


SSHB 843

Page 14, line 17 -

After "25,000", delete the period and add

"if:

(1) the municipality has conducted a regular election under AS 29.-
23.010 - 29.28.050 during che fiscal year preceding the year for which
payment of an entitlement is authorized and has reported the results of
the election to the commissioner of the department of community and
regional affairs;

(2) regular council meetings are held in the municipality 1in accor—
dance with the requirements of AS 29.23.210 during the fiscal year
preceding the year for which payment of an entitlement is authorized and
a record of the proceedings is maintained;

(3) a municipal budget has been adopted for the fiscal year during
which payment of an entitlement is authorized and an audit or financial
statement, as applicable, for the preceding fiscal year has been prepared
and furnished to the department in accordance with AS 29.23.560(a);

(4) 1local ordinances adopted by the governing body of the municipality
have been codified in accordance with AS 29.48.180; and

(5) the council or assembly, to the extent required to maintain
efficient and responsible government for the municipality and permitted
by its financial resources, provides for the services of a manager, clerk,
or comparable administrative officer to attend to the affairs of the local

government."
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HB_843: AN ACT PROVIDING FOR EQUALIZATION OF THE TAX RESOURCES
OF MUNICIPALITIES, CONTINUING A PORTION OF THE PROGRAM OF STATE
AID FOR MUNICIPAL PURPOSES; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

Under MB 843, Sections 43.18.010-43.18.050 of the preser t statutes are
repealed. These sections provide the authority for current state-shared
revenues. In lieu of this, new Chapters 88 and 89 have been added to Section
29 of the statutes. Chapter 88 deals with a new source of revenue called an
"Equalization Entitlement". Chapter 89 provides for the continuation of a
portion of the state-shared revenues formerly authorized in Section 43.

A review of HB 843 reveals it to be ambiguous in certain cases as well
as presenting a redistribution of income approach to state revenue sharing.
On the basis of the information made available to us, it appears to be detrimental
to the Municipality of Anchorage. The Municipality of Anchorage has severe
reservations concerning HB 843.

HB 843 presents a redistribution of income approach to the concept of
state-shared revenues. The title of the new item of revenue "Equalization
Entitlement” provides an insight in itself. The stated purpose of the bill
is "to assure that no municipality suffers impoverishment of necessary
public services, relative to other municipalities, because of the chance
location of taxable wealth in the state.” (Sec. 29.88.005) . One of the
criticisms of the present law is that it does not include "ability to pay"
considerations. A community with a larger than the state average per
capita property valuation receives revenues at the same rate as communities
which are relatively poor. It is further stated that the same criticisms
can be raised with respect to per capita income differentials from which
taxes are paid. The net effect of the formula is to favor economically
disadvantaged communities.

l. A municipality will be better off if it is high or low in the various
components of the equalization entitlement formula as follows:

Population High
General Govt. Property

Tax Mill Rate High
Sales Tax %Rate High

Local Per Capita Income* Low
Local Per Capita Property
Value* Low

* Compared to state averages



2. Anchorage has both a higher than average per capita income and
per capita property value. This is confirmed by the Printout which shows
Anchorage to have unfavorable income and property value factors in the
computation formula compared with most other jurisdictions within the
state.

3. HB 843 would greatly reduce the degree of local automony. Communi-
ties would be faced with a new restriction as to use of the state revenues.
Under current sta'e statutes, state-shared revenues may be expended for
any public purpose for which the local government has power to expend
public funds, except for a few limitations regarding health facilities revenues.
Sec. 29.88.030 of HB 843 contains additional requirements regarding the
use of funds for specific service areas and tax zones. Although the new
provisions are fairly consistent with the way Anchorage has been allocating
past state-shared revenues, we would no longer have the flexibility to
do otherwise if the circumstances so warrant.

4. Another possible problem with the proposed formula contained in
HB 843 is that it would tie a municipality's position in the revenue sharing
poo! to statewide variables such as statewide assessed value that are largely
beyond its control. For example,, a major resource development project
that might alter variables such as statewide per capita income and assessed
value could affect the revenue sharing entitlements of local governments
without regard to changes in need for those municipalities Under HB 843,
it is difficult for a municipality to project what its revenue sharing entitle-
ment might be two or three years in the future.

5 In arapidly growing area such as Anchorage, the local per capita
income and property value would likely increase at a greater rate than the
state average thereby creating an adverse effect in the equalization formula.

G After first having become reasonably satisfied with the validity
of the revenue sharing data elements, the "new" version printouts and
formula modification were analyzed to determine the effect on Anchorage.
Two of Anchorage's concerns with the original version of HB 843 appear
to have been rectified.

The sales tax portion of the proposed revenue sharing formula has been
changed to eliminate the disproportionate weight given to a sales tax

in the original formula. The effect of the change is to cause the pro-
posed revenue sharing allocation system to be neutral with respect to
each municipality's taxing philosophy. However, Section 29.88.045,
subpart 2 (b)V, of the bill appears to exclude hotel-motel tax.

Revenues from Anchorage's 5% hotel and motel tax have been recognized
as a sales tax in the new- printouts. It is interesting to note that
Anchorage's hotel and motel tax receipts are almost equal to all of
Juneau's sales tax receipts and are almost half of the city of Fairbanks'



sales tax receipts. However, the effect of this has been reduced by
the above change in the sales lax portion of the proposed revenue
sharing formula.

The following matrix provides a comparison of the effect on Anchorage of HB 843:

1977 Actual (a) Original HB 843 Substitute HB 843

Amount Shown on State Printout  $8.4 million $9.2 million (b) $9.6 million (c)
Amount if Funded at 1977 Level $8.4 million $6.8 million $6.6 million
Anchorage's %or State Total 46a 37% 36%

(@) $18.3 million iota! state payout
(b) $26.0 million total state payout
(c) $27.0 million total state payout

The second line of the above matrix shows Anchorage's funding if the total state
funding were not increased. Under HB 843, Anchorage's share of state-shared
revenues will diminish from 46% of the state total to only 36%. For comparative
purposes, it should be noted that a 46% share of a $27.0 million state payout
would equal $12.4 million.

We find it difficult to support the philosophical approach behind HB
843. There is no simple correlation between tax base, personal income
and v. hat state revenue sharing should he. Tax base is only indicative
of the size of the physical plant (building, dwellings, etc.) within a given
community. Tax base does not necessarily relate to service needs or demands.
Urban densities, congested traffic, large numbers of unemployed and crime
rates are more closely connected to the need for service. Service demands
criteria are important factors to consider before making any judgments
on tax base and its relationship to stale revenue sharing.

The assumpption behind HB 843 as the bill is presently drafted appears to
be that some municipalities are not receiving a fair share of revenue sharing
funds, and, conversely, that other local governments are receiving a dis-
proportionate amount of available dollars to which they are not equitably
entitled. Although the first portion of this assumption may be correct,
Anchorage objects to the implication that the Municipality is receiving more
under the present revenue sharing program than it should equitably receive.
Our calculations indicate that, at present, Anchorage receives approximately
46% of state revenue sharing funds. Wtih approximately 50% of the state's
population, the present program is, if anything, slightly inequitable on
a per capita basis for Anchorage taxpayers. Under the proposal advanced
in HB 843, the percentage of revenue sharing funds for Anchorage would
decline to only 36%. Although there may be merit in providing increased
assistance to municipalities with a relatively small tax base resource, it
seems difficult to jusitfy taking funds from Anchorage that will, in essence,
need to be replaced by Anchorage taxpayers. It is well known that the



existing revenue sharing program has been under funded in recent years,
if a need is felt to provide increased assistance to some municipalities,

a strong statement from the Legislature calling for 100" funding of the present
program would be an appropriate beginning. |If funding at a higher level
can be provided by the state (i.e., the $27.0 million level proposed in the
substitute HB 843) , then the state revenue sharing rates contained in the
existing law should be increased to partially compensate for the increase
in the consumer price index since they were originally established. This
would help local governments in maintaining a status quo in the services
they are able to render through state shared revenues rather than lose
ground due to inflation.
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2. Anchorage has both a higher than average per capita income and
per capita property value. This is confirmed by the Printout which shows
Anchorage to have unfavorable income and property value factors in the
computation formula compared with most other jurisdictions within the
state.

3. HB 843 would greatly reduce the degree of local automony. Communi-
ties would be faced with a new restriction as to use of the state revenues.
Under current state statutes, state-shared revenues may be expended for
any public purpose for which the local government has power to expend
public funds, except for a few limitations regarding health facilities revenues.
Sec. 29.88.030 of HB 843 contains additional requirements regarding the
use of funds for specific service areas and tax zones. Although the new
provisions are fairly consistent with the way Anchorage has been allocating
past state-shared revenues, we would no longer have the flexibility to
do otherwise if the circumstances so warrant.

4. Another possible problem with the proposed formula contained in
HB 843 is that it would tie a municipality's position in the revenue sharing
pool to statewide variables such as statewide assessed value that are largely
beyond its control. For example, a major resource development project
that might alter variables such as statewide per capita income and assessed
value could affect the revenue sharing entitlements of local governments
without regard to changes in need for those municipalities. Under |IB 843,
it is difficult for a municipality to project what its revenue sharing entitle-
ment might be two or three years in the future.

5. In arapidly growing area such as Anchorage, the local per capita
income and property value would likely increase at a greater rate than the
state average thereby creating an adverse effect in the equalization formula.

G After first having become reasonably satisfied with the validity
of the revenue sharing data elements, the "new" version printouts and
formula modification were analyzed to determine the effect on Anchorage.
Two of Anchorage's concerns with the original version of 1IB 843 appear
to have been rectified.

The sales tax portion of the proposed revenue sharing formula has been
changed to eliminate the disproportionate weight given to a sales tax

in the original formula. The effect of the change is to cause the pro-
posed revenue sharing allocation system to be neutral with respect to
each municipality's taxing philosophy. However, Section 29.88.045,
subpart 2 (b)V, of the bill appears to exclude hotel-motel tax.

Revenues from Anchorage's 5o hotel and motel tax have been recognized
as a sales tax in the new printouts. It is interesting to note that
Anchorage's hotel and motel tax receipts are almost equal to all of
Juneau's sales tax receipts and are almost half or the city of Fairbanks'



sales tax receipts. However, the effect of this has been reduced by
the above change in the sales tax portion of the proposed revenue
sharing formula.

The following matrix provides a comparison of the effect on Anchorage of HB 843:

1977 Actual (a) Original HB 843 Substitute HB 843

Amount Shown on State Printout $8.4 million $9.2 million (b) $9.6 million (c)
Amount if Funded at 1977 Level $8.4 million $6.8 million $6.6 million
Anchorage's %of State Total 46% 37% 36%

(a) $18.3 million total state payout
(bj $25.0 million total state payout
(c) $27.0 million total state payout

The second line of the above matrix shows Anchorage's funding if th® total stale
funding were not increased. Under HB 843. Anchorage's share of state-shared
revenues will diminish from 46% of the state total to only 36%. For comparative
purposes, it should be noted that a 46% share of a $27.0 million state payout
would equal $12.4 million.

We find it difficult to support the philosophical approach behind HB
843. There is no simple correlation between tax base, personal income
and what state revenue sharing should be. Tax base is only indicative
of the size of the physical plant (building, dwellings, etc.) within a given
community. Tax base does not necessarily relate to service needs or demands.
Urban densities, congested traffic, large numbers of unemployed and crime
rates are more closely connected to the need for servige. Service demands
criteria are important factors to consider before making any judgments
on tax base and its relationship to state revenue sharing.

The assumpption behind HB 843 as the bill is presently drafted appears to
be that some municipalities are not receiving a fair share of re/cnue sharing
funds, and, conversely, that other local governments are receiving a dis-
proportionate amount of available dollars to which they are not equitably
entitled. Although the first portion of this assumption may be correct,
Anchorage objects to the implication that the Municipality is receiving more
under the present revenue sharing program than it should equi .ably receive.
Our calculations indicate that, at present, Anchorage receives approximately
46% of state revenue sharing funds. Wtih approximately 50% of the state's
population, the present program is, if anything, slightly inequitable on
a per capita basis for Anchorage taxpayers. Under the proposal advanced
in HB 843, the percentage of revenue sharing funds for Anchorage would
decline to only 36%. Although there may be merit in providing increased
assistance to municipalities with a relative y small tax base resource, it
seems difficult to jusitfy taking funds from Anchorage that will, in essence,
need to be replaced by Anchorage taxpayers. It is well known that [he



existing revenue sharing program has been under funded in recent years.
If a need is felt to provide increased assistance to some municipalities,

a strong statement from the Legislature calling for 100% funding of the present
program would be an appropriate beginning. If funding at a higher level
can be provided by the state (i.e., the $27.0 million level proposed in the
substitute HB 843), then the state revenue sharing rates contained in the
existing law should be increased to partially compensate for the increase
in the consumer price index since they were originally established. This
would help local governments in maintaining a status quo in the services
they are able to render through state shared revenues rather than lose
ground due to inflation.



NOTES TO MARCH 25, 1978 REVENUE SHARING PRINTOUTS
The "new™ version printouts are based on a modification of the formula
that appears in HB 843 and SB 502. The sales tax portion of the formula
is changed. Instead of multiplying the sales tax per cent rate by 2.3,
the new version compares the sales tax revenues of each municipality to
the revenue generated by 1 mil of property tax in each municipality.

The quotient is expressed as a mil rate equivalent. The effect of the
change is to cause the proposed revenue sharing allocation system to be
neutral with respect to each municipality®s taxing philosophy.

REVENUE SHARING DATA- 1977

PER CAPITA EXISTING: The dollar amounts in this column correspond to
the entitlements received this year by each municipality for all service
categories except road maintenance, health facilities and hospitals, and
military entitlements. The categories in this column would be repealed
by HB 843. Entitlements are lumped into the first listing for each
municipality with several listings.

R,HtM: The dollar amounts in the column correspond to the 1978 entitle—
ments that will be received for road maintenance, health facilities and
hospitals, and military support. These categories of the present reve—
nue sharing law are saved by HB 843.

TOTAL ENTITLEMENT: The column sums the entitlements that will be re—
ceived this year (each entitlement has been adjusted for the cost of
living allowance).

POP: The certified population numbers used by the Department of Com—
munity and Regional Affairs (CRA) for the revenue sharing program.

PER CAPITA PROP. VALUE: The column lists the full and true property
value of each municipality or subdivision thereof divided by the popu—
lation of the municipality or subdivision thereof. Municipalities
without property assessments are estimated (EST). The estimated value
for second class cities in the unorganized borough 1is determined by
averaging the per capita property values for communities in the unor—
ganized borough with populations of 750 or less.

1976 PCl: The dollar amounts listed in the column correspond to the per
capita income figures as determined by adjusting the 1974 Bureau of
Census income estimates by 1976 data supplied by the National Planning
Data Corp.

PROP. TAX: The numbers in the column correspond to the adjusted prop—
erty tax mil rate of each municipality or subdivision thereof. Property
tax rates appropriated to educational purposes are excised from the base
figure before the mil rate is adjusted to the equivalent mil rate on the
full and true value of property as determined by the state assessor.



SALES TAX: The numbers correspond to the sales tax per cent rate in
each municipality. Sales tax appropriated to education 1is not included.
The per cent rate shown is used in the original version of HB 843, but
is not used in the new formula.

S. TAX REVENUE: Sales tax revenues are obtained from the municipal
audits filed with the Dept, of CRA. When 1977 audits were not avail—
able, the sales tax revenue number taken from the 1976 audits was
inflated to represent the expected increase in sales tax revenues in
1977. When no audit was available, each community known to have a sales
tax ordinance was credited with an estimated sales tax revenue amount
obtained by a similar community with the same sales tax rate in effect.

COLA: Cost of living allowance.

"NEW1 PROPOSED REVENUE SHARING (1977 DATA)
PROPERTY TAX: The adjusted property tax mil rate.

S.T. EQUIV: The column lists the sales tax equivalent expressed as a
mil rate. The number 1is determined by dividing the acoial sales tax
revenues- of each municipality (less any portion appropriated to educa—
tional purposes) by the revenue generated by 1 mil of property tax on
the full and true value of property in that municipality.

PCI RATIO: The numbers are the auotients determined by dividing the

state average per capita income ($8,001) by the per capita income of

each municipality or when available, the per capita income of a sub—
division of a mumcipaTTTy". A"quotient greater than 1 indicates that
the per capita income is lower than the state average.

PROPERTY RATIO: The numbers are the quotients determined by dividing
the state average per capita property value ($42,871.8) by the full and
true per cpaita property value of each municipality or subdivision
thereof. As with the PCI ratio, a number greater than 1 indicates that
the municipality has a per capita property value lower than the state
average.

AVE. RATIO: The numbers in the column are the average of the two pre—
vious columns.

LOCAL EFFORT: The numbers are the result of adding the property tax mil
rate bo the sales tax mil rate equivalent and multiplying the sum by the
average ratio. The product of the local effort number and the proration
factor (3.3516427) 1is the dollar amount per capita that each municipal —
ity would receive under the formula portion of HB 843. The local effort
factor is not allowed to exceed 25, as specified for in HB 843.

POP.: Population.



PER CAPITA ENTITLEMENT: The dollar amounts are determined by multiply—
ing the local effort factor times the population times the proration
factor of 3.3516427. (The proration factor represents the upward pro
ration of each entitlement necessary to pay out a total of $25 million.)

TOTAL (+ RHM): The column adds the entitlement in the previous column
to the entitlement for road maintenance, health facilities and hospitals,
and military support.

PRESENT ENTITLEMENT: The dollar amount that will be received by each
municipality in 1978.

This printout does not consider Sec. 9 of HB 843 which specifies that
each municipality will, for the next three years, receive no less than
their 1978 entitlement. The next printout does consider Sec. 9. The
entitlements shown on the next printout for municipalities which receive
more under the formula than their 1978 entitlement are 96.9% of the
entitlements shown on this printout due to the Sec. 9 add ons.

"NEW1 VERSION HOUSE BILL NO. 843 (1977 DATA)
PROPERTY TAX: The adjusted property tax mil rate.

S.T. EQUIV: The calculated mil rate equivalent of each municipality’s
sales tax.

