

Less: Shared to Local
Governments (see

below)

Net Revenues to State
Treasury

Local Governments®™ Share
of Property Tax:

North Slope Borough
North Star Borough
City of Valdez

Total Shared Revenues

FY
1974

$ 4574.0

556.6

$ 4017.4

$ 122.2
162.8
271.6

$ 556.6

EY
1975

$22055.9

1653.8

$20402.1

$ 734.7
267.6
651.5

$ 1653.8

FY
1976

$40853.1

3063.1

$37779.0

$ 1360.8
495.6
1206.7

£ 3063.1

House Bill 59
Revenue Projections 1974 - 1983

Assuming Construction Starts July 1, 1974
($000 Omitted)

FY
1977

$59947 .6

4494 .8

$55452.8

$ 1996.8
727.3
1770.7

$ 4494.8

EY
1978

$69211.1

5189.2

$64021.9

$ 2305.3
839.6
2044.3

$ 5189.2

EY
1979

$70000.0

5248_4

$64751.6

$ 2331.6
849.2
2067 .6

$ 5248.4

FY
1980

$70000.0

5248._4

$64751.6

$ 2331.6
849.2
2067.6

$ 5248.2

EY
1981

$70000.0

5248.4

$64751.6

$ 2331.6
849.2
2067.6

$ 5248.4

FY
1982

$70000.0

5248.4

$64751.6

$ 2331.6
849.2
2067.6

$ 5248.4

FY
1983

$70000.0

5248.4

$64751.6

$ 2331.6
849.2
2067.6

$ 5248.4
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Community and Regional

Cffered in the HOUSE: By :
T o HOUSE BILL No,
SENATE BILL No.
Page: Line:

After the word "of, 1insert "real".

After the word "property™, 1insert "owned and occupied
as a permanent place of abode, not to exceed 160 acres,
and"



e MEMBERS:
JUNEAU. - ALASKA IMaslut IMnise of ~Represenfaitiies
99801 R,T_/lPIRLEOSENFTRAlTTI\Z/E
RE°. SEi-WYN CARROL BHILLIP GUY

VICE _ CHAIRMAN

REP. GLENN HACKNEY

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
GUY VAN DOREN

COMMITTEE SECRETARY
VICKI UMPHREY

(Eonunuutfu Mt <Ergimral JVffatrs Committee

March 7,

Dear

The House Community and Regional
will be holding hearings on House Bill
lating to the assessment of real
ation. The hearings will
a.m. in Room 211 of the Assembly Building.

property for

The Committee
not attend,

invites your testimony.
the Committee will

197~

Affairs Committee

305J an act re—
local
be held on March 14 at 8:30

If you can—
receive written comments.

tax—

REPRESENTATIVE

JACOB LAKTONEN

REPRESENTATIVE

LARRY PETERSEN

REPRESENTATIVE

TERRY GARD. IER

Sincerely,

Selwyn Carrol, Chairman
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee

By: Guy A. Van Doren,
Administrative Assistant

SC/mt
Enel
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Introduced: 3/6/73
Referred: Community &
Regional Affairs

IN THE HOUSE BY FINK

HOUSE BILL NO. 305
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to assessment of real property for

BE

or

local taxation; and providing for an effective date."
IT ENACTED BYTHE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 29-53-060 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
© The assessed value of property which has not been sold,
traded or exchanged within the preceding 10 years may not be increased
by more than 50 per cent in one assessment year, except to the extent
of imp-ovements to the property.
* Sec. 2 This Act takes effect on the day after itspassage andapproval

on the day itbecomes law without approval.

-1- HB 305



POUCH V

JL'NSAU.  ALASKA NInslta Shiie Jlousc of Ixcprescituitfacs
93601 REPRESENTATIVE
MILO FRITZ
REPRESENTATIVE
REP SILWYN CARROL PHILLIP GUY
HEPRESITNTATIVE
REP. GLENN HACKNEY JACOB LAKTONSN
AD-'I* H ATIVE ASSISTANT m\"A'rl\E
cJf VAN bomcm LARRY PETERSEN
cc’ 77EE SEC RE =A .7 -
(IIntmmtmty auh ~NuMonal N ffafrs (JInmmittcs TERRy AR BINER

March 7, 1974-

Dear

The House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
will be holding hearings on House Bill 305, an act re—
lating to the assessment of real property for local tax—
ation. The hearings will be held on March 14 at 8:30
a.m. in Room 211 of the Assembly Building.

The Committee 1invites your testimony. IfT you can—
not attend, the Committee will receive written comments.

Sincerely

Selwyn Carrol, Chairman
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee

By: Guy A. Van Doren,
Administrative Assistant

SC/mt
Enel
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fcCA ALASKA COK'«. i.KICATIONS, 1uc.
PHONE: 585-5440
T JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801 m 13 PM 7 20

04086 NL ANCHORAGE ALASKA 152 03-13 0450P ADT
PNS MR S ROBERT DOZIER 586-622 1 CALL IMMEDIATELY
STATE ASSESSOR DEPT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

DIM? OF' LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
POUCH B
JUN
BT
THE ADMINISTRATION OF GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH WOULD
LIKE TO GO ON RECORD AS BEING AGAINST HB305. FOR THE FOLLOWING
REASONS: THE BILL ASSUMES THAT ALL PROPERTIES ARE AT FULL

AND TRUE VALUES. THIS 1S NOT SO. NOR WILL IT BE IN THE NEAR
FUTURE WITHOUT EXPENDING SEVERAL MILIIONS OF DOLLARS.
PROPERTIES THAT WERE APPRAISED, THREE TO FOUR YEARS AGO AND
FALL INTO THE PROPER CATEGORY MAY NEVER REACH FAIR MARKET
VALUE GAIN. THE RISE IN PROPERTY VALUES MANY TIME EXCEEDS

THE ALLOWABLE INCREASE OF THE BILL.
AS WRITTEN, THE BILL ACTUALLY ASSESSES THE OWNER NOT THE
PROPERTY. INEQUITIES WILL BE CREATED THAT WILL NEVER BE
OVERCOME, IMPROVEMENTS ARE NOT DEFINED, I.E. IS ZONING
AN IMPROVEMENT, IF A WET PROPERTY IS DRAINED BY NO ACTION OF
THE O*ta OF THE POPERTY IS THAT AN IMPROVEMENT. BEFORE
PASSING THE BILL OUT OF THE COMMITTEE THE ADMINISTRATION
FEELS THAT MORE LOCAL IMPUT IS NECESSARY

M MCKEE ASSESSOR GREATERANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH



TRENDS IN MAJOR

CITY OF ANCHORAGE

1969

1973

CHANGE:

CITY OF FAIRBANKS

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUE SOURCES,

GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES

$ 4,748,378

6,865,940

+ $ 2,117,562

or + 44.6%

GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES

1969 $ 1,137,380
1973 (est.) 2,242,694
CHANGE: + $ 1,105,314

FA IKBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH

1969

19 72

CHANCE:

GREATER ANCHUKACt. AREA FOR,

1969

197 3

CHANGE :

Uiy OF VALDEZ

1969

1973

CHANGE

or + 97.2%
GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES

$ 2,747,000
1,504,000
- $ 1,243,000
or - 45.2%
GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES _
$13,830,776
23,170,894
+ $ 7,840,118
or + 46.4%

REAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES

$ 96,361

172,274
+ $ 75,913
or + 78.8%

1969-1973

INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES

$ 936,053
5,809,078
+ $ 4,873,025
or + 520.6%
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES (STATE)
$ 263,414
928,200
+ $ 664,736
or + 252._.4%
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES (STATE)
$ 5,304,000
1,817,000
+ $ <>,513,000
or - 122.8?.
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
_j KVENUES
$17,489,311
4f ,339,037
+ $29,349,72b
in 1 Ib7.H/,
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES

$ 14,361

163,249

+ $ 148,905

or + 1036.9%



LOCAL PROPERTY TAX AND REVENUE TRENDS: 1969-1973

- x

ASSESSED MILL GENERAL PROPERTY IHTERCOV.
valuation RATE TAX REVENUE REVENUE
CITY OF ANCHORAGE + gl?f% - 21.0% + 46.6% + 520.6%
CITY OF FAIRBANKS + }gYO% + 25.0% + 97.2% + 252 _4%2
1
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOR.1 + 90.0% - 61.4% - 45.2% + 122.8%2
GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA 30R. +109.5% - 18.0% + 46.4% + 167.8%
CITY OF VALDEZ +509.3% no change + 78.8% +1036.9%

~Tor the period 1969-1972.

""'State intergovernmental revenues only.



34386 NL ANCHORAGE ALASKA 152 03- 13 0450P ADT

PM: MU s ROBERT DOZIER 5¢s-522 1 CALL IMMEDIATELY

SiATI ASSESSOR DEPT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
DIl '3 LOCAL! GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE.. o

1 x2w 11 - 47 1m

1 - ] v (I

oHU! ADP1IHISTRATION OF GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA. BOROUGH WOULD

lij;:>.:;yo - go onrecord as being against HB305J for the following

I'-AS" DS; THE BILL ASSUMES THAT ALL PROPERTIES ARE AT FULL
AMTRUE-VALUES.  THYS"Is NOT S0. ‘VNOR WILL IT BEIN THE NEAR

< Ny,
.MTr.7; without expending several m|II|ons of doIIars

" IlIVIES THAT WERE ARPRAISED, THREE TO FOLIR%YEARS AGO AND
(0. THE PROPER CATEGORY: MAY NEVER REAOI—IEV FAIR MRRKET
"o, ME GAIN THE RISE IN PROPERTY VALUES MIiNY TIME EXCEEDS
IOWabIet Increase of!LherIII ’-.,\// ” '
e XTEN THE BILL ACTUALLY ASSESSESTHE OWNER NOT THE
= /-Y - INEQUITIES WILL" BE CREATED THAT WILL NEVER BE
® nir, improvements are not deIIned IeI IS zoning
MOVEMENT IF- A WET PROPERTY IS DRAINED BY NO ACTION OF
vLR OF THE POPERTY IS THAT AN IMPROVEMENT _BEFORE
| THE BILL OUT OF THE COMMITTEE THE ADMINISTRATION
HAT MORE LOCAL IMPUT IS NECESSARY ~ "™

E ASSESSOR GREATERA NCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH
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STATE
of ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE /V;»

T r JACK CGHENOVETH
DIRECTOR

P MARCH 6, 1974

S. ROBERT DOZIER SEET OOVVENTS. ON HOUSE BILL 305
STATE ASSESSOR INTRODUCED 3-6-73 BY FINK
COVMINTY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

Bublic funds in.aid to taxpg}/ers whose, roPert which is held for future
se or speculation, Is rapidly increasing In value.

House Bill 305: AS 29.53.060, Full and True Value

c) The assessed value of property.

tge%n so?d, traded or exchangegpwnKm the IEJrece
ten years may not be Increased by more than 5% in
one assessment year, except to the extent of Improve-
ments to the property.

House Bill 305 and Sepate Bill 178 are designed to benefit taxpayers
whose land . Is s%rategmally flt ated to important industrial developments
like the site of the trans=Alaska ojl or gas IElpelme [P_rOjeCtS and various
Btr%?gc SrOJects Including highway relocation and community” improvement

HousT Bill 305 provides Preferentlal asseﬂsment for a period which will
enable property owners of longstanding, the opportunity to excercise
Ieve_ra?e by holdm%_Pro erty off the market and thereby realize substantial
%ﬁl IFr?un a||pna|(lprth I IMvestment at the expense of other taxpayers, and

which has ngitng

A dramatic rise in assessed values may occur in some areas of the state,
within a s rvuie area or Whthln a nel hborhgo?, which |l1crease IS based
on assessed values established and unthanged for several years.

Assessed values are hased on the full valye (market. value) of the propert
assessed. Any limitatjon based upon prevmus( equa[|zed ,a)ssessment, V\ﬁ” y

cause dramatiC inequalities and underassessment of certain properties and
tﬁereby %estroy theq equallza?lon Process. Prop

In addition to general or specific economic increases in valuation,
Propertg tax administrative procedyres %nd funding available or authorized
for rga sessmeﬂt must be considered.  Tne cost of”annual reassessmeﬂt IS
considere gro Ibitive In municipal financial budgetary matters. The
s%ctlonal a sessment_me,thgd 1S generally used; that Is, a er%ent cT}e Bortlon
of the total taxing jurisdiction 1s reassessed each, year, preferably by
?Ie\;\eng/%a?srea, compléting the reassessment cycle during a period of ‘thrée to



Jack Chenoweth -2- March 6, 1974

An example of the 50% assessed value limitation is outlined below. The
example indicates a January 1, 1974 assessment of $500 per acre value,
which is an increase of 10 times over the previous assessment of $50 per
acre established for the subject property on January 1, 1969.

The example illustrates that iIn 1979, the assessed value would reach the
reassessment fi?ure as indicated for January 1, 1974. It, is not uncommon

that propTrty,s rate(hylcally located coyld jncréase many times more than

tile example,” in which case” the assease value as restricted oy senate sill
305 would never again be at full dN0 true value.

Example: Remote Acreage

January 1. 1969 Reassessment, Assessed Value $ 50.00 p~ ac”®
January 1, 1974 Reassessment Assessed Value $500.00 per acre

HB 305: Assessed Value Increases Limited to 50%

January 1, 1974 50% Increase 75.00 per acre value
" 1975 " 112.50 ... ...
1976 "
» 1977 168.75
253.13
1978 " 379.70

1979 569.55






"An Act providing for state aid to unincorporated
and providing for an effective date-.~

it

COMMITTEE REPORT

communities;

I, 77 JUDI/QHRY
HOUSE
Hr. Speaker: Date
The Committee on has had i * ol
under consideration. A Major ity of the members of the Committee

( ) recommends it DO PASS
( ) recommends it DO NOT PASS
( ) recommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHEDAMENDMENT (S)

( ) recommends it BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR

AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

( ) "and"™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMM ITTEE

( ) reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

( ) "other"

Members signing the Majority report:

Members NOT concurring 1in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Cha irman



COMMITTEE REPORT

The Committee 1in reporting out CSHB 404 is attempting to

aid those communities who have not yet incorporated, and thus, are not
eligible for revenue sharing.

The bill provides for funds specifically to plan for the provision
of future local governmental services and to ascertain priorities
for future local community development. It is hoped that with
these funds and with the help of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs, these communities will become incorporated
in the near future, thus becoming less dependent on state funds.

In establishing the Unincorporated Communities Services Account,
the committee is introducing a companion bill to appropriate
$100,000 for funding of the program for the first year. The intent
of the committee 1is that funding for the remainder of the program
will appear in the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
budget until the communities become 1incorporated. Hopefully funds
needed after the initial year will be on a descending scale as
incorporation occurs.

Finally, the committee feefs that this bill is a step in the
right direction toward incorporation of the unorganized areas of
the state.

Selwyn Carrol
Chairman
House Community and

Regional Affairs Committee



Vr/ Ltd
DEPT. OF COMMIMTYV A IKE(»I10XAL AFFAIL1I1tS

DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTASSISTANCE POUCHO JUNEAU99801

January 30, 1974

The Honorable Selwyn Carroll
Chairman, House Community and
Regional Affairs Committee

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Carroll:
Re: HB 404

In lieu of a fiscal note, I an enclosing a list of those
unincorporated places, and their populations, which might
make application for financial assistance if the bill before
the Committee is enacted into law.

I suggested two changes which 1 thought the Committee might
consider in its subsequent deliberations. That 1incorporation

of new municipalities is fairly presumed by HB 404- the period
during which entitlements would be paid to unincorporated

places is only three years- | would suggest language authoriz—
ing the program administrator to pay the councils of communities
incorporated the grant which would normally pass to an unincor —
porated corporation or association during the year of transi—
tion to incorporated status. To subsection (¢) of AS 43.18.500
the following may be added:

(c) State aid payable under this section may be paid
for a period of three years upon annual application
following date of receipt and approval of certifica—
tion by the department or until a community is incor-
poratad as a city in accordance with AS 29.18.010-
29.18.200, whichever comes first, provided, however
that the department may pay the council of an incor—
porated cltv in the year oT the city"s 1incorporation
an amount which the nonprofit corporation or associa—
tion would have received.



The Honorable Selwyn Carroll -2 - January 30, 1974

I would ask, also, that the Committee attempt to clarify wnether
unincorporated communities located within boroughs having area-
wide planning authority (e.q., Tyonek) may benefit. The nature
and purpose of the assistance provided, "encouraging communities
to ascertain priorities for future community development, to plan
for the provision of future local government services "
suggests that the planning function will be restricted to the
future administrative concerns of the particular community for a
purpose rather more limited than land use planning and related
matters generally embraced within a definition of areawide planning.
Nevertheless, depending upon the breadth of interpretation of
"planning”™ offered, an unincorporated place may be precluded from
receipt of a grant as the power 1is one imposed on the borough.

Representative Guy has asked that we address ourselves to the
guestion of payment to alternate representative bodies, specify—
ing a nonprofit regional association in lieu of and in behalf of
residents of a particular unincorporated place, citing the 3tudy
function presently under way by Yupiktak Biuta, Inc. on behalf

of Bethel area residents. The suggestion has merit- the Depart—
ment has always encouraged local study of a::eawide concerns
before submission of a borough petition- bu. in the context of
the unorganized borough 1 would rather that grants be made to

an association in a community leaving to them the decision as

to whether to support regional governmental study.

I concur in the observation of Mr. Berry of the Alaska Municipal
League that the account for expenditures tc unincorporated places
ought to be kept separate and wholly apart from the present
Municipal Services [revenue sharing] Account, AS 43.18.020(b),

to avoid a further draw on the appropriation annually made to the
latter. The accounts would serve programs with different purposes
and ought to be separately funded at adequate levels.

May 1 reiterate Commissioner Mallott®s expression of willingness
to appear before the Committee as you further consider this bill.

Very truly yours,

= OCLS eL

jfohn B. Chenoweth
Director



CERTIFIED VILLAGES WHICH ARE UNINCORPORATED (84)

Ahtna, 1Inc. Calista
Cathell_ 62 Andreafski NA
Chistochina 33 Atmautluak NA
Copper Center 318 Bill Moore"s NA
Gakona 88 Crooked Creek NA
Gulkar.a 53 Georgetown NA
Mentasta 68 Hamilton 16
Tazlina NA Kalskag 122
) M X Kipnuk 325
Aleut Corporation Kongiganak 190
Kwethluk 408
Akutan 101 Kwigillingok 148
Atka 88 Lime Village 25
Bel ko f3ky 59 Napaiinute NA
False Pass 62 Newtok H 4
Nelson Lagoon 43 Ohogamiut NA
Nikolski 57 Oscarville 41
St. George 163 Pitkas Point 70
) | fb Platinum 55
Arctic Slope Quinhagak 340
Red Devil gl
None Russian Mission (K) 94
) ) Sleetmuta 109
Bering Straits Stony River 74
. Tuntutuliak 158
Mary®s 1lIgloo NA Tununak 274
Unalakleet 434
Clugach Area 5 H
Bristol Bay d v
o English Bay 58
Chignik 837 Port Graham 107
Chignik Lagoon Tatitlek m
Chignik Lake 1#7§ N
Egegik 153 Cook Inlet
Ekuk 51
Igiugig 36 Eklutna 25
ll\l/;imaBay 4513 Ninilchik 134
Kokhanok 8S Tyonek 292
Kolignanek 142 Dovon
Levelock 74
Naknek 318 Alatna ) *
Pedro Bay 65 Allakaket )
Pgrryvil!e 101 Beaver 101
Pilot Point 68 Birch Creek 40
Portage Creek 90 itsi
South Naknok 154 ghalry|t5|k 122
Twin Hills 67 Dot Lok 12
Ugashik 25 ot Lake

Eagle 67






CERTIFIED VILLAGES LOCATED ON RESERVES WHICH ARE
UNINCORPORATED (4):

Arctic Village 113 Tet.lin
Klukwan 98 Venetie

UNINCORPORATED VILLAGES ON APPEAL (28):

Chitina 38
Unga NA
Atkasook NA
Nooiksut 200
Point Lay 60
Council NA
Solomon NA
Chuloonawick NA
Umkumiuke NA
Chenega NA
Eyak NA
Alexander Creek NA
Caswell NA
Chickaloon 25
Kasilof 71
Knik NA
Montana Creek 33
Point Possession NA
Salamatof NA®
Betties 57
Manley 34
Afognnk NA
Anton Larson Bay NA
Bells Flats NA
Kaguyak NA
Uyak NA
Woo ; Island 41

Kasaun 30



OTHER PLACES (26):

Adak 2,800 Coffman Cove NA
Thorne Bay 443 El Capitan NA
Glennallen 450 Gildersleeve NA
Metlakatla 1,250 Brown"s Court (area) NA
Cold Bay 256 Port Alice NA
Healy-Suntrana 220 St. John"s Harbor NA
Tok ) 550 Sunrise Creek NA
Cape Pole 123 Tuxekan NA
Edna Bay 112 Whale Pass NA
Gustavus 64 Medfra NA
Kenny Lake 100 Nabesna NA
Paxson 24 Slana NA
Hyder 49

Minehum!na 23
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

sept—CoOmm. and Regional Affaire

div.  DSEQ
bf Mr. Guy Van Doren SEC
\Y DATE
f r o Carlton Smith, DSEO JNU susiecT: Status of HB 404

On Tuesday, the Dept, of Comm, and Regional Affairs 1is
expected to support HB 404 with reservations. The testimony
will include a rough cost figure for the measure, and broad
implications to the Department and the Boundary Commission, e.g.

a change in travel costs incurred by its passage.



STATE
of ALASKA

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNCR

r The Honorable John E. Havelock
Attorney General
Department of Law

v Byron 1.
Director

DATE February 28, 1972
Mallott wjece:  HoUSe Bill No. 600

Local Affairs Agency

On Monda Ng Februar?{ g

to the House Finance Committee.

Includin
The agen

:

to thé bil

are stated as

L

During. committee discyssion on this bill, the agency presented testimon
g ? (?g ylg ?atron e enac¥ed

B
y pornted out Certain questions which should %e evaluated prior
Perng reported out onto the House floor. These questions

the fiscal Impact to the sfate’ shoul the

ollows:

I\/h¥ federal Indrari Reorganization Act IRA()j1 bufsrngss
% porations legally receive and expend state fynds
"municipal ﬁurposes within elther organized
crtres or horoughs or unincorporated areas:
Discussion:

IRA corporations or%\nrzed under the provisions of
the Wieeler-Howard have as .ieir primary purpose
the transaction of business within predominantly
Indian or Native communities. W& are generally
aware that. the Wheeler-Howard Act also provides for
the establishment of minimum [ocal seIf—(];overnment
for Indian communrtres through the ado tion of a
constrtutron and ){ laws provided b Secretary
of the Interior. 1t becomes a ques |on therefore,
whether Or nof a community whrch has ado ted an IRA
charter containing grovrsrons for minimum local
government can exercise such powers in the face of
ections 2 and 7 of Article X the Alaska Constitution,

If IRA corporatrons are m fact cIosed" to all but
8 e T b et
state % gratn te%a O{tres through 938 H STS
communities as define No.

Discussion:

It would appear that allocation of state shared revenues
to these corgoratrons would carry with it the requirement
that the funds so allocated be expended wholly for public
purposes, 1.e. municipal services, authorized” by federal

1, the House Local Government Committee reported
do pass" recommendation.  This hill has now gone



The Honorable John E. Havelock -2- February 28, 1C/2

IRAcharters That thrs necessarrlﬁ follows s
buttressed b}/ 8.010 (f) whic states In
part, that "funds recerved by a city, borough or
servrce area_under this section ma be expended
for any public_purpose for which 1t has_power to
expend” public funds.. (emphasrs added).

3. Could an IRA corporation located within the boundarjes
of a municipality incorporated under state law be eligible
for revenue sharing allocations?

Discussion:

It is conceivable that situations may exist where
comrqunrtres are mcorgorated hoth under the fegeral
%er— oward Act and also Hrnder Titles 29 and 7
f the Alaska Statutes. While the intent of the
Rropose bill must be to make commHnrtres which
ave organrzed as IRA cor oratrons ut not as
munjcipal corrf rations el |qr % for revenye sharin
funds, |t Wou seem that il as written would
not reclude fundrn? of hoth an IRA corporation and
municipality within the same community.

The ahove are some of the questions which have immediately surfaced with
resee&t to. HB 600. The agency resgectfully reﬂuests that gour office

e this agenc y and the Legislature with an opinion diScussing these
%uestrons 0s Well as any other |m ortant impl |cat|0ns generated by this
11 of which we are nat presently aware.

The attachments to thrs memorandum provide a Brcture of the fiscal aspects
which would ensue iIf the legislati n were to be enacted by the Legislature.
| am available for discussion on this matter at your convenience.

BIM/SJS/pc
Attachments '*

cc:  The Honorable Mike Miller, Chairman
House Local Government Committee

I-Pe Hon rﬁble Richard Whittaker
ouse of Representatives
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Ahtna, Inc.

Cantwell
Chistochina
Copper Center
Gakona
Gulkana
Mentasta
Tazlina

Aleut Corporation

Akutan

Acka
Belkofsky
False Fass
Nelson Lagoon
Nikolski

St. George

Arctic Slope
None
Bering Straits

Mary®s 1lgloo
Unalakleet

Bristol Bay

Chignik
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake
Egegik

Ekuk

lgiugig
Iliamna
Ivanof Bay
Kokhanok
Kolignanek
Levelock
Naknek

Pedro Bay
Perryville
Pilot Point
Portage Creek
South Naknek
Twin Hills
Ugashik

L3¢

Mmim

g D

CERTIFIED VILLAGES WHICH ARE UNINCOPPORATED (84)

62
33
318

53

NA
\o*%

101

59
62
43
57
163

r7*>

NA
434

837
45V
11V
153
51
36
58
48

142
74
318
65
101

90
154
67
25

17*1

fit.”"

e~ i \Lw A )

M7 Ty F o

A"z

Calista

Ardreafski
Atmautluak
Bill Moore's
Crooked Creek
Georgetown
Hamilton
Kalskag
Kipnuk
Kongiganak
Kwethluk
Kwigillingok
Lime Village
Napaimute
Newtok
Ohogamiut
Oscarville
Pitkas Point
Platinum
Quinhagak
Red Devil
Russian Mission
Sleetmute
Stony River
Tuntutuliak
Tununak

Chugach Area

English Bay

Port Graham

Tatitlek
Cook Inlet
Eklutna
Ninilchik
Tyonek

Doyon

Alatna )
Allakaket )
Beaver

Birch Creek
Chalkyitsik
Circle

Dot Lake
Eagle

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
16
122
325
190
408
148
25
NA

114
NA
41
70

55

340
81

K) 94
109

74

158
274

134
J22-

7 e
174

101
40
130
54
42
67

—

— 1

= b



McGrath
Minto
Northway
Rampart
Stevens
Takotna
Tanacross
Telida

Koniag
Karluk
NANA
Noatak
Sealaska

None

279
168
40
46
74
153
84
NA

98

293

16. N A



CERTIFIED VILLAGES LOCATED ON RESERVES WHICH ARE
UNINCORPORATED (4):

Arctic Village 113 Tetlin
Klukwan 98 Venetie

UNINCORPORATED VILLAGES ON APPEAL (28):

Chitina 38
Unga NA
Atkasook NA
Nooiksut 200
Point Lay 60
Council NA
Solomon NA
Chuloonawick NA
Umkumiuke NA
Chenega NA
Eyak NA
Alexander Creek NA
Caswell NA
Chickaloon 25
Kasilof 71
Knik NA
Montana Creek 33
Point Possession NA
Salamatof NA
Betties 57
Manley 34
Afognak NA
Anton Larson Bay NA
Bells Flats NA
Kaguyak NA
Uyak NA
Woody Island 41

Kasaan 30



OTHER PLACES (26):

Adak 2,800 Coffman Cove NA
Thorne Bay 443 El Capitan NA
Glennallen 450 Gildersleeve NA
Metlakatla 1,250 Brown®"s Court (area) NA
Cold Eay 256 Port Alice NA
Heaiy-Suntrana 220 St. John"s Harbor NA
Tok 550 Sunrise Creek NA
Cape Pole 123 Tuxekan NA
Edna Bay 112 Whala Pass NA
Gustavus 64 Medfra NA
Kenny Lake 100 Nabasna NA
Paxson 24 Slana NA
Hyder 49

Minchumina 23



T0 r~The Honorable Mike Miller, Chairman
House Local Government Committee
Alaska State House of Representatives

date . February 19, 1972

FRON: grop . MaIIott Director ujece:ND-000- State Aid to Federal Law Cities
L% A alrs Agenc
Office of the Governor

The foIIowm% fiscal anal 3|s of HB 600 is based on the premlse that each IRA
ouncil would be em owere Rrow?e and would e, { % the services

Isted, two years a each initia W became elg or ranAs In ald under
AS 43.18.010:030, T ere ore this a a¥3|s should Dbe considered an estimate
of each active IRA Council's potential fevel of participation.