POP:  Population.

CHAPTER 88 ENTITLEMENT: The dollar amounts represent the entitlements
calculated for Chapter 88 of HB 843, which is the formula entitlement.

CHAPTER 89 ENTITLEMENT: The dollar amounts represent the entitlements
calculated for Chapter 89 of HB 843, which is the entitlement for ioad
maintenance, health facilities, and military support.

SECTION 9 ADD ON: The dollar amounts listed in the column correspond to
the difference between the 1978 entitlement and the entitlement under

HB 843 for every community which receivesless under the proposed legis—
lation than they did in 1978.

HB 843 ENTITLEMENT: This column sums the three previous columns and
multiplies the sum by .96861730, which isthe downward proration factor
necessary to pay out $25 million after the Sec. 9 add ons have been
considered.

PRESENT ENTITLEMENT: The actual 1978 entitlement which will be received
by each municipality.



ALASKA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Community and Regional Affairs Committee

LISA IUTDD, Cliair Pouch V, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
MEMORANDUWM (.907) 465-3870

TO: Lisa Rudd
FR.OM: Annette Smith DATE: April 28, 1978

SUBJECT: Revenue Sharing

You have asked me to look at the present revenue sharing
program and at the new proposal for revenue sharing contained
in HB 843 in terms of the validity of each program®s intent

and its workability. And further, to examine the concerns
expressed so far by the municipalities and the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs with regard to HB S43 , together
with any possible solutions there may be. The following, then,
is a brief summary of each program and its intent, and a
compilation of the problems expressed with HB 843 and the
suggestions which have been made for amendments.

The present revenue sharing statute was adopted in 1969 to
respond to an intolerable situation developing with Alaska“"s

local governments. Mike Bradner summarized the situation 1in
his Study of State Spending Impact on Local Government as
follows:

"Alaska®™s municipalities in 1969 were in something

of a “"double trouble ” situation. Many were facing

a growing restlessness among real property taxpayers,
while at the same time they were under tremendous
pressure for expansion and improvements. Real prop—
erty tax rates had moved generally upward in Alaska
communities in the mid-1960s, 1in part to finance
post-statehood growth and optimism, and secondly under
the expanded ability to serve brought by the creation
of boroughs.

Anchorage was particularly under pressure from growth
expansion, with taxes running in the area of 20-mils
total, while Fairbanks had experienced a run-up of
taxes in the 1960s from fairly modest rates to a total
of 26 mils (plus 5% sales tax)."-*-

1 Mike Bradner, Study of State Spending Impact on Local
Government, 1978, p. 6.



Not every local, government situation was the same. Some
municipalities were under pressures from increasing population
to expand services, while others were simply struggling to
catch up with long unmet needs of their communities.

The-revenue sharing program was therefore conceived and
organized in term? of population and services. The two
primary factors determining the shared revenue allocation

to each community are: (1) population and (2) categories

of services provided by the municipality. Service categories
range from the basics of police and fire, through land use
planning and transportation facilities, to hospitals operation
and construction. Each category 1is assigned a dollar value
or, as 1in HB 70, assigned a unit value. Values vary accord—
ing to how important a service is felt to be.2

The statute requires certain minimum qualifications as a
prerequisite to funding each service. For example, the fire
department must be registered by the state fire marshall,
police service must be available 24 hours a day, and hospital
and health care facilities must be licensed by the Department
of Health and Social Services. AS 43.18.040 provides that the
Department of C&RA will establish regulations to assure that
each municipality is performing the services they claim at
least at the prescribed minimum level. The tenor of the
statute however, 1is that the Department should distribute
funds to any municipality which 1is making the barest attempt
to provide a service to its residents.

The basic rationale of the program seems to be that population
requires services. The simplicity of the program is very
attractive since it is easy for everyone to understand. But
the program favors the more sophisticated and populous
municipalities. One need only look at the increasing share

of the pot which Anchorage has commanded over the years with
its rapidly expanding population and municipal government.
From 1973 to 1977 Anchorage has gone from 40.37, to 47.57, of
the total revenue sharing allocation. This becomes an
important factor when the program is not fully funded.

Over the years the eligible categories have been increased

as municipalities have increased services, and there are
several proposals currently in the Legislature which would
expand eligible services further. For example: HB 70 would
include solid waste disposal and ambulance; SB 507 would
include cultural facilities operation; HB 536 would extend
revenue sharing for contractual health care facilities in the
bush; and HB 691 would extend revenue sharing for certain
municipal operations in state or federally owned health care
facilities.

2 See Attachment No. |I.



Since its inception there have been calls for reform in the

program. It was recognized immediately that the purely per
capita approach is not particularly helpful to the smaller
municipalities. There is recognized a certain "irreducable

minimum cost of doing business"™ regardless of population.

Even the very smallest cities should provide certain basic
administrative services. There 1is no catagory for administrative
services.

Another problem is the lack of requirements for standards

and criteria for services. All the Department of C&RA is
required to do is satisfy itself that the municipality 1is
providing the service it is claiming. Quality of the service
is not an important factor. Thus a city can qualify for

$1500 a mile for road maintenance for a few miles of road
which are rarely if ever graded. A city can locate ar open
space, call it a park and qualify for $5.00 per capitc .n
revenue sharing, leaving the park maintenance up to the birds.

Several of the amendments to the revenue sharing program
have been for the purpose of changing the amounts to be

received for each category. Presumably, this was to meet the
rising costs of services and also to assist in the distribution
of any increased appropriations. But any such changes had

to be accomplished by going through the entire legislative
process.

Finally, it was recognized that the categorical approach did
not take into account the actual underpinings of local
government services, namely, local property and sales taxes
which are the primary sources of funding for municipal services.

3 Letter from Representative Mike Miller, Chairman, Interim
Committee <t Revenue Sharing to Senator Genie Chance
December 8, 1975, p. 2.



The present program delivers the same rate of funding for
services regardless of whether the municipalities have any
local support at all or whether they have to tax themselves
to the hilt to provide those services.

In 1975 an interim committee was established to study the
revenue sharing program and to recommend necessary revisions
the statute. The committee®"s resultant proposal was HB 474

which is, |1 understand, substantially contained in the
current 1IB 70.

It is interesting to note that Mike Miller®s letter of
introduction for HB 474 discusses the fact that several
municipalities argued for a revenue sharing program which
would recognize local tax effort as being a more equitable

and realistic approach to revenue sharing. In fact, the
interim committee studied legislative proposals which would
have implemented such a concept. However, the concept was

not adopted by the committee. Apparently, when the figures
were run on the local effort proposals, municipalities

realized they may not do as well as they expected.4 | do
not know the details of these proposals. Suffice it to say,
Alaska®"s municipalities have recognized the need for reform
of the revenue sharing statute and have actually advocated

the concept of local effort as a legitimate basis for revenue
sharing.

Intent

The stated intent of the present state aid to local governments
program is to "reduce local taxation in reasonable proportion
to the amount of state aid received". The question is whether
the program has had such an effect on local taxation.

There is no doubt that revenue sharing is of great assistance
to local government operations, however, it can be argued
that the stated intent -- to lower taxes -- has not been

accomplished in reasonable proportion to the amount of state
aid received.

4 Mike Miller®s letter P. 3

to



Mike Bradner®"s recent report on the state spending impact on
local governments gives an idea of the favorable effect state
aid has had on local golernment tax rates. His report
concentrates only on Anchorage and Fairbanks, but since these
communities are the two largest in Alaska, and therefore the
two most likely to benefit most from the per capita base of
the present revenue sharing program, his report is pertinent.
Mr. Bradner"™™s study does indicate that the total state aid
program has contributed to lowered taxes 1in Fairbanks; in
Anchorage it has allowed taxes to remain constant while

the municipality has expanded the wmm"uantity and quality of its

services.

The state aid which helped Fairbanks lower its taxes was state

aid for school construction. The borough was able to lower
borough taxes and thus allow city taxes to remain constant
without undue burden to the taxpayers. While Fairbanks has not

added substantial new services, it hr. > increased the

quality of its services which apparently was greatly needed.
Increased property values due at first to inflation and most
recently to high value pipeline company property has contributed
to the Fairbanks municipalities®™ ability to keep tax rates down.

The Municipality of Anchorage has been able to keep tax rates
relatively constant while embarking on a program of raoid
expansion of municipal government. Mr. Bradner contrilDutes
this success also to school aid, revenue sharing and increased
property values (and, of course, good management).

Several of the smaller first class cities, on the other hand,
are still high in tax rates and low in services. Dillinghanm
has a 1977 tax rate of 17 mils; Cordova, 22, Nome 17.9, and
all first class cities have a sales tax.

Across the state municipal governments have been growing over the
past ten years in. costs as well as 1in services. Inflation is
probably factor number one. Pressure from the local populations
to provide more and better services 1is another prime factor.

Pre ssures also have been growing from the federal and state
governments for local governments to provide more services and
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more sophisticated administration. A~

Expansion costs; and while revenue sharing appropriations

have increased substantially over the years, the program has

not been able to 1 ".ve up to its stated intent to lower taxes

in proportion to state aid received. It has helped municipalities
get their feet under themselves and it has assisted in the
expansion of municipal services.

Proponents of HB 843 argue that the intent of present law to
reduce local taxes proportional to state aid is lost because
the formula takes no account of what local taxes are and what
the local tax base. is. Feeding money to a municipality for
services at the same rate, regardless of the rate at which the
minicipality must tax itself to provide those services, does
not reach to the intent of the legislation.

The sponsors of HB 70 seem to have recognized the superfulousness
of the intent to reduce taxes, since they left out of the bill
any statement of intent whatsoever.

It is conceivable that there is a reasonable public purpose

in assuring that specific services are provided by local
government, especially if the services are directly related

to the health and welfare of the citizens. However, the

present program allows a mix of health and welfare and commercial
and economic services. There are presently 11 service categories
recognized as eligible to receive revenue sharing monies.

This is exactly half of the services enumerated in AS 29.48.030.
as services which municipalities are empowered to provide. Why
are some services favored over others? Why not include every
local service?

5 Examples: EPA requirements to revamp municipal sewer and
water systems; Coastal Zone Management Program, demanding
more sophisticated planning and administration; the State
Highway Department encouraging increased local maintenance
of road systems.



It; may be argued that the categorical approach may encourage
municipalities to assume more local services and thereby
reduce the state®s participation in local government services.

Observations of the Department of CRA indicate that revenue
sharing is not a sufficient incentive to expand services at

the 1local level. There is not a category which provides enough
money to encourage a municipality to assume responsibility

for a service. Police service, surprisingly, is a financial
loss even at $12.00 per capita. The City of Yakutat, population
442, has avoided taking on local police services. It would
probably cost them $50,000 for a one man police department.
Revenue sharing would be $5,3)0 . The State Troopers, therefore
provide police protection for Yakutat. The community of

Eagle Rrver, population 7,200, resisted local police service for
years. It was the community"s desire for a better quality

of service which finally lead to the determination to assume
responsibility for local police service. Their entitlement

will be $86,400.

The broadness of the categories and the lack of anv criteria
will, however, encourage the small cities to seek to qualify for
some categories at the minimal level - parks and recreation,
health facilities and roads being the easiest for which to
qualify.

SUMMARY

The present revenue sharing program enjoys the support of

most if not all of the state®s municipalities. Although

somewhat arbitraty, it is si pie and easy for everyone to
understand. It has assiste. municipalities to meet the increased
demands made on them during :he past 10 years of growth,
especially favoring the larger population centers where the full
spectrum of local services 1is provided.

However, the program is notwithout recognized deficiencies. The
Act has been amended everv year since its enactment and the
1975-76 Legislative interim committee considered major overhauls
of the program including a local effort concept supported by

the Municipal League. The concept of local effort as the
legitimate basis for a revenue sharing program has again been
proposed in HB 843.



"HB 843

HB 843 repeals all provisions of the present program which
allocate monies on a pet capita basis (police, fire, parks

and recreation, laud use planning, transportation, and air

and water pollution control). Sections of the present progranm
which allocate monies on an other than Der capita basis
(health facilities, hospitals, road maintenance and military
installations) are retained.

The repealed portion is replaced with a per capita allocation
system based on population, taxing rate, and a factor which
compares each local government to the state average using per
capita property value and per capita income as indicators.

Some municipalities with high property values and low tax
rates will lose revenue sharing dollars with this approach.
Auditionally, several second class cities and one. first class
city which do not levy any local taxes would receive less. In
order to give these communities a chance to come to grips with
the new approach, Section 10 of the bill provides a generous
three year hold harmless clause so that no municipality will
get less than its 1978 entitlement.

The sponsor substitute also includes $25,000 minimum grants to
all municipalities in a effort to increase the effectiveness
of those local governments.

INTENT
The intent as stated in the sponsor substitute is to:

1. Improve the revenue raising and distribution systenm
for the benefit of residient of home rule and general
law municipalities by providing for more equitable
allocation of financial resources among municipalities
to improve their fiscal capacities;

2. Assure that no municipality suffers improverishment

of necessary publi®™ services, relative to other municipalities,
because of the ch; e location of taxable wealth 1in the

state;

3. Provide an incentive to improvement of the admin—
istrative capacity of less populous municipalites. 6

The basic rationale is that those cities with high property
values and high per capita incomes are generally in a better
position to fund their local government services than are
the municipalities with low property values and low incomes.
One mill of tax from a poor tax base will not generate as
much revenue as from a good tax base, nor will the revenues
go as far to fund services.

SSHB 843 p.|I 8



The framers of HB 843 have recognized that there is a great
imbalance in the distribution of wealth in the state created

by the development of the state"s oil wealth. The equalization
approach is intended to bring every community in line with
a mean level of wealth. Most of the state™s municipalitieshave

to be brought up to the mean because the North Slope Boroughand
Valdez f. r outstrip every other community in terms of wealth.
And those economically disadvantaged communeties are given

an extra tug through this program.

The statement of intent discards any attempt to influence
the lowering of municipal taxes. It may therefore run into
opposition from conservative interests who would like to

at least think that state pressure 1is being placed on municipalities
to lower taxes. The conservative goal of lowering taxes

is replaced with the liberal goal of distributing a portion
of the state"s resource wealth to municipalities and their
citizens not directly benefitting from those resources.

The conservative side is addressed by the concept that a
show of local effort is prerequisite to receiving state
shared revenues. This worthy idea is somewhat dampened by
the introduction of a generous minimum grant for every
community regardless of local effort or population.

The minimum grants provision addresses the "irreducable cost
of doing business” on the very basic level. It is considered
that just to be organized and functioning as a municipality
requires operation funds to hire a person, rent space, but
supplies and postage, hold meetings and elections and pay for
an audit.

Finally the bill leaves it up to local decision makers.what
services they wish to provide, presumably according to what

they can afford. This eliminates the inequities of the service
categories approach where some services were given more weight
(dollars) than others and more or less arbitrarily. It

also eliminates the encouragement to provide services just
because they are included in the shopping list eligible for
revenue sharing.

PROBLEMS WITH HB 843

It is difficult to argue against the concept of revenue sharing
according to local effort, and it is difficult to a. jue that
all the state®"s residents should not benefit from the state"s
resource wealth. However, it is fairly easy to argue the
specifics of how to go about it.The following concerns have
been raised with regard to HB 843:



1. The formula includes statewide variables over which the

municipality has no contol; thereby making it difficult to

do any long range financial planning. T"~*imarily this problenm
relates to the state averages which are involved. A variance
of .50 in both the PCI and the PCPV ratio can mean as much as
$300,000 difference in the Anchorage areawide entitlement.

The projections which have been made for HB 843 have used a
1977 data base; that is, one year old data. And this data
has just become available 1in 1978. It “ay be helpful to use
a 2 year old data base on which to determine entitlements.
This would at least give municipalities a secure base for
projections. The drawback would be that the revenue sharing
entitlements would be a bit antiquated.

2. The formula for determining local effort does not induce
lowering of taxes, but rather encourages keeping taxes high.

As noted earlier, it is not the intent of the program to reduce
taxes, but rather to augment the local tax revenues. Local

tax effort for local services 1is considered a good thing,
otherwise the state would be fully funding local services.

A ceiling of 25 local effort factor has been included in the
bill. A municipality gets no more credit for local effort

over that figure. Therefore, it is not to a municipality”"s
advantage to raise taxes above that level purely for revenue
sharing purposes. There are several cities in the state

which already come out above 25 in local effort (primarily
first class cities), which might indicate they are hard pressed
to meet demand made on their local governments.

John Williams has made a study of how much these municipalities
would be able to reduce taxes and still retain the same

revenue sharing entitlement.7 His findings indicate most
municipalities may reduce taxes a very small amount provided
everything remains equal. It is probably more realistic

to expect only those communities about 25 local effort
factor would actually be able to reduce taxes.

It is more likely municipalities will keep taxes the same and
increase either the quality or quantity of municioal services.
Municipalities which do not now levy a tax may find it advantageous
to levy a tax. This 1is considered a plus by the framers of

HB 843. Additionally, municipalities which lose substantial
revenue sharing funds under this new approach (by virtue of

having a low tax rate and high PCPV and PCIl) may find it
advantageous to raise tax rates to make up the difference.

Valdex, for example, will have to raise their mil rate .20 mils

to regain their former entitlement level.

Memo from John Williams to Terry Gardiner, April 17, 1978,
Attachme"nt 11.

-10-



Lowering the maximum local effort factor to 20 or 15 would

have the effect of: 1." reducing the total pay-out; 2) helping
those communities with high per capita assessed value, high

per capita income, and lower tax rates come closer to the
average and thereby receive a larger entitlement; 3) decreasing
any incentive there may be to raise taxes for revenue sharing
purposes; and 4) decreasing the entitlements to those cities
which are above the 25 factor already.

It should be kept in mind that there are two ceilings placed
on local effort. One 1is the 25 local effort factor ceiling
of HB 843, and the othe™" is how much the local taxpayers wish

to fund services. There 1is a constant pressure exerted by the_
taxpayers to lower taxes. regardless of how low they are. It will be
more difficult for a council or assembly to reduce taxes,

in that a good deal more study will have to be done on the

various repercussions of such a move.

The formula, then, while not specifically conducive to lowering
taxes, 1is also not necessarily an incentive to increase taxes
except in a case where there are no taxes or very low taxes.
The pressures to go either up or down with taxes come primarily
from the local taxpayers either in the form of demands for
services or demands for lower taxes. 2

3. Per capita income 1is not an appropriate indicator of a
municipality s ability to payT It is argued that a city

with relatively high income may have either a low or no

property tax base, leaving the municipality with a poor showing

in the local effort factor. Income tax is not an option available
to municipalities. The City of Sand Point testified that a

small number of very successful fishermen has driven the PCI

for that community up out of proportion. Large tracts of

Land may be owned by out-of-state landowners or corporations

whose income 1is not reflected in the community.

The framers of HB 843 argue that state averages are needed
to come up with relative numbers for the formula, and two
indicators, namely PCPV and PCI, are necessary to make the

equation mathematically valid. They maintain that income is
a valid indicator of a municipalities ability to pay.
Without it, the picture would be lopsided. If the PCI were

left out of the formula, there would be a dramatic change
in the entitlements of several municipalities.

At my request, John Williams ran the figures for all municipalities
given a local effort factor of 20 and eliminating PCl from

8 Otlier pressure may come from the state and federal
governments as exampled in footnote 5, page 6
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from the formula. The changes were,indeed dramatic. Anchorage
gains about $2 million dollars; Juneau gains a few hundred
thousand; Sand Point gains $18,000 or 30% and the North Slope Borough
loses practically all of its entitlement. This 1is because

the North Slope Borough property values are about 10 times

the state average, but the per capita income is well below

the state average which serves to bring that municipalities profile
more in line with reality. The other main losers with this
approach are the first class cities and some second class

cities, which by and large are the municipalities which

show the highest local effort factors. 9

4 . The conversion of sales tax to a millage equivalent has
been called into question by both Anchorage and the Department
of~~C&:RA. Anchorage felt that the conversion gives a
disproportionate emphasis on sales tax. This has been taken
care of to some extent by the Department®s suggestion of

converting the sales tax to millage equivalent according to
the revenue generated.

For example: Property Tax Revenues (10 mils) $1,000,000
Sales Tax Revenues (3%) 300,000
Total Revenues $1,300,000

One mil property tax equals $100,000 in revenues.

Total Revenues $1,300,000
Revenue from 1 mil property tax 100,000

=13 mil (millage equivalent)

This is a more equitable anoroach in that it easilr takes

into account the local situation. Anv exemotions granted by
municipal ordinances, such a fool, are reflected in the
revenues. But sales tax will generally outshine millaoe

simply because it can generate more revenues from the turnover
of goods and services in a community.

Sales tax is in the formula because it is one of the two

main sources of revenue open to local governments. In some
communities this is the only revenue source, since there is no
property tax base. Anchorage fortunately has not found it
necessary to impose a general sales tax. The hotel tax which
the Municipality of Anchorage levies on its visitors is
presently not included in HB 843, but it can be included by

amendment. The addition to Anchorage®"s entitlement would
be about $320,000.11

9 Attachment T.T.1
10 Letter to Gardiner from DC&RA, March 14, 1978

1§ Anchorage Hotel tax = $1,108,739 revenue*2 .244 millage
equivalent.
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Anchorage has also argued that this revenue sharing formula
actually encourages Anchorage to institute a sales tax. According
to Legislative Research, the institution of a 17, sales tax

in Anchorage would increase its revenue sharing entitlement by
$959,003. Direct revenues from the sales tax would be at lease
$12.6 million. For each additional revenue sharing dollar,
therefore, the Municipality would generate more than $13 in
direct tax revenues. 12 it £s no(; likely the extra $900
thousand in revenue sharing alone would be sufficient incentive
for the Anchorage area to insitiute a sales tax, but this 1is

a decision the local taxpayers would have to make.

The Department of C&RA pointed out that several small
municipalities could reach the 25 loca", effort facot simply
by instituting a 1.57, sales tax. This was true for the
original HB 843, but since the millage equavalent 1is now
determined according to the sales tax revenues, this is no
longer likely.

5. The high minimum grants ($25,000) detract from the
philosophy of the program, that local effort is a prerequisite
lor state aid! Flost of the small second class cities get
"revenue sharing dollars 1in amounts substantially less that
$25,000 + COLA. But they do also receive federal revenue
sharing dollars. It could be several yearsbefore many of

these cities are developed enough to find it advantageous

to increase their local effort beyond the present level,

which in many cases is zero. The burden of local effort
remains on the medium and larger sized cities while the smaller
ones get a free ride.

The counter argument 1is that if the state will provide enough
money for a city to actually function as a city (including
perhaps an administrative person, an office, typewriter, etc.)
the city will start to find other sources of revenue, provide
more services, and eventually increase its citizens"™ desires to
the point where local effort is required in order to fund the

expanded services. It has been suggested that a minimum grant
of $15,000 + COLA would be more appropriate and would serve the
same end result. It should be kept in mindthat these municipalities

also receive Federal revenue sharing funds, although in many cases
it is not more than $1,000.

More importantly, it should be noted that several of the
second class cities incorporated in the state are not really
functioning as municipalities now.

12 Memo from John Williams, Legislative /ffairs to
Terry Gardiner, 3/8/78.

13 Attached print out dated 4/26/78 also shows minimum
entitlements at $15,000 + COLA. Attachment H i
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The Department of Community and Regional Affairs has compiled
an overview of the state"s municipalities and the basic
administrative services (i.e. regular elections, regular
council meetings, budget and accounting systems, local
ordinances, administrative personnel employed, community
planning) provided on the local level-The results show
that a significant number of municipalities do not provide any
of these basic administrative services.

Some of these cities still do receive state and federal
revenue sharing and state shared taxes. AlIl of them will
receive at least the $25,000 minimum grant if HB 843 (or
HB 70) 1is instituted.

It may be in order to have the Local Boundary Commission take
a close look at some of these municipalities and dissolve
those which are not functioning.

6. The new program reduces the degree of local autonomy

in that it specifies that~-~funds allocated on a service area
basis or differential tax zones must be spent in those_
areas. The present program leaves it up to the municipality
to determine how the funds shall be spent.

This provision was included as a logical extention of the local
effort philosophy. That is that the area generating the revenues
should benefit from the addi.tional input provided by the state.

Most municipalities expressing concern over this provision
have hastened to add that this 1is currently their policy
anyway. This section, of course, may be easily eliminated.

7. The Department of C&RA has suggested that that portion of
the property tax Tisecl to support enterprise activities such

as Utilities and boat harbors should be subtracted from the
eligible millage. (That amount goTrig" to support schools is
already subtracted".) The argument is that they should be
self-supporting services and this revenue sharing approach

may in fact be an incentive to always have these activities
partially subsidized by taxes

The present revenue sharing program provides revenue sharing
for water and sewer systems and transportation facilities
which includes docks and boat harbors. The Department does
not agree with this support.

14 Local Government Checklist, Alaska Local Government, by
Paul Conger, Research Analyst, Vol. XVIl, Mo. 2, February 1978,
pp. 6-12, Attachment 1V
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The argument to retain revenue sharing support of such services
would be that in some areas it may net be possible to make

these services self-supporting at this time. Water and sewer
would be a prime example in the small cities which have had

to install expensive treatment plants requiring extra personnel,

chemicals, energy, maintenance. User fees skyrocket, but
operation still requires some subsidy from the municipal
general fund. A bus service 1is another example of a needed

service, which cannot support itself at the outset at least
until its clientele 1is built up.

8. The Department has also suggested that road maintenance
be eliminated either from THe formula or from the Chapter 89
per mile allocation. The argument 1is that municipalities

are paid twice for this function. $1,500 a mile sounds
like a very generous amount. I understand that the Highway
Department has been trying to encourage municipalities to
take over responsibility for more of their local roads, and
perhaps the $1,500 per mile is part of that encouragement.
However, when this amount is translated into the costs of
road maintenance, it does not seem SO generous. Without
revenue sharing support it is probable several municipalities
would drop much of their road maintenance.

If the Department could suggest a change in either the formula
or the, per mile entitlement, which would keep entitlements
fairly equal, an amendment may be possible.

9. A further suggestion of the Department is that supp :t
of military installations be incorporated into the formula.
I have suggested that the Department propose a formula which
would accomplish this.

10. One of the largest concerns with the adoption of this new program
is funding. The sponsors have provided a model with a totAl

payout ot $27 million. The present program funding level

is $18.3 million. This in itself is a major policy decision

for the Legislature. |Is it appropriate to increase municipal
revenue sharing nearly $9 million? Anl can municipalities
expect full funding in the future?

General municipal revenue sharing has increased since 1970

from $2.0 to an estimated $18.3 in 1978 -- $16.3 million

in 8 years. Much of thir increased ending was due to

new cities, boroughs and fire districts joining the progranm
since 1970. The program®s participants have increased fron:

9 boroughs and 54 cities in 1970 to 3 unified governments,
7 boroughs, 139 cities and 45 fire protection groups 1in 1977. 15

15 Revenue Sharing Funding Summary Sheet. Attachment V
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Additional increases in the appropriations were accomplished
by amendments to the per capita service categories.

It may be that the time 1is appropriate for a substantial
increase because both HB 474, proposed in 1976, and HB 70, introduced
in 1977, carried fiscal notes in the range of $25 million.

Over the years the revenue sharing program has not always
enjoyed full funding; 1973, 1974, and 1977 being the most
noteworthy with funding allocations alL 92.2770, 91.96% and
95% respectively.

There are some important guarantees contained in HB S43 -- the
minimum, grant entitlement and the Section 10 grandfather
entitlements. This program will not work without the increased
level of funding. The bill"s sponsor has therefore included the
provision that the program will not take effect unless the

full appropriation of $27 million has been secured. It would

be advantageous to build a similar mechanism into the bill at
least for the next three years (the duration of Section 10) and
preferably extending into the future, so that no municipality
will suffer unduly from underfunding of the total progranm.

SUMMARY

The comcept of HB 843 makes sense in that it approaches
state aid to local governments from the standpoint of augmenting

their local revenue sources. It attempts to address the
local situation insofar as how easily local revenues can
be generated. It gets away from the strictly per capita

approach which only favors metropolitan areas, and the service
categories approach which places a strain on small municipalities
to try to qualify for something even at the barest minimum

in order to add some extra dollars into their meager

treasuries.

The infusion of extra dollars into the program is welcome
and needed as more and more responsibilities are being
thrust on local governments.

The program appears workable as proposed though it could sustain
amendments which may work to th"- advantage of some municipalities.

The greatest problem with the bill appears to be its dependent

on statewide variables. Every municipality relates to the

others 1in that increases or decreases in entitlements conversely
affects all the others, because the program is funded with

a set amount of money. Property values and per capita 1income

can be affected by major factors over which municipalities e"ther



singly or collectively can have no control. With so many
variables involved a municipality cannot plan ahead with much
accuracy, thus reducing its level of responsiveness to the local
citizenry. Unforunately, this reference to statewide averages
is also the beauty of the bill in its intent to distribute the
state"s wealth according to relative need.
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Breakdown of Present Revenue Sharing Funding Categories.

Memo from John William to Terry Gardiner, April 17, 1978
and print-out.

Print-out dated April 21?, 1978 showing Local Effort
Factor - 20, No Per Capita Income, $15,000 Minimum Grants

Local Government Checklist, Alaska Local Government,
by Paul Conger, Research Analyst, Vol. 1VII, No. 2,
February 1978, pp.6-12, Attachment 1V

Revenue Sharing Funding Summary Sheet provided by Department
of Community and Regional Affairs.



Background Material
House C&RA Committee files
Re: HB 843

PRESENT REVENUE SHARING FUNDING

cal Government Ili.-li.tes

Police Protection 12.00 each person
Fire Protection 7.50 each person
Air/Water Pollution 2.00 each person
Laud Use Planning 2.00 each parson
Parks and Recreation 5.00 each person
Transportation Facilities 5.00 each person

Road Maintenance

a. Public Roads 1500.00 each mile

b. Ice Roads 900.00 each mile
Health Service 2.00 each person
Health Facilities 1000.00 each bed

4000.00 each facility
Hospitals 1000.00 each bed

25000.00 each hospital

75000.00 each hospital

Construction Aid (Hospitals) 2500.00 each bed



The following schedule provides a history of the program as well

BRU.

%.Af.alytiCStatem

FY AVAILABLE APPROPRIATION
1970 $ 1,000,000
1,020,000 1/
1971 6,500,000
1972 7,035,000
415,000 2/
1973 7,800,000
44,300 3/
1974 8,777,000
1975 12,929,000
1976 15,130,100~
1977 15 ,VT-3t 6Q0-4/ ~

\J Supplemental

3/ Additional

4/ The proration factor between full

MUNICIPAL SERVICES REVENUE SHARING

appropriation provi.ied by Chapter 1,
2/ $413,930 of FY 1973 appropriation allocated by 1972 Legislature to provide additional
entitlements of FY 1972 applicants.

funds provided by Revised Program for health facilties
funding and available funding would be approximately 89.06%.

FULL FORMULA FUNDING

$ 2,015,281 A=
6,333,708
7.505/97

8,501,575

ff-of
« 9,544,000

\
12,458,626

14,039,600 10~/

YA

16,969,800 (esT.)

.BRUCODE

SLA 1Q70.

as a projection of the total

costs:

NUMBER OF APPLICANTS PARTICIPATING

9
54

3
$
7

boroughs
cities

unified government
boroughs

unified government
boroughs

unified governments
boroughs

unified governments
boroughs

unified governments
boroughs

unified oovernments
boroughs

unified governments
boroughs

07-73-02-01-01

80
5

94
14

107
20

109
44

119
48

138
38

157"
45

cities
fire protection
cities
fire protection
cities
fire protection
cities
fire protection
cities
fire protection
cities
fire protection
cities
fire protection

REVISED

groups

groups

groups

groups

groups

groups

groups

funding for approved

initially determined to be non-aualifying.



#2 BASIC ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE - LGAD TRAVEL

To provide LGAD v/ith an overview of basic administrative services (i.e.
regular elections, regular council meetings, budget and accounting
systems, local ordinances, administrative personnel employed, community
planning) provided on the local level and assistance rendered by LGAD,
an efficienty rating and Table, similar to that used in the previous
section, was prepared.

The method used to determine the cities efficiency rating in reference
to the basic administrative services they provided is as follows:

A city would be given a rating of -

"6" if the city provided all six services listed
above 1in 1977*,

"5" if the city provided all 5 of the SiX services
listed above in 1977;

"4" 1f the city provided 4 ofthe six services
listed above in 1977;

"3" if the city provided 3 ofthe six services
listed above in 1977;

"2" if the city provided2 ofthe six services
listed above in 1977;

"1" if the city providedl ofthe six services
listed above in 1977;

"0" if the services were not provided.

Mention should be made of the difference between the criteria utilized

in this efficiency rating and the one prepared for the SRS-Travel

sections 1in Table 2 and 3. The cities in this section are given efficiency
ratings based on administrative services provided in 1977 and does not
extend bacx to include the years 1972-76; however, the travel section in
Table 4 does comprise the six year period.

The outcome of the efficiency rating for cities conducting basic ad-
mini stative functions 1is listed below:

33 ci ties received a rating of 6
11 cities received a rating of 5
20 cities received a rating of 4
17 cities received a rating of 3
20 cities received a rating of 2
11 ci ties received a rating of 1
12 cities received a rating of 0



Information v/as not obtainable on Ib of the cities.

To portray the relationship between the cities based on their efficiency
ratings and travel by LGAD to those cities, Table 4 depicts this comparison
and can be interpreted in the same manner as Table 2-3.

It is difficult to measure the two factors in this section because the
information on services rendered does not extend back to 1972, as does

the travel data. The data on Table 4 does indicate that towns providing
all the functions in 1977 were also the cities that received the most
visits over the past six years. An indicator that would be more revealing
regarding the current status of the "services-travel™ relationship, is

the fact that of the 33 cities that provided all six functions, ten of
those cities were visited at least once in 1977.



ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL ON DUTY/LGAD TRAVEL

One of the points of interest that was entertained when the topics for
the Local Government Checklist were considered, was the desire to see
what impact administrative personnel at the local level had on the
cities™ ability to provide the basic administrative services listed in
the previous section. Furthermore, it was discussed that we should
ascertain what influence, if any, assistance rendered by LGAD had on
their capacity to facilitate the above mentioned duties. *Data compiled
from the checklist relative to basic administrative services produced
the results listed below.

The cities in the left hand column illustrates the breakdown of cities
that have administrative personnel on duty in 1977, but received no
visits from LGAD. In the right hand column, 1is the breakdown of cities
that have administrative personnel on duty and were visited by LGAD in
1977.

BASIC ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

NO LGAD VISIT

75 cities had administrative
personnel on duty in 1977 and
did not receive any visits by
LGAD that vyear.

14%, or 11 cities, provided all
SsixX services;

6%, or 5 cities, provided 5 of
the 6 services;

25%, or 19 cities, provided 4
of the 6 services;

20%, or 15 cities, provided 3
of the 6 services;

26%, or 20 cities, provided 2
of the 6 services;

8%, or 6 cities, provided 1 of
the 6 services.

No city in this category provided

less than one service.

*Data not available on 16 cities

LGAD VISIT

32 cities had administrative
personnel on duty in 1977 and
were visited by

LGAD during this year.

69%, or 22 cities, provided
all six services;

19%, or 6 cities, provided 5
of the 6 services;

3%, or 1 city, provided 4 of
the 6 services;

3%, or 1 city, provided 3 of
the 6 services;

6%, or 2 cities, provided 2
of the 6 services;

No city 1in this category provided
less than two services;



NO ADMIN PERSONNEL NO AOMIN PERSONNEL

NO VISITS - 1977 VISITED - 1977
15 cities had no administrative One city having no administrative
personnel on duty in 1977 and personnel on duty, received a
received no visits from LGAD visit from LGAD
1 city provided 2 of the six 1 city provided 2 of the six
services services

2 cities provided 1 of the six
services

12 cities provided no administrative
services

As the above information indicates, cities that are without administrative
personnel are also cities that have the poorest record of providing
administrative services. Cities that have administrative personnel ori
board show a noticeable increase in the number of services provided.