AKIACHAK - Population 312 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Parks and
Recreation, Road Maintenance. 48910

ATKA - PoPuIatmn 8 - Police Protection, Hre Protection, Parks and Recreation,
Road Maintenance $4760

KWIKWATT - Population 102 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water Pollution,
Parks and Recreation. o

KWETHK - Population 408 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Parks and
Recreation, Road Maintenance, Health Facilities

$12,910
KWIGILLINGOK - Population 148 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Parks and
Recrea tion

$29%60
KWNHAGAK - Population 340 - Police Protection, Fire Pro'action, Parks and
Recreation 5500

IVETLAKATLA é) ulatlon 1050 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water
Polution, Lan Use Planning, Transportation, Parks and Recreation, Road
Maintenance, Health Facilities. $43 450

MNTO - PoPuIatlon 168 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water Pollution,
Land Use Planning, Parks and Recreation, Road Maintenance. S0

NIKOLSKI Population 57 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Parks and
Recreation, Road Maintenance
$4140



The Honorable Mike Miller -2- February 19, 1972

I10ATAK - Population 293 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Farks and
Recreation, Road Maintenance 7360

PERRYVILLE - Population 94 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water
Pollution, Jarks and Recreation, Road Maintenance 58

TANACRGSS - Population 84 - Police. Protection, Fire Protection, Water
Pollution, Parks and Recreation, Road Maintenance 78

TATITLEK - Population 111 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water
Pollution, Parks and Recreation, Road Maintenance om0

TETLIN - Population 114 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Transportation,
Parks and Recreation, Road Maintenance S3750

TUNINA - Population 274 - Police Protectjon, Fire Protection, Water
Pollution, Parks and Recreation, Road Maintenance 178

TY(?\EK.— Po]pulatlon 23 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water
Pollution, Transportation, Parks and Recreation, Road Maintenance
. .

UNALAKLEET - Population 434 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water
Pollution, Land Use Planning, Parks and Recreation, Road Matntenan%16416

VENETIE- Population 112 - Police Protection, Fire Protection, Water
Pollution, Parks and Recreation, Road Maintenance oy

Total — $141926 "

Representative Tillion has asked that we address ourselves to the question
of ‘the Impact of Tyonek's eligibility on the Kenai Borough's entitlement.

The Kenai Borou%h IS presentIF}/ qualifying for funds on an area wide bagjs
Tr the cate r|es of Air Pollytion Contr%I and Land Use. Iannln? The
app ication under Air Pollution Control ased on participation n_the
Tr|—Borou h A|r PoIIut|on Control Program; the Land Use PIanntng entitlement
based on th e] act the B c%?h exercises mandatory area wide 8 ?ntng
an zoning authority. — Therefore, the uaI|f|cat|on of Tyonek for fundS under
the Polic® and F|re Protectjon, Water ollution Control, "Parks and Recreation,
Transportation and Road Maintenance categories would not effect the Kenal
Borough's entitlement.

DIM/DA:da









An Act

relating to platting powers of municipalities.

COMMITTEE REPORT

an-jéry 01, 1374 .WnicrAFv
HOUSE
Mr. Speaker: Date ~X-p ~ /"1
C*snmurv T1
The Committee on has had
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

( drecommends it DO PASS

¢ D
)
C )

recommends it DO NOT PASS
recommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT (%)
recommends it BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

( ) "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMM ITTEE

( ) reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

() "other™

Members signing the Major Ity report:

Members NOT concurring 1in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

Cha 1rman



AAMENDMENT

Offered in the HOUSE: By : —
Affairs C

To: HOUSE BILL No,

SENATE BILL No.

Page: i ] - ———

After Sub- ee"-TIOT (1), aid a new ."ubsection- Sub-eectlon
0)
F* j*nn, “oet, or omo) ion thereof alv 1! be «c

i/ji> for ti." puxpoee of prbviu"rT» par!’, rtfcr”ra”~lonal, |
vijr icr IF [0 iep *



MEMORANDUM

flasks Jiouse uf "Representatives

POUCH V

JUNEAU

99301

P. 0. BOX 9

KENAI

9961 |
HUGH MALONE

TO: Honorable Milo Fritz DATE: January 28, 1974
Committee on Community & Regional
Affairs
FROM: Representative Hugh Malone RE: HB 445, Platting Powers

The evident purpose is to allow municipalities to require
developers to provide land for parks and open spaces. This is a
bona-fide public purpose. It costs a great deal to acquire this
land after development - and the developer is the prime bene—
ficiary, since he 1is assured that the development will have, 1if

the overall plan is carried out, adequate open area for recreation
and related activities.

The bill does not in any way restrict local government -
it broadens their powers. It does not restrict developers unless
unfairly administered by a municipality.

One other point to consider is that a municipality might
possibly be faced with a suit on the grounds a person would be
deprived of private property for a public use without fair comp—
ensation. (References - U.S. and Alaska Constitutions; 5th
Amendment, U.S. Constitution; Art. 1, Sec. 18, Alaska Constitution.)

I would argue against this on the following basis:

1. A developer is already required to provide adequate street
rights-of-way and utilities easements as a condition of
approval of the development. HB 445 1is merely an extension
of the types of public areas deemed necessary for development.

2. Land use 1is already limited in most urban areas to that
specified in the overall zoning. Park or greenspacc zoning 1is
probably within the scope of zoning power of a municipality.

It should be noted that a local government could only use
tiiis power as part of an overall parks plan. Also, while some
savings would occur, the costs of providing parks in a quickly
growing area wculd only be slightly mitigated in most cases.

But this does not detract from the value of the bill.

I would be glad to testify on HB 445 at your convenience.
I respectfully suggest you invite comments and testimony from
Mr. Robert Pavitt, Director of Planning and Research, Office of
the Governor. Mr. Pavitt is an expert in this field.
H. M.

cc: Robert Pavitt



Legal Issues

There are two major legal issues regarding mandatory dedication of land or
fees-in-lieu of land for schools and parks as a prerequisite to subdivision
plat approval: (1) whether the conceived purpose of the regulation comes with-
in the constitutional limits of the police power--the protection of health,
safety and morals, or the general welfare. And, () whether the specific
requirements are '‘reasonable,”™ that is, whether they exceed the limitations

on the exercise of regulatory power.”

The Constitutionality of Subdivision Exactions

Subdivision regulations requiring the mandatory dedication of land or fees-
in-lieu of land as a precedent to plat approval must generally be authorized
by state legislation. Several states have passed dedication and fees-in-lieu
provisions statutes.”* One indication of the increasing interest in such
legisTation is the ACIR State Legislative Program for 1970J in which a bill
(reproduced in Appendix A) 1is proposed for mandatory dedication of park and
school sites. In its introduction to the model draft bill, ACIR states that
it is now generally recognized chat land for open space, park and recreation
areas, and school sites is a vital feature of sound subdivision design. Pro-
viding land is as necessary as is providing common physical facilities, such
as streets and sewers.

California has one of the finest examples of state enabling legislation in
the Quinby Act (AB 1150 of Chapter 1809). This section reads as follows:

Section 1. Section 11510 of the Business and Professions Code is
amended to read:

11510. ‘'Design.'" Refers to street alignment, grades and widths,
alignments and widths of easements and rights-of-way for drain-

3lbid., p. 1122.

NeArkansas — Ark. Stat. Ann. 19-2829 (Supp. 1959); Washington -- Wash.
Rev. Code 58. 16.120 (1951); Minnesota —- Minn. Stat, Secs. 462, 351-462.363
(1965); California -- Business and Professions Code section 11546, Ab 1150,
chapter 1809 (1965); New York — Section 277, Town Law, Section 179-1, Village
Law, Section 33, General City Law; Hawaii (proposed) S.B, No. 282 (1966). ASPO
did not survey stares concerning enabling legislation for subdivision dedication
and/or fees-in-lieu requirements and does not contend that this List is complete.

SAdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, ACIR State Legisla-
tive Program: New Proposals for 1970. (Washington, D.C.: Advisory Conmlssion
on Intergovernmental Relations, 1969) p. JI-37-00,1.



sideration variations in the relative desirability and market value of the
land that may be included within the area of any particular, proposed subdi-

vision. 1

Section f 7]. Payment in Lieu of Dedication. When the [governing body] adopts
regulations requiring a subdivider to dedicate school, park and playground
sites, as authorized by section [the preceding section], it may also adopt, as
part of the [municipality®s, county®s] subdivision control regulations, pro-
visions requiring a subdivider, in lieu of dedicating the sites, to pay to the
[municipality, county] a sum of money equal to the value of land that would
otherwise be required to be~ctedlcated for school, park and playground purposes,
whenever the department or agency charged with administering the dedication
provisions determines that it would not be in the public interest to accept

the dedication in connection with a particular proposed subdivision.2 The pro-
visions shall enumerate the standards to be applied in determining when it is
not in the public interest to accept the dedication and shall provide for the
manner of making payment, fkll funds so received shall be held by the [muni-
cipality. county], or a dcsignated department or agency thereof, in a special
account, and shall be applied and used by the [municipality, county] to acquire
school, nark and playground sites for the benefit of the residents of the sub-
division for which the payment was made. | Provisions may be adopted establish-
ing standards for the application and use of the funds iIn accordance with the
foregoing limitation. The provisions may also provide that the payment in lieu
of dedication shall be a condition precedent to the approval of any subdivision

The legislature may wish to spell out the procedure for adjusting the
area of land dedicated to the varying value of property throughout the subdi-
vision. Following is one suggestion:

Such consideration shall be in the form of provisions that adjust the
total amount of land that may bo required to be dedicated in accordance with
the value of the particular land area or areas selected for dedication as op-
posed to the average per acre or other unit value of all land within the pro-
posed subdivision, in accordance with the following formula:

Average value (per acre or
other unit) of all land with-

J in subdivision X

Average value (per acre or Number of acres (or other units

other unit) of the land se- of land) required to hr, dedicated

lected for dedication. under standards relating to number
and type of dwelling units or
structures

where equals the total amount of land that may be required to he

dedicated.

2The legislature may consider it desirable to specify the procedure for
determining the amount of the in-lieu payment. Following is a possible ap-
proach: (Footnote continued)
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age and sanitary sewers and minimum lot area and width. "Design"
also includes land to be dedicated for park or recreational
purposes.

Section 2. Section 11546 is added to said code, to read:

11546. The governing body of a city or county may by ordinance
require the dedication of land, the payment of fees in lieu
thereof, or a combination of both, for park or recreational pur-
poses as a condition to the approval of a final subdivision map,
provided that:

(@ The ordinance has been in effect for a period of 30
days prior to the filing of the tentative map of the subdivision.

() The ordinance includes definite standards for determin-
ing the proportion of a subdivision to be dedicated and te
amount of any fee to be paid in lieu thereof.

©) The land, fees, or combination thereof are to be used
only for the purpose of providing park or recreational facilities
to serve the subdivision.

(d The legislative body has adopted a general plan con-
taining a recreational element, and the park and recreation
facilities are in accordance with definite principles and stand-
ards contained therein.

(e) The amount and location of land to be dedicated or the
fees to be paid shall bear a reasonable relationship to the use
of the park and recreational facilities by the future inhabitants
of the subdivision.

() The city or county must specify when development of the
park or recreational Tacilities will begin.

(@ Only the payment of fees may be required in subdivisions
containing fifty (B0) parcels or less.

The provisions of this section do not apply to industrial sub-
divisions.®

®A recent appellate court in California has generally validated the or-
dinance for the city of Walnut Creek which was basically patterned after the
suggested ordinance prepared by the League of California Cities based on the
state cnabLing legislation. The court iIn this decision (@Associated Home
builders of the Creater Cast Bay. Inc. v. Citv of Walnut Creek, filed on
October 13, 1970) commented negatively on certain aspects of the Walnut Creek
ordinance and determined that subsection (g) of section 1154b was ambiguous
in that the use of the term "parcel”™ was not subject to definition. Aside
from this, It does appear that the appellate court sustained the California
law in this field.

4



plat, or may provide that the payment be deferred or made in installments fol-
lowing approval of a subdivision plat, or may provide that the payment be de-
ferred or made in installments following approval of a subdivision plat upon

the subdivider®s posting of a good and sufficient surety bond guaranteeing the

payment.

[Section [ ]. Certification of Standards by School and Park Districts. When
the boundaries of the (nmuncipality, county] do not coincide with those of the
[school district] [park district] responsible for administering the school and
park programs, the governing body of the [municipality] [county] shall refer
the standards required by [the preceding two sections] to the [school district]
[park district] in which the proposed subdivision is located. The standards
shall not be effective until the [school district] [park district] certifies,
pursuant to procedures set forth in an interlocal agreement, that they are the
same as those prevailing throughout the jurisdiction of the [school district]
[park district].]

Section 2. Separability. [Insert separability clause.]

Section 3. Effective Date. [Insert effective date.]

(Footnote continued.)

Where a fee is required to be paid in lieu of land dedication, the amount
of such fee shall be based on the average price per acre which the jschool
board] and the [park authoricy] would be required to pay for an amount of land
equivalent to that which the subdivider or developer would otherwise be re-
quired to dedicate, pursuant to section [ ] hereof. The average price per
acre used to calculate Lhe fee shall be established annually by the [school
hoard] and the [park authority], subject to [governing body"s] approval, based
on their best knowledge of trends in site costs, and suchprice shall be ap-
plied [municipal-, county-] wide. The average price per acre used toestab-
lish the fee for the current, calendar year shall be that for land to be pur-
chased in the following calendar year. An appropriate schedule of fees shall
be published in the [planning agency], subject to the approval by the [gov-
erning body], and shall become effective January 1. Thisschedule of fees
shall be reviewed annually and revised as necessary.
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Appendix A

ACIR SUGGESTED STATE LEGISLATION

[Title should conform to state requirements. The follow-
ing Is a suggestion: "Amendment to state legislation au-
thorizing counties and municipalities to exercise subdi-
vision regulation povers."]

(Be it enacted, etc.)

Section 1. [Appropriate citation to existing subdivision regulation law] is
hereby amended by adding the following new sections at the end thereof:

Section [ ]. Dedication of School, Park and Playground Sites. For those
portions of [municipalities, counties] for which plans for future sites for
schools and parks and playgrounds have been adopted and published pursuant

to [cite local planning enabling stature], the [governing body] may be reso-
lution or ordinance include, as a part of the [municipality®s, county®"s] sub-
division control regulations, requirements that a subdivider of land dedicate
such land areas, sites and locations £<"* school, park and playground purposes
as are reasonably necessary to service the proposed subdivision and the future
residents thereof, but in no case more than [ ] percent of the gross area of
the proposed subdivision. The regulations may provide that the dedication
shall be a condition precedent to the approval of any subdivision plat. They
shall set forth the standards to be applied iIn determining the amount of land
that is required to be dedicated. These standards shall be based upon the
number and type of dwelling units or structures to be included iIn each subdi-
vision. These standards shall also be based upon studies and surveys con-
ducted by the [municipality, county] in order to determine the need, if any,
for school, park and playground sites generated by existing subdivisions with-
in the [municipality, county] containing various types of dwelling units or
structures.

The regulations may also provide that che [municipality, county], or a desig-
nated department or agency thereof, shall have the authority to select the lo-
cation of land areas to be de .cated tor school, park and playground purposes.
IT such authority is exercised, the dedication provision shall take into con-

The suggested state legislation cited in this appendix is taken from Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, ACIR State Legislative Pru-
gram: New Proposals for 1970 (Washington, D.C.: 1969), Sec. 31-37-00, p. 2.

A



Minutes
House Commuinty and Regional Affairs Committee
February 20, 1974

8:30 a.m.

Present Excused
Chairman Carrol Rep. Guy

V. Chairman Hackney Rep. Fritz
Rep. Laktonen Rep. Petersen

Rep. Gardiner
Guests

Don Berry-Alaska Municipal League
James Wiedeman-0ffice of the Governor, Division of Planning and
Research
Lawrence Kimball-Dept. of Community and Regional Affairs, Div—
ision of Research and Planning

The Committee considered HB 445.

Mr. Berry-AML requested Rep. Fischer to introduce the bill. It
is an attempt by the Municipal League to guarantee recreational
and open lands 1in any subdivision to be developed from now on.
It provides that a certain proportion of land must be dedicated
to open space 1in a development.

Rep. Gardiner-Did any of the smaller communities feel that this
type of legislation was going to pose problems for them?

Mr. Berry-Not in the communities 1 talked with.

Chairman Carrol-Will there be any problems with public parking
because of this?

Mr. Berry-There shouldn®"t be, because most builders are required
to provide for public parking in their plans, if the area 1is
to be used by the public.

Rep. Gardiner-What 1is this Sec. B, the exemption for industrial
zoned Uland?

Mr. Berry-There seems to be trouble 1in zoning an area of a com—
munity strictly for industry, and this bill gives a plan for
planning bith industrial and recreational areas.

V. Chairman Hackney-How about the provision in Line 117

Mr. Berry-Why give the developer the right to pay a money fee in—
stead of dedicating open land?

Mr. Wiedeman-Usually the payment of fees 1is for areas where a

. subdivision goes in adjacent to an existing park, 1in which case,
the fees paid by the developer might be used to either help
maintain the existing park or to purchase recreational land in
another location.
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Rep. Gardiner-Would there be any problem with these fees being
used for anything other than their originally intended purpose?

Chairman Carrol-Rep. Malone has provided us a copy of his reac—
tion to this bill.

The memo was read by the secretary to the Committee. It was
addressed to Rep. Fritz, from Rep. Malone.

Mr. Kimball-The Dept, of CRA is in favor of the bill. Other
states have passed the same type of legislation and its con—
stitutionality has been upheld in these states, provided the
standards set by the municipalities are reasonable. The 1idea

of leaving the standards to the discretion of the local govern—
ments 1is a good one, because it will allow the different Alas—
kan communities to design around their own topographical prob—
lems .

V. Chairman Hackney-Do you see restrictions on developers mak—
ing their own plans, and having these plans not be accepted by
the local government?

Mr. Kimball-Not really, because the developer would already
have had to consult with the proper local authorities before
going ahead anyway.

V. Chairman Hackney-How many boroughs would have a parks and
recreation plan at this time, to implement this legislation?

Mr. Kimball-Probably Anchorage, maybe Fairbanks. The main ob—
ject in all this Is to simply locate the recreational areas
near the residential sections.

V. Chairman Hackney-Hawaii has this type of plan, including the
idea of industrial parks. They also have a green strip pol—
icy, in which there are certain areas in an industrial section
where no buildings may be built.

Mr. Kiinball-Yes, Connecticut also has this policy.
V. Chairman Hackney-Is this bill really necessary?

Mr. Kimball-Thls type of planning ordinance usually requires
state legislation to be effective on a local level.

V. Chairman Hackney-Is there any virtue in requiring the bor—
oughs to have this type of comprhensive plan?

Mr. Wiedeman-1t gets very complicated at the local level.

There almost has to be a pre-existing plan in an area for this
type of ordinance to be effective. The bill is enabling legis—
lation.

The municipalities have to do certain things first:
1) There has to be some sort of parks plan to relate the new

ordinance to.
2)There has to be a set of standards or conditions as to where
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the ordinance shall apply. It would be unreasonalbe, in most
cases, for the city to ask a developer who was subdividing
only 20 lots to dedicate 5 to open space. But the passage of
this type of legislation may get the different localities to
look at the idea of planning.

Chairman Carrol-Do you think the bill needs more specific lang—
uage concerning this point?

Mr. Kimball-These standards are usually developed at the local
level.

V. Chairman Hackney-Is there no danger of municipalities using
this bill as a rip-off on the subdividers?

Mr. Kimball-Usually representatives of the developer work with
tne local governments 1in these cases, so there should be no
problem.

V. Chairman Hackney-There needs to be something in the bill to
specify that the fees acquired in lieu of open space property
should be earmarked for the purpose of recreation.

Mr. Berry-It all goes Into a general fund from which the parks
and recreation monies are drawn anyway, so what difference can
it make?

V. Chairman Hackney-There 1is the possibility of the money going
elsewhere.

Mr. Berry-If it makes Rep.Hackney feel better, language can be
inserted to specify that the funds must be used for this pur—
pose only.

Chairman Carrol-1 disagree. When funds are earmarked, they are
sometimes spent needlessly. The local governments need the lat
Itude to decide what to do with the funds, to use them where
they are needed.

Mr. Berry-So much 1is spent by the municipalities on parks and
recreation in comparision to what might be received from any
fees a developer might pay, that there really seems little
point 1in specifying.

V. Chairman Hackney-If the city 1is going to pick someone®s
pocket for a specific purpose, let the money be earmarked for
that specific purpose.

Mr. Wledeman-Seldom, in my experience, 1is the land commuted to
a fee payment anyway.

Chairman Carrol-What would be an example of such a case?

M.r. Wiedeman-The case | mentioned before, where an already exls
tin park makes more open land unnecessary. Surplus park p op-
erty can be detrimental to a community, and payment of a fee
can be substituted in this case.
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Mr. Kimball-0Or, in the case of a large development owned by sev—
eral holders, the fees may be taken to develop one larger area
for recreation.

Because of the lateness of the hour™ Chairman Carrol adjourned
the meeting at 9:30* to be continued tomorrow at 8:30 a.m.



Minutes

House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
February 21, 1974

8:30 am

Present Excused

Chairman Carrol Rep. Guy

V. Chairman Hackney

Rep. Fritz

Rep. Gardiner \
Rep. Petersen

Guests

Billy Berrier--City Attorney, Juneau City and Borough

Don Berry--AML

Dorie Clark--Parks and Recreation, Geater Anchorage Area Borough
Rep. Helen Fischer--sponsor of HB 475

Karen Hedley--League of Wommen Voters, Anchorage

Lawrence Kimball- Dept. CRA, Divsion of Research and Planning
Gary Thurlow--Greatei Anchorage Area Borough, City Attorney

Continuing hearings on HB 445.

Mrs. Hedley: The subdivider should bear the burden of seeing that
there is a minimum amount of open lar.d in the dvelopment. The

in lieu fee should be up to the local government, as should be

the required minimum amount of land to be dedicated. The League
of Women Voters is urging a speedy do pass recommendation.

Rep. Fritz: Have you had problems with the developers over this
type of thing?

Mrs. Hedlen: Not wunless tie requirements are too stringent.

Rep. Fritz: There have been no compaints from anyone on your
committee?

Mrs. Hedlen: There were some monor disput es.
Rep. Illckney: Did you have contact with real estate people?
Mrs. Hedlen: Most could see the advantage of the program.

Chairman Carrol: What about the claim that the tenant pays for
the nark anyway in a bigger markup?

Mrs. Hedlen: The price 1is passed on to the consumer, so he pays
for the parks anyway, but J would rather do it.

Rep. Gardiner: A community as it grows will wantparks, and they"re

more expensive later; 1it"s just a question of when you pay,and how
much.



Page 2
Feb. 21

Rep. Hackney: Where several small developers own a general area,
they would have to decide who gives up the park land.

Mrs. Hedlen: Most of the land we are talking about is owned by
two or three people, so that problem relly isn"t what concerns
us directly in Anchorage.

Mrs. Clark: Each community in Alaska 1is unique and has its own
needs and the formula in HB 445 1is flexible and workable.

There 1is a real estate representative on the Greater Anchorage
Area Park Board and he favors this legislation.

The opposition to this kind of thing 1is usually to the unknown,
the developers don"t know what formula will be adoped at the local
level.

HB 445 will not provide all the parkland needed by the communties,
but the land it does set aside will be acquired at its least ex—
pensive. We urge passage of this bill.

Rep. Hackney: What do you do for Anchorage, Mrs. Clark?
Mrs. Clark: 1 am the manager of the Parks and Recreation Dept.
Rep. Fritz: We only have one chance at parks. I urge passage.

Rep. Hackney: Would you have any objection to requiring fees
in lieu of dedication to be especially earmarked for narks and
recreation.

Mrs. Clark: No, 1 would have assumed they would be used for thi3
purpose anyway.

Mr. Van Doren: How about the following amendment: The land, fees,
or combination thereof shall be used only ofr the purpose of pro—
viding park, recreational, or open space facilities to serve the
subdivis ion.

Rep. Fischer--1 was going to ask for this type of amendment.

Rep. Gardlner--Is the phrase, "to serve the subdivirion" too re—
strictive?

Mr. Van Doren: Perhaps the fees could be used for the upkeep of
an adjacent area, so the subdivider can see a benefit to his area
through the fees he has paid.

Mr. Kimball: In California courts, it is felt that the subdivider
should provide certain services 1in return for land pressures, but
they are not held responsible for programs normally supported by
the community.

Mrs. Clark: Some subdivisions might have a park nearby in var—
ious stages of development. In this case, couldn"t the fee be used

in a different area?

Mr. Bei 1ier: The phiase, "to strvj th?>”subdiv sion" ties it dow
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unnecessarily.

Mr. Thurlow: It wouldn"t creatbh a problem in Calif., but it might
here.

Rep. Hackney: I just don"t want the borough ripping off the dev-—
elopers .

Rep. Gardiner: There have to be certain stipulations on the lo—
cal level. IT the cities were ripping off the subdivders, it would

never hold up in court.

Mr. Thurlow: I represented a developer in Calif. Their ordinance
works well and protects the responsible developer. If there 1is

no statute convering this, the parks situation, especially in Anch—
orage,will be irretrievable.

Rep. Carrol: How do you see Fairbanks?
Mr. Thurlow: Fairbanks needs small community parks.
Rep. Carrol: This would seem to be atimely bill for Alaska.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 because of the lateness of the
hour. Further consideration to be held at the meeting Monday,

Feb. 25.



Minutes
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
February 25, 1974

8:30 a.m.

Present Excused
Chairman Carrol Rep. Guy
V. Chai 1ian Hackney

Rep. Fritz Guests
Rep. Gardiner

Rep. Laktonen Fep. J. Miller

Rep. Petersen Mr. Don Berry--AML

Mr. Billy Berrier--City Atty., Juneau
The Committee continued to deliberate on HB 445.
Rep. J. Miller testified on the bill.

The bill was passed out of committee with a unanimous vote,
amendment attached.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at
9:30 a.m.



Selwin _Carrol, Chairman ) ) February 18, 137k
Community and Regional Affairs Committee

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Mr. Carrol:

I an writing to urge the Community and Regional Affairs Committee
recommend passage of House Bill kk$t "An act relating to the platting powers
of municipalities’.

I live near Musk Ox Subdivision and enjoy easy access to the Skarland
Memorial Ski Trail. 1 consider this easy access a prime factor in my choice to
live here, and | would be considerably upset If future residential development
in the area resulted In loss of this trail. Enclosed is a map detailing how this
loss could occur and how a recreational easement could prevent this.

I use the trail for recreational skiing, for visiting my friendswho live
along 1t, and for commuting to work when 1 worked at the University of Alaska.
1 use it primarily for skiing, but in the summer 1 also use it for running.