This 1is supported by the fact that 50 of the 75 cities in this category
provided at least half of the services listed in this study. The
appreciable difference, however, of the cities® ability to provide
administrative services, based on the criteria presented in this section,
is the combination of administrative personnel on duty and a visit by
LGAD. This combination appears to be a good mixture with 55% more

cities providing all six services than those that did not benefit from a
visit by LGAD.



if 4 Population STATE REVENUE AND BASIC ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS

To broader, the overview of Alaskan cities, Table 5 provides an accounting
of the basic administrative services provided at the local level in
relation to a breakdown based on population.

Table 5 denotes the basic administrative services provided in 1977, and
relates this to a population breakdown throughout the state. All

Alaskan cities, with a population of 800 or more, with the exceptionof
one, provided all six of the basic administrative functions. Cities

with the second best average were in the 600-699 population range averag—
ing 5.4 of the services in 1977. Cities with a population of 0-99
received the poorest average, averaging only 1.11 basic administrative
services during 1977.



# 5 Incorporation Date STATE REVENUE & BASIC ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS

To supplement the population data presented in Section 4, material was

also gathered to provide a comparison between cities based on their
incorporation dates. The motivation behind this comparison was to draw

a parallel between the cities with early incorporation dates against

cities that have incorporated more recently, to see if one is demonstrating
an ability to provide more viable government based on the criteria that

we have established in this study. In making this comparison, incorporated
cities were grouped in the following manner:

1) cities incorporated1970-76 totaling57*
2) cities incorporated1960-69 totaling51*
3) cities incorporated1900-59 totaling 31

Table 6 displays the comparison between tie groups.
In reference to State Revenue Sharing:

1) 27 cities, or 87% of the cities in the older group received SRS
all six years;

2) 36 cities, or 71% of the cities in the middle group (1960-69)
received SRS all six years;

3) 16 cities, or 28% of the cities in the 1970 or later group
received SRS all six years.

Based on the above, cities incorporated prior to 1970 are applying for
and receiving SRS far more successfully than cities incorporated after
1970. Also cities incorporated after 1970 had eight cities receivingno

SRS  the past six years; while in the older group, no city receivedloss
than four years of SRS.

Regarding the second element of concern in this section, basic admin—
istrative services rendered at the local level, the breakdown of the
cities is as follows:

The older group performed an average of 5.54 of the services in
1977, having 22 cities, or 71%, providing all six administrative
functions;

The middle group performed an average of 3.30 of the servicesin
1977 with 8 cities, or 16%, providing all six administrative
functions;

The group incorporated in 1970 or later, performed an average of
2.36 of the basic administrative services in 1977 with only three,

or 5%, performing all six activites.

In both revenue sharing and basic administrative services rendered, the



older group showed a definite upper hand over those cities incorporated
more recently by having 87% of the cities in their group receiving SRS
all six years and 70% of the cities in this group performing all the
basic administrative services 1in 1977. This would indicate that cities
that have been exposed to the process of applying for and receiving SRS,
and have had time to become acquainted with the operations of municipal

government, have the edge in providing more viable government at the
local level.

12



CITY OF CORDOVA

Phone: (907) 424-3237 .
or 424-3233 Box 1210 Reply to:

CORDOVA, ALASKA 99574
“The Friendly City"

March 14, 1978

Representative Hugh Malone
Pouch V
Juneau. Alaska 99311

The Cordova City Council at the regular meeting of March 13, 1978
voted unanimously to support House Bill 843. The City of

Cordova presently has one of the highest tax rates in the

state with a 22 mill property tax plus 4% sales tax.. The
additional revenue generated by House Bill 843 would be a
significant step in the reduction of local taxes.

We appreciate and encourage your efforts to reduce the local
tax burden.

Very truly yours,

cc. Pete Loveseth
Jim Role



POUCH 6-650
Municipality ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99502
(907) 274-2525

Anchorag°é chongen s

OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL ATTORNEY

April 6, 1978

Representative Lisa Rudd

Chairperson, House Community
& Regional Affairs Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Rudd:

The purpose of this letter is to inform your Committee that the
Municipal Administration has reviewed HB 843 and would object to
further action on this legislation until all affected local
governments have been able to thoroughly assess the strengths and
weaknesses of the proposed new revenue sharing formula.

The assumption behind HB 843 as the bill 1is presently drafred
appears to be that some municipalities are not receiving a fair
share of revenue sharing funds, and, conversely, that other local
governments are receiving a disproportionate amount of available
dollars to which they are not equitably entitled. Although the
first portion of this assumption may be correct, the Anchorage
Administration objects strongly to the implication that the
Municipality 1is receiving more under the present revenue sharing
program than it should -equitably receive. Our calculations
indicate that, at present, Anchorage receives approximately 46% of
state revenue sharing funds. With approximately 50% of the
state®"s population, the present program is, if anything, slightly
inequitable on a per capita basis for Anchorage taxpayers. Under
the proposal advanced in HB 843, the percentage of revenue sharing
funds for Anchorage would decline to only 40%. Although there may
be merit in providing increased assistance to municipalities with
a relatively small tax base resource, it seems difficult to
justify taking funds from Anchorage that will, in essence, need to
be replaced by Anchorage taxpayers. The Committee is, of course,
well aware that the existing revenue sharing program has been
under funded 1in recent years. If a need is Tfelt to provide
increased assistance to some municipalities, a strong statement
from the Legislature calling for 100% funding of the present
program would be an appropriate beginning.



Rep. Lisa Rudd
April 6, 1978
Page 2

Another possible problem with the proposed formula contained in
HB 843 is that it would tie a municipality ™ position 1in the
revenue sharing pool to statewide variables such as statewide
assessed value that are largely beyond its control. For example,
a major resource development project that might alter variables
such as statewide per capita 1income and assessed value could
affect the revenue sharing entitlements of Jlocal governments
without regard to changes in need for those municipalities. Under
HB 843, it is difficult for a municipality to project what 1its
revenue sharing entitlement might be two or three years in the
future.

Although Anchorage does not oppose the concept of a new approach
to revenue sharing, the formula proposed in HB 843 would so
radically depart from the present system and would have such major
impacts on local governments, that it should not be adopted
without thorough review and 1input from both small and large
municipalities. For example, Anchorage would like to be presented
with a series of printouts similar to those accompanying HB 843
showing the relative position of the Municipality under a variety
of realistic assumptions about future statewide assessed value and
per capita inconme. Perhaps a study committee consisting of
legislators, representatives from the state administration and
local governments could study the proposal prior to the
commencement of the next Legislature and could respond with
recommendations for a new approach to revenue sharing that would
be equitable for all parties concerned.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this legislation. If
the Committee has any questions concerning the above, please
contact me at 264-4237.

DEPARTMENT OF LAW

Theodore D. Berns
Municipal Attorney
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The Honorable Lisa Rudd, Chair

House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: HB 843

You have asked for our opinion concerning the ways in which a Municipality
may unduly benefit from the proposed revenue sharing bill (HB 843). The
Department analysis"of the bill (contained in the 14 March 1978 lettei

to you) explains very briefly some of the problem areas of the bill. In
addition to that letter, Local Government Specialist Bruce Aronson of

the Department offers the following comments concerning the ways in

which municipalities may manipulate the proposed statute to their own

best interest.

1. Enterprise activities (utilities, small boat harbors, etc.)

should not be included in the formula. In other words, any sales and/or
property taxes levied to support enterprise activities should be excluded
from the tax rates. If this is not done, the tax rates might be unfairly

inflated, and utility fees would be reduced. The State of Alaska would,
in effect, support an activity that should be self-supporting.

2. Since the categories of roads, 1ice roads, and health services
and facilities are retained in the legislation, it hardly seems appropriate
to include any locally generated taxes, used to fund these services,
under Ch. 88 of the bill. A gross example of this type of situation
would be a single purpose service area created for road maintenance
being eligible under Ch. 88 of the bill for the basic local tax effort
formula funds, and also receiving $1,500 per mile for roads maintained.
This dual eligibility would seem to be necessary.

3. A simple and rational approach to establish assessed valuations
per capita for second class cities in the unorganized borough would



e Lisa Rudd
April 5, 1973

benefit by a low assessed value per capita number. Our earlier suggestion
of averaging the per capita assessed value of municipalities of population
less than 750 located in the unorganized borough 1is still one available
alternative.

4. H3 843 arbitrarily multiplies the sales tax rate times 2.3 and
adds in the property tax rate (in mills). It would be to anymunicipality”s
advantage to analyze the "rate ofreturn” to the municipality under its
current tax rates. By altering the sales and property tax rates (and
assuming total local revenue 1is constant) a municipality may be able to
gain slightly. A "cure-all” to this problem would*be to add all locally
collected taxes and divide by the revenue generated from one mill property
tax. This new number would be the "millage equivalent”. Gy doing the
above, a municipality would not tinker with local tax rates to gain some
additional State shared wealth.

5. ITf a municipality has nolocal retail stores, and/or property
that could be taxed (utilizing a property tax) it would be tothe municipality®s
advantage to "raise" local "taxes" until the maximum local effort factor
has reached (25). One estimate by Legislative Affairs indicates that in
a small rural city, the local effort factor is reached when a Hs% sales
tax is levied. No additional benefit occurs when the number 25 is
reached.

Sincerely,

Lee McAnerney
Commissioner

fy\

by; Palmer McCarter
Di rector
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The Honorable Terry Gardiner, Representative
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

\
Dear Representative Gardiner;

Re: HB 843 "™An Act providing for equalization of the
tax resources of municipalities and continuing a
portion of the program of state aid fir municipal
purposes; and providing for an effective date."

This bill (as v/ell as SB 502) would dramatically alter the method by

which the State of Alaska distributes financial assistance to munici—
palities. Currently, under AS 43.18, the State distributes in excess of
$18 million dollars annually to municipalities and volunteer fire depart—
ments in the unorganized borough utilizing a categorial approach. For
example, 1f a city has a police department, and meets the minimum require—
ments, the State pays the city $12 per person served by the police
department. Ho consideration is given to the relative ability of the

city taxpayers to support the police department, nor the rate of munici—
pal taxation.

The existing revenue sharing formula (AS 43.18) encourages municipalities
to provide a wide variety of services, even though the quality of such
services may be minimal, and no local tax effort is required. Additionally,
the present revenue sharing program favors the more sophisticated
municipalities (due to the categorial approach) as well as favoring
municipalities having greater populations in a relatively small area.

The new concept of distributing State generated wealth utilizing a
formula based on relative taxable wealth, relative ability to pay, tax
rates, and population makes sense to us and is definitely a step forward
in assisting the development of local government in Alaska. Briefly,

the concept may be described as helping those municipalites willing to
help themselves.

21-P3LH



March 14, 1978
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The Department®s initial review of 1D 843 indicates that consideration
should be given to amending the bill in the following areas:

1. The municipal tax rates should be downwardly adjusted to
account for taxes used to support utilities (utilities should be self-
supporting), and taxes used to support reads, ice roads, and health
services and facilities (these categories are retained in this legislation)

2. Since there are no assessed valuations for essentially all

second class cities in the unorganized borough, perhaps an arbitrary
r/assessed vall® codld Be e%taHiﬁgHed. one approalH 1% &8 compute an

average assessed valuation per capita figure based on all first class
cities in the unorganized borough having a population less than 750 (the
Department already has these figures). This approach would be equitable
and inexpensive. Those cities (3) having a population in excess of 750
could be assessed at State expense.

3. Other components of the formula should be carefully considered.
For instarce, are the per capita income figures credible? Also, because
petroleum property in a few boroughs so distorts the State average
valuation, should that figure be adjusted? Exclusion of extreme values
or use of the median property value in the State might be appropriate
alternatives.

4. For ease of administration, we feel the military population
should be treated in a manner consistent with that used for the civilian
population. One method of accomplishing this would be to apply the
areawide local effort factor to the military population.

5. The concept of calculating a millage equivalent based on all
"/frevenues should be explored. For example, a city collecting $1,000Aﬂ00
dollars from a 10 mill property tax, and $300,000 from a 3ft sales tax,
would be given a millage equivalent of:

Property Tax Revenues $1,000,000
Sales Tax Revenues 300,000
Total Revenues $1,300,000

One mill property tax equals $100,000 in revenues.

Total Revenues $1,300,000 13 mills (millage
Revenue from 1 mill property Tax 100,000 (equivalent)



Representative Terry Gardiner
March 14, 1978
Page three

This approach would seem to be equitable in that residents have determined
locally the best balance between sales and property taxes to produce
sufficient municipal revenues.

The Division of Research, Legislative Affairs Agency has prepared an
analysis of the impact of this bill (at various funding levels) on all
municipalities.

The Department wholeheartedly supports the concept of HB 843. Also, the
proposed amendments would 1in our opinion, improve the intent of the act
providing for equalization of the tax resources of municipalities.

Sincerely,

ree McAnerney

by:
Di rector

cc: Mike Harper
Jessie Dodson
Fran Ulmer



CITY of BETHEL

P. O. Box 383 « Bethel, Alaska 99559
543-2297 — Area Code 907

March 29, 1978

Representative Lisa Rudd

Chairperson Mouse Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Rudd:

At the regular City Council Meeting of March 27, 1978,
Council passed and approved Resolution No. 231, endorsing
House Bill No. 843, "AN ACT PROVIDING FOR EQUALIZATION OF
TAX RESOURCES OF MUNICIPALITIES AND CONTINUING A PORTION OF

the.program of state-and for municipal purposes; and providing

Although the present systems for distributing State Revenue
Sharing funds doe © assist municipalities in providing services
there exists an incentive 1in the revenue sharing program for
municipalities to increase or improve the service by 1increasing
local taxes. Under the provision of House Bill No. 843,

however, this would all change the proposed formula allocation
system, 1increase the amount of revenue sharing if the Community
increases its sales tax or property tax.

If your office should have any questions in regard to Bethels
position on the piece of legislation do not hisitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

l.y ifuximnii
City Manager

LH: If

"Deep Sea Port and Transportation Center of the Kuskokwim?=~



CITY OF BETHEL
RESOLUTION 1J0. 231

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF BETHEL, ALASKA ENDORSING "AN

ACT PROVIDING FOR EQUALISATION Or*TAX RESOURCES OF MUNICIPALITIES
AND CONTINUING A PORTIONOF THE PROGRAM OF STATE AID FOR MUNICIPAL
PURPOSES; AND PROVIDING FOR AM EFFECTIVE DATE.™ IN THE FORM OF
HOUSE BILL HO. 843.

WHEREAS, House Bill No. 843, would not distribute State

Revenue Sharing strictly on a per capita basis with the

remaining 25% allocated according to miles of road main-—

tained and number of health facilities and hospitls, but

would improve the allocation system and revenue raising Tfor

the benefit of home rule and general lav/ municipalities by
providing a more equitable allocation of financial resources
amony municipalities, and to assure no municipality would

suffer 1impoverishment of necessary public services because

of chance location of taxable wealth in the State, and

WHEREAS, this bill would accomplish this by implementing an
equalization formula that would base entitlement due each

municipality on its population, relative to general revenue

and local tax efforts, and

WHEREAS, Bethel City Council believes that the passage of this
bill would distribute State Revenue Sharing dollars on a much

more equitable basis than the system presently utilized.

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved that the City of Bethel, Alaska
endorses House Bill No. 843, "AN ACT PROVIDING FOR EQUALIZATION
OF THE TAX RESOURCES OF MUNICIPLITIES AND CONTIUING A PORTION

OF THE PROGRAM OF STATE AID FOR MUNICIPAL PURPOSES; AMD PROVID —
ING FOR A EFFECTIVE DATE."™, and would support simular legislation

if introduced in the Senate, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Bethel encourages the

State Legislature to pass and approve this legislation.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Bethel City Council this day



Municipality of Anchorage

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 9, 1978
TO: Ted Berns, Municipal Attorney
FROM: Larry D. Crawford, Director, OMB
SUBJECT: House Bill NO.843

The following comments are offered regarding House Bill No. 843 providing for
"equalization of the tax resources of municipalities and continuing a portion
of the program of state aid for municipal purposes." Comments from the Finance
Department have been incorporated in this memorandum.

GENERAL 1
Under HB 843, Sections 43.18.010-43.18.050 of the present statutes are repealed.
These sections provide the authority for current state-shared revenues. In lieu

of this, new Chapters 88 and 89 have been added to Section 29 of the statutes.
Chapter 88 deals with anew source of-evenue calledan"EqualizationEntitlement."
Chapter 89 provides for thecontinuation of aportion of thestate-shared revenues
formerly authorized in Section 43. Exhibit A is a copy of HB No. 843; Exhibit B
is a copy of the present statutes authorizing state-shared revenues.

Exhibit C is an analysis of HB 843 prepared by the State Legislative Affairs
Agency and contains an attachment (Exhibit D) demonstrating the comparative revenue
distribution under current law and HB 843.

A review of HB 843 reveals it to be ambiguous-in-ce.rtain. cases as well as present-
Tng_redistribution of income approach to state revenue sharing. On the basis of
the information made available to us, it appears to be detrimental to the Munici—
pality of Anchorage.

AMBIGUITIES

Many of the ambiguities in 1IB 843 have been clarified by the analysis contained in
Exhibit C. However, some problems remain.

1. Two sections (Sec 29.88.055 & 29.73.060) refer to "fiscal year" without indicat—
ing whose fiscal year - - the state or local. Complex calculations will be required
because of the different fiscal year periods regardless of which year is implied.

2. Section 29.88.030 would lead one to believe that: two series of computations would
have to be made for the Municipality of Anchorage - - - one for service areas and an—

other for taxing districts. However, the computations in Exhibit D are based on tax—
ing districts.

3. Exhibit C (page 6) states that in the equalization entitlement, the property tax
mill rates and sales tax per cent rates are to be converted to mill equivalents. Where
is this so stated in the bill? By converting both factors to mill equivalents, a dis—
proportionate emphasis is placed on the sales tax.

4. In order to determine the equalization entitlement in Exhibit D, the products of
the formula in HB 843 have been multiplied by a factor of 2.983535316 - - - what

91 010 (4/76)
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authorizes such a factor? Without the factor, the equalization entitlement per

thflformula would have been only $6.1 million. With the factor it becomes $18.3
million.

APPROACH TO STATE REVENUE SHARING

HB 843 presents a redistribution of income approach to the concept of state-shared
revenues. The title of the new item of revenue - - - "Equalization Entitlement"”

- - - provides an insight in itself. The stated purpose of the bill is "to assure
that no municipality suffers impoverishment of necessary public services, relative
to other municipalities, because of the chance location of taxable wealth in the
state.” (Sec 29.88.005). One of the criticisms of the present law stated in Ex—
hibit C (page 3) is that it does not include "ability to pay" considerations. A
community with a larger than the state average per capita property valuation re—
ceives revenues at the same rate as communities which are relatively poor. It is
further stated that the same criticisms can be raised with respect to per capita
income differentials from which taxes are paid. The net effect of the formula

is to favor economically disadvantaged communities.

EFFECTS ON THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE

1. A municipality will be better off if it is high or low in the various compon—
ents of the equalization entitlement formula as follows:

Population High
General Govt. Property Tax Mill Rate High
bales Tax % Rate High
bocal Per Capita Income* Low
Local Per Capita Property Value* Low

* Compared to state averages

At this point, it may be interesting to compare these state components with the fol—
lowing used in determining federal revenue sharing entitlements and whether a govern—
mental jurisdiction is better off if it is high or low:

Population High
Tax Effort High
Relative Income Low

Both the federal and state components follow the same pattern.

2. Anchorage has both a higher than average per capita income and per capita pro—
perty value. This is confirmed by Exhibit D which shows Anchorage to have unfav—
orable income and property value factors In the computation formula compared with
most other jurisdictions within the state.

3. The most discriminatory portion of the formula, however, is the sales tax ele—
ment. Sales faxes receive disproportionate weight in the formula (e.g., a 4% sales
tax carries the same weight as a 9.20 mill rate). Using the computations for An—
chorage in Exhibit D, Anchorage would be entitled to the following additional re—
venues under the equalization entitlement at the various indicated sales tax rates:
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Sales Tax Additional Entitlement
2% $3.3 million
3% $5.0 million
4% $6.6 million
5% $8.3 million

In effect, HB 843 1is detrimental to Anchorage for its lack, of a sales tax. Al-—
though Anchorage does have a 5% hotel and motel tax, no provision for such a se—
lective tax is made in the bill.

4. HB 843 would greatly reduce the degree of local automony. |In addition to
the effects of the lack of a sales tax, communities would be faced with a new re—
striction as to use of the state revenues. Under current state statutes (see Ex—
hibit B - Sec. 43.18.010 (f)), state-shared revenues may be expended for any public
purpose for which the local government has power to expend public funds, except for
a few limitations regarding health facilities revenues. Sec. 29.88.030 of IIB 843
contains additional requirements regarding the use of funds for specific, service
areas and tax zones. Although the new provisions are fairly consistent with the"
way Anchorage lias been allocating past state-shared revenues, we would no longer
have the flexibility to do otherwise if the circumstances so warrant.

5. In a rapidly growing area such as Anchorage, the local per capita income
and property value would increase at a greater rate than the state average thereby
creating an adverse effect in the equalization formula.

6. Total state-shared revenues to Anchorage under the new bill shown on the
front page of Exhibit D are $9.2 million compared to $8.4 million using the present
law. From that, it would appear the., the bill is advantageous to us. However, if
you look at the last page of Exhibit D, you will find that these amounts are based
on total funding of $25 million for the new bill versus $.18.3 million under the pre—
sent law. Will the state appropriation really increase by nearly $7 million if HB
843 is passed? Since there is nothing to indicate such an increase, if only the cur—
rent level of $18.3 million is available for distribution, Anchorage®s share would be
only approximately $6.7 million - - - that"s $1.7 million less than under the present
law. No ingLter which Ffip.ure Ytm_u.se as the base, under HB 843 Anchorage®s share of
state-shared revenues will diminish from 46% of the state total to only.37%.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The impact of the D-2 lands issue is uncertain at this time - - how will the state-
selected lands ultimately affect the state per-capita property value? Major concerns
relate to the complex calculations and the Municipality®"s ability to generate the base
data required during the budget process. The problems we have now in getting esti—
mated assessed valuations, population, road mileage and hospital bed and facility fi—
gures give us an indication of the problems that would be faced.

LDC/en

Attachments



STAT®B OF A LASKA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
dUXKAU

March 20, 1978

The Honorable Lisa Rudd

Chairman.

Community and Regional Affairs
Committee

House

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 9SK311

Dear Representa Rudd =

In my November 5, 1977, speech to the Alaska Municipal
League, | suggested that the State look for means by which
to reward localities which make good faith efforts to tax
themselves. In that talk, 1 sketched a plan whereby shared
revenue would vary inversely to a municipality"s per capita
property values. This suggestion was made 1in recognition of
the disparity of wealth among the communities 1in our State.

I feel the proposed formula is a useful step toward imple—
mentation of the concepts contained in that speech.

I have been briefed on legislative proposals (SB 502, HR
843) co redesign the Municipal Revenue Sharing Program.
Under these proposals, a municipality®s entitlement would be
determined by a formula to include as key elements both
population and local effort. The latter would, as 1 under—
stand it, incorporate local property and sales tax rates
adjusted by a factor to account for local differences in
property tar. base and income.

I commend the Legislature for the careful study and delibera—
tion which has gone into preparation of the proposals. |

also support the philosophy of State and local government
relationships and responsibilities which is expressed in the
proposals. I would like to briefly mention several reasons
for my support.

First, 1 believe that the most responsive government is that
which 1is closest to the people it serves. Under the present
categorical approach to Revenue Sharing, the State exerts
considerable influence on the direction and type of local



The Honorable Lisa Rudd
March 20, 1978

Page Two

services to be provided. I believe the proposed formula
approach will give localities more desirable flexibility to
determine service priorities at the local level.

Second, I have been an advocate for some time for the
formation of local governments in the unorganized borough.
At the November 10, 1977, Convention of the Alaska-"edera-
tion of Natives, | expressed the view that a major obstacle
to local government formation was an inadequate tax base
which made it difficult for many rural areas to adequately
meet the costs ot local government services. I indicated
then that Revenue Sharing adjusted for variations in per
capita property values would help alleviate these problems.
I believe the proposed .legislation provides a useful tool
for encouraging action in this regard.

My staff and that of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs have studied the legislation and have suggested
refinements v/hich we feel would facilitate administration of
a formula based program. My position on funding of the
proposal will have to await review of the fiscal impact of
this legislation and the action the Legislature takes in the
budget act itself.
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February 24, 1978

Report of the Local Government: Committee
KurAlCap Citizen Participation Conference

».
The committee recognized the large number of House and Senate bills,
either proposed or already introduced, addressing state, city, and
borough needs. 1In addition, the committee recognized.the limited time
available to review and comment on these bills.

The committee, therefore, decided to study only those bills of extreme
Importance, that have the greatest impact on boroughs and cities. The
committee, following the advise and suggestion of the assigned Technical
Assistant, chose to consider, 1in detail, the following bills:

0o HB843: "Providing for equalization of the tax resources of
municipalities and continuing a portion of the progranm
of state aid for municipal purposes".

0 SB502. Identical to HB843. m

o SB208 "Relating to municipal organization grants".

0 SSHB75 "Authorizing a borough or city tax on net income",

0 11172 "Providing for assessment, levy, and collection of LAY

a tax on developed land in the unorganized borough",
o HM)9 "Exempting certain items from sales tax", v

0 H~<78 "Relating to the levy and collection of sales and «
use tax by municipalities".

The committee, after study and evaluation of the bills identified above, -
recommended the following:
m / >
1. HB843/SB502: The committee supports this bill in principle, with the
stipulation that: (a) Section 29.88.010(b) be revised to indicate that..
the grant made available to a municipality be a minimum of $50,000 in
those cases ehere the indicated formula grant is lowir than $50,000, and

(b) the last sentence of Section 29.89.010(a) ("No piyment may be made.,."

be eliminated.

2. SB208: The committee supports this bill with the proposed Department of
Community and Regional Affairs ammendments relative to dollar amounts
available under Section 29.18.180(1) and (2) (please see the attached).
Further, the committee feels that a section should be added to provide,
for pre-planning study grants of up to $50,000 for borough incorporation,

submit a projected budget, (2) unexpended grant monies be returned to
the State, and (3) identification of local governing bodies eligible for
pre-planning grants occur.

and up to $25,000 for city incorporation; provided that: (1) the applicant

-
f.T.
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3. SSHB75: The committee supports the concept of this bill with a stipulation
that Section 29.53.500(g) be modified to include transiei.t residents as
subject to income tax payment. The concern of the committee is that non-—
resident wage earners should be taxed on their earned income, "

The committee members unanimously agreed that they cannot support 113202,
113509, and H5578 and, therefore, have recommend to the entire Citizen
Participation Conference delegation that it not support the bills.

Submitted: February 2%, 1978

Committee Chairperson: Hr. Lutena Mulitalo
Facilitator: Hr. Gordon Jackson

Technical Assistant: Mr. Bill Pritchard






Second, 1in terns of the present, the 197/ school debt pick-up
legislation has some far reaching impact on local government.

-Fairbanks principal bond debt . . , $40.7 million
-(less) Municipally Bonded Projects ,$3.0 million
-School debt picked up by state . . ,$37.7 million (est.)
-fiat remaining borough liability. . ,$ 3.7 nil lion

However, Fairbanks®™ actual debt exposure "plus interest” will be
$62-mi 11 1on, with all but $3-rr.illion (plus interest) being the actual
amount the state will pick up on behalf of the borough. In other words,
the 1977 action of the legislature will leave the state®s second largest
borough with only a debt of $3 million plus interest.

The Fairbanks and Anchorage school principal and interest to be
picked up by the state as a result of the 1970 and 19/7 laws totals about
$183-mil lion.

The simple point to be made here is that two enactments (1970 and
1977), have made Alaska local governments virtually deblless. Such a
situation 1is beyond the wildest dreams of policymakers throughout most
of the other states.

lufAL STATE AID TO 10CAL SCHOOLS
= TOf6 - 1977 ceee
(in mi 11l ions)

1955 . . . . ,$16.9 1972 . . . . . .$55.7
1967 . . . . ,$19.4 1973 . . . . , $59.6
1968 . . . . . .$20.8 1974 . . . . . .$73.1
1969 . . . . $25.8 1975 . . . . . $88.8
1970 . . . . . .$35.1 19/6 . . . . $119.6
1971 . . . . 1977 . . . . . $124.4

The chart on the following page !reeks school aid down as it impacted
duneati, Anchorage, and Fairbanks bet./con 196ft and 1977.



STATE EDUCATION AID TO ANCHORAGE, FAIRBANKS, JUNEAU
(In Mil lions)

ANCHORAGE FAIRBANKS JUNEAU
1966 $ 7.1 $ 2.4 $1.1
1967 $ S.1 $ 2.7 $1.5
1368 $ 8.9 $ 2.6 $1.3
1969 $11.2 $ 3.3 $1.6
1970 $16.5 $ 4.8 $2.1
1971 $31.0% $ 9.2* $4.3*
1972 $29.0 $ 8.4 $4.1
1973 $30.8 $ 8.5 $4.6
1974 $34.8 $ 9.1 $4.9
1975 $33.7 $10.9 $5.4
1976 $45.0 $14.5 $6.4
1977 $49.1 $16.1 $7.1
TOi Al $301.3-Million $92.5-Mill ion $44.2-Million

Tho above chart shows school aid increasing very marginally in the
late 1960s, taking a jump in 1969 after increased severance taxes boosted
state income in 1968, again aid increased in 1970 in anticipation of the
bonus sale in late 1969, and then state school support approximately
doubled for Fairbanks, Anchorage, and Juneau under the Alaska School
Foundation Act of 1970

It should be noted also that Anchorage commands almost half of total
state .aid to education throughout the schedule.

STATE AID FOR LOCAL SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DEBT
(In Millions)

Dobt. Service 8 Entitlement Authorized
Year Cash Payments (5 8 Less Cig. Tax) Reimbursement
1971 $ 6.1 $ 24 $ 1.8
1972 $ 7.3 $ 23 $ 2.3
1973 $ 9.7 $ 3.5 $ 3.4
1974 $16.9 $ 7.0 $ 5.7
1975 $18.2 $ 7.6 $ 5.6
1976 $21.6 $ 9.2 $ S.8
1977 $23.6 $10.1 $ 9.0
1976 $24.2 $10.8 510.S CSOVf

1979 $25.4 $23.6 $23.6 (100-,)



The previous chart shows the rate of state pickup of local school
construction debt beginning in 1971, andfollew!ng through until 19/«>
and 1979 when the state .financial outlay will double from $10.S million
per year to $25.6ml1lion.

Ochor sources of direct aid from the state to senpol districts
are also present. For example, at the boginrting of the bonus money
period the state enacted the State Impact Program, patterned after the
federal impact program (PL374), ar.d designed to compensate local school
districts for the impact of state employees working in "tax exempt"
facilities (industrial tax loss).

For example, a community such as Fairbanks annually collected
approximately $500,000 in state impact aid, for a cumulative revenue
between 1969 and 1974 of $2.5 million. 1In addition, local school dis—
tricts have been fully compensated by the state for school bus costs.
Again, using Fairbanks as a localized example, transportation aid in
recent years has run about $1 million annually, for a cumulative between
1969 and ]974 of $5.7 million.

Additionally, local communities were receiving substantial state
aid under the State General Revenue Sharing Programs, with aid being
broken down by areas of responsibility (fire, police, hospital, etc.),
being exercised Dy a city or borough.

GENERAL MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING
(in nil*illons)

1970 o $ 2.0
1971 LI $ 6.3
1972 .l S 7.5
1973 $ 7.5
1974 .. $ K.S
1975 .l $
1976 oot $ -
1977 o aa $16 6

statowTue ITgures
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Alaska municipalities in 1969 were in something of a "double
trouble™ situation. Many were racing a growing restlessness among real

property taxpayers, while at the same time they were under a tremendous
~ v h iftf'51-.anfr Cnnl rw. c.¥sV +dV V*FIC hPFl

Anchorage was particularly under pressure from growth expansion,
v/ith taxes running 1in the area of 20-mi 11s total, while Fairbanks had
experienced a run-up of taxes in the 1950s from fairly modest rates to
a total of 26-mills (plus 5% sales tax).

Hence, the beginning of bonus money revenue sharing was both a
potential source of tax relief for local taxpayers, and a means of~
financing the needs of community growth without tax increases. During
the period many communities would have ah expanding assessed value base
to help finance growth, but that increasing assessed value also
demonstrates the pressure the community was under. Other communities
were simply struggling td”catch-up with long unmet needs under the
momentum and optimism, of statehood. Anchorage perhODs typifies the
growth impacted community, struggling to just finance growth needs with—
out increasing taxes, while Fairbanks typified the community simply
trying to finance needs for existing population and still experiencing
a tax run-up.

The relationship of revenue sharing from the S900-M11lion can
therefore be viewed from a perspective of:

1) Tax reductions by local community

2) Increased services (evidenced by
increases in employees)

3) Increased local assessment value as
an indicator of local growth pressures.

The following charts focus primarily on Alaska®s larger and more
sophisticated urban comr.unities, in part because they typify what was
happening in the late "60s and early "70s to a majority of Alaskans,
and because any attempt to analyze Alaskan local government in terms
of an overall view is difficult --local curcumst®anees of grass roots
government in Alaska varies so greatly individcalized comparison is
difficult if net impossible. However, the view of state action as a
catalyse to local government policy by viewing individual communities,
at least provides some opportunity for a comprehensive insight to the
dramatic: influence the state has through revenue sharing.



The following chart provides sorna insight to the experience of
Fairbanks from a real property tax viewpoint in the r.irf-1950s and
the early 1970s. The impact of the state revenue sharing efforts can
be seen beginning in 1959.

The Fairbanks graph 1is perhaps the most dramatic in terms of
visability of $900-Million revenue sharing imoact. Initially the
community opted to take its revenue sharing benefits in the form of
real property tax reductions on the borough level. The business of
the borough being primarily schools was in a position to take the most
advantage in- terms of benefits, being the recipient of the major
share of revenue sharing through school foundation aid. The general
municipal functions of the borough at the time were just beginning to e
develop.

The City of Fairbanks, which Qualified only for general municipal
revenue sharing, used revenues to keep its tax rate relatively "level,”
while expanding some operations at a revenue advantage by shifting
powers to tire, borough, and also through a mildly increasing assessed
evaluation base.
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Ve.mmecer, Fajrbinks (e Nr.d 0 the 1960s was undergomﬁ; a
?enume tax Crisis. The combmed 0ro Clt Pro?erty taXxes eV|ed
about 5-mills

tﬂe garil%gbelg %evg rreocn(}rél mSh"' k%l I|s In T969 --onTy 4- mllTs

short of the state pal mit. The level of taxes in 1909, in fact,

generated a "taxpayers revolt" in Fairbanks that did not subside until
the middle 197G"s, dssplfce the fact that taxes dropped 40% in the
city and 60:1 in the borough area"by 1971.

The tax crisis of 1969 in Fairbanks forced the community to take
its $900 million benefits largely in lax reductions rather than -m
expanded services. It was the borough which was able to cut taxes due
to the state school support ircreases. The city on the other hand
benefited greatly by the tax cut of the borough, since the relief granted
city property owners from the borough cut "relieved tax pressure,” and
allowed the city to maintain its level of taxation. As a result the city
was able to gradually expand services through: f) increased state revenue
snaring, 2) increasing assessed property values, 3) annexation of new
areas (and assessed values), and 4)"through the gradual shift of city
services to the "broader™ tax base of the borough.

Generally, the Fairbanks pattern was reflected throughout the
state to some degree, with schools able to generate the tax break, so
that cities, which generated most "homeowner"™ services, could expand
their taxes and services beneath that shelter of relief.