I would like to dispell a common belief that trail-based recn ation is

used by only children and youth. 1 am 35 years old, and | have mad an earnest
attempt to run at least a mile every dy for the past 8 years. \When 1 was32, |
ran In the Equinox Marathon and came iIn *tth In the Women®s Division. While I™m

not sure 1°d like to do that to my body again, 1 was considerably pleased with how
well 1 did- especially as the women who placed ahead of me were all at least 10
years younger than 1. 1 can easily understand how there will always be Fairbanks
residents of all ages in the future who will want to have the opportunity to test
the results of their personal physical fittneos programs in events like the
Skiathon and Equinox Marathon.

I consider trail systems on recreational easements superior to those beside
road right-of-ways for practical as well as aesthetic reasons. As a runner, |
have found that paved roods and graveled shoulders do funny things to my knees
and ankle-., and on busy highways automobile exhaust und dust are irritating. As
a skier, |1 have found trails beside roads are repeatedly covered by blocks of
hard-packed snow from snow plows during the winter, and In the spring, gravel
left behind as this snow melts mokes these trails unusable much sooner than trails
in tae woods.

1 wish to encourage the creation of additional trail systems like the Skarland
Henorial Ski Trail. This *ould not only allow residents of other neighborhoods
the opportunity to enjoy skiing at their very doorstep as | do in my neighborhood,



but 1t would remove the burden now placed on the Skarland Memorial Ski Trail
"9
of providing cross-country ski recreation for the entire Fairbanks area.
Accordingly 1 would welcome the passage of HB 5 as a first step toward

establishing an area-wide trail system in the North Star Borough through
recreational easements.

Sincerely,
(krrwwut. S.Mhfrfa
toanne E. Groves

Box 81199
College, Alaska 99701






An Act relating to assisting municipalitxea. .ad providing for an
ffectlve date.™

COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
sj I t
Mr. Speaker: Date [— |7
BTmunity and
The Committee o n * has had
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

() recommends it DOPASS
() recommends it DONOT PASS
( ) recommends it DOPASS WITH ATTACHEDAMENDMENT(S)

() recommends it BEREPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE

() report- it b..ck WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other™

Members signing the Majority report:

Members NUT concurring in the Major!ty report:

_____recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends :



It is the Committee™s view thrt one department of
state government shall have sole responsibility for
coordinating and administering state programs for assis—

tance to pipeline impact communities.

Although the Governor should be granted the dis—
cretion to assign this function and responsibility to
any department he considers most appropriate, including
the Office of the Governor, the Committee would recommend
that this responsibility be assigned to the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs and that sufficient
funds be appropriated so that agency can administer the
act. The Committee visualizes at least three additional
state pipeline impact representatives being employed with
at least one each being employed 1in Juneau, Anchorage

and Fairbanks respectively.



FAIRBAT® OROUGH

February 19, 1974

Honorable Selwn Carrol

Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

I enclose a copy of a summation of my comments before the House. While
it is by no means a verbatim transcript, 1 think 1t fairly well covers
the context of my testimony.

Yours very truly,

Jhn A. Carlson
Borough Mayor

JAC:-gcc

end as stated



HOUSE BILL NO. 505

Sec. 2. Eligibility Standards

(a)(1) Population Growth

The 4%growth rate may not be a realistic growth figure for every community.
I recommend that the average percentage of growth overthepast four or five
years be used as the base growth factor.

Fairbanks North Star Borough has realized an average of 2.7% growth and
would feel an impact before the 4% factor is met.

Basically, any accelerated growth rate can be attributed to pipeline impact.

(@) (2) Grants to municipalities to meet expenditures beyond its capability to pay
should be based on the communities' ability to pay and this ability to pay
based upon the per capita valuation of a community. Therefore, a formula
utilizing this as one of its factors should be included in this bill.

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs used a similar formula
in its document "Distribution of Oil and Gas Property Tax Revenues",
October 18, 1973, during the special session.

As a community's assessed valuation increases due to pipeline”impact"” so
will its ability to pay increase also.

Page 1of 3



Sec. 2 Eligibility Standards
(Source Document-
Municipal Property Assessments,

Department of Community and Regional Affairs, 1973
Real and Personal Property, page 24) ( . J

Asse-sed Values

. = Per €apita Valuation
Population

City of Fairbanks
197,922,075
18,685 10,593
Fairbanks North Star Borough
344,987,500
32.714 10,546
City of Anchorage
861,668,560
54.714 15,749
Greater Anchorage Area Borough
1,919,461,255
115,418 16,631
City of Valdez
13,854,000
1,106 12,526
City of North Pole

1,056.179
278 3,799
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(@ (3) The requirement in Sec. 1 (a) (3) "directly attributed to the impact of
commencement of the trans-Alaska pipeline” should be removed. In no
way could an administrator swear that the funds are so attributed. The
mere fact that the line is being built, population growth exceeds the normal
growth pattern would indicate public service requests are attributed to the
construction of this line.

Sec. 3 Essential Municipal Services

Categories should be deleted as all departments of local governments will
fee! an impact in varying degrees.

The first sentence should read:

"Grants made under this Act may be expended only for operating
expenditures.”

Should this approach not be acceptable, the categories for essential municipal
services must be extended to include administration, parks and recreation,
library and animal control.

All department of local governments will be impacted as an example in HB
505: In order to apply for funds, a grant application must be filed giving

in detail the services for whic.i the grant will be expended (Sec. 6(a)) .
Then fiscal accountability must be set up to ascertain funds have been ex-
pended properly, accounts audited and copies transmitted (Sec. 7(b)) .
Population estimates must be submitted quarterly (Sec. 9). These requests,
justly asked for, will demand someone's time in administration to prepare
and do bear a relation to impact needs.

Grants could be proposed on the same approach as used for state shared
revenues. Therefore, each government entity would be entitled to funds
based upon the services provided.

John A. Carlson
Borough Mayor
Fairbanks North Star Borough
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ASSESSED MILL GENERAL PROPERTY IHTERCOV.

VALUATION RATE TAX REVENUE REVENUE
CITY OF ANCHORAGE + 81.1% - 21.0% + 46.6% + 520.6%
CITY OF FAIRBANKS + 7\5/:0%) + 25.0% + 97.2% + 252.4%2
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOR.1 + g0-0% - 61.4% - 45. 2% + 122.8%2
GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOR. +109.5% - 18.0% + 46.4% + 167.8%
CITY OF VALDEZ +50!§>§‘;) no change + 78.8% +1036.9%

~For the period 1969-1972.

2State intergovermmental revénles only.

>y
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December 17, 1973

Mr. Bernard E. Kelly, Chairman
Northwest Federal Regional Council
1321 Second Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Kelly:

We appreciate this opportunity to present on behalf of the City of
Anchorage the enclosed statement concerning the impact from the
construction of the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline and related petroleum
industry activities.

This statement contains an overview of the additional demands that

we feel will be placed on the City of Anchorage for governmental and
public utility services and facilities from pipeline and related construction
based on the Information and studies completed to date. The: c are

many areas on which very littde information has born developed or made
available to us. For example, there could develop a grave shortage of
professional and skilled personnel essential to the provision of additional
services and fecilities. No attempt to our knowledge has been made to
measure the inflationary impact from such a large construction job or

to develop counter measures to minimize it

We urge the Northwest Federal Regional Council to use its considerable
resources iIn providing financial and other assistance to the City of
Anchorage and other impacted local governments iIn Alaska. We
particularly urge the council to consider and favorably act at an early
date on the following:

A. Criminal Justice - Approve adequate J.KAA grants to fund the additional
costs for law enforcement personnel shown in Attachment "'D". In this
connection, an LIEAA application is being submitted in a few days. [Itis
being coordinated with the District Attorney"s Office and the Alaska Court
System.



mMr. Bernard E. Kelly, Chairman

Northwest Federal Regional Council
«
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December 17, 1973

B. Water System - Approve a grant of $5, 562, 500 for water source
improvements to be made to the City of Anchorage Water Utility.

This represents one-half of the estimated capital Improvement costs
listed In Attachment "Fn. The balance of the funding is planned from

a tw/enty-five (25%) per cent State of Alaska grant and City of Anchor ige
Water Utility Revenue Bonds. We feel there 13 an urgent need to firm
up this financing so engineering can be completed and inrtial construction
contracts let in 1974.

C. Port of Anchorage - Approve a grant of $2, 894, 000 for providing
one-half the funding to complete the construction of the dock at
Terminal No. 3, Port of Anchorage. The City of Anchorage will
provide the other half of construction costa from iipprovcd General
Obligation Bonds. [t is essential that this construction bn completed
in 1974; and to do no requires a firm funding plan now.

We need financial assistance in all areas of operation and maintenance
and capital improvement programs cited iIn this statement, but the
forej ling are the most urgent.

Wc suggest the Council, and the State of Alaska, develop as soon as possible
manpower data and take affirmative action to avoid shortages of professional
and skilled personnel.

Wc feel that inflation is a real threat to the Impacted communities and
that counter measures must come from the Federal and Slate governments.

Wc appreciate that conventional grant and other programs may not be
designed or funded to allow immediate approval of the requests for
financial and other assistance contained herein. In that event we ask
that authority and funding be 1mmediately requested and obtained at
the earliest practicable date.



Mr. Bernard E. Kelly, Chairman
Northwest Federal Regional Council
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In view of the wide public interest in thi3 matter copies of this
letter and statement are being distributed as indicated below.

Again, Ve appreciate your having invited us to make this presentation
and the interest of the council in providing assistance to local governments

in Alaska.
Sincerely yours,
City Manager
RE3:py
cC: Mayor and Council

Governor of Alaska
Washington, D. C. Delegation
Anchorage Area Legislators
All Anchorage Media



CTY OF ANCHCRACE, Al\SKA

TRANS-ALASKA OIL PIPELINE IMPACT STATBVENT

The City of Anchorage, and the surrounding environs, has felt
the impact from the petroleum industry development for the past decade,
and more. This impact was generally well within manageable limits, but
since 1969 the growth effect on both the private and public sectors has
accelerated.

Following the State oil lease sale on September 10, 1969, the
private sector economic activity showed a marked increase which inevitably
increased the demand for governmental facilities and services in the City
of Anchorage, and the surrounding area in which municipally-owned public
utility services are provided. A few of the economic indicators listed

below demonstrate tills point:

POPULATION 1970 1973
City of Anchorage 65,973* 76,610**
Creatur Anchorage Area Borough 126,333 154,610**

*Includes Military Bases annexed in 1973.

**Percent Increase - City 16.122, CAAB 19.212

CITY BULDING PERMTS ISSUED (Values in Millions of Dollars)
1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

Issued $34.8 $52.2 $55.2 $70.2 $78.0 (Est.)*

*Percent Increase in 1973 over 1969 - 124.162

CITY CF ANCHORAGE THHEPHONE UTILITY
1970 1973
Number of Telephones 56.607 79,000 (Est.)=*

*Percent Increase - 39.552



CITY OF ANCHCRACE MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POWER

1970 1973
Peak Demand 56.472 80.000 MV (Est.)*
Kilowatt Hours Sold 267,756,305 417,188,507 (Est.)*
"Percent increase - Peak Demand 41. 1x KWHours 55.8
CITY OF ANCHORACE WATER UTILITY
1969 1973
Millions of gallons of water
delivered >55 5,560 (Est.)*
*Percent increase 23*
CITY OF ANCHORAGE COVBINED
GOVERNVENT AND UTILITY EXPENDITURES 1969 1972
(In Mill tons of Dollars)
Operating 529.2 $50.8
Capi tal 115 18.8
Totals $40.7 $69.6
*Pcrcent increase - Operating Capital

These economic Indicators are cited to show what has already
happened before the recent Congressional action allowing the issuance
of the Trans-Alaska Qil Pipeline permit by the Secretary of Interior
and before the construction of this multi-billion dollar project is ccanenced.
They are impressive, and have already caused a strain on the governmental
and utility financial capability of the City of Anchorage. However, with
the issuance of the permit and commencing of construction of this project,
Lhe impact in the next few yearn will be many limes greater. It is the
purpose of this statument to discuss this futme impact and the need for federal
and state financial assistance.

The City of Anchorage and environs is the transportation, financial,
cultural and population center ol the state. The pipeline construction will
not come through thin vicinity, but because of existing facilities and

services ana climate, it is and will remain the headquarters for oil firms and



petroleum related operations. It will also serve .. the major rest and
recreation center for pipeline employees, and the residence of their dependents.
The economic impact on municipal services will come almost immediately,

and will be felt primarily in the people-oriented services and facilities,

such as police, fire, street and road maintenance, traffic, parking,

housing and public utilities. These types of services (except utilities)

are generally tax supported, and as such, the expansion created by the

pipeline activity will impose a definite hardship on permanent residents

unless 0°: “cance is provided by the Federal and State governments.

BVR.OTIVENT AND POPULATION

The key to an analysis of the impact lies In the employment and
population generated from the pipeline construction. The City of Anchorage
has used the Anchorage Area estimates prepared by the Department of Interior
and published in the Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement In December of
1971. Attachment "A" summarizes this data which we feel Is still valid for
general planning purposes. It should bn noted that we have also assumed a
gas pipeline will be under construction by the third year of oil pipeline
construction. This data includes direct, associated, and indirect employ-
ment, which ranges from 4,400 In the build-up year to 7,200 at the peak in
the second year of construction, and down to 2,800 after the first year of
operation of the oil pipeline. Alyeskn Pipeline Company has recently in-
creased Lhe peak year estimate to 10-20,000. Similarly, the population will
Increase by 13,400 In the bulld-up year to 24,000 In the second year of
construction, and down to 1S,700 after the first year of operations of the
oil pipeline.

The Anchorage area has approximately 125,000 people residing off
of the two military Inntallutlonn. The Increase of 24,000 by the second year
of construction moans a population growth of almost 20 percent In two years

time. Obviously, this tremendous growth will create many problems for both



the government anti private sectors. To compounu the problem, we see
little, If any, slacking in the previous annual growth pattern of about
four percent. Combined, then, the annual rate will be in the magnitude of 12
to 14 percent per year In each of years 1974 and 1975. This is an increase
of about 12,000 people a year, which is greater than the population of all
but two or three communities In the state. To provide the facilities and
services for this number of people poses a great challenge to all levels of
government.
(
HOUSING
The City of Anchorage, earlier this year, analyzed the
existing and projected housing needs baaed on the population assump-
tions in Attachment "A", and the results nru summarized in Attachment
"B". Tills forecast of housing requirements was made on the further assump-
tion that 4,000 to 6,000 units wore vacant in mtd-1973. 1974 Is the year
of peak demand, requiring almost 6,000 new starts to meet the Increased
cumulative population growth of over 30,000 people In the area by the first
yeat of construction (22,700 pipeline and 10,000 normal growtli at end of
first year of construction aa reflected in attachment 'A"). The prime
responsibility to meet this need rents with the private sector, particularly
lending Institutions, but the KHA insurance program will be required to play
a key roll. The housing construction Industry is capabLe of meeting this
demand for housing If the subdivision and utility Improvements are provided
by the responsible governmental and public utility agencies There are nlzouble
areas In the City of Anchorage either vacant or occupied by single family
residences that arc Improved with stiuets and public utilities on which multi-
fsmlly units could ho constructed with a minimum of capital outlay for

public and utility Improvements.



GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
The impact will affect all Cicy governmental services anil
capital improvement programs, with the public safety and public works
areas receiving the greatest initial impact. In fact, this impact has
already started, and it is particular)v noticeable in police activity
(See Attachment "C" - Police Statistics 1970 - 1973).
Attachment "D" is a summary of the impact on operations and
maintenance activities of the City of Anchorage in 1974. A total of 111
additional employees and an annual expenditure of $2.2 million is required

to maintain a reasonable level of governmental services.

POLICE SERVICES

During the pipeline construction, a "boom" situation in
Anchorage is inevitable. With it will come criminal elements looking
for a fast buck. The size of this boom will make potential vice operations
big enough to attract the professional criminal capable oi organizing
these operations. W must provide adequate manning for tlie Police
Department (au well as the District Attorney's Office and the Trial
Courts) if the people of the City of Anchorage are to be safe in their
peraons and property. This impact, coupled with the already heavy crime
rate, causes us a great deal of concern. Attachment "C" demonstrates
the great increase in Part | crimes already experienced in 1973.
Forty-one (41) commissioned and support personnel should be hired early In
1974 by the City of Anchorage. This will bring the total force to 186,
which Is over two police personnel per thousand of population. An additional
sixteen commissioned and support puroonncil are needed In tint Spenurd Service
Area of the Creator Anchorage Arua Borough which has a population oi about
20,000 und is policed by the City of Anchorage under contract. This will
bring the Spennrd Force up to a total of fifty-live commlustoned and support

personnel. This increase In police manpower will not be tully effective



tinlesa Che presently understaffed State District Attorney's Office and
Trial Courts are also adequately manned. It does little good for the
police to make an arrest unless there is vigorous prosecution and a trial
court that car hear the cases. Otherwise, violators of the law that other-

wise would be convicted will continue to prey on society.

FIRF. SERVICES

Two additional engine companies and twenty-five men are needed
for fire prevention and suppression. These engine companies would be
housed Ir existing fire stations, and they are needed to protect additional
residential, commercial and industrial properties. The Port of Anchorage
and adjacent industrial park with its petroleum tank farms is a critical
area requiring increased protection, liui'ly funding of these two fire
engines and hiring and training of personnel is ranked high in our

priorities.

TRAFFIC SERVICES

The population growth, coupled with the increased industrial
and commercial activity to provide logistical support for the pipeline
construction companies, will bring a rapid Increase (n motor vehicle
traffic requiring increased traffic engineering services. The present
atreot system, and the algnul system, is inadequate with considerable
traffic congestion already evident. Substandard streets, paiticulnrly
intersections, cannot accomodate the Increased traffic without Immediate
Improvement. The accident raLu is already among the highest in the
country. The need for immedlatu improvement of high accidentinter-

sections will be further discussed in the capital Improvementsection.

PARKGS AND RKCRUIATION AND |.tIIRARY SERVICES
Anchorage will be tho principal rent and r«creatlon center

for oil pipeline construction workers and workers In related activities.
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This will cause a great increase in the useage and need for parka and
recreation, library and related facilities. An additional nineteen em
ployees are needed for operation and maintenance of these facilities.

The need for new facilities will be discussed later in this statement.

OTHER SERVICES
Other operations and maintenance personnel needs include one

in street maintenance and six in support activities.

EXISTING SERVICE LBVALS
For statistical iurposes Attachment "E" has been prepared to
show the e-xistlng nu ,.iing and expenditures for governmental services of
the City of Anchorage. The City has 927 employees and a budget of $18.6
million to provide a broad, comprehensive range of governmental services.
Per capital expenditure for governmental services will amount to $296

during 1973.

CAPITAL IMPROVEIVENT PROGRAVE

The City of Anchorage's regular capital Improvement program
for 1974 totals about $*% million for governmental and rublic utility,
improvements. The Impact from the projected population will increase the
demand for all types of capital improvements. The impact can be absorbed
initially in some cases without financial assistance, and In others it
cannot. The impact also has the effect of advancing the need for capital
facilities from one to seven years. W have selected the capital Improve-
ments of greatest concern at this time and which require the early provision
of. funding and construction. There will he other capital Improvements
272
requirements developed In 1974 and 1975 which will be addressed at n later
date. Attachment "F" summarizes the selected capital Improvement program

needs related to the impact of the oil pipeline construction.



HGH ACCIDENT STREET INFKKSKCTIONS

Increased population brings more motor vehicles which will add
to the problem on those streets that are already congested. W are not
going into the overall problem at this time except to point out a critical
problem at over fifty high accident street intersections. These inter-
sections involve City, State, and Borough streets and highways. W feel
it is mandatory to start construction in 1974 to improve these substandard
intersections. To do so the engineering, right of way, and other work to
let this important work to contract cannot be handled in a routine manner.
All agencies will have to give special handling to these projects. An
estimated $1.2 million in funding is required, with most of it needed in
1974. The amount is not too great but the expeditious handling may po3e

a challenge to the agencies concerned.

SUBDIVISION  IMPROVBEVENTS
Subdivision Improvements will require an additional $3,070,000
during 1974 and 1975 if the housing needs are to be met. These improvements
include street and storm drainage facilities. This additional engineering
and contract administration can be accomplished by the Department of Public
Works If its present professional staff can be retained. Public agencies
do not have the flexibility when competing for salurlea and other benefits

offered by the private sector. This may be a serious problem area.

PQUT OF ANCHORAGE

The Port of Anchorage has one petroleum terminal, one combination
petroleum and general cargo terminal, and one general cargo terminal, and
a third general cargo terminal under partial construction. There Is an
Immediate need to complete the dock ut Terminal No. 3 at an estimated cost
of juul under $ million. The City has funding approved for one-half this
amount but must obtain financial assistance lor the balance. Another PO,
terminal is needed, and it Is estimated to cost about $6.2 million. No

funding is available and it should be built no later than 1975. W feelL



the Port of Anchorage la an essentiul facility for the logistical support
of the oil pipeline construction. The Port of Anchorage serves South-
central Alaska and the North Slope. The new Anchorage area population
must be served along with the Interior Alaska areas served through

the Port of Anchorage. These latter areas will place an increased demand
on the marine trade and port facilities at Anchorage. The largest tank
farm capacity is at Anchorage and served through the Port’s facilities.
We must have federal and/or state financial assistance during the next

two years.

LIBRARY
The City of Anchorage operates a headquarters library and two
major branches. The headquarters library also serves the three GAMB
libraries. The headquarters library should be expanded immediately if
this important service is to be maintained at a reasonable level. It 13
estimated $4.5 million will be required to build the needed space for this
facility and it should be built no later than 1975. Nb local funding

has been approved.

ADMINISTRATIVE OPI'ICK SPACE
The added personnel that must be hired to handle the Impact
will require at least $.300,000 in expansion of administrative office space

in 1974. No funding has been approved for this project.

CITY OF ANCHORACE WATER UTILITY
The Water Utility has consistently been concerned with the
ability to meet the projected deraunds that would be placed upon its system
und water source studies have periodically been made to insure an adequate
supply for our citizens. A comprehensive study made by the U. S. Geological
Survey, begun in 1965 and completed in 1972, Indicated the Anchorage Bowl

area would need a source of water around the 1980'u, depending upon tie



demands that new Industry would place upon the system. Upon the completion
of the U.S.G.S. report, a local engineering firm was commissioned to prepare
a more de'ailed report leading to definite recommendations for development
of Anchorage's future water source, and to prepare cost estimates of the
capital expenditures necessary with associated time tables to adequately
meet this need.

As a result of the impact created by the pipeline, we now find
ourselves unable to enjoy a comfortable lead time to plan, finance, and
develop a new source, but instead suddenly find ourselves In the position
of having to accelerate this time table to 1974, some six years ihead of
the original U.S.G.S. prediction.

Attachment "G" depicts the demands placed upon our system on a
normal peak day and indicates the projected water needs based on a normal
growth pattern, and also shows the effect of the pipeline impact in
accelerating the development of new sources of water. As is shown on the
graph, under normal conditions the Water Utility would have needed to
provide a '10 MD supply around 1980. Because of the demand created by the
pipeline, this 30 MD supply will have to be on line In 1975. In addition,
another 10 MD will have to be provided to meet fire protection requirements.

Our consulting engineer's report is presently being drafted In
final form and is due within several weeks. Even though this Information la
not presently published, sufficient data has been developed and furnished
to us to determine the course of action recommended to supply this additional
water. To meet this demand will require the capltul expenditures of
$4,625,000 In 1974, $t,000,000 In 1975, and $5,500,000 in 1976. A detail of
these requirements la shown In Attachment "IlI" enumerating the need to
Immediately begin a well exploration program In logical areas to determine
the amount of ground water available, followed by the Installation and
development of a minimum of six wells capable of producing at least one
million gallons of water p r day. This must be followed by an expansion
of the water treatment plant, construction of a second main water trans-

mission line and Installation of a 5-mllllon gallon storuge tunk for
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treated water. In 1975 work on off-streain storage would have to begin and
al30 modification of an existing diversion structure to permit additional
water withdrawal. Construction of an addition to the Water Treatment Plant
to increase its capacity to 30 MD along with more treated water storage
and additional off-strearo storage reservoirs would have to commence in 1976

Because of the magnitude of these expenditures, the Water Utility
cannot absorb the financial impact of such a construction program at this
time. In addition, we have the added problem, even without pipeline impact
of trying to recover from the recent loss of funding by deletion of
Department of Housing anJ Urban Development's program for Basic Water and
Sewer Grants. It was our original planning, even prior to pipeline Impact,
to finance any new water development source expenditures by receiving
assistance in the form of 25% from the State from authorized bonds for this
purpose, and 50% from D.H.U.D.

The sudden demise of that grant program lias in Itself loft us in
precarious financial position. In mst cities of the Lower 48 which In-
corporated a sanitary sewer program within their scope of services tliu
sudden termination of the Basic Water and Sewer Grant program was not as
significant because at about the same time thu [environmental Protection
Agency increased its participation In the cost of providing sanitary newer
facilities from approximately 3% to approximately 73% within a relatively
short period of time. Since most of these cities operated water and sewer
programs from the same department the loss of the water grant program was
absorbed through the increase In the sanitary sewer grant program. Unfortu
nately hero in tho Glty of Anchorage the sanitary sewer system is not
operated by tho City but rather in a function of tho Borough and the loss
t atar Grant program has had significant impact on our water utility
uperadons.

Because of thuso facta wo feel that there is merit in the federal

Government considering n restoration of either the Basic Water and Sewer



Crane program or some other special program of Federal grant for Alaska In
meeting the Impact of the proposed construction of the Alaska oil pipeline.
This is considered the moat critical funding problem confronting the City
because there is no question an adequate supply of water for domestic and

fire requirements is mandatory.

MUNICIPAL LIGHT AND POAERR

The Municipal Light and Power Department operates four gas-fired
turbines, witli BO MV firm capacity and 92 MVWpeak capacity. A fifth unit
is under construction and a waste heat boiler and turbine on order which
will add approximately 75 MVin additional firm capacity by 1975. However,
demand projections indicate rmr, ither unit will have to be placed under
contract in 1976. The lead time for manufacture and construction Is some
18 months before added revenue results from the capital outlay. This
utility may require financial assistance for this accelerated construction

program, particularly In the light of Increased labor and material costs.

C I. P. IMRY
In summary, tho selected capital governmental needs for 1976-76
total $21.8 million; and the utility needs total $16.3 million. Combined,
ovor $38 million will be needed, and tills figure could increase considerably

I'rora hill at lon.

INFLATION COSTS
There Is no doubt that thu rapid growth expected will cause

additional Inflation in Anchorage and elsewhere In tho State. This, coupled
with the spiral already experienced this year, posen a serious threat to
the economy of the Anchorage area. W have scon no foroensts of winit the
inflationary Impact will bo. To demonstrate the effect of assumed ten per
cent impact, Attachment "I" has been prepared. This shows over $6.2 million
In 1976 In regular capital and operating budgets, and rising to $8,6 million
In 1975; $10..” in 19/6; and $11,2 million in 1977. W hope the impact Is
not this high but this Is obviously a cost factor that must be considered

in federal and stale financial assistance programs.



HEVENUES

For statistical purposes Attachment "J" has been prepared to
show the 1973 General Fund Revenue sources. This indicates total revenues
of just over $18.5 million, or approximately $296 per capita.

W have closely analyzed new revenues likely to be generat’d by
the udded impact population. (See Attachment "K) It will be noted that
1974 will produce very little in new revenues because of the lag In new
construction becoming taxable. In 1975 Just under $1 million will be
generated; in 1976, $1.5 million, and in 1977 about $1.8 million. These

new revenues will help but they will not begin to finance the impact costs.