Fairbanks represented the most extreme crisis of municipalities in
1969. The community had a 26-mill tax level in the city area, and also
had a 5% sales tax in the city zone. However, even with such high tax
levels the Fairbanks Community was still just struggling to fill out the
needs of Us basic pre-1964 structure. In other words, like alot of
other ccrrmunities, Fairbanks was simply struggling to "catch up" with
needs.

During the period Fairbanks was growing slowly, with the assessed
evaluation of the city growing from $90 million in 1964 to $179 million
in 137?."The borougl U value also doubled from a 1964 level of $160 mil lion
in 1954 to a 197? level of $3jl1 million. However, a large share of the
value gains were simply roevalunties, of existing properties, as compared
with additions of now property values. However, between 1972 and 1974 Fair—
banks added another $100 million ir. value, and with the addition of full
pipeline assessed values the community has now soared over the billion
dollar assessed value mark. The addition of the pipeline as a rich
industrial tax base, has probably resolved Fairbanks®™ real property tax
problems. I just two years Fairbanks went Ircm a prime example of a
tax-poor community to a prime example of a tax-rich community.



The 1impact of state revenue sharing can also be seen by a quick
comparison of the "changing relationships” of the larger revenue
sources in the Fairbanks Borough.

FAIRBANKS BOROUGH REVENUE RELATIONSHIPS
State Foundation Act, Sales Tax, Property Tax
Revenue Source 68-69 69-70 70-71 71-3/2 73-74 74-75
State Fd. Act $3.5(1) $4.7(1) $9.0(1) $8.2(1) $9.2(1) $9.7(1)
Sales Tax $1.6(3) $2.0(3) $2.1(3) $2.2(2) $2.6(2) $3.0(2)
Property Tax $3.3(2) $3.3(2) $2.2(2) $1.3(3) $2.2(3) $2.7(3)

(*) (lumbers reflect rank is predominant revenue
earner

Viewing the three predominant revenue producers, state school support
has been number one since back in the early 1060s, although at times
it barely eclipsed property taxes as number two. Stales tax ran third.

However, in 1071-72 the state school support had widened its lead
as number one to almost double sales tax and property taxes combined,
and property taxes tironeed behind sales taxes to third place.

Nor does the above chart show the whole picture. By 1978 the total
revenue of the borough coming from other governments had increased to
about 7031 of total revenue, V/lvile traditional sales taxes and property
taxes commanded about 2531 of total revenue.

An alternate picture is what the impact of new state revenues did-
to employment by local governments. However, this is a somewhat difficult
picture to show because it involves revenue "relief" that affected three
inter-related governments, and it also was a period when services we. ¥
gradually being transferee! from the smaller population base or cities to
the larger base of the relatively new borough governments.

The following chart snows Fairbanks combined city/borough employment
totals . Comoining the totals compensates for statistical error inherent
in transfers or powers and services from "the Clty to the borough.



TOTAL EM?LOYtES FAIRBANKS CITY A*ID CORO<JGH™1 "

1953 - 1975

Go"verr.man c 1958 1969 19/0 157 i 1572 15/3 1974 1975 1976

Borough AO 45 53 69 85 117 137 174 172
Education 359 370 463 478 459 464 471 564 732
City 1/3 194 237 238 305 263 262 259 -

TOTAL ALL GOVT 612 609 753 835 850 844 870 597

0T6oes not iriduds School classified employees

The previous chart shows some employment jumps in the 1969 - 1975
period, and then an increase in the pipeline period. However, during
the peri oft the borough®s general government growth was in port due to
a transfer of function from the city, and the jump in education between
197/1 and 1975 was due to the transfer into the system of <“6n-base"”
schools (from the state).

THE ANCHORAGE PICTURE

The Anchorage impact due to slate revenue transfers is less precise,
in part because the expanding Anchorage community took their "relief"
from the state largely in the form of expanded services. Anchorage during
the period was undergoing a period of rapid expansion, and it is likely
that the large infusions of emlate revenue simply enabled the community to
mpgt_new demands wltFout a tax increase.

The Anchorage tax base also rests predominantly on real property taxes,
supplemented by a personal property tax. The community does not have a
sales tax, a luxury few Alaska municipalities have been able to afford.

The Horough was also much more aggressive in Anchorage in absorbing
services {powers) from the city that would be more equitably provided on
the expanded tax base of the borough. However, transfers of services tends
to distort the indicators or "growing or falling™ tax levies, total
spending, and numbers of employees. Hevathaless, the collective totals
tend to show whatever pattern was prevalent. During the period Anchorage Is
assessed evaluation was also growing significantly, thus expanding the tax
base of Lve cor-xunity.

10



ANCHORAGE REAL PROPERTY TAXES 1969 - 1976

The above chart shows the infusion of state revenue sharing in
1969-1976 dropping basically school taxes, allowing the city to drop
taxes slightly while increasing services.

ANCHORAGE BOROUGH REVENUE RELATIONSHIPS

Property Taxes and Other Governmental Revenue

Revenue Source 68-59 69-70 70-71 71-72 73-74 74-75
Revenue Other
Gov"t Sources $17.4 $24.2 $38.6 $44.7 $54.9 $63.1

Property Taxes $15.8 $14.0 $11.6 $16.5 $33.0 $30.6

(in mi 11 ions)

The above chart does not reflect total borough revenues. However,
it does show the changing revenue relationship from 1968-"69, when
property tax revenues almost equaled "other governmental transfers,"”
until 1974-"75 when "other governmental transfers”™ double property
taxes. Total .avenues from the two sources wen: from S35-nsill ion (63-59)
to $98-m7TTion (1974-/DT * ~~ " z
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The total spending of the Anchorage Borough went from $34.8 million

in 1958-69, to $104.9-mi 11 ion
expansion of services during the 1968-"75 period,

in 1974-75.

reflects growth by function and expenditure.

Since Anchorage chose rapid
the following charts

ANCHORAGE BOROUGH GROWTH BY SPENDING AMD PROGRAM

Program
General Gov.
Health

Public Safety

Consv. Hat. Res.

Education

Debt Service

TOTAL SPENDING

1553-%9 to 1974-75

1968-"69

$2.1 (million)
$409,000
$627,000

$ 11,740

$21.2 (million)
$ 3.5 (million)

$34.8 million

1971-72
$6.9 (million)
$1.3

$2.4

$704,624

$45.0 (million)
$ 8.5 (million)

$65.3 million

1974-75
$13.3 (million)

$ 3.4

$64.2 (million)
$14.1 (million)

$104.9 million

GROWTH ANCHORAGE EVALUATION 1969-"63 to 1974-75



2,796 (1975)

GROWTH BY EMPLOYEES ANCHORAGE CITY A"iD BOROUGH

Tne growth in tha numbers of employees in the Anchorage city
and borough reflected a rapid, growth between 1959 and 1971, and
then leveled otf until 1974.

In general the uniformity of Anchorage real property taxes
between 7969 and 1975, the increases in general spending, the growth
in assessed value, and the growth 1in numbers of employees, all reflect
a community that was in the midst of expansion. Hence, the impact of
state revenue sharing for Anchorage was to moderate the costs of
growth arid expansion for local taxpayers.
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Referred: Community & Regional
Affairs and Finance

BY GARDINER.BRADLEY.FREEMAN,
MALONE .MILLER,NAKAK,0OSTERBACK

IN THE HOUSE AND FARR

HOUSE BILL NO. 843
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TENTH LEGISLATURE e« SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled:"An Act providing for equalization ofthe tax resources

BE

of municipalities and continuing a portion of the
program of state aid tor municipal purposes; and pro—

viding for an effective date."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 29 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:

CHAPTER 88. MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE EQUALIZATION.

Sec. 29.88.005. PURPOSE. It is the purpose of this chapter to im—
prove the revenue raising and distribution system for the benefit cf
residents of home rule and general law municipalities by providing for
more equitable allocation of financial resources among municipalities to
improve their fiscal capacities, and to assure that no municipality
suffers impoverishment of necessary public services, relative to other
municipalities, because of the chance location of taxable wealth in the
state.

Sec. 29.88.010. STATE EQUALIZATION OF THE RESOURCES OFMUNICIPALI —
TIES FOR GENERAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES. (@) During eachfiscal year the
state shall nay to a municipality an equalization entitlement for general
government services provided by the municipality.

(b) The equalization entitlement due each municipality is based
its population, relative ability to generate revenue, and local tax rate
and is determined by the application of the formulas:

(1) Entitlement = P x LE

where P = population; and

-1- HB 84T&
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LE = local effort, but not exceeding 25.
(2) LE shall be calculated in accordance with the formula
LE = (PT + 2.3 ST) x (SPCI/LPCI + SPCPV/LPCPV)
2
where PT = property tax mill rate;
ST = sales tax per cent rate;
SPCl = state average per capita income;
LPCI = local per capita income;
SPCPV - state average per capita property value; and
LPCPV = local per capital property value.
(c) For purposes of this section,

(1) the population of the taxing unit is determined annually
in accordance with sec. 15 of this chapter;

(2) property tax mill rate equals the full and true ad valorem
mill rate of the taxing unit for generul government services during the
preceding fiscal year of the taxing unit determined by adjustment of the
unit"s property tax ratein accordance with sec. 20 of this chapter;

3) sales tax per cent rate equals the full and true sales
tax per cent rate of the taxing unit for general government services
during the preceding fiscal year of the taxing unit, determined by
adjustment of the unit"s sales tax rate in accordance with sec. 20 of
this chapter;

4 state per capita income equals the state average per
capita 1income determined in accordance with 9ec. 20 of this chapter;

(5) local per capita income equals the local taxing unit per
capita 1income determined in accordance with sec. 20 of this chapter;

(6) state per capita property value equals the state average

per capita assessed property value determined in accordance with sec. 20

of this chapter; and

Ho 843 "2
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@) local per capita property value equals the local
unit per capita assessed property value determined in accordance with
sec. 20 of this chapter.

Sec. 29.88.015. DETERMINATION OF POPULATION. For purposes of this
chapter, population of a taxing unit shall be determined by the latest
figures of the United States Bureau of the Census or other population
data which, in the judgment of the department, 1is reliable.

Sec. 29.88.020. DETERMINATIONS OF LOCAL EFFORT. (a) Not later
than October 15 of each fiscal year, or as soon thereafter as is rea—
sonably convenient, the department shall make a final determination of
the tax effort of each taxing unit which will be used as the basis for
computation of entitlements and o."stribution of equalization entitle—
ments for the fiscal year under thif chapter. The department shall make
the determinations based upon the irformation returned by the muni—
cipality and upon the several audits or financial statements prepared
and submitted by the municipality.

(b) If, upon review of information obtained by the department, it
determines that a portion of the estimated or actual municipal tax
effort claimed by the municipality does not qualify for inclusion in and
recognition as tax effort for general government purposes, the depart—
ment shall deduct an amount equal to its estimate of revenue which is
not recognized for these purposes before computing the local tax effort
entitlement for general property or general sales tax rate. Before
making a determination to disallow an amount, the department shall first
notify the municipality in writing of the reasons for the proposed dis—
allowance and provide the municipality reasonable time in which to
respond or to challenge the department®s determination.

(c) The per capita income of the state or of the taxing unit
shall be determined by the department by the latest figures of the

-3- 11B 843
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United States Bureau of the Census or other reliable data computed for
the state and its municipalities or election districts and which, 1in the
judgment of the department, 1is reliable. The department may not accept
an estimate of per capita income from a municipality unless the munici—
pality provides estimates of data for all municipalities; if the most
reliable data computed for the state and its municipalities expresses
per capita income on the basis of election districts or similar regional
unit, the department may apply the data to all taxing units within the
election district or similar regional unit.

(d) The per capita full and true per capita assessed property
value shall be computed by the state assessor in the manner provided for
computation of state aid to education under AS 34.17. The state as—
sessor shall compute a value under this subsection for any municipal
school district which is authorized to levy and collect a property tax
but which does not levy a tax.

Sec. 29.88.025. FINANCIAL REPORTS. No entitlement may be computed
and distributed to a municipality until the municipality has first
submitted a financial report to the department for the fiscal year pre—
ceding the year for which the entitlement is sought, together with a
budget for the municipality®s current fiscal year. The financial re—
ports shall specifically include a listing of general revenues collected
from taxes levied and assessed by the municipality which, in the opinion
of the municipal officials, are eligible for inclusion within computa—
tions for determination of the local effort of the taxing unit. The
department may, by regulation, prescribe procedures and filing dates for
submitting financial reports and for obtaining all information required
to compute and determine the municipality"s local effort.

Sec. 29.88.030. LIMITATION ON COMPUTATION AND USE OF ENTITLEMENTS.

(@) Entitlements allocated to a unified municipality or organized

HB 843 _4-
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borough which includes cities or service areas shall be computed with
reference to and expended by the municipality in accordance with the
following:

(1) an entitlement determined with reference to the local
effort of a municipality for areawide purposes shall be used for area-
wide purposes only;

(2) an entitlement determined with reference to the local
effort of a municipality for a service area shall be used for that
service area only;

(3) an entitlement determined with reference to the local
effort of a municipality for exercise of a nonareawide power shall be
used for the provision of nonareawide services only.

(b) Entitlements allocated to a city which contains one or more
differential tax zones established under AS 29.53.405 having differen—
tial levies for services shall be computed with reference to and ex—
pended by the municipality in accordance with the following:

(@)) an entitlement determined with reference to the local
effort of the city for areawide purposes shall be U9ed for areawide
purposes only; and

2 an entitlement determined with reference to the local
effort of the city in a differential tax zone shall be used for the pro—
vision of a service in that tax zone only.

Sec. 29.88.040. EQUALIZATION ACCOUNT. (a) This chapter may not
be construed so as to create a debt to the state.

(b) The municipal tax equalization account is established. Funds
to carry out the provisions of this chapter may be appropriated annually
by the legislature to the account. The amount appropriated to the

account shall be fully allocated by the department fov the purpose of

fulfilling each municipality®s share authorized under sec. 10 of this
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chapter, and shall be distributed by the department pro rata among
eligible municipalities.
Sec. 29.88.045. REGULATIONS. The department may adopt regulations
necessary to implement the purposes and provisions of this chapter.
Sec. 29.88.050. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter
(1) "department"™ means the Department of Community and Re—
gional Affairs;
(2) "general government services"™ means those services, ex—
clusive of public education, which are authorized to and provided by a
municipality; for purposes of this chapter, the term

(A) includes property and sales tax levies for retire—
ment of debt service, except debt service attributable to public
education construction costs;

(b) excludes fees for government services and inspec—
tions, special assessments upon property, or locally levied taxes
the incidence of which does not generally burden residents or
property owners within the taxing unit;

(3 "municipality"” means acity, borough or unified munici—
pality incorporated under the laws of the state;
(4) "taxing unit" means a municipality and

(A) in a borough or unified municipality, a service area
or the entire area outside cities;

(B) in a city, a differential tax zore.

* Sec. 2. AS 29 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:
CHAPTER 89. STATE AID FOR MISCELLANEOQOUS
MUNICIPAL PURPOSES.
Sec. 29.89.005. REVENUE SHARING PAYABLE. Inaddition to the en—
titlements under ch. 88 of this title, during eachfiscal year the state

shall pay aid to a municipality or other eligible recipient which has
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the power to provide the services described in chis chapter and exer—
cises the power in the manner required by this chapter.

Sec. 29.89.010. STATE AID TO MUNICIPALITIES FOR ROADS. (a) The
state shall pay to a city or organized borough of any class which has
power to provide for road maintenance and exercises the power a sum
equal to $1,500 a mile for each mile of road, street or highway main—
tained by the local government, excluding the official state highway
system, roads, streets or highways not dedicated to public use, any
roads, streets or highways maintained under the local service road
program (AS 19.30.111 - 19.30.251), and alleyways, in accor "ce with
regulations adopted by the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities. No payments may be made for maintenance of roads not used
by automotive equipment.

((») Frozen waterways and connections from inhabited areas to the
waterways which may be 3afely used for public transportation by auto—
motive equipment and are so used during a portion of a year are eligible
for payments of $900 per mile if the waterways and connections are main—
tained during the period of use by a municipality or combination of
municipalities. The Department of Community and Regional Affairs, after
consultation with the Department of Transportation and Public Facili—
ties, shall determine which waterways and connections qualify and, where
the waterways or connections lie outside the corporate limits of a
municipality, which municipality is eligible for the shared revenue
unless the municipalities involved have agreed in writing to a parti—
cular distribution.

Sec. 29.89.015. STATE AID TO MUNICIPALITIES AND OTHER ELIGIBLE
RECIPIENTS FOR HEALTH FACILITIES AND HOSPITALS. (a) The state shall
pay $2 per capita to a municipality which has the power to provide

health facilities and services and in which a hospital is located.
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(b) In addition to the payment made under (a) of this section, the
state shall make payments

(1) to a municipality which has the power to provide hospital
facilities and services and which exercises the power on the basis of
$1,000 per bed for each bed actually used for patient care limited to
the number of beds provided for in the construction design of the hospi—
tal, or $75,000 a hospital for those hospitals with 10 or more beds, or
$25,000 a hospital for those hospitals with less than 10 beds, as the
municipality may elect; funds received under this paragraph may be used
only for hospitals and shall be apportioned among qualifying hospitals
as the municipality determines;

(2) on the basis set out in (1) of this subsection to a muni—
cipality for nonprofit hospitals not operated by a municipality if the
municipality first certifies to the department that the hospital 1is in
compliance with all standards for hospitals which have been adopted by
the municipality; in the absence of this certification the funds which
would have gone to the hospital lapse into the state general fund; pay-—
ments to the municipality shall be transferred to the hospital 1in accord
with the basis by which the entitlement was generated by the hospital
and shall be applied to the annual cost of operation and maintenance of
the hospital or for the provision of health care service at the hospital
as the directors of the hospital determine;

(3) $1,000 per bed to an organized borough or city outside an
organized borough in which a health facility is operated for each bed
actually used for patient care, limited to the number of beds provided
for in the construction design of the health facility, or $4,000 per
health facility as the municipality may determine;

(c) A hospital may not receive payment under both (b)(1) and

(b)(2) of this section,
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(d) Funds received by a municipality under (a) or (b) (3) of this
section shall be used for expenses of health services or operation and
maintenance of facilities as the municipality determines.

(e) Before funds may be distributed under this section, the com—
missioner of health and social services shall certify to the distri—
buting agency that any accumulation of assets by nonprofit corporations
or other recipients under this section are dedicated irrevocably to a
public purpose.

Sec. 29.8S.020. STATE AID FOR HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION. If construc—
tion of a facility began after January 1, 1968 and state matching aid
for construction approved for payment to the municipality or other
facility sponsor constitutes less than 25 per cent of the total project
cost, the state shall pay to the municipality or other facility sponsor
eacli fiscal year a sum equal to $2,500 a bed for the maximum number of
beds provided for in the construction design of the facility. State aid
provided for in this section shall continue until the municipality or
other facility sponsor has received an amount which, combined with state
matching money for construction of the facility, equals 25 per cent of
the total project cost. No funds received for construction shall be
used for any other purpose.

Sec. 29.89.025. STATE AID TO MUNICIPALITIES FOR POPULATION LOCATED
ON MILITARY RESERVATIONS. () A municipality may not receive state
shared revenue provided in this chapter based on the population residing
on that portion of a military reservation annexed to a municipality
after January 1, 1973, except as provided in this section.

() If a military reservation is located within a municipality,
the municipality is limited in its entitlement to state shared revenue,

based on the population residing on the reservation, as follows:

(1) $6 per capita for police protection services under (c¢) of
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this section;

(2) $1.25 per capita for parks and recreation services urder
(d) of this section;

(3) $2.50 per capita for transportation services or facili—
ties under (e) of this section.

(c) Shared revenue may be paid for police protection services
under this section if

(1) municipal police protection is available 24 hours a day;
and

(2) municipal police officers are citizens of the United
States who are at least 19 years of age and none of whom has been con-—
victed of a crime involving moral turpitude within the past 10 years.

(d) Shared revenue may be paid for parks and recreation services
under this section if the municipality provides parks or recreation
facilities or services within or in the near vicinity of the military
reservation.

(e) Shared revenue may be paid for transportation services or
facilities under this section if the municipality provides municipally
operated small boat harbors, ports, airports, or mass transit systems.

Sec. 29.89.030. STATE AID TO VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENTS IN THE UN-—
ORGANIZED BOROUGH. (a) The state shall pay to a volunteer fire depart—
ment registered with the state fire marshal and serving an area not in
an <~rganized borough or a city a sum for protection purposes equal to
$7.50 per capita for the population served by the department, as deter—
mined by the state fire marshal using the latest figures of the United
States Bureau of the Census or other reliable data.

((»)) Grants shall be made as set out in (a) of this section to
facilitate the organization of volunteer fire departments in an area not
in an organized borough or a city, upon application of the proposed fire
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protection group to the state fire marshal and approval of applications
according to standards of organization and service prescribed by regula-
tions promulgated by the state fire marshal.

(¢ In this section, "fire protection" includes, but is not
limited to, fire protection provided by a volunteer fire department
registered with the state fire marshal which has official recognition
and financial support from the community or area in which it is located.

Sec. 29.89.035. POPULATION DETERMINATION. For purposes of this
chapter, population shall be determined by the latest figures of the
United States Bureau of the Census or other reliable population data,
including but not limited to public school enrollment figures, public
utility connection, registered voters or certified employment payrolls.

Sec. 29.89.040. AREA COST-OF-LIVING DIFFERENTIAL. (@) State pay-
ments to a municipality or other eligible recipient under this chapter
shall reflect area cost-of-living differentials. Amounts distributed
shall be based upon the sum of per capita, per mile and per bed or
facility grants due each municipality or other recipient multiplied by
the appropriate area cost-of-living differential. The area cost-of-
living differential for each recipient shall be determined annually by
election district under the provisions of AS 39.27.030; however, the
area cost-of-living differential to be applied shall not result in an
amount to be distributed less than the base allocation.

() The election districts used in (&) of this section are those
designated by the proclamation of reapportionment and redistricting of
December 7, 1961, and retained for the house of representatives hy
proclamation of the governor September 3, 1965.

Sec. 29.89.045. UNIFICATION, MERGER OR CONSOLIDATION OF MUNICI-
PALITIES. Ifna borough and the cities within the borough merge, con-

solidate or unify in accordance with AS 29.68, the amount of revenue
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sharing to which the successor municipality is entitled shall be com-
puted for the Tfirst year and each year thereafter as if the merger,
consolidation or unification had not occurred, and the successor muni-
cipality shall receive not less than the amount so computed.

Sec. 29.89.050. CONSTRUCTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF CHAPTER. @
This chapter may not be construed so as to create a debt of the state.

(b) The special municipal services account is established. Funds
to carry out the provisions of this chapter may be appropriated annually
by the legislature to the account. |If amounts in the account are in-
sufficient for the purpose of each municipality"s or other recipient"s
share authorized under this chapter, such funds as are available shall
be distributed pro rata among eligible municipalities and other recipi-
ents .

(c) Money in the special municipal services account which, at the
end of the fiscal year for which the money is appropriated, exceeds the
amount required for the allocations authorized in this chapter reverts
to the general fun

Sec. 29.89.055. REGULATIONS. The Department of Community and
Regional Affairs shall adopt regulations necessary to carry out the
purposes of this chapter. The regulations shall include minimum stan-
dards required to qualify a municipality for grants for each service and
provisions for a performance report adequate to demonstrate to the
department that each service for which credit was allowed was actually
performed by the municipality, at least at the prescribed minimum level.

Sec. 29.89.060. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(€D "hospital™ means a licensed hospital determined 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;
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(@ "health facility" means public health centers, maternity
homes and community mental health centers, facilities for the mentally
or physically handicapped, nursing homes and convalescent centers which
are licensed, when required, Ly the state under AS 18.20.010 - 18.20.130
and are owned or operated or both by a local government or by a non-
profit corporation or other nonprofit sponsor; the term excludes facili-
ties operated or wholly supported by the state or the federal govern-
ment .

Sec. 3. AS 29.23.560(a)(3) is amended to read:

(@ tax assessment and tax levy figures as requested specifi-
cally indicating the amount or rate of levy for general government, edu-
cation, and other purposes;

Sec. 4. AS 29.23.560(a) is amended by adding new paragraphs to read:
a coPy °f fhe current annual budget of the municipality;

(5) a summary of the optional property and sales tax exemp-
tions authorized in the municipality by ordinance, together with the
municipality"s estimate of the revenues lost to it by operation of each
of the exemptions.

Sec. 5. AS 29.23.560(b) is amended to read:

() Compliance with the provisions of this section is a prerequi-
site to receipt of municipal tax resource equalization assistance under
ch. 88 of this title and state aid for miscellaneous municipal services
under ch. 89 of this title [STATE-SHARED REVENUES UNDER AS 43.18]. The
Department of Community and Regional Affairs [STATE] shall withhold
annual allocations under those chapters [THAT CHAPTER] in the event of
noncompliance until such time as the report requirements are met [COM-

PLIED WITH].

* Sec. 6. AS 29.73 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 29.73.060. TAXPAYER NOTICE. (@) |If a municipality levies
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and collects real or personal property taxes, thegoverning body shall
furnish thefollowing notice with tax statementsmailed  for thefiscal
year for which aid is received under AS 14.17, AS 43.18.100, and chap-
ters 88 and 89 of this title:
"NOTICE TO TAXPAYER
For the current fiscal year the (city) (borough) has been
allocated the following amount of state aid for school and
municipal purposes under the applicable financial assistance
Acts:
PUBLIC SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM ASSISTANCE
(AS 14.17) $
STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT OF SCHOOL CONSTRUC-
TION DEBT (AS 43.18.100) $
MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE EQUALIZATION ASSIS-
TANCE (AS 29.88) $
STATE AID FOR MISCELLANEOUS MUNICIPAL
SERVICES (AS29.89) $
TOTAL AID $
The millage equivalent of thisstate aid, based on  thedollar
value of a mill in themunicipality during thecurrent assess-
ment year and for the preceding assessment year, Iis:
MILLAGE EQUIVALENT
PREVIOUS YEAR THIS YEAR
PUBLIC SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM
ASSISTANCE MILLS MILLS
STATE AID FOR RETIREMENT OF
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DEBT MILLS MILLS
MUNICIPAL TAX RESOURCE EQUALI-
ZATION ASSISTANCE MILLS MILLS
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STATE AID FOR MISCELLANEOUS
MUNICIPAL SERVICES ___ MILLS ____ MILLS
TOTAL MILLAGE EQUIVALENT ___ MILLS MILLS™

() If the municipality levies and collects only a sales tax, the
governing body shall provide a notice substantially in the form set out
in (@ of this section. In providing notice under this subsection, the
council or assembly shall substitute for the millage equivalency its
estimate of the equivalent sales tax rate for each of the categories of
financial assistance set out in (@) of this section. Notice shall be
provided

(1) by publishing in a newspaper of general circulation
within the municipality a copy of the notice once each week for a period
of three successive weeks, with Ffirst publication to occur not earlier
than 45 days before the first day of the municipality"s fiscal year; or

(@ if there is rio newspaper of general circulation in the
municipality, by posting a copy of the notice for at least 20 days in at
least two public places within the municipality, with posting to occur
not earlier than 45 days before the first day of the municipality”s
fiscal year.

(c) Compliance with the provisions of this section is a prerequi-
site to receipt of municipal tax resource equalization assistance under
ch. 88 of this title and state aid for miscellaneous municipal services
under ch. 89 of this title. The Department of Community and Regional
Affairs shall withhold annual allocations under those chapters until
municipal officials demonstrate that the requirements of this section
have been met.

Sec. 7. AS 29.13.100 is amended by adding new paragraphs to read:
(38) AS 29.73.060 (taxpayer notice)

(39) AS 29.88 (municipal tax resource equalization assistance)



i (A0) AS 29.89 (state aid for miscellaneous municipal services)

7 * Sec. 8. AS 43.18.010 - 43.18.050 and secs. 4 and 5, ch. 120, SLA 1977
are repealed.

1 * Sec. 9. Other provisions of this Act notwithstanding, a municipality
which would receive less money under the provisions of this Act than it was

o entitled to receive in fiscal year 1978 under the provisions of AS 43.18

/ repealed by this Act shall, until June 30, 1981, be entitled to receive an

a [amount equal to that authorized for fiscal year 1978 under the former provi-

» |sions of AS 43.18, in accordance with those provisions.

* Sec. 10. This Act takes effect July 1, 1978.
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Notes to printout 2 submitted with memo of February 8, 1978

(€D) LOCAL GOV'T: Local governments are presented with boroughs and
communities therein listed first. The breakdown of each borough is
consistent with their revenue sharing application ('SA" means service
area).

(2) ROPERTY TAX: The column lists the property tax mil rate applied
t.. service area of municipality. Property taxes dedicated to or expended
for education are excised from each government®s tax base.

(3 SALES TAX: The column lists the sales tax percentage rate provided
fov by each local government. Only sales taxes which fall evenly upon
the local populace are allowable under the proposal.

(49 PCI RATIO: The column lists the quotient generated by dividing the
state-wide average per capita income by the respective local government
per capita income. Communities withPCI®"s below the state average will
have quotients larger than 1.

(5) PROPERTY RATIO: The column lists the quotient generated by dividing
the state-wide per capita property value by the local government per
capita property value. Communities "“poorer’” than the state average will
have quotients larger than 1.

(6) AVE RATIO: The column lists the average of the PClI and PCPV
ratios as expressed in the two preceding columns. The number appearing
in this column is multiplied by the local tax effort to generate the
local effort factor in the proposed formula. For those local govern-
ments where no property assessment has been made, we have estimated
(EST) the per capita value by looking to similar communities where
assessments have been made. About 13% of the state population lives in
those communities where a property value assessment has not been made.
Two Anchorage Borough service areas have been designated as "estimated"
because of inconsistencies between the state assessor®s report of "full
and true" values for some service areas and the population for those
service areas as reported by the Anchorage Borough.

(7) LOCAL EFFORT: The column lists the product of multiplying the

local tax effort (property tax plus 2.3 times sales tax) by the average
ratio value in column 6. We have not allowed the local effort factor to
exceed 25. This effectively limits the local government from increasing
tax levels indiscriminately to seek incremental revenue sharing allocations.

(B POP.: The column lists the population base accepted by the Depart-
ment of C.R.A. for the purpose of determining revenue sharing entitlements.

(@ COLA: The column lists the cost of living allowance multiplier
used by C.R.A. in determining entitlements.



(10) NEW ENTITLEMENT: The column lists the pro-rated entitlement
received by each local government under the proposed per capita distri-

bution.

(11) TOTAL (+RHM): The column totals the per capita entitlement shown
in column 10 with the non-per capita entitlements for road maintenance,
hospitals, etc. The non-per capita entitlements are listed at parity
with each community®s full entitlement as allowed by C.R.A., and each
entitlement is multiplied by the COLA factor before it iIs added to the

per capita entitlement.

(12) PRESENT ENTITLEMENT: The column lists the entitlements provided
for at parity (multiplied by the COLA factor) under present law. The
non-per capita entitlements due the Anchorage and Juneau boroughs are
lumped into the first service area listed for each borough.

The last three columns are totaled at the bottom of the printout. The
present entitlements in the last column will total more than was actually
received by the local governments in FY 77, since the program was funded
at such a level so as to require a pro-rated reduction from each entitle-
ment. As 1is evident, the proposed formula adjusted the per capita
entitlements by a coefficient so that the total payout for the proposal

will be $25 million.
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

February 17, 1978
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: HB 843 (W.0. #7/R)

The TTtorable Terry Gardiner

JofmJIfyfj/iams
Reearch™ Analyst

You have asked that we prepare an analysis of HB 843, an Act pro-
viding for equalization of the tax resources of municipalitiesand
continuing a portion of the program of state aid for municipalpurposes;
and providing for an effective date. The following analysis consists
of: (1) a discussion of present revenue sharing law; (2) an overview of
the general implications of the bill; (3 th> financial distribution
scheme as provided for in the bill; (4) a discussion of the allocation

formula; and (6) an attachment demonstrating the comparative revenue
distribution under current law and HB 843,

PRESENT REVENUE SHARING

HB 843 would amend the current state aid to local governments
program, as provided for in AS 43.18.010-090, The current law provides
for the legislature to annually appropriate an amount to be distributed
to local governments according to a series of local services which are
eligible under the program. Approximately 75% of the revenues are
distributed on a per capita basis; the remainder are allocated according
to miles of road maintained and the number of health facilities and
hospitals (either on a per facility basis or a per bed basis). Services

in support of military installations are apportioned on a per capita

EXHIBIT C
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basis but according to a different schedule than utilized for civilian
populations. The Department of Community and Regional Affairs (CRA)
determines whether a municipality qualifies under the provisions spec-
ified for each eligible service category. When eligibility has been
certified, the municipality then receives a statutorily set amount per
capita Cor medical facility or mile of road maintained) specified for
each service category. For example, a municipality receives $12 per
capita for police protection, $7.50 per capita for fire protection, and
$2 per capita for land use planning. Should the liability of the pro-
gram exceed the legislatively appropriated amount, all municipal enti-
tlements are prorated so that the tot " liability equals the available
money -

The legislative intent for the program was restated via the passage
of HB 89 in 1977 (120 SLA 1977 becomes effective July 1, 1978) to read
"(t)he intent of 88 10-100 of this chapter in authorizing state aid
for....municipal services is that municipalities which levy taxes reduce
those levies in reasonable proport®“on to the amount of state aid re-
ceived by the municipality for a given fiscal year" (sec. 4, HB 89).

Using the criteria established by the legislative intent, there
would appear to be two considerations regarding the present revenue
sharing law which indicate that it cannot fully accomplish the intent,
(1) The present distribution system does not consider the local tax rate
in distributing revenues. Those communities which have a relatively
high tax rate receive payments at the same rate as communities which
supply minimal or no services from local taxes. Instead, present law

directs the Dept, of CRA to determine whether specific services which
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are being supplied by the municipalities qualify them for categorical
entitlements, regardless of differences in tax rates utilized in funding
those service categories.1l (2) Additionally, present law does not
include "ability to pay" considerations. A community with a larger than
state average per capita property valuation receives revenues at the
sa~e rate as communities which are relatively poor. The same criticism
can be raised with respect to per capita income differentials from which
taxes are paid. A circular argument can be developed which demonstrates
that poorer communities must set taxing rates at higher levels to gen-
erate the same revenues per capita as wealthier municipalities, which in
turn requires a greater proportion of the disposable income of the
poorer municipality residents to pay the additional tax burden vis-a-vis
wealthier communities. The alternative for the poorer community is to
forgo local services, which causes concomitant financial loss if the

forgone services were eligible for revenue sharing dollars. The actual

result iIs often substandard services.

1 The eligible services list has expanded since inception and presently
includes services related to health and welfare, transportation,
recreation, and economic development (a bill before the legislature
this year would add cultural activities). Since the eligible services
list has greatly expanded, it would appear timely to consider allowing
any public service specifically authorized by a municipality to be
considered as eligible for revenue sharing dollars. A method for
accomplishing this would be to look directly at the local tax rate
in determining the distribution of the revenue sharing appropriation,
since the tax rate will reflect the level and number of services
provided by municipal tax revenues.



Hon. Terry Gardiner -4- * *  February 17, 1978

OVERVIEW OF HB 843 "oe

HB 843 repeals essentially all provisions of the present revenue
sharing law which allocate monies on a per capita basis (police, fire,
parks and recreation, land use planning, transportation, and air and
water pollution control). Present law which allocates monies for health
facilities, hospitals, road maintenance, fire districts outside of
municipalities, and support of military installations is saved.

The repealed portion is replaced with a per capita allocation
system based upon population, taxing rate, and a factor which compares
each local government to the state average using per capita property
value and per cipita income as indicators. Our analysis indicates that
any appropriation to the program in excess of $23 million will increase
the entitlement for all local governments with local tax ordinances-in
effect except the North Slope Borough and the City of Valdez. Several
second class cities and one first class city with no local taxes would
receive less. Section 9 of the bill provides for all local governments
to be held harmless for three years after passage, such that no munici-
pality will receive less during that three year period than they did in

1978, regardless of their entitlement as calculated by the specified

formula.