CONCLUSION

We believe this statement demonstrates the very substantial
challenges and problemn confronting the City of Anchorageon what wc believe
is the eve of construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline. W believe the
development of the petroleum reserves in Alaska is in the national Interest
an staled nuiny times by the President of the United States, Congressional
loaders, and tho Governor ol Alaska. This development has become even wore
critical an the miorgy crisis uulolds day by day.

Tlita Is the largoiiL private construction Job ever undertaken.
Any multi-billion dollar Job to be accomplished in lour short years In a
relatively Isolated, small population area will have an abnormal impact on
local government, particularly since it supplies so many cervices directly
to people. Local government in Alaska must have financial and other
assistance If this project In built on a timely basis andif Alaska cities
are not to bu left in financial chaos.

This statement does not cover many tiorvicos <uid facilities (for
axample, health and social services) pruvlded by other units of local or
Elute government. It doen not cover all City services alreeled but only
those which wu believe require immediate attention. New problems come to
light daily an new information or moru studies are completed. Our staff
la ulrcnly loudened with a heavy workload which made this analysis dill leult

rind It will no doubt bu modified many timau in the next lew years.



CITY OF ANCHORACE
BVPLOYVENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

The following assumptions were made based on oil pipeline impaet studies by the
State of Alaska and the Department of Interior:

Employment in the Anchorage Area

Build First Second Third Final First

W Year Year Year Year Year
Year Coistr. Constc. Constr.  Constr. Operation Then
Direct 2,200 3,300 3,300 3,300 2,200 1,200 700
Associated 200 400 400 400 200 100 100
Indirect 2,000 3,000 3,500 3,000 2,100 2,100 2,000
TOTALS 4,400 6,700 7,200 6,700 4,500 3,400 2,800

Direct - Attributed to Arctic Slope oil in mining, construction, transportation,
conumnlcations, public utilities, finance, insurance, real estate, services,
trade, self-employed; and Federal, State, and local government employees.

Indirect - Adcitional employment can be expected due to new areas being opened up

for mining and mineral exploration, etc.  This also Includes the
effect of the Native income from North Slope oil.

Effects on Population in the Anchorage Area

Build First Second Third Final First

W Year Year Year Year Year
Year Constr.  Constr. Constr.  Constr. Operation Then
Direct Employees 2,200 3,300 3,300 3,300 2,200 1,200 700
Dependents 3,100 4,600 4,600 4,600 3,100 2,200 1,600
Norlh Slope Dependents 1,200 3,800 3,800 3,800 2,500 1,200 400

Workers on Leave from

North Slope 300 500 500 400 400 300 200
Unemployed 200 400 400 400 400 100 100
Families Unemployed 300 700 700 700 700 200 200
Associated Employees 200 400 400 400 200 100 100
Families of Associated 400 700 700 700 400 200 200
Indirect Employees 2,000 3,000 3,500 3,000 2,100 2,100 2,000
Families of Indirect ), 500 5.300 6,100 5,300 3,700 3.700 3.500
TOTALS 13,400 22,7°C 24,000 22,600 15,700 11,300 9,000
Alaska Gas Pipeline Adjustment* 1,400 8,300 11,300 6,700

24,000 24,000 22,600 15,700

* The assumption is that tho gnu pipeline wilt utilize the proposed oil pipeline
right-of-way. If the gn« pipeline is routed through Anchorage, the impact
would be greater.

Revised December 18, 1973.
ATTACHMENT ™A™



Year

1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

* Assumes 4,000 to 6,000 units were vacant in mid-1973.

Revised December 18,

HOUSING UNIT STARTS NEEDED*

City
1,725
1,325
1,230

440
875
1,175

1973.

CITY OF ANCHORAGE

Outside City
4,025
1,325

820
110
375
1,175

Total

GAA Borough

5,750
2,650
2,050

550
1,250
2.350

ATTACHMENT



INBAHOVLIV

Murder
Manslaughter
Forcible Rape
Robbery

Aggravated
Assault

Burglary
Larceny
Auto Theft

Total
Part One

Traffic
Accidents
Investigated

Total Calls &
Requests for
Service

Number

1969

Per Cent

CITY OF ANCHORAGE

FIVE YEAR STUDY

ANCHORAGE POLICE DEPARTMENT REPORTED PART ONE CRIMES

Variatior Number
Offenses From

Offenses From

Reported Previous

3

35
100

116
707
2,337

511

3,816

2,991

20,183

Year
0.02
50.02
59.12
11.12

52.72
1.02
9.82

23.02

9.72

13.92

10.72

Reported Previous

7

4
26
150

146
688
2,648
513

4,182

3,429

23,257

1970

Per Cent
Variation Number
Offenses From
Reported Previous

Year

0.02

33.32
(-25.72)
50.02

25.92
(-2.72)
13.32

0.42

9.62

14.62

15.22

1971

Per Cent
Variaticr

Year
5 (-28.62)
1 (-75.02)
53 103.82
105 (-30.02)
191 30.82
643 (-6.52)
2,640 (-0.32)
565 10.12
4,203 0.52
4,023 17.32
32,461 39.62

1972

Per Cent
Number  Variatior Number
Offenses From
Reported Previous

1973 (Projected)

Per Cent
Variation

Offenses From
Reported Previous

Year Year
9 80.02 7 (-22.2%)
7 600.02 0 (-100.02)
40 (-24.52) 69 72.52
98 (-6.72) 109 11.22
158 (-17.32) 191 20.92
698 8.6% 1,072 53.62
2,827 7.12 3,077 8.82
539 (-4.62) 554 2.92
4,376 4.12 5,079 16.12
4,340 7.92 4,471 3.02
34,231 5.52 36,701 7.22

1973
Compared To
1969 Per Cent
Variation
0.02
(-100.02)
97.12

9.02

64.72
51.62
31.72

3.42

33.12

49_52

81.82



CITY OF ANCHORAGE -- OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PIPELINE IMPACT REQUIREIVENTS - 1974

19 73
Revised Budget
Per Cent
Personnel Budget of Total
Public Safety
Police-City 160 2,768,932 14.9
Police-Soenard (1) 41 920,240 4.9
Fire-City 78 2,114,490 11.4
Civil Defense 3 56,560 3
Traffic Engineering 19 792,910 4.3
Building Safety (2) 22 440,920 2.4
323 7,094,052 38.2
Parks & Recreation 120 1,574,985 8.5
Library
City 29 464,380 2.5
GMB (3) 23 277.768 1.5
52 742,148 4.0
Public Works-Strect Mtce. 53 2,186,810 11.8
Other City 379 6,996,618 375
TOTALS 927 18,594"613 100.0
Per Capita Cost (4) 296.26
Population: July 1. 1973
Citv
Normal Civilian Population 48,350
Military 24,500
Pipeline Impact 3,760
TOTALS 76,610

(1) Funded by Spenard Service District.

1914
Pipeline Impact

Personnel

41
16
25
0
1
2

85
16

D P W

11

Population: Jan. 1. 1974

Borough
122,500
24,500
13.400
160,400

Budget

793,160
312,900
511,200
-0-
23,723
3S.087

1,680,070
217,080

56,050
65.800
121,850

44,620

121,090

2,184,710
29.29

Citv
48,350
24,500

6,700
79,550

(2) The 1973 budget for Building Safety is funded with $85,843 Pipeline Impact.

(3) Funded by Creator Anchorage Area Borough - Non-Arcavide Service Library.

1974
Required Budget
Per Cent
Personnel Budget of Total
201 3,562,092 17.2
57 1,233,140 5.9
103 2,625,690 12.6
3 56,560 3
20 816,633 3.9
24 480,007 2.3
408 3,774,122 42.2
136 1,792,065 8.6
30 520,430 2.5
343.568 1.7
55 863,998 4.2
54 2,231,430 10.7
385 7,117,708 34.3
1,038 20,779,323 100.0
311.46
Population: Jan. 1. 1975
Borough Citv
128, 100 50,700
24,500 24,500
22, 700 11.350
175,300 86,550

(4) Per Capita costs exclude the 17,892 military annexed in 1973 and Spenard Police and CAAB Library.

Revised December 18, 1973.



CITY OF ANQICUAK

REMISED APPROPRIATIONS 197) AS OF SEPTEIVBER 30, 1973

Mayor and Council

City Manager
Administration
Personnel
Internal Audit
Community Promotion
Humen Relations
Data Processing

Citv Clerk

Law
City Attorney
Property Management

District Court
Finance

Public Safety
Police-City
Police-Spenard
Fire
Civil Defense
Traffic Engineering
Building Safety

Public Works
Administration
Engineering
Engineering I'ro)octs
Engineering Projects
Building Maintenance
Street: Maintenance
Merrill Field

Library
City
CANB
Parks & Recreation
Museum
Miscei |.meous

Debt Service

Cash Match Federal
TOTALS
Federal t. State Crania

(1) Per Capita Coats are based on
military annexation of 17,892.

State Orants

Employees

1 $

5838r ~uB

S Ru&

114

160

201

927

Amount
78,660

145,125
98,900
40,405
99,579
62,590

-0-

446.599

127.552

249,870
31,060
280.930

160.334
451,030

2,768,932
920,240
2,114,490
56,560
792,910
440.920
7,094.052

32,850
148,290
1,305,690

(1,305,690)
211.940
2,186,810
99,060
2.678.950

464,380
277.768
742.148

1.574.985
177,728

511. 348
4,144,574
125.223
$18,594,613

1.580,996
1207757,09

Per Cent Per Capita
Total Budget Costs (1)
4 $ 1.34
.8
5
2
5
4
2.4 7.61
g 2.17
1.3
2
15 4.78
9 2.73
2.4 7.68
14.9
4.9
114
3
4.2
2.4
38.1 105.14
2
.8
.1
11.8
5
144 45.62
2.5 7.91
15
4.0
8.5 26.82
1.0 3.03
2.7 8.71
22.3 70.58
g 2.14
100.0 fr>%. 26 t

Creator Anchorage Area Borough |ijbrary Services are not inchaled.

Revised December 18, 1973,

population of 58,718 and do not iucluda
The costs for Spenard Police and

ATTACHMENT *5;"



1K3KH3VUT

High Accident Street Intersections
Subdivision Paving
Storm Sewer System
Port
Headquarters Library
Administrative Office Space
Fire Apparatus
TOTAL GENERAL RND

Water Utility

Municipal Light & Power

GRAND TOTAL IMPACT

Revised December 18, 1973.

1974
$ 740,000
2,092,500
727,500
5,788,000

300,000
150,000
$9,798,000

4,625,000

$ 4,625,000

$14,423,000

CITY OF ANCHORAGE
IMPAC. OF OIL PIPELINE ON SHECTED CAPITAL IMPROVEVENT PROCRAVE

1975
$ 250,000
187,500
62,500
6,245,000
4,500,000

$11,245,000

1,000,000

$ 1,000,000

$12,245,000

1976
$ 200,000
-0-
-0-
553,000

$ 753,000

5,500,000
5,200,000
$10,700,000

$11,453,000

Total
$ 1,190,000
2,280,000
790,000
12,586,000
4,500,000
300,000
150,000
$21,796,000

11,125,000
5,200,000
$16,325,000

$38,121,000
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of gallons per day

millions

24 HOUR DEMAND CURVE
SUMMER PEAK DAY



FIRST PIIN\SE - 1974

Drill 6 or 7 Exploratory Wells 90,000

Drill and Develop Production Wells and
Connect to System

2 on North Fork of Campbell 220,000
2 on South Fork of Campbell 525.000
1cn Old Seward Highway 190.000
1 Near Recharge Pit 350.000
1 East of Muldoon 250.000
1.535.000
Modification to Water Treatment Plant
New Influent Setup Including Controls,
Trashrock Chemical Feeds and Rapid Mix
Increase Capacity to 20MBD 1,000,000
Now Line to Diversion Dam 36" 1.250.000
Additional j M5 Treated Water Storage 750,000
$ 4,625,000
SEQCOND PHASE - 1975
Modify Diversion Dam for Additional Outlets 500.000
Construct Offstream Storage Pit with
Purp and Piping 500.000

$ 1,000,000

THRD PHASE - 1976

Additional Supply Line to T.P. ,000,000

Construct of 1stream Storage Pit with

Punp and Piping 1,000,000

Construct Additional Storage (Treated) 1,000,000

Modify Water Treatment Plant to 30MED

Add Additional Filters 250,000
$ 5.500,000

FUTURE

Add Additional Offstream Storage as Required
Double Existing T.P. to 60VBD - 8 million

ATTACHMENT "HI™



Populat ion*

CIP
Inflation
Per Capita Increase

Operations
Inflation
Per Capita Increase

Total Inflation
Per Capita Increase

Inflation Increase 107. Per Year

1974
61,650

21,529,600
2,152,960
35

20,779,323
2,077,932
A4

4,230,892
69

1975
68,150

10,470,400
4,088,784
60

21,558,405
4,527,283
66

8,616,067
126

1976
70,570

8,519,780
2,820,046
40

22,420,834
7,421,294
105

10,241,340
145

sPopulationi excludes 17,892 military annexed in 1073.

General Government Capital and Operating Budgets

1977
72,110

5,192,560
2,409,867
33

23,317,667
10,821,727
150

13,231,594
183

Total
272,480

54,712,340
11,471,657
42

88,076,310
24,848,236
91

36,319,803
133

ATTACHMENT ™1™



¢ m of anchorage
Revised Revenues 1973 As Of 9/30/73

Per Capita

Amount Per Cent Value (1
Taxes - Real & Personal
Real $ 5,398,360 29.0
Personal 1,467,580 7.9
Penalty & Int. Delinquent Taxes 50,000 3
6,915,92C 37.2 $117.78
Taxes - Other
Payment in Lieu City Utilities 1,398,826 7.6
Franchise Tax - Gas 135,743 7
Franchise Tax - Electric 40,757 2
1,575,326 8.5 26.83
Licenses and Permits 350,860 1.9 5.98
Fines and Forfeitures 861,100 4.6 14.67
Intergovernmental Revenues
State of Alaska Businer; License 1,191,213 6.4
State of Alaska Liquor License 105,000 .6
State of Alaska Aviation Fuel 19,680 1
State of Alaska Cannery Tax 4,351
State.of Alaska Shared Revenues 1,478,323 8.0
Federal Civil Defense 28,280 1
Federal Revenue Sharing 1,337,529 7.2
4,164,376 22. 70.92
Contributions from City Utilities 1,240,173 6.7 21.12
Charges for Services
State Highway Maintenance 250,000 1.3
GAAll Libraries 312,240 1.7
Spenara Police 1,034,890 5.6
School Crossing Guards 53,820 3
Emergency Communication '111 State 9,030 A
Emergency Communication 911 GAAl 53,060 3
Rccreutlonal Act Lvitlen 222,720 1.2
Traffic Electronics 52,210 3
Public Uorko-Miac. Work Orders 59,690 .3
Other Misc. Receipts 101,050 5
2.148,710 11.6 16.18
Cost Recoveries
Bond Principal 409,775 2.2
Bond Interest 254,56/ 1.3
Port Crane Insurance 14,100 A
678,442 3.6 11.55
Milscetlaneotin Revenues
Interest 38,000 2
Rental Revenues 263,200 14
Loussac Founds!ion 25,000 Nl
Other Misc. Revenues 305,882 1.7
632,082 3.4 10.76
Appropriation Year End Surplus 27,604 1 47
18,594,613 100.0
Federal & State Grants 1,580.996
$21Lm*m

(1) Per CuplGy value i based on a population of 58,718 and
does not Include military annexation of 17,802. The costa
forISé‘Jegard Pollen and GAA Borough Library Services are not
Included.
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Cm OF ANCHORAGE
New Revenues Cciterated by Pipeline

1974 1975 1976 '972 Total
Property Taxes (7.9 mills)
RnU 408,825 762,350 1,093,360 2,264,535
Personal (257.) 102,206 190,588 273,340 566,134

Tax(r. - Qtlier
Gas § Elec. 13,500 25,000 36,500 75,000
(7. incr. Prop. Tax)

Licenses & Permits 13,500 45,500 40,000 15,000 114,000
(7. incr. Population)

Fines & Forfeitures 33,000 ..1,500 98,000 36,500 279,000
(7. Population)

Business Licenses -6,000 154,500 136,000 336,500
(7. Population)

Aviation Fuel Tax 2,000 2,500 2,500 7,000
mSlate SImml Revenue 73,500 1:9,750 206,000 188,500 657,750

Fejleral. Sliared lievenue

Iterre.it lona 1 8,500 29.000 25,000 9,500 72,000
Totals 128,500 948,281 1,503,938 1,791,200 4,371,919
Population 2,970 7,590 8,240 7,540 26,310
Per Capita 44 125 182 238 166
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THE PRECEDING PAGES WERE TREATED AS
A UNIT IN THE ORIGINAL FILE.



Sec. 44.19.583 IPELINE _IMPACT OFFICE. The Governor .
R N AEVARVIY a4 <Y R TR S Ay VS Al
shall designate an existing department of state govern—

ment as the Pipeline Impact Office.
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HOUSE BILL 505
MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE FUND
ESTIMATED ELIGIBILITY
Estimated Municipal
Assistance Eligibility

Population 1973 1973 Per Capita 1970-1973
Estimates General Fund General Fund 4 Percent Growth Trend
1/1/74 6/30/75 Expenditure Expenditure Threshold Thre~hr*d
Anchorage City 55,050 63,920 $13,101,268 $236 $1,325,000 $ 873,000
Delta Junction 703 1, 100 33,510 48 17,700 19.000
Fairbanks City 18,685 25.833 4.789.000 256 1.507.000 1,262,000
Fairbanks North
Star Borough 35,240 53,110 2.200.000 (est.) 62 975.000 1.042.000
Greater Anchorage
Area Borough 125,500 150,800 15,414,192 123 2.186.000 1.815.000
North Pole 265 500 66,444 (1972) 20 56,000 59.000
North Slope Borough 3,384 4, 570 790,124 233 245.000 276,000
Valdez 1, 174 5.500 520,871 444 1,"02.400 1,709 000
Sub Total: $8,014, 100 $7,055,000

When available, population estimates were taken (tom or interpolated from estimates presented in local govern
ment impact statements. Fiscal data is calculated from the financial reports of the municipalities.

Department of Community and Regional Affairs



Section 2. ELIGIBILITY STANDAKDS: (@) Grants to carry out the
purposes of this Act may be made to a municipality denostrating

(1) a population growth rate in excess of the average
population growth of a municipality for the last three years from the
effective date of .nis Act;

(2) municipal operating expenditures b ?yond its capability to
reasonrbly meet due to pipeline impact
Sec 3* ESSENTIAL MUNICIPAL SERVICES. Grants made under this Act
may be expended only for operating expenditures for essential municipal
services.

Sec. L. GRANT COMPUTATION AND PAYMENT. (@ A municipality is
eligible for a grant amount under this Act equal to its average
population growth for the last three years multiplied by its average
per capita general fund expenditures over the last 3 years previous
to the effective late of this Act.

(b) Total grants under this Act to a municipality with, as of
the construction date of the trans-Alaskan pioeline, a population”f
10.000 persons or more mav not exceed $250 Der capita of th<irpoleation
growth of the last three years. Total grants under this Act to a
municiDality with* as of the construction commencement date of the
trans-Alaska pipeline, a population under 10,000 persons may hot
exceed $LO0 per capita of the average population growth for the last
three years.

(c) The base population for measuring per capita general fund
expenditures for the purposes of this section is the population of the
municipality on the first day of the quarter of the calendar year
during which tho construction commencement date of the trans-Alaska
pipeline occurs.

(d Grants may be made quarterly ba3ed upon quarterly poDulation
estimates with final adjustment to be made on June 30, 1975. ~nal
grant payments shall be withheld untin after final adjustrnents of
amounts are made on June 30, 1975.

Src 5. PREPAYMENTS. (@) A municipalit/ may receive, as a pre—
payment, up to 50 per cent of the amount it will be entitled to under
this act upon certification by the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs that the municipality will more likely than not

meet tho eligibility standards set forth in sec. 2 of this Act.

(u) Total prepayments to municipalities made under this section

may not exceed $5,000,000.



%,Sec.. 6. APPLICATION, (a) Grants under this Act may be made only
upon application by a municipality to the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs. A prepayment grant application maybesubmitted
at any time after the elfective date of this Act.

(b) No grant may be expended for purposes other than those
specified in the application.
Sec. 7. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR GRANTS, (@ A municipality shall
submit a financial report covering the expenditures of any grant
already received under this Act to the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs before another grant may be received under this Act.
() A municipality receiving frants under this Act shall
(1) maintain a separate account for the grants received
under tnis Act;
(2) provide for an annual independent audit of the separate
account for the grants received under this Act; and
(J) submit a copy of the independent auditreport to tne
Departnebt of Community and Regional Affairs.
Sec. 8. ARPRUVAL. Grants under thi3 Act shall be made by the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs at the direction of tho
governor subject to the approval of the Special Legislative Pipelfhe
Impact Review Committee (as provided for in secs. )
Sec 9. POPULATION. A municipality shall submit estimated pdpulation
and population growth figures to the Department oi" Community and
Regional Affairs. These population and population growth figures
are subject to review and approval Dby the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs. The decisions of the Department ofCommunity
and Regional Affairs are final as to
(1) population growth figures for the purpose of establish—
ing oligibilitv under sec 2 of this Act;
(2) population figures for computing grant amounts under
sec U. of this Act; or
(3) population figures for computing prepayment amounts under
sec 5. of this Act.
Sec. lu. LUANS. lhe department of Community and Regional Affairs at
the direction of the governor subject to the approval of the Special
Legislative Impact Review Committee may
(&D) make loans and purchase evidences of indebtedness with
funds from the pipeline impact fund to municipalities economically
or socially adversely affected by pipeline construction;

(2) guarantee municipal bonds when a municipality needs to



*-undertake a capital improvement program on an accelerated basis; and
3) pay (for not more than three years) from the pipeline

impact fund a portion of the debt service or interest or both 1incurred
by a municipality for undertaking capital improvements made necessary
by pipeline construction.
Sec 11. ADMINISTRATION OF THIS ACT. (a) The Department of Community
and Regional Affairs at the direction of the governor subject to the
approval of the Special Legislative Impact Review Committee shall
administer and adopt the necessary regulations to carry out ti purpose
of this Act and shall

(1) advise and assist the governor in developing planning
assumptions and a broad preparedness plan with respect to the
economic and social impact that will accompany pipeline construction;

(2) advise and assist the governor in developing policies,
prognams and control systems designed to alleviate the economic and
social im|Jact resulting from pipeline construction; and

(3) advise and assist the governor with respect to resolving
i3sue3 related to pipeline construction impact preparedness responsi—
bilities oi" state agencies which arise concerning two or more of those

agencies.
) A grant shall be alloted according to an agreement made bo-

tweon the Department- on behalf of tho state and the muni?ijp%Iity
receiving the grant. The agreement mayrinclu$p any provision a”“neol
upon by the purties and shall include in substance the following
provisions:

(1) a schedule of grant disbursements, 1if, as determined bv
the director, a grant is to be disbursed other than in one sum;

(2) agreement bv the municipality to

(A) proceed with and complete the proposed project or
program expeditiously;

(H) not discontinue operation or dispose of all or part oi"
the project or program for which it receives a grant without the jpproval
of the department;

(0) apply for, and make reasonable efforts to secure,
federal assistance which may be availubie for the project or program,
subject to any conditions the department may require 1in order to
maximize the amounts of that assistance received or to be received

for all projects or programs in the state;



(3) agreement by the municipality that, if feceral assistance
for a project or program becomes available to the municipality which
was not included in the calculation of the amount of a grant authoriz-—
ed and disbursed under this Act, the value of the federal assistance
shall be ascertained and subtracted from the total value of the
project or program and the balance shall be proportionately divided
between the state and municipality.

(4) Provision for alteration or modification of an approved
project or program and for remedies in case of failure to perform the
agreement between the parties or noncompliance with regulations promul —
gated by the department under this section.

(c) If funds appropriated by the legislature to provide loans and
grants and purchase evidences of indebtedness under this Act are
not adequate to satisfy amounts required by approved grant applications,
funds shall be allocated on the basis of priority established bv the
department bv regulations promulgated to carry out the provisions of
this section.

(d) The department shall provide a quarterly report to the
legislature with respect to grants made under this section.

(e) The department at the direction of the governor subject to
the approval of the Special Legislative Impact Review Committee shall
determine the terms and conditions for making a loan and purchasing
an evidence of indebtedness under this section.

Sec. 12. AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT SERVICE, GIFTS, GRANTS AND LOANS.

When the federal government or an agency or officer of the federal
government offers to the state, or through the state to a municipality
services, e ;uipment, supplies, materials, or funds by wav of gift,
grant, or loan, for the purpose of alleviating the social or economic
impact resulting from pipeline construction, the 3tate acting

through the department, or the municipality acting through its
executive officer or governing body, may accept trie offer subject to
the terms of the offer am the rules ana regulations of the agency
making the offer.

Sec. 13. PIPELINE IMPrtCT FUND. There 1is the pipuling 1i; pact fund
created lor “he purpose of carrying out the provisions of sec

ol* this chapter. The fund consists of all money made available bv
appropriations of the state legislature, and form other appropriated
funds, all contributions from whatever source, and income and interest

derived from the investment of money.



oeu. * -1"06. SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE PIFELINE IMPACT REVIEW COM-
MITTEE. There la 3t«blishcd tne Special legislative Pipeline Impact
Review Gnml tev compooed o+ tl.ree members of the senate appointed by
the president cf the senate and three members of the hou3e of represen-
tatives appointed by the Bpeaker of the house. The comittee shall
select Its omn chairman.

Sec. (K.19.597. TERM OF MEMBERSHIP. The committee shall be
organized within Ih days after the organization of each legislature.

Members serve for the duration of the legislature during which they
are appointed. If they are reelected or their term of office extends



into the next succeeding legislature, they continue to serve until
reappointed or the appointment of thelr successor.

Sec. ™M.19.599- VACANCIES. When a vacancy occurs in the member-
ship of the committee, the presiding officer of the house incurring
the vacancy shall choose a successor. If the office of the president
of the senate or speaker of the house of representatives becomes
vacant and a vacancy from the affected house occurs among the member-
ship of the committee, the remaining conmittee members from the house
incurring the vacancy shall appoint a new member.

Sec. hh.i19 60l. MEETINGS. (@ The comittee may meet during
sessions of the legislature and during the iInterim between sessions at
such times and places In the state as the chairman may determine.
Members may receive, for the minimum time required to get to and from
meetings and for the period while attending meetings, the sare travel
and per diem allowances provided by law for members of the legislature
when attending sessions, except that members of the ommittee receive
ru per diem during legislative sessions other than the per diem allow-
ance paid to other members of the legislature.

®) The members of the camltt.ee can validly conduct, a meeting
and vote by communicating simultaneously with each other by means of
conference telephones or similar communications equipment.

(© A mgjority of the members of the committee constitute a
quorum for thi purpose of carrying out Its duties under sec. 603 of
this chapter.

Sec. Uk.- 9.603. DUTIES OF COWITTEE. The committee shall review
and approve or disapprove, In whole or iIn part, the decisions made

by the Pipeline Impact Agency under sec. 589(b) of this chapter.
Sec. 19.605. DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE FINANCE ASSISTANCE. The
division of legislative finance shall cooperate with the committee and

HB 638 -6-
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shall furnish technical assistance
.)

A si _-]_ - =
Sec. 10. DEFINITIONS. For purposes of this Act

(D ‘construction commencement cate'" means the date the

following occur:

(A there has been iIssued to the owner or his agent
right-of-way permits, leases, and title and other rights iIn lands,
and other approvals, pemits, licenses and certificates, by federal,
state and local agencies that a reasonable and prudent person would
consider adequate to commence construction of the facilities In
the expectation that all other approvals, permits, licenses and
certificates necessary for the completion of facilities will be
obtained;

® all approvals, pemmits, licenses and certificates
are in full force and effect, unrevoked and without any modification,
which might jeopardize the completion or continued construction of
the facilities; ad

© no order, Judgrment, decree, determination or
avard of a federal, state or local court or administrative or regu-

latory agency enjoining, either temporarily or permanently, the con-
struction or the continuation of construction of the facilities is

HD 505

HB 638
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S T M @IF f FELLIAVA EGAN. GOVERNOR

«le COM.tlt"MTY & I1IKIiKn.tl. -M TYILILIS

OEEICEOF THECOMMISSIONER / POUCHB-JUtJEAXF 39801

/
March 1. 197*1

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol
Chairman, House Community and

Regional Affairs Committee
House of Representatives
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Carrol:

As requested, |am submitting for the consideration of the Community and Regional
Affairs Committee an analysis we have prepared of the individual local govern-
mental "pipeline impact statements” that have been submitted to this Department and
other State and federal agencies in recent months. These impact statements and the
concerns expressed to State representatives in local public meetings by concerned
local ofticials established trie basic issues addressed in tne Administration's legis-
lative package for financial assistance to local governments and communities.

Recognizing that the accelerated growth of pipeline impact has already stimulated
some population increases and expansion of public services and facilities, we
attempted in our impact analyses to discern whether there were trends evident that
might serve as a portent for projecting the ongoing effect of "pipeline impact” on
the financial capabilities of municipalities to meet impact needs.

The data we have assembled indicates that there has indeed been a substantial
change in tho fiscal capacity of the major local governments since 1969 and that the
change has been remarkably beneficial. While the full details drown from the
annual linancial reports of these municipalities are contained in the analysis, we
would like to direct the attention of the Committee to the following outstanding
conclusions:

1. In the four-year period 1969-1973, real and personal property valuations
in tho five major municipalities increased from a minimum of 73 percent in
the City of Fairbanks to a maximum of 509 percent in Valdez.

2. Over the same period, three jurisdictions significantly reduced property
tax mill rates by 18 percent, 21 percent, and 61 percent, respectively; one
(Valdez) remained unchanged; and one (Fairbanks) showed an increase of
25 percent in‘its mill rate.



The Honorable Selwyn Carrol -2- March 1, 1974

3. Over the same period, despite the mill rate reductions, general property

tax revenues in these five jurisdictions increased by 38 percent from
$24,559,895 to $33,955,802.

4. Intergovernmental revenues rose by 173 percent from $24,007,139 to
$65,556,584. This rise was almost wholly the result of new and expanded

State aid programs to local government, funded by the 1969 North Slope
lease sale revenues.

We believe that this fiscal data convincingly demonstrates that impact-related
growth has to date brought substantial benefits as well as some burdens to the
affected communities. We hope that the analyses of which it is a part will provide
a balanced picture for the Committee in its efforts to determine an appropriate
legislative course of action to meet municipal impact needs.

We will be glad to respond to any questions regarding this matter that the Committee
may wish to pursue further.

Sincerely,

Byron-1. Mallott
Commissioner

BIM: KW me

Enclosures



LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL REVENUE TRENDS

A study of recent trends (1969-1973) in the major revenue sources of these
loca! governments highlights two facts:

1. There has been healthy growth in the local property tax and
sales tax bases.

2. There has been a tremendous increase in intergovernmental
revenues to the local governments from State sources.

The attached tables il'ustrate the revenue trends drawn from the most
recent financial reports of the municipalities for the individual cases.
Collectively, the data for the five municipalities as a whole reveals that
during the recent period:

1. Local property tax revenues grew by 38.3% from $24,559,895 to
$33,955,802.

2. Local sales tax revenues in these jurisdictions levying sales taxes
grew by 38.3'* from $3,927,134 to $5,432,668.

3. Local property tax mill rates declined in three jurisdictions (by
18.0%, 21.0%, and 61.4%, respectively), remained unchanged in
Valdez, and increased by 25.0% in Fairbanks city.

4. Intergovernmental revenues, almost wholly from State source.,
grew by 173.1% from $24,007, 139 to $65, 556,584.

The growth in intergovernmental revenues is due to expanded programs of
State aid to local governments, funded for the most part from 1969 oil lease
sale revenues. This additional State revenue to local governments is,
among other things, itself a very real instance of pipeline impact being
experienced by local governments in advance of pipeline construction.
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TRENDS IN MAJOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUE SOURCES, 1969-1973

Local Tax Revenues

General Property

Tax Revenues

City of Anchorage

1969 $ 4,7*18,.378

1973 6,865,940

Change: +$ 2,117,562
or + 44.6%

City of Fairbanks

1969 $ 1,137,380

1973 (est.) 2.242,694

Change: +$ 1,105,314
or + 97.2%

Fairbanks North Star- Borough

1969 $ 2,747,000

1972 1,504,000

Change: -$ 1,243,000
or - 45.2%

Greater Anchorage Area Bor.

1969 $15,830,776

1973 23,170,894

Change: +$ 7,340,118
or + 46.4%

City of Valdez

1969 $ 96,361
1973 172,274
Change: +$ 75,913

or + 78.8%

Sales Tax
Revenues

No
Sales
Tax

$2,165,821
2,949,495
+$ 783,674
or + 36.2%

$1,679,000

2,360,000
+$ 681,000
or + 40.6%

No
Sales
Tax

$ 82,313

123,173
$ 40,860
or + 66.8%

Intergovernmental

Revenues

$ 936,053

5,809,078
+$ 4,873,025
or + 520.6%

$ 263,414
928,200
+$ 664,786

or + 252.4%

$ 5,304,000

11,817,000
+$ 6,513.000
or + 122.8%

$17,489,311
46,839,037
+$29,349,726
or + 167.8%

$ 14,361
163,269
+$ 148,905

eor +.1306.9%



LOCAL PROPERTY TAX AND REVENUE TRENDS: 1969-1973

ASSESSED MILL GENERAL PROPERTY INTERCOV.
VALUATION RATE TAX REVENUE REVENUE
CITY OF ANCHORaGE + 81.1% - 21.0% + 46.6% + 520.6%
CITY OF FAIRBANKS + 75.0% + 25.0% + 97.2% + 252.4%2
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOR.1 + 90.0% - 61.4% - 45.2% + 122.8%2
GREATER ANCIIORACE AREA BOR. +109.5% - 18.0% + 46.4% + 167.8%
CITY OF VALDEZ +509. 3% no change + 78.8% +1036.9%

“For the period 1969-1972.

2 .
State intergovernmental revenues only.



"LAG" IN PROPERTY TAX REVENUES

A key assumption offered to justify the local government requests for State
impact funds is the supposition that the expenditure burden of providing
impact services occurs well in advance of revenue increases from property
tax base expansion. Plausible as this assumption seems, it is contradicted
in every case by the facts available in the municipal financial reports.

The evidence of the last four years demonstrates a trend of substantial
expansion in local property tax bases in anticipation of the pipeline
construction phase of North Slope petroleum development. Part of this
expansion is due to inflation, otherwise known as increasing property
values, but most can be traced to new construction or new personal
property tax resources.

The comparison below of growth rates in assessed valuation and population
clearly illustrate that the visible pipeline impact to date has been to
strengthen the financial base of local governments in excess of population
growth. In fact, three jurisdictions have substantially reduced property
tax rates during this period.

TRENDS IN PROPERTY TAX BASE AND
POPULATION GROWTH, 1969-1973

Full Value Assess- Population

ment Changes Changes

1969-1973 1969-1973
City of Anchorage + 81.1% +15.4%
City of Fairbanks + 75.0% - <L0%
Fairbanks North Star Borough + 90.0% + 6.8%
Greater Anchorage Area Borough +109.5% +22.9%
City of Valdez +509.3% + 6.1%

Additional evidence confirming this trend of property tax base expansion in
advance of population growth in the particular case of the City of Anchorage
is presented in that City's own impact statement, n that report, a sharp
rise in the value of building permits issued is cited as proof of the economic
impact that the City has been experiencing as a result of the proposed pipe-
line. All of this new construction represents, of course, additions to the
City's real property tax base and is already a source of increased impact
revenues.



CITY OF ANCHORAGE BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED
(VALUES IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
$34.8 $52.2 $55.2 $70.2 $78.0 t.j*
*Percent increase in 1973 over 1969: +124.2%

The construction boom of the past four years has, indeed, thoroughly out-
stripped the growth in demand for residences, despite rapid population
growth. As was noted by both the City of Anchorage and the Greater
Anchorage Area Borough, there are now about 6,000 vacant housing units
available in the Anchorage area compared to a negligible number in 1969.
These unoccupied.units are on the tax rolls and yielding property tax
revenues even though requiring little in the way of municipal services.
This situation is a clear and startling instance of the expansion in property
tax base in advance of population growth and related demands for additional
services.



INFLATION

Inflation caused by pipeline impact has been cited as a major contributor to
the cost of providing public facilities and service in Anchorage and other
areas.

The economic facts demonstrate the opposite effect, in some instances.

For example, the Anchorage Metropolitan Area, which is the only area for
which comparative data is available, has in recent years experienced far
less inflation than most regions of the country.

Based on 1967 pre-impact prices, the Consumer Price Index has increased
60% faster in the nation as a whole than in the Anchorage Metropolitan Area.

Pipeline impact is, of course, largely responsible for this advantageous
trend. The prospect of the pipeline has boosted confidence in Anchorage's
economic future. It has promoted business expansion and commercial
competition and thereby served to bring Anchorage costs more in line with
cost? ehr'" jhout the rest of the country.

As far as inflation is concerned, pipeline impact has been relatively bene-
ficial rather than harmful to Anchorage's economy.

Consumer's Price Index
Percent Increase
July 1967 to July 1973

United States 132.7%
Anchorage Metropolitan Area +20. *1%

Source: U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

On a related issue, a number of local governments have stated that they
foresee accelerated inflation as well as accelerated capital improvement
needs due to impact needs. The prospect of a 10%or more annual increase
in costs has been raised.

It should also be noted that if such inflation does occur, accelerated con-
struction schedules will have the counterbalancing effect of significantly
reducing to total cost of improvements. Accelerated construction will
allow municipalities to build at lower pre-inflation prices, thereby
reducing project costs and uebt service by a substantial margin.



FOUR PERCENT GROWTH RATE ELIGIBILITY STANDARD

The four percent growth rate standard for grant eligibility under House
Bill 505 has been opposed as arbitrary and excessively high.

In the preparation of the HB 505, this standard was chosen as a fair
measure of the population increase a growing and prospering community
can reasonably absorb wi'.hin its expanding economy without extraordinary
assistance.

Four percent is exactly the statewide growth rate for the past three years.
It is well below the recent growth rate in the Anchorage, Matanuska-
Susitna, Juneau, Haines, and Valdez areas, which those areas have
welcomed and absorbed without fiscal disaster. Detailed fiscal analysis of
local governmental budgets and taxes for the period shows that those areas
have actually prospered by their recent growth.

CIVILIAN POPULATION ESTIMATES

April 1970 July 1973  Net Change-1970 to 1973

Census Division (Census) Number Percent
Anchorage 113,449 135,391 21,942 19.3
Haines 1,495 1,902 407 27.2
Juneau 13,351 16,387 3,036 22.7
Matanuska-

Susitna 6,503 8,586 2,083 32.0
Valdez-Chitina-

Whittier 3,098 3,568 470 15.2
TOTAL STATE 270,936 302,912 31,976 11.8

Source: Research and Analysis, Alaska Department of Labor.



City of Anchorage

The City of Anchorage's Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline Impact Statement
presents the City's picture of its impact needs for the calendar year 1974.

The Impact Statement was initially prepared for and addressed to the
Federal Region Council. It inc udes programs and costs that are eligible
for federal program assistance.

The Impact Statement projects a population change from 79,550 persons on
January 1, 1974, to 86, 550 as of January 1, 1975. Of the total population
growth of 7,000 projected for the year, 2,350 is attributed to "normal”
growth and 4,650 is attributed to pipeline impact.

The City submitted separate estimated budget impacts for its operating
budget and its capital improvements program:

Operating Budget

The major impacts identified in the City's impact budget for operations
relate to police protection, fire protection, and parks and recreation, as
follows:

CITY OF ANCHORAGE OPERATION 6 MAINTENANCE
1974 PIPELINE IMPACT REQUIREMENTS

Category Amount i Percent

Public Safety (Pr 'ce and Fire) $1,680,070 76.9%
Parks and Recreation 217,080 9.9
Library 121,850 5.6
Public Works 44,620 2.0
Other City 121,090 5.6
TOTAL $2,184,710 100.0%

Source: Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline Impact Statement, City of Anchorage,
December 18, 1973.

N.B. The City of Anchorage is currently seeking $1,819,720 in special
grant funds from the Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration for
a two-year program of expanded police services specifically to meet impact

problems.

The City of Anchorage cites an operating budget impact need of $2,184,710
for an impact population increase, by its own estimate, of 4,650 or $470 per
capita. This compares with a 1973 citywide per capita expenditure of $296,
including debt service.



The City's 1974 impact budget plans an expansion of 28% in police | -unucl,
32% in fire protection, and 13%in parks and recreation for an impact giuwth
of 8.4% (City's own figures).

It is noteworthy that the City also projects a "normal” growth of 2,350
persons during 1974, for which it plans no such extraordinary expenditures.
In fact, the City's 1974 Annual Budget foresees a budgetary increase barely
proportionate to the "normal™ population increase.

On the impact income side, the City anticipates a total revenue increase of
$128,500 due to impact. No revenue increase is allowed for increased real
and personal property taxes, despite increased assessments attributable to
new construction and inflation. In this regrrd, it should be noted that the
City also estimates building permits of $78 million for 1973 and in excess of
$80 million for 1974. (Assessed values rose altogether by $122 million in
1972-73.) New construction of $78 million, taxed at the City's 7.9 mill rate,
yields revenues of $616,200.

The City has also submitted an application for a LEAA grant of $864,200
for 1974 (plus $955,440 for 1975) to fund extraordinary police services
required by pipeline impact.

Some general data about the City's recent financial history may be useful for
assessing the City's present fiscal circumstances.

Building Full Value Percent Mill Percent
Permits Issued Determination Change Rate Change
1969 $34,800,000 $500,155.441 10.0
1970 52,200,000 536,256,995 + 7.2% 9.5 - 5.0%
1971 55,200,000 663,436,066 23.7 9.3 - 21
1972 70,200,000 784,171,395 18.2 8.9 - 4.3
1973 78,000,000 905,742,805 15.5 7.9 -11.2
Cumulative +$405,587,364 +81.1% -2.1 -21.0%

Apropos of the above, the opening paragraph of the Impact Statement is
quoted:

"The City of Anchorage, and the surrounding environs, has felt the
impact from the petroleum industry development for the past decade,

and more. This impact was generally well within manageable limits,
but since 1969 the growth effect on both private and public sectors
has accelerated.”

The impact that is evident in the data shown above indicates that there has
already been impact indeed in the City of Anchorage, that the impact has



been entirely beneficial, and has aided the City to upgrade and exDand
public services while reducing property tax rales. To quote the City's
1974 Annual Budget:

"The proposed ad valorem tax rate of 7.9 mills is the same as this
year, and compares with 8.9 mills in 1972; 9.3 mills in 1971; 9.5
mills in 1970; and 10 mills in 1968 and 1969.

The Budget is in balance. It represents an improved level of
governmental and utility services at reasonable tax and utility
rates. The City Administration recommends its adoption by lhe
Council."

Capital Improvements Program

The City's Impact Statement also included a three-year 1974-1976 CIP for
facilities needed to accommodate impact growth. The CIP is more complex
to analyze, inasmuch as it lumps together projects funded by special
assessments and enterprise funds as well as general property tax revenues.

Special assessment projects such as subdivision paving and storm sewer
installation are ordinarily financed through special assessments to recap-
ture the cost of improvements from the developers or property owners
whose property values are benefited.

Enterprise utilities such as telephone, power, and water utilities, conven-
tionally finance capital improvements through sale of revenue bonds. Both
public and private utilities use revenue bonds rather tl an general obliga-

tion bonds for debt finance. Debt is then retired out the revenues collected
from service charged to users rather than by taxation of any sort.

The CIP analysis is also complicated because most of those improvements
have a useful life that will long outlast pipeline impact. It hardly seems
fair to saddle the whole cost on impact.

The analysis below addresses the 1974 and 1975 proposed CIP items in the
City's Impact Statement.

High Accident Street Intersections. It is questionable whether impact
residents alone are wholly responsible for congestion in Anchorage, to the
tune of $990,000, just for intersection improvements.

Subdivision Paving. This is ordinarily an assessable cost, recouped from
the developers or property owners whose property values are enhanced.

Storm Sewer System. This, too, is an assessable improvement.



Port. According to the City's budget, half of the capital cost of 1974 port
expansion is already planned for coverage by G.O. Bonds. (Also, the
budget fr" the Port of Anchorage shows net earnings of $537,720 for 1974,
up from $242,260. This illustrates the Port's revenue producing capacity.)
The other half is budgeted for federal funding.

The 1975 costs are for another P.O.L. terminal, again arevenue producer
that should be easily bonded.

Library. The Impact Statement proposes $4,500,000 in library expansion
for impact residents.

Administrative Office Space. This additional office space might possibly be
leased, even for all 111 planned new personnel, for less than $2,700 per
person.

Fire Apparatus. The Impact Statement does not make clear whether this
includes costs chargeable to operating budget.

Water Utility. The City's 1974 budget includesa CIPof $4,400, 000 to be
financed os follows:

Water Revenue Bonds $2,950,000
Contribution in Aid 300 000
Construction Reserve 600,000
State Funds 550,000

$4,400,000

The water utility has generally been a profit-making enterprise.

In sum, the impact CIP's for 1974 and 1975, as presented in the City's
Impact Statement, includes some items that are self-amortizing through
special assessments or enterprise re enucs, and some items debatably
attributed to impact (i.e., library, intersection improvements).

By way of a fiscal footnote, a previous impact assessment, prepared by the
City last August and which thereafter vanished from discussion, presented
the following projections of additional enterprise fund revenues due to
impact available for debt service for 1974 and 1975:

Additional Revenue Available for Debt Service

1974 1975
Electric Utility $409,000 $412,000
Telephone 732.000 902.000
Water 295.000 336.000

Port of Anchorage 91,000 116.000



Greater Anchorage Area Borough

In preparing its report on the "Anticipated Impact of the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline," the GAAB addressed the total areawide impact for the period
1974 through 1978. The report actually addresses only operating expendi-
tures.

However, it does construct impact costs on an areawide basis, including
the City of Anchorage, even for services and costs handled by the City.
Therefore, it duplicates and double counts many costs already accounted for
in the City's impact budget, e.g., for police and fire protection and parks
and recreation.

Apart from this duplication, because it covers only operating expenditures,
the GAAB report can be more brieflv evaluated. Although the GAAB budgets
by fiscal year, the impact statement i built upon a calendar year base.

This report was also prepared to determine what assistance should be
requested from the State and federal governments. The following analysis
covers only the two calendar years 1974-1975.

As a general observation, it con be noted that no particular justifications in
terms of new population served or specific service increments are offered in
the GAAB report. However, apart from the above-noted duplication of City
of Anchorage costs, and the items questioned below, the GAAB impact cost
projections seem to be within fairly reasonable bounds and in line with
established cost ratios.

Comments with regard to specific service categories treated in the GAAB
impact statement follow.

Fire. Most of the cost cited is due to the City of Anchorage. For example,
in 1974, additional fire protection costs of $G46,200 are divided into $512,200
for City of Anchorage and $134,000 for GAAB.

Police. The cost impact adduced again includes costs to be picked up by
City of Anchorage and Spenard Service District too. Remaining cost
(Balance of Borough) is more than adequately accounted for in Department
of Public Safety's Impact Budget. In short, there is no real impact on
GAAB's budget.

Library. A minor cost split between the City and Borough.

Parks and Recreation. Again, fully half of the cost cited is included in
City of Anchorage's impact budget.

Public Works. For miscellaneous services, 57% of which are actually to be
provided by City of Anchorage during 1974 and 1975.



Sewers. No significant cost.
Roads arid Drainage. No significant cost.

Building Safety. Again. 50%of the cost impact here cited is for City of
Anchorage rather than GAAB. Furthermore, revenue from inspection fees
makes building safety function largely self-supporting. This item has been
reduced by two-thirds by including revenues.

Emergency Medical. This is an areawide service. The costs projected
appear to be reasonable. . .
Health Services. This is another areawicfe service. It accounts for the
greater bulk of the legitimate impact costs presented by tl.e GAAB. Since
the explanation does not include any base data for comparison, it is hard to
evaluate this claim. It does appear to include new and expanded services,
but this is a function that the GAAB has been steadily upgrading. This
category also includes some environmental protection services. Lacking
data for comparison, the GAAB's cost estimate is accepted as presented.

Summarizing the above comments results in the following revised accounting
of pipeline Impact costs to GAAB for 197%1 and 1975.

Category 197%1 1975
Fire $ 13*1,000 $ 228,000
Police — —
Library 28,075 17.150
Parks 217,080 367,7*10
Public Works 13,625 36,530
Sowers 2,500 9, 165
Roads .mil Drainage 0 22,500
Building Safety *12,500 *12,000
Emergency Medical 125.000 52,000
Health Services 899,860 1.507,600

TOTAL $1,*162, 590 $2,276,685

If these costs were prorated from January 1, 197*%1, through June 30, 1975,
the total would bo $2,503,505.

Some mention should be mode of the total omission in the GAAB report of a

realistic account of increased property tax and other revenues generated by
impact economic expansion. As in the case of Anchorage City, early impact
has been adding to assessed values and to property tax collections in GAAB.
For example, whereas there was a severe housing shortage in the Anchorage
area in 19G9, it is reported that there are now 6,000 vacant housing units,

despite the rapid growth since 1969. These unoccupied units are on the tax
rolls and yielding property tax revenues, even though requiring little in the



way of municipal services. The impact of this new construction is evident
in the complimentary trends of rising assessed values and declining or
stable mill rates illustrated below. For the sake of reference, assessed
valuation, revenue and debt trends in GAAB for the pre-pipeline construc-
tion period 1969-1973 are charted below.

Full Value Percent Mill Percent
GAAB Determination Change Rate* Change
1969 $ 959,652,422 14.18
1970 1,105,576,900 + 15.2% 12.96 - %
197 1,399,334,905 + 26.6 12.77 -1
197: 1,660,976,670 + 18.7 10.18 -20
1973 2,010,035,810 + 21.0 11.56 +14
Cumulative +$1,050,383,388 +109.4% -2.62 -18%

*GAAB areawide.

Also of particular fiscal significance has been the growth in the intergovern-
mental, largely State, revenues to the Borough from $17,'189,31 1in 1969 to
$'16,839,037 by 1973, an increase of 168% in four years. Intergovernmental

revenues were more than double the locally supported general property tax
revenues.

Debt

Intergovernmental General Property Net Bonded Per
Revenues Tax Revenues Debt Capita

1969 $17,489,311 $15,830,776 $ 34,877,000 $287
1970 24,225,339 14,033,485 39,202,000 315
1971 38,626,937 11,677,267 86,507,000 656
1972 44,740,791 16,594,282 131,883,000 914

1973 46,039,037 23,170,894 137,711,000 890



Fairbanks North Star Borough

Tho Fairbanks North Star Borough has developed an Oil Pipeline Impact
Statement, January 15, 1974, in which it addresses local. State, and federal
officials with its envisioned impact needs.

The statement treats in two parts impacts (a) on the Borough's operating
budgets from January 1, 1974, through FY 1978 and (b) on the Borough
School District's operating budget and capital facilities needs.

Before going into the particulars treated in the impact statement, a brief
aside on matters not treated in the statement may be in order.

The statement attempts to debunk the notion that the Borough might be able
to meet some of its service needs without outside aid with the observation
that "Estimated increased revenues have been projected and clearly indicate
that these sources cannot and will not meet the impact needs.” Regardless
of this disclaimer, a review of fiscal data demonstrates that the Borough
exhibited a phenomenal improvement in its financial position over the post-
1969 period. Some of the phenomena:

1. A 90%increase in assessed property values between 1969-1973,
including untaxed persr aal property.

2. A 123%increase in State . ltergovernmental revenues from
$5,304,000 in 1969 to $11,817,000 by 1972.

3. A 45%reduction in general property tax revenues from $2,747, 000
in 1969 ($3,331,000 in 1970) to $1,504,000 by 1972.

4. A 30%reduction in net bonded indebtedness from $8, 183,627 in
196" to $5,741,984 in 1972.

5. A reduction in the Borough mill rate from 16.5 in 1969 to 10.0 in
1970 to 5.0 in 1971 to 5.8 in 1S72 to 6.5 in 1973 (6.7 in 1974) .

If Fairbanks North Star Borough restored its property tax mill rate to the
1969 pre-impact level of 16.5 mills, that step alone would generate in
FY 1974 additional revenues of nearly $5,000,000.

Finally, the Fairbanks North Star Borough impact statement does not pro-
ject any additional revenue from ad valorem taxes on pipeline property
improvements, as permitted by FSS SLA 73, Chapter 1.

Ironically, the Borough's greatly improved fiscal standing of late can by

and large be traced to pipeline impact by way of an increased tax base and
increased State outlays to local governments from oil lease revenues. The

following tables illustrate recent fiscal trends in the Borough.



FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH

PROPERTY TAX BASE AND MILL RATE TRENDS

Full Value
Determin; tion

1969 $250,464,505
1970 304,480,940
1971 340,566,102
1972 390,583,440
1973 475,802,270
Cumulative

1969-1973 +$225,337,765

1969
1970
1971
1972

REVENUE AND DEBT TRENDS,

State
Intergovtal
Revenue

$ 5,304,000
7,113,000
10,909,000
11,817,000

1969-1973

Percent
Change

+21.6%
+11.9
+14.7
+21.8

+90%

General
Property
Tax Rev.

$2,747,000
3,331,000
2,448,000
1,504,000

Mill
Rate

16.5
10.0
5.0
5.8
6,5

-10.0

1969-1972

Net
Bonded
Debt

$8,183,627
7,448,097
6,546,940
5,741,984

Percent
Change

-39%
-50
+16
+12

-61%

Debt
Per
Capita

$227
169
143
125

To return to the Borough's impact statement, the Borough's projected
budgetary impact was constructed by a methodology very similar to the
approach of HB 505, without the 4%growth rate threshold but with a
substantial allowance for inflation, approximate 10%annually, all of which

is attributed to pipeline impact.

The Impact Statement explains:

"Needs for supplementary revenue are computed on a per

capita rate attributable to pipeline construction impact, with
inflation factor. Base data are the 1973-74 fiscal year opera-
ting budgets, and the average between the 1973 population

estimate and the 1974 projection.”

Operating Budget

The Borough's operating budget analysis lists 19 assumptions about impact

growth, oil of whic!

can be accommodated within the framework of HB 505.

That is, the funding formula in HB 505 incorporates or will respond to the
assumptions as they prove true.



Essentially, the Borough's impact operating budget is the product of a
projected growth factor, identified as impact growth, times the normal per
capita operating expenditures for all Borough general government activities.
In FY 1974, the majur budgeted expenditure categories were: Finance—
$844,320, Environmental Services—$336,707, Planning and Zoning—
$195,000, Library--$190, 000, Parks and Recreation—$185,340, and
miscellaneous other—$647,996, for a FY 1974 base total of $2,399,423.

It is emphatically worth noting that the Borough has cranked into its impact
budget an inflation factor of 2 1/2% for FY 1974 plus an additional 10% for
FY 1975, etc., for its entire budget, and attributed it all to impact.

The Borough identifies an impact need of $276,500 for FY 1974 and $951, 336
for FY 1975 for its operating budget, for a total of $1,227,836 through
FY 1975.

The Borough's statement also identified non-school capital requirements
totally $305,000 for parks and recreation facilities, sanitary landfill/
equipment and environmental services/equipment.

Fairbanks North Star School District

The educational impact statement submitted by the School District projected
educational impact needs as follows:

FY 1974 ($22,513)
1975 1,509,310
1976 4,118,863
1977 6,202,369
1978 8,395,404
1979 10,964,100

In calculating these needs, Foundation Program revenues have already been
taken into account, excepting additional revenue for student population

growth.

The method used to project School District impact costs is debatable. Again,
all future inflationary costs through 1979 for the entire education budget are
attributed to impact. No reference is made to the significant fact that the
non-impact ADM assumed for FY 1975 (8,087) is well below the actual

FY 1971 ADM (8,453).

Particular attention needs to Lo directed to the following assumption of the
School District impact:

"Local effort revenues for this presentation have been held
constant in order to identify the total revenue shortfall as
the direct result of the pipeline.”



In other words, the School District impact budget does not include any
additional revenues above the current level to be raised locally for educa-
tional programs for the next five years.

The School District also requests the State to purchase $12,'175,000 in
school bonds from the Borough by June 30, 1975.



City of Fairbanks

The City of Fairbanks has not submitted any comprehensive assessment of
its anticipated pipeline impact needs.

Furthermore, the Report on Impact of Trans-Alaska Pipeline Construction
on Governmental Services and Facilities prepared by the Special Petroleum
Impact Committee reported that:

"It should be noted that the City of Fairbanks estimates of opera-
tional impact costs are less than the projected revenues. After
review and analysis of their estimates, it appears that the City
has underestimated the operational costs attributable to the
population increase."

The table below shows recent property tax base and tax rate trends in the
City of Fairbanks.

Full Value Percent Mill

Determination Change Rate

1969 $150,979,956 9.6

1970 166,777,300 +10.5% 10.0

1971 212,013,896 +27.1 10.0

1972 226,554,000 + 6.9 12.0

1973 264,219,295 +16.6 12.0
Cumulative

1969-1973 $113,239,339 +75% +25%

However, at the joint meeting held in Fairbanks on December 11, 1973, with
City, Borough, School District, and other local officials, Wallis Droz, C
Manager, did cite certain impact stresses that faced the City.

With regard to operating budget expenditures, Mr. Droz stated a preference
for a State approach that would allow the City to provide such additional
services as were needed to meet impact and then be reimbursed afterwards
by the State for actual expenditures justified as due to impact. Droz
envisioned a procedure whereby the City would review its books after the
fact to sort out impact expenses. However, he also stressed the need of

local governments for the speediest possible distribution of State assistance
was emphasized.

In general, Mr. Droz put most emphasis on the capital program needs of
Fairbanks Municipal Utilities System, according to the following priorities:

1. Telephone system expansion
2. Electrification facilities



3.  Water treatment facilities
4. Steam heating system

The first three items were 1 Iso cited in an impact statement submitted in
letter form by MUS on September 14, 1973. That letter summarized utility
needs as follows:

The foregoing is our best estimate of our minimal needs for capital
improvements to serve the present and developing demands for
utility service. The cash or credit support requirements are

sum narized as follows:

Electric Generating Plant $ 6,500,000

Water Treatment Plant 4.100.000
Telephone Plant 1.156.000
$11,756,000

At the Fairbanks meeting, it was reported that a coal-fired unit for genera-
tion costing in excess of $15,000,000 might have to be substituted for the
cheaper generating plant originally proposed.

In any case, the MUS letter does not present these projects as additional
facilities merely to serve pineline impact, narrowly conceived. They are
needed for impact due to, among other things, increased exploration
activities, gas pipeline construction, and other relate ' economic develop-
ments, so says the MUS letter.



City of Valdez

The City of Valdez, on December 3, 1973, submitted an outline of its impact
needs in the form of a municipal budget. The City requested impact
funding assistance of $1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
of which about $500,000 was for school support.

This request incorporated all municipal operating expenses for a]J£of fiscal
year 1974, even though the fiscal year was half completed. The City had,
of course, already received substantial State-shared revenue to support
many of the same services. The impact request included aM expenses for
the operation of the municipal dock facility, even though the dock had
earned sufficient income to cover expenses and leave a profit the previous
year.

Regardless, the bulk of assistance requested by City of Valdez in its impact
statement was for categories of services supported under House Bill 505:
police protection, fire protection, water and sewer system maintenance,
etc.

Evaluation of any request for impact assistance for the City of Valdez must
consider the special circumstances of the City's fiscal situation:

1. The City of Valdez now has, and has had for the last four years,
$25,000,000 to $50,000,000 in personal property, mainly pipeline
related equipment and Supplies, which it has chosen not to tax
(see table below) . By adoption of a personal property tax, the
City could derive substantial income from this untapped revenue
base. For example, a personal property tax of 15 mills on
$40,000,000 of personal property would yield $000,000 annually.

2. Tho City has virtually no bonded debt. This is largely because
State and federal governments fundeu with outright grants
reconstruction of new Valdez after the 1964 earthquake.

Attached are tables summarizing recent property tax base and tax rate
trends and the impact budget needs submitted by the City.



CITY OF VALDEZ

Assessed Value
of Taxable Property

1969 $ 5,820,315
1970 7,440,100
1971 11,411,960
197? 12,259,150
1973 13,862,6a0

Cumulative 1969-1973

Full Value
Determination

$ 8,155,578
34,890,930
60,789,590
46,604,740
49,689,705

+$41,534,127

CITY OF VALDEZ
PIPELINE IMPACT OPERATIONAL NEEDS

Category
Pol ice
Fire
Public Works

Docks S Small Boat Harbor 1
Administration

Finance

Bldy. Insp. &Camp Grounds
TOTAL

FY 1974
Amount Percent
$174,250 17.6%

260,000 26.2
204,000 20.5
(86,000) —

177,000 17.8
116,000 11.7
62,000 6.2

$993,050 100.0%

Percent Mill
Change Rate

15.0
+328% 15.0
.+ T74% 15.0
- 23% . 15.0
+ ™ 15.0
+409%

FY 1975
Amount Percent
$ 264,700 23.0%

212,000 19.9
276,000 24.5
(100,000) --
186,400 16.8
120,900 10.9
50,300 4.5
$1.110,300 100.0%

Source: Pipeline Operation Impact. City of Valdez, December 3, 1573.

This category was deducted, since the municipal dock operation earned
suftu iont income to cover expenses and leave a net income of $13 201 in

FY 1973.

N.B. The City of Valdez's impact budget request included all municipal
operating expenses for aH of fiscal year 1974, even though the fiscal

year was .half completed.
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February 8, 1974

To: Ronald Rettig
Chairman of Petroleum Impact Committee

From: R. L. McVeigh

To provide aid to Pipeline "impact" areas of the State, Governor
Egan has proposed five bills for legislative consideration. The bills
11.13. 505, H.13. 500, I1.B. 507. I1.B. 508, and 11.13. 509 deal, for the
most part, with providing money to municipalities needing financial

assistance to meet extra-ordinary expenses attributable to the Pipeline.

I1.B. 505 makes provisions for the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs to provide grants to mun" dpalities needing financial
assistance in meeting Pipeline impact expense . To qualify for the grant
the municipality must demonstrate to tho Department of Community and
Regional Affairs:

(1) a municipal annua! growth rate in excess of 40
(2) extra-ordinary municipal operating expenditures beyond
its capability to reasonably meet and

(9) these factors (1) and (2) arc directly attributable to the
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Trans-Alaska Pipeline. Sec. 2(b) of the bill provides that the population
base is to be con.pututed from the "population of the municipality on the
first day of the quarter of the calendar year during which the construction

commencement date of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline occurs”.

The grants are limited to operating expenses for municipal
services involving:
(1) police protection
(2) fire protection
(3) solid waste collection and disposal
(4) water supply and sewage disposal systems
(5) health care services; and

(6) land use and environmental planning and regulations.

To be eligible for a grant, in addition to establishing a demonstrable
need in the areas specifically enumerated above, the municipality must
experience n growth rate in excess of 47, per year. Sec. 4 of the bill
provides for a grant to impacted municipalities which experience
population growth directly attributed to the Alaska Pipeline. Computation
of the grant is based on the excess of the 47, annual growth figure. To
compute the grant, multiply tho population growth during the period of

the bill (in excess of 47) computed from the first day of tho first quarter
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of the calendar year during which construction begins, times the per
capita general fund expenditures (substracting education, capital outlay
and debt service) lor the complete fiscal year preceeding theeffective

date of this Act, through Jane 30, 1975.

Grants may be made quarterly based upon quarterly population

estimates with final adjustment to be made on June 30, 1975.

T. ore will be a ceiling on the - tal grant to which a community
is entitled. The figure is computed by multiplying the population growth
in excess of 42 over the life of the bill, times the per capita limit. 'Chis
limit will be $250 for municipalities with total populations inexcess of

10.000 and $400 for municipality populations under 10,000.

For example assume a municipality has a population of 1,105 (Valdez)
people on the first day of the quarter of the calendar year during which
construction at irted. Since the Act expires June 30, 1975 the? probability
exists that construction will start in early spring of 1974 (April 1),
leaving five .juarters before expiration of the Act. A municipality of 1,105
would compute its potential grant by multiplying its population by 1.04
(the 1 increase) times the number of years computed over the 5 quarter

period, 1.25, i.e., 1,1015 x 1,04 x 1.25 = 1438.
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The 1,439 represents what normal "unimpacted” growth would be
as of June 30, 1975. Assume tho actual population on that date was 2000
persons; there would be a difference of 5& between the anticipated normal
growth and impacted growth. The 562 would then be multiplied by the
per capita general fund expenditure for that community ('.ess education,
capital outlay and debt service expenditures) . Assuming, as in tho case
of Valdez, tho per capita expenditures for the proceeding complete fiscal
year was $471 per person, the maximum amount of the grant would equal
$471 times 562 or $264,702. However, since Valdez is under 10,000
population, subsection (6) of Sec. 4 limits th«*multiplicand to $400 per
person, hence you would multiply 562 times $400 and arrive at the figure

of $224,000.

Section 5 allows a municipality to receive prepayments not to exceed
50% of maximum eligible grant providing certification is obtained from the
Department of Community and Regional Afl';ur3. Subsection (b) of See. 5
limits the amount of prepayments for all municipalities to $5,000,000 or

1/2 the total amount of the fund.

Section 6 provides that grants may be made only upon application to
the Department of CominuniLy and Regional Affairs and that the'applications
for a grant specifically state the purpose for which the grant is to be used,

and limits the use of grant monies to those purposes.
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Section 7 requires that municipalities have separate accounts for
grant monies and requires an annual independent audit »be submitted

to Community and Regional Affairs.

Section 8 provides that grants are to be made by the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs at the direction of the Government and

subject to approval of the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee.

Section 8 deals with the population computation and provides that
the Department of Community and Regional Affairs will make the final

decisions in the area.

Sections 10 ill provide definitions, regulatory authority and an

effective date.

R.R, 501) provides a ten million dollar appropriation to the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs to provide grants to
qualified municipalities needing financial assistance in meeting Pipeline

impact expenses.

I1.H. 508 establishes a Municipal Planning devolving Loan Fund to

be administered by the State Treasury Division of the Revenue Department.
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The Fund would make loans available to Alaska municipalities for capital
improvement planning in the form of pre-engineering studies, engineering
design, and architectural design. If the municipality can demonstrate a
population growth rate in excess of its normal growth rate attributable

to the construction of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, it will be given priority

in the distribution of the loans.

The amount of the loan is limited to $100 per capita or $150,000,
which ever is the lesser amount. Loans may not be made for the purpose

of conducting a feasibility study of a municipal capital improvement.

Reliable population figures are to be submitted by the municipalities,
preferably Lhe latest United States 1ureau of the Census figures. However,
the State will be the final judge as to the reliability and acceptance of

the fign is.

A loan is to he repaid into the Municipal Planning Revolving Loan
Fund, plus interest not to exceed six percent, at the time financing for
the capital improvement is secured. If such financing is not secured, tho
municipality lias five years from the date of the loan to repay the loan,

plus interest.
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Loans may bo made only upon application by the; municipality to
tho department. Each loan application shall state the purposes for whicn
the loan will bo spent. No loar may be spent for purposes othei. than

those specified in the application.

The last section of the Act defines the word municipality as it

is to apply to this Bill.



OKI»T.

g-p N ctp

OF (MJIJMUXITI & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

DIVISION OF COMMUNITY j POUCHB-JUNEAU99801
PLANNING

March 6, 1974

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol
Chairman, House Community and
Regional Affairs Committee
House of Representatives

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Carrol:

You have requested us to prepare an estimate of municipal assistance eligibility
amounts authorized by the House Community and Regional Affairs committee sub-
stitute for House Bill 505.

The two revisions in CSHB 505 affecting the municipal eligibility amounts are.
a) the reduction of the annual growth rate threshold to 2.9 percent; and

b) the broadening of eligibility standards to encompass municipalities
experiencing accelerated population growth in general rather than popula-
tion growth directly attributable to pipeline construction.

In the brief time available, we have not been able to assemble the municipal budget
data needed to calculate eligibility amounts for the additional local jurisdictions that
might qualify for assistance under the broadened eligibility standard.

However, we would offer the following information for the consideration of the
Committee.

Applying the 2.9 percent growth rate threshold to the eight major pipeline-impacted
jurisdictions for which municipal budget data is readily available, we estimate the
following municipal assistance eligibility amounts under CSHB 505:

City of Anchorage $1,541,050
Delta Junction 17,568
City of Fairbanks 1,583,750
Fairbanks North StarBorough 1,012,894
Greater Anchorage AreaBorough 2,440,443

North Pole 55,750
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North Slope Borough 242,087
Valdez 1,710,000
Subtotal $8,603,542

We would also note that the above jurisdictions account for more than 50 percent of the
State's present population, and will account, for the great bulk of population growth in
the State in the next sixteen months. Subject to an opportunity to calculate in full
detail the fiscal effect of the CSHB 505's revisions, we would offer a "guesstimate"
that the maximum estimated municipal assistance eligibility under CSHB 505 would be
in the vicinity of $10,000,000.

We hope this information is useful for the immediate purpos®s of the Committee. We
will be pleased to respond in greater detail in the near futurt, if the Committee
desires.

Sincerely,

Kevin Waring
Director

KW me
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BY REQUEST OF TIE
SPECIAL PETROLEUM
IMPACT COMMITTEE

IN HE MOUSE
CS FOR HB 505
INHE LEGISLATURE OF TIE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act

pipeline/impact office;
BE IT ENACTED BY HE

*Section 1. AS 44.19 is

relating to assisting municipalities

and providing

amended by adding

creating a

for an effective date.™

LEGISLATURE OF TIE STATE OF AIASKA:

new sections to read:

ARTICLE 8. PIPELINE IMPACT AGENCY.
Sec. 44.19.581. PURPOSE. The legislature finds that construction
of the trans-Alaska pipeline, from its commencement to completion over a period
of approximately three years, will impose severe to mild strains on local and
state governmental services and facilities. While the pipeline construction

indubitably will, in the long run, mean immense growth and development to the
communities and areas along the pipeline route, and to those areas coming under
direct pipeline construction influence, the legislature further finds that

localities most affected will be unable to

cope with the probable

impact on

facilities and services brought about by the anticipated overwhelming and sud—
den increases in numbers of citizens to be served. The legislature finds,
also, that communities while likely to be impacted arc willing and ready via
local taxation to do all possible themselves to meet 1impact requirements, even
to the full 1lunits of local taxation tolerance, nevertheless, recognizing the

state will be the prime beneficiary of pipeline

enormous oil development revenues for the total

that local impact financial burdens 1logically

its investment 1in those future revenues. It

legislature, in this measure, to provide

determining specific impact problems and,

and decisively to provide funds, facilities,

solutions. Finally, the legislature

should be

is,

a means

additionally,

personnel

intends via this

construction via realization of

state, the legislature finds

borne by the state as

therefore, the intent of the

of quickly and decisively
for moving quickly
other means

or for quick

legislation to meet local



and state pipeline construction impact problems as quickly and efficiently as

possible in manners similar to the handling of disaster impact problems.

Sec. 44.19.583. PIPELINE IMPACT AGENCY. There is created in the

office of the governor the Pipeline Impact Agency.

Sec. 44.19.585. DIRECTOR. The Pipeline Impact Agency 1is adminis—

tered by a direct.iJBh- of pipeline impact. The direction is appointed by the

governor and serves at the pleasure of the governor.

Sec. 44.19.587. PROGRAM TO ASSIST MUNICIPALITIES DURING PIPELINE

CONSTRUCTION. The Pipeline Impact Office shall administer a state progranm

to provide assistance to municipalities which are adversely affected, economi—

cally and socially, by pipeline construction.

Sec. 44.19.589. POWERS AND DUTIES, (a) The director shall

(€9) advise and assist the governor in developing planning

assumptions and a broad preparedness plan with respect to the economic and

social impact that will accompany pipeline construction;

(2) advise and assis+ the governor in developing policies, programs

and control systems designed to alleviate the economic and social impact re—

sulting from pipeline construction; and

(3) advise and assist the governor with respecc to resolving issues

related to pipeline construction impact preparedness responsibilities of state

agencies which arise concerning two or more of those agencies.

(b) The director, with the approval of the Legislative Audit Committee

may

(¢9) make loans and grants and purchase evidences of indebtedness

with funds from the pipeline impact fund to municipalities economically or

socially adversely affected by pipeline construction;

(2) guarantee municipal bonds when a municipality needs to under —

take a capitulimprovement program on an accelerated basis; and

(3) pay (for not more than three years) from the pipeline impact

fund a portionof the debt service or interest or both incurred by a municip-—

ality for undertaking capital improvements made necessary by pipeline con—

struction.

(c) Grants under (b) (1) of this section shall be made and shall be made

only for extraordinary municipal operations expenditures beyond a municipality”;

capacity to reasonably meet in considering population growth shall be given

* - . . -

greater weight than per capita increase 1in population. Applications for grants



skill be made in a form prescribed by the director. A grant shall be allotted
according to an agreement made bewteen the director on behalf of the state
and the municipality receiving the grant. The agreement may 1include any
provision agreed upon by the parties and shall include m substance the fol —
lowing provisions:

(¢D) a schedule of grant disbursements, if, as determined by the
director, a grant 1is to be disbursed other than 1in one sunm;

(2) agreement by the municipality to

(A) proceed with and complete

expeditiously;

not discontinue

(R)

operation

pioject or program for which it receives

the director;

(©) apply for, and make reason

assistance which may be available for the

any conditions the agency may require 1in

that assistance received or to be receive

in the state;

3

agreement by the municipality

project or program becomes available to the mu

in the calculation of the amount of a grant au

section, the value of the federal assistance s

from the total of the project or program and

ately divided between the state

*1) provision for alteration or mod

or program and for remedies 1in case of failure

the parties or noncompliance with regulations

under this section.

(d) If funds appropriated by the

and purchase evidences of indebtedness under

satisfy amounts required by approved grant app

located on the basis of priority established b

promulgated to carry out the provisions of thi

that,

the

legislature

this section

the proposed project or progranm

or diposc of all or part of the

a grant without the approval of

able efforts to secure, federal

project or program, subject to

order to maximize the amounts of

d for all projects or programs

if federal assistance for a

nicipality which was not included

thorized and disbursed under this

hall be ascertained and subtracted

balance shall be proportion—

and municipality;

ification of an approved project

to perforin the agreement between

promulgated by the director

to provide loans

are not adequate to

lications, funds shall be al —

y the director by regulations

s section.

and grants



(e) The director shall provide a o ~7*rterly report to the legislature

with respect to applications and grants made under this section.

(f) The director shall determine the terms and conditions for making a

loan and purchasing an evidence of indebtedness under this section.

The director shall defer action on all applications which do not

require immediate action until the Ninth State Legislature at which time the

director shall submit to the legislature a listing of applcations together

with his evaluation of the priority and urgency of each request.

Sec. 44.19.591 AUTHORITY "IDACCEPT SERVICE, GIFTS, GRANTS, AND

LOANS._Mine the federal government or an agency or officer of the federal

government offers to the state, or through the state to a municipality,

services, equipment, supplies, materials, or funds by way of gift, grant, or

loan, for the purpose of alleviating the social or economic impact resulting

from pipeline construction, the state acting through the director, or the

municipality acting through 1its executive officer or governing body, may accept

the offer subject to the terms of the offer and the rules and regulations of

the agency making the offer.

Sec. 44.19.592 INITIAL GRANI®"S 1D IMPACT OONMJINITIES. (a) Eligibility

Standards.

(1) Grunts to carry out the purposes of this Act shall be made to

a municipality demonstrating an annual population growth rate in excess of

J.9

our percent;

(2) The base population for measuring the annual population growth

rate for purposes of this section 1is the population of the municipality on

the first day of the quarter of the calendar year during which the construction

date of the trans-Alaska pipeline occurs.

(b) Grant Computation and Payment.

(¢D) A municipality 1is eligible for a grant amount under this Act

equal to its population growth by June 30, 1975 in excess of the 2.9 percent

annual population growth rate standard established under Sec. 2 of this Act

multiplied by that percentage which population growth of the municipality in

excess of 219 percent bears to total population growth in excess of four per —

cent for all Alaska municipalities multiplied by the sum or $10,000,000.



(2) Grants may be made quarterly based upon quarterly population

estimates with final adjustment -be made on June 50, 1975. Final grant pay—

ments shall be withheld until after final adjustments of amounts are made on

June 30, 1975.

(c) Prepayments.

(1) A municipality may receive, as a prepayment, up to 50 percent

of the amount it will be entitled to under this Ac* upon certification by the

Pipeline Impact Office that the municipality will more likely than not meet

the eligibility standards set forth in Subsection (a)-

(2) Total prepayments to municipalities made under this section may

not exceed $5,000,000.

(d) Application. Grants under this Act may be made only upon application

by a municipality to the Pipeline Impact Office. Each grant application shall

state the projec*cd population increase in excess of four percent for the perioci

of July 1, 1974 through June 30, 1975 together with the data upon which the

projectsion are based.

(e) Approval. Grants under this Act shall be mady by the Pipeline Impact

Office at the direction of the governor subject to approval of the Legislative

Budget and Audit Committee.

() Population. A municipality shall subnit estimated population and

population growth figures to the Pipeline Impact Office. These population

and population growth figures are subject t:o review and approval by the

Pipeline Impact Office. "Hie decisions of the Pipeline Impact Offices are final

as to

(13 population growth figures for the purpose of establishing

eligibility under Subsection (a);

(2) population figui*es for computing grant amounts under Sub—

section (c) of this Act; or

(3) population figures for computing prepayment amounts under sub —

section (d).

Sec. 44.19.593. PIPELINE IMPACT FUND. There 1is the pipeline impact fund

created for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of sec. 587(b) of this

chapter. The fund consists of all money made available by appropriations of

the state legislature, and from other appropriated funds, all contributions

from whatever source, and income and interest derived from the investment of

money .



Sec. 44.19.595. DEFINITIONS. For purposes of this Act
(1) "construction commencement date” means the date the following
occur:

(A) There has been issued to the owner of his agen right-of
permits, leases, and title and other rights in lands, and other approvals,
permits, licenses and certificates, by federal, state and local agencies
that a reasonable and piudent person would consider adeugate to commence
construction of the facilities in the expectation that all other approvals
permits, licenses and certificates necessary for the completion of
facilities will be obtained;

(13) all approvals, permits licenses and certificates are 1in
full force and effect, unrevoked and without any modification, which might
jeopardize the completion or continued construction of the facilities; and

) no order, judgement, decree, detcimination or award of a
federal, state or local court or administrative or regulatory agency
enjoining, either temporarily or permanently, the construction of the
continuation of construction of the facilities 1is in effect.

(2) "municipality” means a general law municipal corporation and politica
subdivision, which is a first or second class borough or city incorporated undef
the laws of the state;

3) "operating expenditures"” means personal services, contractural
services, travel, commodities and up to $20,000 per item of equipment except
that it does not include any of these items 1if part of a capital 1improvement
expenditure;

4) "quarter of a calendar year"™ means a period beginning .January 1,
April 1,July 1, and October 1 of a calendar year.

Sec. 44.19.597. REGULATIONS. The Pipeline Impact Office may adopt
regulations necessary to carry out the purpose of this Act.

Sec. 44.19.599. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act takes effect on the day after
its passage and approval or on the day it becomes law without approval

Sec. 2. This Act takes effect on the day after its passage and approval o

on the day it becomes law without approval.
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C S fa SENATE BILL NO. 382
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A BILL
For an Act entitled: ™"An Act creating the Pipeline Impact Agency; and
providing for an effective date."
E" IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STA”E OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS *1*1.19 is amended by adding new sections to read:
ARTICLE 8. PIPELINE IMPACT AGENCY.
Sec. *1*1.19.581. PURPOSE. The legislature finds that construction
of the trans-Alaska pipeline, from its commencement to completion over
a period of approximately three years, will impose severe to mild
strains on local and state governmental services and facilities. While
the pipeline construction Indubitably will, in the long run, mean
Immense growth and development to the communities and areas along the
pipeline route, and to those areas coming under direct pipeline con—
struction Influence, the legislature further finds that localities most
affected will be unable to cope with the probable impact on facilities
and services brought about by the anticipated overwhelming and sudden
increases in numbers of citizens to be served. The legislature finds,
also, that communities while likely to be Impacted are willing and
ready via local taxation to do r.ll possible themselves to meet impact
requirements, even to the full limits of local taxation tolerance,
nevertheless, recognizing the state will be the prime beneficiary of
pipeline construction via realization of enormous oil development
revenues for the total state, the legislature finds that local impact

financial burdens logically should be borne by the state as it3 invest—

ment in those future revenues. It 13, therefore, the intent of the

-1 -
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legislature, in this measure, to provide a means of quickly and deci—
sively determining specific impact problems and, additionally, for
moving quickly and decisively to provide funds, facilities, personnel
or other means for quick solutions. Finally, the legislature intends
via this legislation to meet local and state pipeline construction impact
problems as quickly and efficiently as possible in manners similar to
the handling of disaster impact problems. TtiF"TSgWTFffPOTSmrinds , too7"
that.revenue-sharing-Tormu-las—-ocwper~capita-

desirable,* less effective,-and more edstly than
*HTtrmWAby-earre-approaoh-intendedlTlI*"ne-legiHlatiou.- Under tW~*>
pCtetfula-approach,-provision would have to be made*Tor all probable- na
wall as nil possible Impact contingencies, some of which may never
Movelop.

Sec. 19.583. PIPELINE IMPACT AGENCY. There 1Is created In the
OFFTcF-rif thA—govemorf'the*?ipeline Impact Agency.

Sec. 19.585. DIRECTOR. The Pipeline Impact Agency Is adminis—
tered by a director of pipeline Impact. The director 1is appointed by
the governor and serves at the pl?asure of the governor. The appoint—
ment. of the director 1is subject to confirmation by a majority of the
members of the legislature In Joint session.

Sec. <1*1.19.587. PROGRAM TO ASSIST MUNICIPALITIES DURING PIPELINE
CONSTRUCTION. The Pipeline Impact Agency shall administer a state
program to provide assistance to municipalities which are adversely
affected, economically and socially, by pipeline construction.

Sec. 19.589. POWERS AND DUTIES. (@ The dilator shall

(1) advise and assist the governor in developing planning
assumptions and a broad preparedness*plan with respect to the economic

and social Impact that will accompany pipeline construction;

(2) advise and assist the governor in developing policies,

382 ~2°



programs and control systems designed to alleviate the economic and
social impact resulting from pipeline construction; and

3) advise and assist the governor with respect to resolvil
issues related to pipeline construction impact preparedness responsi—

bilities of st te agencies whi. h arise concerning two or more of those

25

27

28

29

agencies.

(b) The director, with the approval of the Special Legislative

Pipeline Impact Review Committee frwpiujytrted PfH-Zin riLIr:1 "0l mm

Sumk lim i

€y

ness with funds from the pipeline

may

make loans and grants and purchase evidences of

cally or socially adversely affected by pipeline construction;

*

undertake a capital

€)

impact fund a portion of the debt service or

by a municipality for undertaking capital

indebted

impact fund to municipalities economi

guarantee municipal bonds when a municipality needs to

pay (for not m r than three years) from the pipeline

by pipeline construction.

____________ > (9)

(c) Orants under (b)(1) of this section shall

-ban

made in a form prescribed by the director.

improvement program on an accelerated basis;

interest or both

be madf/]-<wwtaor.

N7TdrTOtr-t7rrTTTFI*VFIWH " AIFA

In mpe|iMiJrri;IrsWT Applications for grants shall

A grant shall

and

Incurred

improvements made necessary

be

be allotted

according to an agreement made between the director on behalf of the

state and the municipality receiving the grant.

The agreement may

Include any provision agreed upon by the parties and shall include

substance the following provisional

€y

by the director,

&)

a schedule of grant disbursements, if,

agreement by the municipality to

-3-

a grant 13 to be disbursed other than

SB 382
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In one sum;
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(A) proceed with and complete the proposed project
or program expeditiously;

(B) not discontinue operation or dispose of all or
part of the project or program for which it receives a grant with—
out the approval of the director;

(C) apply for, and make reasonable efforts to secure,
federal assistance which may be available for the project or
program, subject to any conditions the agency may require 1in
order to maximize the amounts of that assistance received or to
be received for all projects or programs in the state;

3) agreement by the municipality that, if federal assistance
for a project or program becomes available to the municipality which
was not included in the calculation of the amount of a grant authorized
and disbursed unde*" this section, the value of the federal assistance
shall be ascertained and subtracted from the total value of the project
or program and the balance shall be proportionately divided between
the state and municipality;

(*0 provision for alteration or modification of an approved
project or program and for remedies In case of failure to perform the
agreement between the parties or noncompliance with regulations promul —
gated by the director under this section.

(d) If funds appropriated by the legislature to provide loans and
grants and purchase evidences of Indebtedness under this section are
not adequate to satisfy amounts required by approved grant applications,
fund3 shall be allocated on the basis of priority established by the
director by regulations promulgated to carry out the provisions of this
section.

(e) The director shall provide a quarterly report to the legisla—

ture with respect to grants made under this section.

SB 382



AW O

13

“

20

NN

B8 B N 8 B

(f) The director shall determine the terms and conditions for
making a loan and purchasing an evidence of Indebtedness under this
sectigp; x o7

Sec. Ui].19.«S54. AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT SERVICE, GIFTS, GRANTS, AND
LOANS. When the federal government or an agency or officer of the
federal government offers to the state, or through the state to a
municipality, services, equipment, supplies, materials, or funds by
way of gift, grant, or loan, for the purpose of alleviating the social
or economic 1impact resulting from pipeline construction, the state
acting through the director, or the municipality acting through its
executive officer or governing body, may accept the offer subject to
the terms of the offer and the rules and regulations of the agency
making the offer.

Sec. M .19.°59?. PIPELINE IMPACT FUND. There 1is the pipeline
impact fund created for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of
sec. s87(b) of this chapter. Tie fund consists of all money made
available by appropriations of the state legislature, and from other
appropriated funds, all contributions from whatever source, and Income
and interest derived from the Investment of money.

"ec. HH.19/S». SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE PIPELINE IMPACT REVIEW COM—
MITTEE. There in established the Special Legislative Pipeline Impact
Review Committee composed of three members of the senate appointed by
the president of the senate and three members of the house of represen—
tatives appointed oy the speaker of the house. The committee shall
select its own chairman.

Sec. M .19.-523*. TERM OF MEMBERSHIP. The committee shall be
organized within 15 days after the organization of each legislature.

Members serve for the duration of the legislature during which they

are appointed. If they are reelected or their term of office extends

-5- SB 38t



into the next succeeding legislature, they continue to serve until
reappointed or t@g_ippointment of their successor.

Sec. M.19.5S0. VACANCIES. When 3 vacancy occurs in the member—
ship of the committee, the presiding officer of the house incurring
the vacancy shall choose a successor. IfT the office of the president
of the senate or speaker of the house of representatives becomes
vacant and a vacancy from the affected house occurs among the member —
ship of the committee, the remaining committee members from the house
incurring the vacaqu shall appoint a new member.

Sec. ~.19. Sift. MEETINGS. (@) The commil tee may meet during
sessions of tne legislature and during the interim between sessions at
such times and places in the state as the chairman may determine.
Members may receive, for the minimum time required to get to and from
meetings and for the period while attending meellngs, the same travel
and per diem allowances provided by law for members of the legislature
when attending sessions, except that members of the committee receive
no per diem during legislative sessions other than the r diem allow—
ance paid to other members of the legislature.

(b) The members of the committee can vallcly conduct a meeting
and vote by communicating simultaneously with ej.ch other by means of
conference telephones or similar communications equipment.

(c) A majority of the members of the committee constitute a
quorum for the purpose of carrying out its duties under sec. of
this chapter.

9 *=?

Sec. M .19.703- DUTIES OP COMMITTEE. The committee shall review
and approve or disapprove, in whole or in part, the decisions made
by the Pipeline I%)}act Agency -wodoi"lmrr-"JOfrftr*ryf-r M r lehwpu»ts.

Sec. M.19.0Q*. DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE FINANCE ASSISTANCE. The

division of legislative finance shall cooperate with the committee and



shall furnish technical assistance and personnel, if available, upon
request.
* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect on the day al,er its passage and approval

or on the day it becomes law without approval.
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considering population growth shall be given greater weight than per

capita increase in population.
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* Sec. 2. ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS. (a) Grants to carry out the
/ cAet/-/r>»1
-purposes of this Acre may be made to a municipality demonstrating
(1) an annual population growth rate in excess of its
average annual growth rate for the period April 1, 1970, through

July 1, 1973;

(2) extraordinary municipal operating expenditures beyond
its capability to reasonably meet from growth in receipts from present
municipal revenue sources; ar.d

(3) that both (1) and (2) of this subsection <can be
directly attributed to the <impact of construction of the trans-

Alas /.a pipeline.
Co) The tas<: population for measuring the annual population

grov.*h rate for purposes of this sec ;lon 1in the population of the

irur.<:ipality c¢cn the first day of the quarter i. viblej, rinm Crf=->Cl:"ve
'ytf'Zs’es
» Sec. 9. GRANT COMPUTATION AMD PAYMENT. fa) A municipality is

eligible for a grant amount wunder this Arrt- equal to its population

growth by June 30, 1975 in excess of the average annual population

growth rate standard established under wuec. ~~ of this Aoi muuTplied
by its per capita general fund expenditures, excluding expenditures
for education, capital outlay and debt service, for tho last

complete fiscal year pi®ceding the effective date of this Act.
_(b) A municipality incorporated after the effective date of this
Act is eligible for a grant amount under this Acs equal to its

population growth by Uur,e 30, 1975 in excess of the average annual

w?/
popular lor, growth rate standard established under sec. 5 of this
&N\ " -
AgE- multiplier by I1ts pgr capita mer.eral fund expenditures. excludire
expenditures fcr education, capital outlay and debt service, for 1its

fixcal year fcui~?s
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(c) Total grants under this to a municipality with

a
population_of 10 200 peiyors or more on the first day of the quarts
reiT Ac/ -/ofa-s / - —
--- - v < n may not exceed $250

per capit-~o0of the population growth in excess of the average annual
S~y*h
population growth rate standard established under sec.tS.of this
Total grants under this Act to a municipality with a population
VAAt </ * | ' evPi*rr
under 10,000 persons on the first day of the quarter in which .toa.
may not exceed $*100 per capita of
tho population growth 1in excess of the average annual po>muuattiicon
N =>tc-\
growth rate standard established wunder sec. IT of this £04.

(d) The base population fqr measuring the per capita general

fund expenditures for purposes of this section is the population

A<r
of the municipality on the first day of the quarter In which tWw ™™/c
c ffce f~
h-i-s— fre-b— f-a**40 .
(e) Grants may be made quarterly based upon quarterly population
estimates with final adjustment to be made on June 30, 1975. Final
grant payments shall be withheld until after final adjustments of
amounts are made on June 30, 1975.
W./9.
* Sec 5"f\T PREPAYMENTS . (a) A municipality may receive, as a pre—

payment, up to 50 per cent of the amount it will be entitled to
under this Ass upon certification by the ftcpartme rtftmio f u o lluiu ;vtl/j Aawd=*
that the municipality will more 1Illcelythan not meet

srr/ y -
the eligibility standards set forth in sec.”~of this

(b) Total prepayments to municipalities made underthis section

may not exceed $5,0C0,000.
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N9~ "p ? .
» Sec'. £ APPLICATION. (a) Grants under this Act maydbe made only
.-))r';. SIl
upon application by a municipality to the, Bep-artroent->ofmC 0 —

s. Each grant application shall state tho
essentia”nunicipal services for vrhich the grant will be expended.
A prepayment grant application may be submitted at any time after
th* effective date of this Act.

(b) No grant may 'Ige expended for purposes other than those

cpecl.; '«i in the application.
W, 12,3797
* Sec. Jl. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR GRANTS. (a) A municipality shall submit

a financial report coloring the expenditure of any grant already
received under this to the Bepa 11y -trtni{‘m_gﬁoma-l
Af i faibefore another grant may be received under this XZE:F\JWJ_
(b) A municipality receiving grants under this Act shall

(1) maintain a separate account for the grants received
under this CIA’l;”

(2) provide for an annual independent audit of the separate
account for the grants received under this Acr; and

(3) submit a copy of the independent aud.it report to the <D</t

(Monal—Atheitrs<+ . |

4"1.1?. 60/ . .
H Sec. £. APPROVAL. Grants under this Aod shall be made by the S«-j
Pn.« \6x
pe N'rrtm ,oT~"irmiurri-1ry  nd-Rggicv.a | -Af-£alLrs d W i-T?Ti he
- Spe&*».'//i@. TZfEf/ > cy 71- Cio»
subJ/r.r—eq acorovul of the LS snat-|{

Committee.

*V\éé;:Q.'E*UPOPULATION. A municipality shall submit estimated population
and population grov.’th figures to the (’V_o;'-
{fa T h e s e population and population growth figures are
subject to review and approval by the [-tr2.rv¥1&t.-o O r- nd
-p.«<eirrimA f f . The decisions of the Bepetri;mntr" r > ri-vyn ft»

e final as [O



10

WORK DRAFT COPY WORK DRAFT COPY WORK DRAFT COPY
(1) population growth figures for the purpose of esuab-
lishing eligibility under sec. r? cf this
(2) population figures for computing grant amounts wunder
sec . this Jess ; and
JL*
(3) pc-"ulaticn figures for computing prepayment amounts
uijpler sec. £ OF tnis rtSpfc.
Sec . £>5A REGULATIONS. The t*>eparc?rcST"«Community- -and®eg=xrrrTsri
«rrs may adopt regulations necessary to carry out the purpose of
this Act.
y
- ~r~
ok S et , </V, /9 <FE>S ~L2r S, > c-77 cn v o Y/ ad *
«7) G e (=y — /... 4 /. t-".S i
A<0Q "population” nor.-m.llita. . oopulaolcr.;
"municipality”™ means a home rule municipality or a
general lav/ municipal corporation and political subdivision, which
is a first or second class borough or city incorporated wunder the
laws of the state;

C
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TRENDS IN MAJOR LOCAL

CITY OF ANCHORAGE

1969
1973

CHANGE:

CITY OF FAIRBANKS

1969
1973 (est.)

CHANGE:

FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH

1969
1972

CHANGE:

GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOR.

1969
1973

CHANCE :

CLTY OF VALDEZ

1969

1973

CHANGE:

GOVERNMENT REVENUE

GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES

$ 4,748,378
6,865,940
+ $ 2,117,562
or + 44.6%
GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES
$ 1,137,380
2,242,694
+ $ 1,105,314
or + 97.2%
GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES
$ 2,747,000
1,504,000
- $ 1,243,000

or - 45.2%

GENERAL PROPERTY

TAX REVENUES

$15,830,776

23,1.70,894

+ $ 7,340,118

or + 46.4%

REAL. PROPERTY
TAX REVENUES

$ 96,361
172,274
+ $ 75,913

or + 78.8%

SOURCES, 1969-1973

INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES

$ 936,053
5,809,078
+ $ 4,873,025
or + 520.6%
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES (STATE)
$ 263,414
928,200
+ $ 664,786
or + 252.4%
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES (STATE)
$ 5,304,000
11,817,000
+ $ 6,513,000
or +’122.8%
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
REVENUES
$17,489,311
46,839,037
+ $29,349,726
or + 167.8%
INTERGOVERNMENTAL

REVENUES

$ 14,361

163,269
+ $ .148,905

or + 1036.9%



CITY OF ANCHORAGE

CITY OF FAIRBANKS

FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOR.1

GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOR.

CITY OF VALDEZ

LOCAL PROPERTY TAX AND REVENUE TRENDS:

W:.

%:m
ASSESSED
VALUATION

+ 81*."1%
.
+ 75.0%

+ 90 0%
i
+109.5%

+509.3%

For the period 1969-1972.

?, . iﬁf
State intergovernmental revenlés

MILL
RATE

- 21.0%

+

25.0%
- 61.4%
- 18.0%

no change

only.

GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX REVENUE

+ 46.6%

+ 97.2%

- 45.2%

+ 46.4%

+ 78.8%

1969--1973

INTERCCV.
REVENUL

+ 520.6%

+ 252.4%

+ 122.8%"

+ 167.8%

+1036.9%



HOUSE BILL 505
MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE FUND
ESTIMATED ELIGIBILITY

Population 1973 1973 Per Capita
Estimates General Fund General Fund
1/1/74 6/30/75 Expenditure Expenditure
es?1
Anchorage City 55,050 63, 920 $13,101,268 $238
Delta Junction 703 1, 100 33,510 48
Fairbanks City 18,685 25,833 4.789.000 256
Fairbanks North
Star Borough 35,240 53,1 10f 2.200.000 (est.) 62
Greater Anchorage
Area Borough 125,500 150,800, 15,414,192 123
North Polo 265 500 G6,444 (1972) 250
North Slope Borough 3,384 4,570 790,124 233
Valdez 1,174 5,500 520,871 444

When available,
ment impact statements.

Estimated
Municipal
Assistance
$1,325,000
17,700

1.507.000

975.000

2.186.000
56,000

245.000

1,702,400

population estimates were taken from or interpolated from estimates presented in local govern-

Fiscal data is calculated from the financial reports of the municipalities.

Department of Community and Regional Affairs
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DIVISION OF COMMUNITY / POLG-8-JUNEA BRI
PLANNING ¥

March 6, 1974

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol
Chairman, House Community and
Regional Affairs Committee
House of Representatives e

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Carrol:

You have requested us to prepare an estimate of municipal assistance eligibility
amounts authorized by the House Community and Regional Affairs committee sub-
stitute for House Bill 505,

The two revisions in CSHB 505 affecting the municipal eligibility amounts are:
a) the reduction of the annual growth rate threshold to 2.9 percent; and

b) the broadening of eligibility standards to encompass municipalities
experiencing accelerated population growth in general rather than popula-
tion growth directly attributable to pipeline construction.

In the brief time available, we have not been able to assemble the municipal budget
data needed to calculate eligibility amounts for the additional local jurisdictions that
might qualify for assistance under the broadened eligibility standard.

However, we would offer the following information for the consideration of the
Committee.

Applying the 2.9 percent growth rate threshold to the eight major pipeline-impacted
jurisdictions for which municipal budget data is readily avallab , we estimate the
following municipal assistance eligibility amounts under CSHB 505:

City of Anchorage $1,541,050
Delta Junction 17.568
City of Fairbanks 1,583,750
Fairbanks North Star Borough 1,012,894
C. eater Anchorage Area Borough 2,440,443

North Pole 55,750



The Honorable Selwyn Carrol -2- March 6, 1974

North Slope Borough 242,087
Valdez 1,710,000
Subtotal $7,603,542

We would also note that the above jurisdictions account for more than 50 percent of the
State's present population, and will account for the great bulk of population growth in
the State in the next sixteen months. Subject to an opportunity to calculate in full
detail the fiscal effect of the CSHB 505's revisions, we would offer a "guesstimate"
that the maximum estimated municipal assistance eligibility under CSHB 505 would be
in the vicinity of $10,000,000.

We hope this information is useful for the immediate purposes of the Committee. We
will be pleased to respond in greater detail in the near future, if the Committee

desires.

Sincerely,

Kevin Waring
Director

KW me



Anaktuvak Pass
Barrow

Copper Center™
Delta Junction
Fort Yukon
Gakona*
Glennallen*
Gulkana*
Haines City
Haines Borough
Mentasta Lake*

North Pole

Stevens Village*

Tok™*

Valdez

*These communities are

January 1974,

tection.

Selected Small

Communities

POPULATION CHANGE

1970

- 1973

1970 Census

2,

99

104

206

703

448

88

363

53

463

1,

1,

provide any municipal

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

February 14, 1974

351

68

265

74

214

005

unincorporated and do not,

service

July 1, 1973 Change
125 +26%
2,307 +10%
206
703
637 +42%
88
407 +12%
53
1,093 +136%
1,758 +30%
68
265
73 -1%
214
1,106 +10%

as of

s except fire pro






"An Act relating to home rule city bonded indebtedness incurred

for scl. jl1 construction."

cCoMMITTEE REPORT
J'TOTC'}A
Y
HOUSE SN -
Mr. Speaker: Date
.07 AUD
The Committee on has had
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee
( Jrecommends it DO PASS
( Jrecommends it DO NOT PASS
( yrecommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)
( )recommends it BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE
() reports it tack WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other™

Members signing the Majority report:

Members NOT concurring in the Major! ty report

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Cha i rman



AMENDMMENT
#3

House CcTir.unity

Offered in the HOUSE: By :

To: HOUSE BILL No, 705

SENATE BILL No,

Page: Line:

o Wil 2 "fund", -delete "furri

mon-.-v , de>.t Nn L? , runl
tec ta leTsin'<r | c Tr



Page :

Anywher
firs:

HOUSE BILL No,

SENATE BILL No.

Line:a

.n 1.z o171 *he i mf mjc lappear, hoa 0!

«’ ift.e? ;oXxrdl v . T>* apt>ti<ir on pn-.«




CTMTILI? "HIf? Mil
Iy L oinio9 VS) U miolk ini i/u/ru
a>KI»T. «** tTOJIJMI \NITV & AmiltsS

DIVISION OE LOCAL GOVERNMENTASSISTANCE ] ROJCHD-JUNEAU90SOI
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MARCH 18, 1974

ASSESSED VALUE LIMITATION
RELATING TO THE USE OF REVENUES BY

ORGANIZED BOROUGHS S CITIES

No munrcrpalrty mag Ievr{ and tax for art; 8urpose in excess of 3* of the, assessed valuation
n n}q one %e? ept that taxes fo [ ‘'secure the payment of Errncrpa 0r mterest
on bonds ma? evred without limitation as to rate or amount. [AS 29.53.020-055

7/
ORGANIZED BOROUGHS CLASS AyS]E/7 S‘QE[{\(%M}E 3Y0LIMITATION & DEBT \%?LTJA%I
Greater Anchorage Area oand 101 57,583,838 185333000  o-68
Ear{r tatr)nks aKrorth Star er% %g% %28 10 Sy 111g€13§888 5%
Hal nes 3r 3?4/ 8% 631}; %?8858 1.000.000
Juneaui3 Clty FBorough of R [Lﬁg 5, %7,342 12842500 590
enar enrnsu a zng 14967,/62 20078158  4.02
ehpar an Gateway 2l /%8 1*90905 4,4%4,7%% 14723000 992
2n8 2 21675 8,125,
Mgranusskg -eSus Sna errt 4710./68 7,191,200 ]%lgg
Sitka, Ci Py 6 Borough of R 8 9888(5:8 98/7*%%%5 4,26(3),_000 A:%Z
Total Boroughs 3,653,112H5 109593364 267,019858 731

Cities situated without organized boroughs
ordova R I
E 1%; ]@ 3§o.493 1434000 1263

| 15t , /, 41,500
LDar 10|Errr]gham it 5,761 7A*2 17%835 153000 3_?3
_O_

Foon ot o o
e Bl il N o T
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PT. *)* CO>I>HM TV & REUIOXAL AFFAIRS

(01Vision CFIOCAL GOVERNVENTASSISTANCE POUCHB-JUNEAU99801
March 18, 1974

FORMULA FOR COMPUTING PROPERTY TAX LIMITATIONS
on
OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION AND PIPELINE PROPERTY

AS 29.53.045-050(b)

No municipality nay levy and collect taxes on taxable property taxable under

AS 43.56 which when combined with property otherwise taxable by the municipality
will result in revenues exceeding either:

1. $1,000 a year for each resident of the municipality or:
MUNICIPALITY TAX LIMITATION X POPULATION - REVENUE
Anchorage Borough 1000 149,440 149,440,000
Fairbanks Borough 1000 38,091 38.091.000
Kenai Peninsula Borough 1000 16,309 16.309.000
North Slope Borough 1000 3,384 3.384.000
City of Valdez 1000 1,106 1.106.000

2. The product of 225% of the average per capita assessed full value of

property in the State multiplied by the number of residents of the taxing
municipality.

FELL VALUE DETERMINATION: 1/1/73 - 30 local school districts 4,090,132,633
STATEWIDE POPULATION: 7/1/73 by Department of Labor. 330.665
AVERAGE PER CAPITA VALUATION: 12 639
FORMULA - 225% X 12,639 - factor of 28,438
MUNICIPALITY FACTOR X PER CAPITA 1= ASSESSED VALUE X RATE REVENUE
CAAB 23,438 149,440 4,249,774,720 3% 127,493,242
FNSB 28,438 38,091 1,083,231,358 3% 32,496,956
KP3 28,438 16,309 463,795,342 3% 13,913,860
NSB 28,438 3,384 96,234,192 3% 2,887,026
Valdaz 28,438 1,106 31,452,428 3% 943,573
A tax collected under this section by a municipality shall

uu % cue olulc ana snail le\

at a rate no higher than the rate applicable to other property taxable by the
muni”-ipa? ity.
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WILLIAM A. EGAN, GOVERNOR

DIVISON CELOCAL GOVERNIVENTASSISTANCE | POUCHS - JUNEALJ9980!
March 18, 1974 /

FORMULA FOR COMPUTING PROPERTY TAX LIMITATIONS
on
OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION AND PIPELINE PROPERTY

AS 29.53.645-G50(b)

No municipality may levy and collect taxes on taxable property taxable under

AS 43.56 which when combined with property otherwise taxable by the municipality
will re3ulc in revenues exceeding either:

1. $1,000 a year for each resident of the municipality or:
MUNICIPALITY TAX LIMITATION X POPULATION T REVENUE
Anchorage Borough 1000 149,440 149,440,000
Fairbanks Borough 1000 38,091 33,091,000
Kenai Peninsula Borough 1000 16,309 .16,309,000
North Slope Borough 1000 3,354 3.384.000
City of Valdez 1000 1,106 1.106.000

2. The product of 225% of the average per capita assessed full value of

property in the State multiplied by the number of residents of the taxing
municipality.

FULL VALUE DETERMINATION: 1/1/73 - 30 local school districts 4,090,132,633
STATEWIDE FOPULATION: 7/1/73 by Departnert of Labor. 330.665
AVERAGE PER CAPITA VALUATION: 12:639
FORMULA - 225% X 12,639 - factor of 28,438

MUNICIPALITY FACTOR X PER C/JPITA = ASSESS <D VALUE X RATE - REVENUE
GAA3 28,438 149,440 4,249 774,720 3% 127,493,242
FNSB 28,438 38,091 1,083 231,858 3% 32,496,956
KPB 28,438 16,309 463 795,342 3% 13,913,860
NSB 28,433 3,384 96 234,192 3% 2,887,026
Valdez 28,438 1,106 31 452,728 3% 943,573

A tax collected under this section by a municijality shall be credited against
the amount of tax otherwise levied and collected by the State and shall be levied

at a rate no higher than the rate applicable ti other property taxable by the
municipality.



Assessed Value Limitation -2- March 18, 1974

66/ E&IBED DEBT % 10

MUNICIPALITY CLASS  ASSESSED VALUE 39 LIMITATION DEBT VALUATION
*King Cove 1St 551,470 - 16,544 -0 o
awock 1st -0- -0- o -0
enana 1st 3,635,700 109,071 275,000 7-56
None \it 9,706,252 291,188 600,000 6.18
*Peli can 1st 1,247,355 37,421 -0 -0
Petersburg HR 16,947,240 508,417 1,355,500  8.00
Skagway 1st 14,142,735 424,282 338,000  2.74
St~ Mary's 1st -0- -0 -0- -0
Unalaska 1st 5,275,144 153,254 -0- -0
Valdez HR 13,854,000 415,620 46,000  0.33
N i uD 1} yny ¢hrtn ®¢1 000 001 nnn 1 0s
Yakutat Ist 512,225 15,367 -0 -0
Total Cities 96,478,095 2,894,343 4,473,000  4.64
Boroughs 3,653,112,145 109,593,364 267,019,858 7.31
ities 96,478,095 2,894,343 4,473,000 4.64
Total 3,749,590.240 112,487,707 271,492,358 7-24

* Cities Subject to Reclassification



‘ WILLIAM A EGAH, GOVERNOR

DEI*T. OF rOMMI XITY A RFOIO.VAE AFFAIRS

DIVISIOH OF LOCAL GOVERHMENT ASSISTANCE POUCHB - JUNEAU 99801
March 18, 1974

FORMULA FOR COMPUTING PROPERTY TAX LIMITATIONS
on
OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION AND PIPELINE PROPERTY

AS 29.53.045-050(b)
No municipality may levy and collect taxes on taxable property taxable under
AS 43.56 which when combined with property otherwise taxable by the municipality

will result in revenues exceeding either:

1. $1,000 a year for each resident of the municipality or:

MUNICIPALITY TAX LIMITATION POPULATION Z REVENUE

Anchorage Borough 1000 149,440 149,440,000
Fairbanks Borough 1000 38,091 38.091.000
Kenai Peninsula Borough 1000 16,309 16.309.000
North Slope. Borougii - 1000 3,384 3,384,000
City of Valdez 1000 1,106 1, 106,000

2. The product of 225% of the average per capita assessed full value of
property in the State multiplied by the number of residents oe the taxing
municipality.

FULL VALUE DETERMINATION: 1/1/73 - 30 local school districts 4,090,132,633
STATEWIDE POPULATION: 7/1/73 by Department of Labor. 330,665
AVERAGE PER CAPITA VALUATION: 12,639
FORMULA - 225% X 12,639 = factor of 28,438

MUNICIPALITY FACTOR X PER CAPITA ASSESSED VALUE X RATE = REVENUE
GAAB 28,438 149,440 4,249,774,720 % 127,493,242
FNSB 28,438 38,091 1,083,231,858 % 32,496,956
KPB, 28,438 16,309 463,795,342 % 13,913,860
NSB 28,438 3,384 96,234,192 N 2,887,026
Valdcz 28,438 1,106 31,452,428 N 943,573

A tax collected under this section by a municipality shall be credited against
the amount of tax otherwise levied and collected by the State and shall be levied
.it a rate no higher than the rate applicable to other property taxable by the
municipality.
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REFT. OF FOMJHWITY & UFOIOYAE AFFAIRS

a VISONOFLGCAL GOVERNIVENTASSISTANCE POUCHS  JUNEAILRIS0!
March 18, 1974

FORMULA FOR COMPUTING PROPERTY TAX LIMITATIONS
on
OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION AND PIPELINE PROPERTY

AS 29.53.045-050(b)
No municipality may levy and collect taxes on taxable property taxable under
AS 43.56 which when combined with property otherwise taxable by the municipality

will result in revenues exceeding either:

1. $1,000 a year for each resident of the municipality or:

MUNICIPALITY TAX LIMITATION X POPULATION - REVENUE

Anchorage Borough 1000 149,440 149,440,000
Fairbanks Borough 1000 38,091 38,091,000
Konai Peninsula Borough 1000 16,3009 16,309,000
North Slope Borougli 1000 3,384 3,384,000
City of Valdez 1000 1,106 1,106,000

2. The product of 225% of the average per capita assessed full value Of
property in the State multiplied by the number O residents of the taxing
municipal 1ty.

FULL VALUE DETERN"NATK)N: 1/1/73 - 30 local schoogl districts 4,090,132,633
STATEWIDE POPULATION: 771773 by pepartment Of Labor. 330,665
AVERAGE PER CAPITA VALUATION: 12,639
FORMULA - 225% X 12,639 - factor of 28,438

MUNICIPALITY FACTOR X PER CAPITA T ASSESSED VALUE X RATE r REVENUE

GAAB 28,438 149,440 4,,249,774,720 3% L27,493,242
FNSB 28,438 38,091 1,,083,231,858 3% 32,496,956
KPB, 28,438 16,309 463,795,342 3% 13,913,860
NSB 28,438 3,384 96,234,192 3% 2,887,026
Valdez 28,438 1,106 31,452,428 3% 943,573

A tux collected under this section by a municipality shall be credited against
the amount of tax otherwise levied and collected by the State and shall be levied
at a rate no higher than the rate applicable to other property taxable by the
municipality.
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OEPT. OF rO>IM! XITY & HFMOAAL AFFAIRS
DIVISIONGFLOCA. GOER\VENTASSISTANGE.— ROLCHB- JUNEALBOR0L

March 18, 1977

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol _
Alaska State House of Representatives
Pouch "V" State Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Carrol:

As re(%_uested b}/ telephone March 18, 197", | have prepared for your In-
flqrm? {o,n the tollowing enclosed data concerning municipal property tax
imi tat ions:

The formula for computing mupicipal property tax limitations concerning

oil and gas.production and pipeline property as applied to the five
municipalities involved and a table of data” concerning. all organized boroughs
and all’ home rule and first class cities sltuated outSide the corporate
limits of organized boroughs.

Information Prowded in the table of municipal data includes the actual
a%sessed real and personal property valuations as of January |, 1973; the

revenue limitation which applies to the use of revenug for ordinary
municipal purPoses; the total amount of %eneral obligation bonded Indebted-
ness as of July 1, 1973 and the actual debt percent to valuation.

There are only two additional first class cities in Alaska which are not
listed in the” table; _the Cities of Eagle and Selawik. The City of Eagle
Is not a school district and administers only a minimum property tax 8rogram.
The City of Selawik was certified as a first class city In March of 1977

Very truly yours,

S. Robert Dozier
State Assessor

Enclosures



Assessed Value Limitation

MUNICIPALITY

*King Cove
Klawock
Nenana
Norre

*Pelican
Petersburg
Skagway

*St. Mary's
Unalaska
Valdez
Wrangell
Yakutat

Total Cities

Boroughs
Cities

Total

CLASS

Ist
1st
1st

1st
Ist

1st
1st

1st

ACTUAL
ASSESSED VALUE

551,470
-0-

3,635,700

9,706,252

1,21*7,355
16,91*7,21*0
11*,11%2,735

-0-

., 275,11*1*
13,851*. 000
11,707,1*00

512,225

96,1*78,095

3,653,112,145
96,478,095

3,749,590,240

* Cities Subject to Reclassification

March 18, 1974

1 LIMITATION

16,541*
-0
109,071
291,188
37,421
508,417
424,282
-0-
158,254
415,620
351,222
15,367

2,894,343

109,593,364
2,894,343

1.2,487,707

DEBT

46,000
226,000
-0-

4,473,000

267,019,858
4,473,000

271,492,858

DEBT & TO
VALUATION



WILLIAM A. EGAN, GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

DIVISON OFLOCAL GOVERNIVENTASSISTANCE POUCHB - JUNEALR9801
March 18, 1974

FORMULA FOR COMPUTING PROPERTY TAX LIMITATIONS
on
OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION AND PIPELINE PROPERTY

AS 29.53.045-050(b)
No municipality may levy and collect taxes on taxable property taxable under

AS 43.56 which when combined with property otherwise taxable by the municipality
will result in revenues exceeding either:

1. $1,000 a year for each resident of the municipality or:
MUNICIPALITY TAX LIMITATION X POPULATION Z REVENUE
Anchorage Borough 1000 149,440 149,440,000
Fairbanks Borough 1000 38,091 38.091.000
Kenai Peninsula Borough 1000 16,309 16.309.000
North Slope Borough 1000 3,384 2.384.000
City of Valdez 1000 1,106 1.106.000

2. The product of 225% of the average per capita assessed full value of

property in the State multiplied by the number of residents of the taxing
municipality.

FULL VALUE DETERMINATION: 1/1/73 - 30 local school districts 4,091,132,633
STATEWIDE POPULATION: 7/1/73 by Department of Labor. 330,665
AVERAGE PER CAPITA VALUATION: 12,639

FORI® A - 225% X 12,639 - factor of 28,438

MUNICIPALITY FACTOR X PER CAPITA Z ASSESSED VALUE X RATE S REVENUE

GAAB 28,438 149,440 4,249,774,720 3% 127,493,242
FNSB 28,438 38,091 1,083,231.858 3% 32,496,956
KPB 28,438 16,309 463,795,342 3% 13,913,860
NSB 28,438 3,384 96,234,192 3% 2,887,026
Valdez 28,438 1,106 31,452,428 3% 943,573

A tax colle jd under this section by a municipality shall be credited against
the amount tax otherwise levied and cullected by the State and shall be levied

at a rate no higher than the rate applicable to other property taxable by the
municipality.
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! WILLIAM A EGAN. GOVERNOR

1IEI*T. OF COMMIMTY & KEOIOXAL AFFAIRS

DIMISONOFLOCAL GCOVERNVENTASSISTANCE POUCHS-JUNEALB980!

MARCH 18, 197"

ASSESSED VALUE LIMITATION
RELATING TO THE USE OF REVENUES BY
ORGANIZED BOROUGHS 6 CITIES

No municipality may levy and tax for any purpose In excess of 3% of the assessed valuation
in any one year except that taxes to F_ay or secure the payment of principal or interest
on honds may be levied without limitation as to rate or amount. [AS 29-53-020-855]

efoli;

1/1/73 ACTUAL D DEET %
ORGANIZED BOROUGHS CLASS ~ ASSESSED VALUE % limitation DEBT VALUATI
Greater Anchorage Area nd - 1,919,461,25 57,583,838 185,833,000  9.68
Bristol Ba J n 17,825,948 534,778 1,083,000  6.08
Fairbanks North Star ond 344987500 10,349,625 11,513,000  3-33
Himeau. City S Borough of 3#9 1%%2%@ 5 257500 1%3918388 2ol
nea orough o 244, 287, 042, -
Kuenail_JPenin%ula 5 nd 498,925,416 14,967,762 20,078,158  4.02
Ketchikan Gateway nd 148,490,905 4454727 14,728,000  9-92
Kodiak Island 2nd 12,251,274 2,167,538 8,125,000 11.28
orth Slope S 666, 079, -0- - (-
Sitka, CiFt)y S Borough of R 88,209,960 646,299 4,268,000  4.84
Total Boroughs 3,653,112,145 109,593,364 267,019,858  7.31
Cities situated without organized boroughs
Cordova R 11,%49,7@% 340,493 1,434,000 12.63
Cralg 1st 1,245,1 37,355 41,500 gg
Dill ingham 1st 5,167,742 173,032 157,000 .
Galena 1st -0- *o- -0- -0-
Hoonah 1st -0- -0- -0~ -0-
Hgdaburg 1st -0- -0- -0- -0-
Kake Ist -0- -0~ -0~ -0-






"An Act makln% specjal arﬁ) pro IEmatlon to the Department of Commumtg
and Regional Affairs for t mcorporated communities services account,
ana**prowdmg for an effective date.*

COMMITTEE REPORT

7 a FINANCE
HOUSE

Hr. Speaker: Date 4~ v~ eH

) fQTIfIK ?2v  wifD
The Committee on has had

under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

(, , Jrecommends it DOPASS

( )recommends it DONOT PASS

( )recommends it DOPASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT (S)

( )recommends it BEREPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT
CS FOR DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMMITTEE

() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

() "other"

Members signing the Major ity report:

Members NOT concurring in the Mjority report:
recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Cha irman
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March 19, 1974

Mr. Jay l.ogan, Director .
Legislative Finance Division
State Capitol, Room 425
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Hogan:

Re: HB 784, providing an appropriation for the
unincorporated communities services account.

HB 784, offered by the CommunltY and Regional Affairs Committee,
would provide $100,000 to fund the unin¢orporated communities
services account. The bill is a companion to HB 404 (as offered,
Bres_ently CSHB 404) wherein tho Department of Community and
egional” Affairs would be authorized to pay to uningorporated
communities. an annual entitlemont--the greater of erther $1,000
?or community or $10 Per capltu--for purposes of planning for
uture commaunity development.

Of the nearly 140 communities which may potentially qualify, |
am unable to’ determine which might complete and transmit in
proper and_timely manner the nsCcssary certificate that the
recipient is a corporation or association "ogen to and_broadly
representative of all residents,” Sec. 471.18.500(b). The
requirement being minimal, one must assume that nearly ail com-
munities could qualify. In subsequent years, the reporting
requirement, Sec. 4s5.18.500(e), may servo to disqualify several
recipients of previous ){ears; tho feporting burden not” bein
onerous, however, | would suggest that nearly all could mee
that burden, too.

The range of communities which might be eligible dorivcs from
three sources:

1) those unincorporated places jf 25 permanent residents
or more recognized as eligible villages pursuant to the Claims
Settlement Act;
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Mr. Jay Hogan 2 March 19, 1974

2) those unincorporated places, with presumably

permanent residents, whose eligibility is presently su

appellate review b}/ the Alaska Native’ Claims Appedls B

)&Vhtlc?) havfe_tchosen 0 receive reservation land and forego
ct benefits;

3) unincorporated places having a population of 25 or more,
genSeOrSaIIyhpreldommantly non-Nativc, wherein may be found a 3IA
or school.

The [ist is not exclusive. There may be other E)Iac,es which
qualify, of which we have no knowledge, though their cumulative
claim for funds would be relatively Small.

To fully fund tho program, | would estimate an apéjro riation of
$221.670 would be requwed. An appropriation of $100,000 would,
assuming all villages named herein qualified, require a proration
of 45.|Tt, resulting in a minimum entitlement of ‘approximately
$451.00 per community. The rate would, of course, be higher 1f
a lesser number of communities took the initiative to complete

the necessary applications.

It Is understood also that, as the number of communities seeking
to incorporate as cities increases, .a smaller appropriation
would be required to sustain the unincorporated communities fund.

Worksheets moro specifically identifying unincorporated commun-
ities and their projected entitlements arc enclosed.

Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Byron I. Mallott
commissioner

BIM /ah
Enclosure

cc. Budget ft Management
W/attachneut

The Honorable Selwyn Carrol, Chairman
House Comm_unltY & Regional Affairs Committee
w/attachir-n



The Legislature of the Stace of Alaska
FISCAL NOTE

Second Session - Eighth Legislature

. REQUEST
Bill Id tlflcat|on House Bill 784
Title:Spe C|a A[) prop rlatlon to the Unincorporated CommunitieS Se"Vice Accoumt
Reques t egislative Finance Date:Marchl9, 1974
Return Date Re uested March 19, 1972
Agency: Communlty and Regional Affairs Program: Development
1. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Reguest Unitu) Affected: Unincorporated Communities Service Account
A. EXPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)
OBIECT FY 74 FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79
100  PERSONAL SERVICES
200  TRAVEL
300  CONTRACTUAL
A0 COMMODITIES
500  EQUIPMENT
GOO  LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC. $100.0
TOTAL $100.0
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND 5100.0
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. POSITIONS:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / AR / / /:
MAN MONTHS (p./T.) / / 1 / _ I .
[11.  ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section [Il)
V.  ATTACHMENTS
1. Exhibit A"llst of estimated entitlements to potential reclplents--FY 1975
2. Letter to Mr. Jay Hogan, Director, Legislative Finance, dated March 19, 1974
V. DATE : March 19. 1974 PREPAREP~yT ~ ) N
( Chenoweth. Director
o yuMsion of Local Government
Original; Leglslatwe Finance ~/'Assi stance
cC: et and Mana ement

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Namea)



EXHIBIT A

PRO-RATED
NAME POPULAT ION GRANT ENTITLEMENT
AHTNA, INC.
Cantwell 62 1,000 451
Chistochina 33 1,000 451
Copper Center 318 3,180 4 35
Gakona 88 1,000 451
Gulkana 53 1,000 451
Mentasta 68 1,000 451
Tazlina N/A 1,000 451
ALEUT CORP.
Akutan 101 1,010 456
Atka 88 1,000 451
Belkofsky 59 1,000 451
False Pass 62 1,000 451
Nelson Lagoon 43 1,000 451
NikolsKki 57 1,000 451
St. George 163 1,630 135
BERING STRAITS
Mary®s Igloo N/A 1,000 451
Unalakleet 434 4,340 1,958
BRISTOL BAY
Chignik 83 1,000 451
Chignik Lagoon 45 1,000 451
Chignik Lake 117 1,170 528
Egegik 153 1, 530 690
Ekuk 51 1,000 451
lgiugig 36 1,000 451
Iliamna 58 1,000 451
Ivanof Bay 48 1,000 451
Kokhanok 88 1,000 451
Kalignanek 142 1,420 641
Levelock 74 1,000 451
Naknek 318 3,180 1,435
Pedro Bay 65 1,000 451
Ferryville 101 1,010 451
Pilot Point 68 1,000 451
Portage Creek 90 1, 000 451
South Naknek 154 1,540 695
Twin Hills 6/ 1,000 451
Ugashik 25 1,000 451



PRO-RATED
ENTITLEMENT

POPULATION GRANT

NAME
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A A A AAAODO O~ O A A<t AA—AcA<t A AU —M O
5555555654655155553559 LO—A
4444445488644544445444 ~ Ty

— <« ~— —

OO oo
ocoocoaNPoaCo o oxCPo oo~

ArdrAdcAdcAcAcAM A<t rArdAcA A cAcAdA—AM —Adc—d—d il

<L<L<L<CL<CONLNO0OLO<CL<+<CLAOLO O A<t oOo<toco<t+
~ A AN O <t NN < T LO <+t OO OO~
2222 M At 22 on — <

autluak
11l Moore's
rooked Creek
lganak
0
g

pnuk

Kon

d
m
I
Russian Mission

ndreafski

t
Kwetﬁuk
Kwiy illingok
Lime Village
Napaimute
Newtok
Qhogamiut
Oscarville
Pitkas Point
Platinum
SU|nhagak

ed Devil
Sleetmute
Stony River
Tuntutuliak
Tununak

CHUGACH

A
A
B
C
Kl

—CD <
LOOCOO
< rtLo

OoOOoO
O~
OO

Al

[e o] P |
LOO
i

cook INLET

OO
o<t
0!33
A

LO<tcN
NoHon
—CN

Ninilchik

Eklutna
Tyonek

LO OcAO A
OO LOLOOCOLOLOLOLO
M~ S <gio<sr<s <<t

-+ Ao o
~ comoCo

1 cAcdcAdcAdc—A—id

< dOooOoO<tANI~o
M~ O<tTMmLIO<TOr~—
— — o~
[<5)
~ o>
— = <
+ D N J—
[<5) Pangin @ —
X C.WJ X
C O — ea -+
nkWhW||_em
S [&5] —_—
—_—— D —O0 g <
T OOQLLI=



PRC-RATED

NAME POPULATION GRANT ENTITLEMENT
Minto 168 $ 1,000 $ 451
Northway 40 1.000 451
Rampart 46 1.000 451
Stevens 74 1.000 451
v i i

anacross .
Telidci N/A 1.000 451

KONIAG, INC.

Karluk 98 1,000 451

NANA
Noatak 293 2,930 1,322

Arctic Village 113 1,130 510

Kiukwan 98 1,000 451

Tetlin 114 1,140 514

Venetie 112 1,120 505

Chitina 38 1,000 451

Unaa 25 1,000 451

Atkasook 25 1,000 451

Noo.iksut 200 2,000 902

Point  Lay 60 1,000 451

Counci 1 N/A 1,000 451

Solomon N/A 1,000 451

Chuloonawick N/A 1,000 451

Kasilof 1 1,000 451
nik N/A 1, o00c 451

Montana Creek. 33 1,000 451

Point Possession N/A 1,000 451

Umkumiuke N/A 1, 000 451

Chenega N/A J,000 451

E¥a N/A 1, 000 451

Alexander Creek N/A 1, 000 451

Caswell N/A 1,000 451

Salamatof N/A 1,000 451

Betties 57 1,000 451

Manley 34 1, 000 451

Afognak N/A 1,000 451

Anton Larson Bay N/A 1,000 451

Bells Flats N/A 1, 000 451

Kaguyak N/A 1, 000 451

ay k N/A 1, 000 451
oody Island 41 1,000 451

Kaiiaan 30 1,000 451
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An Act rel
n the stat

Mr. Speaker:

ating to the poundaries o
e, a?.d proveidlbng for an eFfectlve date.

COMMITTEE REPORT

The Committee on

under consideration.

(¢ )Jrecommends
( )recommends
( )recommends
( )recommends

CS FOR

HOUSE

has had
A Majority of the members of the Committee

DO PASS

DONOT PASS

DOPASS WITH ATTACHED
BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR

Certain units of local niovernncn

Date [/~

AMENDMENT(S)
AND THAT

DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMMITTEE

() reports it. back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

() "other"

Members signing the Majority report;

Members NOT concurring

recommends:

recommends:
recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

in the Majority report:

Cha irman
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February 9, 1973

The Honorable John Rader

Chairman

Joint Senate and House Local
Government Committees

Alaska State Legislature

Re: Anchorage Annexation of Military
Bases - Apportionment

Dear Senator Rader:

You have asked for comment on the apportionment arrangements
possible in the event that Fort Richardson and Elmendorf Air Force Base become
part of the City of Anchorage and of the Greater Anchorage Area Borough. The
question is whether in such case all persons living within the boundaries of the
military reservations must be induced in the population hase for purposes of
apportioning representation on the borough assembly. If inclusion is legally
required, the practical result will be increased representation on the assembly
for the City of Anchorage.

_ ~ For the reasons discussed below, it is our opinion that inclusion of non
resident military personnel and their dependents is not constitutionally required.

In general, the U.S. Supreme Court has held that military who are
in fact residents may not he excluded from an apportionment base s;mply hecause
or their miIitarK status. On the other hand, the court has held with equal emphasis
that military who are not residents need not be included simply because they were
physically present in the state on census day.

In Burns v Richardson, 301 U.S. 73, (19GG), the court dealt
directly with the status of nonresident military for apportionment purposes.
Hawaii's apportionment was based on registered voters. As aresult, most military
personnel were excluded and those areas near military hases received less repre-
sentation than would lie the case if total population were counted. Rejecting
plaintiffs' claim that apportionment must be based on total population, the court

stated at p. 9L



The Honorable John Rader February 9, 1973
Page -2-

We start with the proposition that the equal protection

clause does not require the state to use total population
figures derived from the federal census as a standard

by which this substantial population equivalency is to
be measured.

*kx

~Neither in Reynolds v. Sims nor in any other
decision has this court suggested that the states are
required toinclude aliens, transients, short-term or
temporary residents, or persons denied the vote for
conviction of crime, in the apportionment base by which
the legislators are distributed and against which com-
pliance with the equal protection clause is to be
measured.

See also, In re O%inion of the Justices, 27G A2d 85 (N.H. 1971); Pate v. Fl Paso
County, Texas, 337F.Supp. % (W.D. Texas, 1970).

Cases which hold that military personnel may not be excluded arose
where the state sought tojustify, after the fact, large population variances among
districts simply by pointinsg to the presence of military bases in certain areas. Thus,
:n Davis v. Mann, 377 U.S. 670 (19G4) the court noted:

Discrimination against a class of individuals merely
because of the nature of their e.mplorm,ent, without
more being shown, is constitutionally impermissible.

See also, Kirkpatrick v. Preisler, 34 U.S. 5% (1969) .

On September 29, 1972 the Supreme Court of Alaska filed its final
opinion_in Fenn v, Hammond, (file No. 1711) Alaska's legislative reapportionment
case. The Court considered in some detail the permissible range of treatment for
military personnel in reapportionment, stating:

We recognize that the substantial military é)opulation
present in the state because of military orders and
without intention to make Alaska their home can

easily give an unbalanced representation to areas
abutting their bases. But we ore also mindful of the need
for a permanent plan which achieves a level of accuracy
of their voting participation which is closer than either
including or excluding all military as a class. Thus,

it is incumbent upon us to discuss alternative plans
which may be available to handle the problem,
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Citing the recent Hawaii case, Burns v. Richardson, the court continued:

Alaska has a master voter registration list and the
court takes judicial notice that active efforts have
been made to register all eligible voters. Ugon
adequate notice and opportunity to register before

use of such aregistration list for reapportionment
purposes, it would appear that an apportionment

plan based on current voter registration would be
permissible under the Federal Constitution. Like-
wise, plans hased on accurate data of state citizen-
ship or state residency could meet the standards of the
Federal Equal Protection Clause.

Inour view, these comments of the Alaska Supreme Court accurately reflect
current federal constitutional law on this question. Moreover, as indicated by the basic
one man, one vote cases, principles laid down for legislative apportionment apply to local
government apportionment as well. Accordingly, if the bases become a part of the
city and borough, the options stated in the quotation above would be available for
assembly apportionment.

AS 29.23.020(a) provides in part:

.. .ifaborough is already incorporated the assembly
shall be composed and apportioned in a manner prescibed
by charter or ordinance. Assembly composition and
apportionment, including voting procedures based on the
apportionment, may be prescribed in any manner consistent
with the equal protection standards of the Constitution of
the United States.

In accordance with section 17, of chapter 118 SLA 1972, AS 29.23.020
was to take effect upon passage of an amendment to the Constitution of the State of Alaska
relating to assembly representation. Such an amendment enacted as SJR S2in the 1972
legislative session, was approved by the voters in the primary election on August 22, 1972
This new legislation removes any doubt that may have existed previously about the
power of an assembly, under state law, to vary from raw census figures as the basi3
for apportionment.

o Assumin% that present assembly apportionment is on the basis of total
population, it appears that the city would be entitled to a maJor|tK on the assembly
as soon as the annexation occurred. Thereafter, the city would have the controlling
voice on any proposal to change the population hase by ordinance.

~If the legislature wishes to insure exclusion of, non-resident military
personnel, it may wish to amend AS 29.23.020(2) by adding language along the
following lines:
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Provided that, if 10%or more of the total population of

a horough consists of military personnel and dependents
living on a military reservation, representation on the
borough assembly shall be apportioned on the basis of
resident population

_ _ 1t should be noted that separating residents and non-residents has become
increasingly difficult with the demise of durational residence requirements. In all
likelihood, same sort of special census would be required.

~ Registered voters is also a permissible base, with the advantage of easy
determination. A disadvantage of a registered voter base is that, absent vigorous
registration efforts, it tends to under-represent areas with hlghlg mobile population. If,
for whatever reason, the registered voter list fails to reflect resident population with some
accuracy, it becomes subject to challenge.

. We trust the above discussion will be of assistance to YOU in dealing with
this matter. If you have questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours

JOHN E. HAVELOCK
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Richard W. Garnett, Il
Assistant Attorney General

RWGrmjj



STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. SHARP, CITY MANAGER, CITY OF ANCHORAGE, BEFORE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMITTEES ON COMMUNITY AND RECIONAL AFFAIRS.

February 21, 1973
Senate Bill No. 151

This bill would annex to the Greater Anchorage Area Borough certain
military reservation lands generally embracing the populated portions of Elmen-
dorf Air Force Base and Ft. Richardson. A portion of these lands is now in—
side the boundaries of the City of Anchorage.

This bill would also annex to the City of Anchorage the balance of the
populated portion of Elmendorf Air Force Base, and Ft. Richardson military
reservations. This is the same area the Local Boundary Commission approved
for annexation to the City of Anchorage.

The apparent purpose of this bill is to annex the populated portions
of the two military reservations _.0 both the City and Borough. We have no ob—
jection to this approach. However, we would strongly oppose the passage of
House Joint Resolution No. 12 and thereby disapprove the annexation of these
military reservation lands to the City of Anchorage on the assumption Senate

Bill No. 151 will be enacted into law.

Senate Bill No. 150

Each section of this bill will be didcussed.

Section 1 provides for the automatic annexation of military reservation
lands to a borough if such lands are annexed to a city within the borough. We
have no objection to this provision.

Section 2 - no comment.



Section 3 provides for the use of voter registration instead of popula-—

tion as the basis for apportionment of borough assemblies if a military reser —
vation is annexed to or located within such borough. Notwithstanding the legal —
ity of using only voter registration this basis has many other problems. A

person®s name is not removed from the register until he has failed to vote in
either a primary or general election at least once, in four consecutive calendar
years. With the transient nature of large segments of the population in Anchorage
and other communities 1in the State some assemblymen might represent more "paper"
than "people".

We note the "voter registration” basis for apportionment would apply
in only those boroughs with military reservations in their boundaries. Accord —
ingly, all boroughs in the State would not use the same basis for apportionment.
Inasmuch as the final State apportionment has not been approved there could be
still a different basis for apportionment for representation in the State Legis—
lature.

We feel that the basis for apportionment for representation on Councils,
Assemblies and Legislature should be the same; and that the resolution of this
problem can be accomplished under existing law.

Section 4 relates to council representation and our remarks concerning
Section 3 would generally apply to this section.

Sections 5, 6 and 7 provide for continued State operation of on base
schools unless the Department of Education approves borough operation of such
schools. We have no objection to these sections.

Section 8 provides for reduced State shared revenues. This reduction
would upply to the portion of Elmendorf Air Force Base already in the city limits
of Anchorage as well as to the area being annexed. The City of Anchorage ob—

jects this reduction and its discriminatory provisions as it relates to the



area already in the city limits. The limitation should apply to only military
reservations annexed subsequent to the effective date of Act.

There were 6,544 people in the area of the City that embrace a portion
of Elmendorf Air Force Base as of the last U. f. census in 1970. This produces
$163,600 in State snared revenues for police parks and recreation, transpor—
tation and fire services. Under this bill the amount would be $89,980 for a loss
of $73,620. The Richardson Visca apartment complex in this area is provided all
the municipal services furnished other areas of the City and it would be highly
discriminatory to exclude this area from normal revenue sharing.

We concur with the State shared revenue limitations applied to the mili—
tary reservation area to be annexed to the City under the Local Bounday Commission
action or SB #151 except for parks and recreation which we feel should be fifty
(50) percent rather than twenty-five (25) percent. The fifty (50) percent ratio
more nearly represents the park and recreation programs provided at large compared
with neighborhood facilities and programs wHch s a fair and equitable criteria
for treating this matter.

To summarize this statement the City of Anchorage 1is desirous of annexing
the balance of the populated area of Elmendorf Air Force Base, and the populated
portion of Ft. Richardson, and we have no objection to the annexation of military
area proposed 1n SB #151 to the Greater Anchorage Area Borough. The City strongly
opposes the passage of HJR #12 on the assumption SB #151 will pass the-Legislature.
The Local Boundary Commission®s action should stand. The subsequent confirmation
by che passage of $B #151 poses no problem. The City of Anchorage does not
think voter registration in itself is an equitable method of apportioning assem—
blies or councils. Further, the basis for reapportionment should be the same

for all local governments and the State Legislative bodies. Existing law is



adequate for handling apportionment and Sections 3and 4 should be deleted

from SB #150. The reduction of State shared revenues to the City of Anchorage
for the portion of Elmendorf Air Force Base that has been in the City limits for
53 years 1is highly discriminatory and Section 8 of the bill should be applicable
to only military reservation areas annexed subsequent tO the effective date of

Act.
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