FINANCIAL DISTRIBUTION SCHEME

HB 843 provides that revenue sharing dollars shall bo utilized by
municipalities iIn the taxing jurisdiction for which the amount of en-
titlement is determined. Boroughs with area-wide taxes for general

government services except education shall receive revenue sharing
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allocations to be used for area-wide purposes. For boroughs with dif-
ferential taxing rates iIn service areas, revenue sharing entitlements
based upon the service area tax rates must be utilized only in those
service areas. First or second class cities with city-wide taxes wculd
receive an allocation based upon the city-wide tax rate to be used city-
wide (except for education). Cities with differential taxing zones
would receive allocations according to the tax rate applied in each
differential tax zone.

This system of distribution would appear to have a neutral effect
with respect to the unification of existing governments. We do not find
any circumstance where a subsequent unification agreement would cause a
decrease in the revenue sharing entitlement for identical services. The
bill contains a hold harmless clause for entitlements under the non per
capita portion should a subsequently unified local government be en-

titled to less than the preceding multiple local governments.
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ALLOCATION FORMULA
HB 843 specifies a formula to be used iIn determining entitlements
for per capita revenue sharing distributions. The formula utilizes

three considerations: CI) population; (2) tax rate; and (3) trie relative

"ability to pay"” of each local government or subunit thereof.

The formula is:

D
where P = population
PT = property tax mil rate
ST = salestax per cent rate
SPCPV = stateaverage per capita property value
LPCPV = local per capita property value
SPCI = stateaverage per capita iIncome
LPCI = local per capita income

We will discuss the formula according to the portions indicated by

the braces.

Part A

The population is determined in the same fashion as provided for in

present law. Any reasonable population estimate is accepted by the

Dept, of CRA.

Part B
Part B indicates the portion of the formula which determines the
local tax rate. Property tax mil rates and sales tax per cent rates are

converted to mil equivalents. The 2.3 conversion factor multiplied by
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the sales tax rate was determis ed by comparing the revenue that could be
generated by applying a one mil property tax to the total full and true

assessed property value in the state and a one per cent sales tax to the
total retail business in the state. That comparison demonstrates that a

one per cent sales tax would generate 2.3.times more reyenue than a one

mil property tax.

Part C

The portion of the formula set out by brace C averages two ratios
that compare the "economic base™ of each local government to the state
ayerage. The ratios are mathematically designed to create a number
larger than one for communities lower than the state average for the two
indicators, and a number smaller than one for communities above the
state average. The average of the two ratios is then multiplied times
the computed tax rate so as to adjust upward the local tax effort of

economically disadvantaged communities and downward economically ad-

vantaged communities.

Part b

The portion set out by brace D is called the local effort factor,
and iIs not allowed to exceed 25. The ceiling has the effect of setting
a limit Oll the amount of support given to each municipality under the
revenue sharing program. This, iIn combination with the required pub-
lishing of revenue sharing entitlements, would appear consistent with

the legislative :ntent of the program, which is to diminish local tax

burdens.
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The bill further provides for adjustments in both sales tax and
property tax rates based on optional exemptions allowed under Alaska
lawv. As an example, a municipality utilizing the $10,000 residential
property tax exemption would be required to declare the revenues forgone
by the exemption, and a comparative portion of the tax would be excised
from the tax rate base before computing that municipality®s entitlement.
Mandatory exemptions, such as agricultural lands and senior citizens

housing would not affect the tax rate, since the forgone revenues are

reimbursed by the state.
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PROPQSCD REVENUE 3HARINCS C1977 DATA >

COLA USED ONLY TOR MODIFYING NON-PER CAPITA ENTITLEMENTS
LOCAL EFFORT LIMIT SET TO 25

PAYOUT SET TO *25 MILLION (2.903535315) (*6,129,422H16,712,8&53>
PROPERTY SALES PC1  PROPERTY AVE LOCAL PER CAPITA TOTAL PRESENT
SN LOCAL COov™T TAX TAX RATIO RATIO RATIO EFFORT POP. ENTITLEMENT (¢ RIM) ENTITLEMEir
BOROUGHS AND INTERNAL DIFFERENTIAL TAX UNITS ™  =-=--- STTTTT - o CoUTTTTTTTTTT N

1 ANCHORAGE (AW) 3.04 0.000 0.963 1.70 1.335 4.05 100,653 *2,107,996 *4,976,817 *0,374,557
2 CITY (SA) 7.16 0.000 0.894 1.63 1.266 9.06 68,059 *1,841,577 *1,011,245 *0
3 HILLSIDE (SA) 3.65 0.000 0.871 1.03 0.952 3.47 0,937 *92,679 *91,152 to
4 SPENARD (SA) 7.23 0.000 0.007 1.50 1.195 0.64 30,016 *1,001,281 *904,709 *0
5 G1RDWOOD (SA) 3.82 0.000 0.796 0.02 0.811 3.09 600 *5,540 *5,456 *0
0 GLEN ALPS (SA) 3.42 0.000 0.79C 0.00 0.001 2.%4 65 > *531 " *522 SO
7 RICH. VISTA (SA) 7.16 0.000 1.096 11.60 6.309 25.00 1,105 *02,420 *01,062 *0
8 SAND LAKE (SA) 4.72 0.000 0.BOS 1.05 1.370 5.46 18,914 *3GS, 040 *359,035 *0
3 MULDOON (SA) 4.72 0.000 0.955 2.76 1.SG1 8.70 22,306 *564,708 *575,157 to
10 RAQBIT CREEK (SA) 3.65 0.000 0.002 1.90 1.393 5.08 6,532 *99,121 *97,4B3 *0
U EAGLE RIVER (SA) 3.04 0.000 0.998 2.00 1.541 4.60 7,182 *100,441 *90,706 to

12 CHUCIAK (SA) 1.73 0.000 0.99B 2.03 1.917 * 3.31 5,076 *50,160 457,210 ......... *0
13 OCEAN VIEW (SA) 4.72 0.000 0.002 1.70 1.333 6.29 1,094 *35,561 *34,976 to
14 OTHER SA 0.52 0.000 0.963 0.54 0.752 0.39 372 *434 *427 *0
TOTAL *6,455,590 *9,174,129 *0,374,557

15 BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH (AW) 6.25 0.000 0.977 1.00 1.433 T B.95 1,311 ...... *35,035 *42,691 .... *32,770
16 SOUTH NAKNEK SA 1.50 0.000 0.977 0.92 0.950 1.42 175 *744 *731 *0
TOTAL *35,700 *43,423 *32,370

17 FAIRBANKS BOROUGH (AW) 1.30 2.000 0.747 1.62 1.186 6.99 60,227 *1,257,6*1 *1,340,034 *1,200,637
18 OALLAINE LAKE (SA) 1.00 0.000 0.747 4.62 2.COG 2.60 160 *1,346 “ *1,384 to
13 DIANE (SA) 1.50 0.000 0.747 2.97 1.B60 2.79 66 *549 4540 *0
20 WILDVIEW ACRES (SA) 1.00 0.000 0.747 2.24 1.496 1.49 77 *343 *330 40
21 SMITH RANCH (SA) 2.00 0.000 0.747 3.97 2.359 4.71 438 *6,165 *6,064 *0
28 ENGINED! CREEK (SA) 2.00 0.000 0.747 3.95 2.340 4.69 144 *2,010 *1,9D5 *0
23 ESTER LUMP (SA) 2.50 0.000 0.747 0.34 0.547 1.36 10 *40 *40 *0
24  NORTH STAR F.P. (SA) - 1.00 0.000 m0.747 2.07 1.412 1.41" 6,500 ————- *27,399 — *26,940 * .... to
25 BECKER RIDGE (SA) 3.00 0.000 0.747 0.70 0.727 2.10 100 *702 tG?J *0
26 FAIRBANKS (CITY) 9.00 3.000 0.658 2.40 1.533 24.30 30,462 *2,215,980 *2,603,613 *1,265,007
27 NORTH POLE (CITY) 5.80 3.000 1.197 1.30 1,252 15.90 461 *21,073 *39,700 *29,890
TOTAL *3,534,001 *4,109,330 *2,496,335

28 HAINES BOROUGH 1.40 1.000 1.210 2.33 1.003 6.67 1,924 *30,314 *37,683 *0
23 HAINES (CITY) 7.20 3.000 1.325 2.99 a. ico " 25.00 1, 3GG *101,007 *116,4C5 *65,721
TOTAL *140,202 *154,140 *05,721

30 JUNEAU (AW) 8.30 1.000 O0.847 2.40 1.027 17.24 20,465 * 61,053,800 *1,241,440 *751,062
31 JUNEAU EA1 2.71 2.000 0.047 2.30 1.S7C- 11.52 7,259 *249,640 *245,520 to
28 JUNEAU SA2 1.21 2.000 0.047 3.69 2.272 13.20 1,606 *03,269 *62,227 to
33 JUNEAU SA3 0.74 0.000 0.047 1.11 0.902 0.72 197 *427 *420 *0
34  JUNEAU SA4 2.79 0.000 0.047 1.60 1.220 3.42 1,370 *14,006 *13,775 *0
33 JUNEAU SAS5 2.23 0.000 0.047 2.70 1.816 4.04 0,369 *101,122 *99,457 to
36 JUNEAU SA5 1.71 0.000 0.047 2.59 1.721 2.94 719 *6,310 *6,212 40
27 JUNEAU SAT 1.37 0.000 0.047 1.90 1.410 1.94 427 <8,476 *2,435 to
38 JUNEAU SAB 1.30 0.000 0.047 1.30 1.078 1.40 510 *2,167 *2,131 *0

TOTAL *1,492 634 *1,073,037 *751,002
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ATTACHMENTS

We are submitting two computer printouts, the first showing the data
base we used for our analysis, and the second demonstrating how the
revenues wuld be distributed by the proposed formula  The present data
base utilizes 1976 data. The significant difference between the present
1976 data base and a 1977 data base which we intend to complete shortly
Is the additional valuation of the trans-Alaska pipeline which results
in a sizeable increase in the total property in the state. Presently,
the pipeline is equal to just under half of the total property value in
the state. To demonstrate the local effects of the incremental value of
the pipeline when comparing 1976 to 1977 data, the 1976 PCPV for Valdez
and the North Slope Borough were $66,000 and $142,000 respectively;
whereas their 1977 PCPV were $162,000 and $390,000. The state-wide

average PCPV was $29,700 in 1976 and $42,900 in 1977.

We are also attaching a computer graphic demonstrating the distribution

of "wealth" as estimated by per capita property value using 1977 data.
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&SjjlgSIVV.H _
Background Material
House C&RA Committee fTiles
Re: HB 843

PRESENT REVENUE SHARING FUNDING

Local Government Hu-.li.tes

Police Protection 2.no each person
Fire Protection 7.50 each person
Air/Water Pollution 2.00 each person
Land Use Planning 2.00 each person
Parks and Recreation 5.00 each person
Transportation Facilities 5.00 each person
Road Maintenance

a. Public Roads 1500.00 each mile

b. Ice Roads 900.00 each mile
Health Service 2.00 each person
Health Facilities 1000.00 each bed

4000.00 each facility
Hospitals 1000.00 each bed

25000.00 each hospital

75000.00 each hospital

Construction Aid (Hospitals) 2500.00 each bed



Notes to printout 1 submitted with memo of February 8, 1978.

(D) LOCAL GOV'T: Local governments are presented with boroughs and
communities therein listed first. The breakdown of each borough is
consistent with their revenue sharing application ('SA" means service
area).

(2) PER CAP. EXIST.: The column lists the total entitlements distrib-
uted on a per capita basis (police, fire, parks and rec., air and water
pollution, land use planning, transportation, and health services).

(3® HEALTH & ROADS: The column lists entitlements distributed on a
non-per capita basis. This includes road maintenance (distributed on a
mile basis), health facilities, hospitals, and construction aid (distrib-
uted on a per facility basis, i.e., hospitals). For boroughs which
submitted their applications according to service areas, we have lumped
the non-per capita entitlements ik the first listed service area.

(4 MILITARY: Those local governments which supply services related to
the support of military installations receive entitlements according to
the services supplied and the military population. As with the health
and roads category, the military entitlements are lumped into the Ffirst
service area listed if a local government has multiple listings.

(5) TOTAL ENTITLEMENT: The column totals the three prior columns and
represents the total entitlement each community is qualified to receive.
The cost of living allowance factor (column 8) is factored into the
three columns which break down the total entitlement. The actual monies
received by a local government will be less than that listed, since the
entitlements are pro-rated according to the money appropriated to the
local government assistance program.

(6) POP.: The column lists the population base accepted by C.R.A. for
the purpose of determining revenue sharing entitlements.

(7) PER CAP. PROP. VALUE: The column lists the "full and true" per
capita property value as determined by the state assessor. For those
local governments where no property assessment has been made, we have
estimated (EST.) the per capita property value by looking to similar
communities where assessments have been made. About 13% of the state
population lives in those communities where a property value assessment
has not been made. Two Anchorage Borough service areas have been desig-
nated as "estimated" because of inconsistencies between the state assessor-"s
report of "full and true" property values for some service areas and the
population for those service areas as reported by the Anchorage Borough.
The per capita property value figures listed for these two service areas
are more than likely inaccurate, but we are not capable of correcting
the data without further clarification from the Department.



(8 COLA: The column lists the cost of living allowance multiplier
used by the C.R.A, in determining entitlements.

(9 PROPERTY TAX: The column lists the property tax assessment for
each service area or local government, less the levies designated for
schools. If a levy was not specifically dedicated by a local government
to schools, we obtained income and expenditure figures from the local
government audits and calculated an apportionment to schools, which was
then deducted from the local government property tax base.

(10) SALES TAX: As with property tax, the column lists the sales tax
rate for each local government or service area, unless the tax was
dedicated to schools. When a school dedication was not declared, we
obtained information from the local government audits and diminished the
sales tax base according to the portion of sales tax receipts appropri-
ated to schools.

(11) 1974 PCI: This column lists the Bureau of Census per capita income
figures for 1974.



WORKSHOP ON SSHB 843

MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING

Governor™s Conference Room
Monday, May 8, 1978
9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Representative Lisa Rudd, Chair of the House Community and
Regional Affairs Committee presiding.

Representative Rudd opened the meeting stating the
purpose of this work session was to provide an opportunity
for an iIn-depth look at this revenue sharing proposal and to
discuss any problem areas wh’ch may be i1dentified.

The morning session was devoted to review of the proposed
legislation. The bill"s sponsor, Representative Terry
Gardiner, summarized the provisions of the bill and addressed
the concepts of local effort and equalization. John Williams,
Legislative Research, reviewed the elements of the formula.
Representative Rudd outlined four concerns which she had
with the proposed program and asked the municipal representatives
to address those concerns during the workshop discussions:

1. The complexity of the proposed formula;

2. The validity of the local effort concept as a
basis for revenue sharing program;

3. The question of whether equalization is a legitimate
concern of the state;

4. The question of whether it i1s a legitimate state
concern to assure the provision of certain
services on the local level.

During the afternoon session municipal representatives
gave their comments on the concepts and specifics of the
proposed legislation. The following is a summary of the
major points of the discussions :

1. The formula i1s too complicated and includes too many
ANirTabTes~ W' EHTarp of Juneau suggl3sTed~aTmpl*tx"tcatiolT
of the formula® The same product (millage equivalent) can
result from taking the sum of the total municipal revenues,
subtracting any revenues specifically excluded, and dividing
that remainder by what 1 mil would bring from 1007, of full
and true value.
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The main objection still remains, however; that each
municipality™s entitlement iIs dependent upon several statewide
variables over which i1t has no control. It was suggested
that entitlements could be computed with two year old data
rather than current data, thereby making i1t easier for a
municipality to figure i1ts expected entitlement. The drawback
to this approach is that entitlements will not reflect the
most recent changes which, i1f an iIndustrial development
project is i1nvolved, can be major.

2. Locally generated school tax support should be included.
Tlost communities tax themselves for additional school support
over and above what is received from the school foundation
program and the school constuction program. Petersburg, for
example, devotes its entire 5% sales tax to school support.
Anchorage claims 42% or about 6 mils goes to education.

This was felt to be a legitimate indicator of local effort.
At least one municipality, however, suggested that education
should be left out of the program of state aid for municipal
operations since such motherhood issues have a tendency to
take over.

3. The formula seems to be a compulsion to keep taxes high
rather than an incentive to reduce taxes. It is a built in
muncertainty tor assemblies and councils about future revenues
and their effect on revenue sharing entitlements. John
Williams pointed out that there are two mitigating factors:
1) The local effort factor ceiling of 25. No municipality
will get revenue sharing credit for taxation above this
figure; and 2) The willingness of local taxpayers to pay
taxes. This last Is considered the major determining factor.
Any reduction iIn tax rate translates into more of a loss iIn
direct revenues than in revenue sharing dollars. Bruce
Aronsen, of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs,
stated the ratio was about 12 to 1 ($12 local revenues to $1
revenue sharing).

Ketchikan pointed ouc that the present revenue sharing
program bears no relation to taxation. The money just
cornes, so to speak. With HB 843, municipalities really have
to consider the effects of their taxing policies.

It was also discussed that the present revenue sharing
program has at best helped maintain the tax level while
allowing increases of municipal services. More likely, it
has just slowed the tax increase.
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4. Anchorage maintains there is no direct correlation
between tax base and service needs! in a growing community
there are more service needs, crime, transportation, etc.
Anchorage, for example, is a crossroads and service center
for much of Alaska, therefore i1t services more than just its
population. A sales tax does address this to a degree, and
Anchorage would request that their hotel-motel sales tax be
counted in the local effort formula. SSHB 843 specifically
excludes taxes which do not generally burden the entire
citizenry. Another example of such special tax is the raw
fish tax of the Bristol Bay Borough.

5. Single purpose service districts. Fairbanks questioned
the appropriateness of treating service districts as sepa Ite
political units, as this may have a tendency to encourage |
separatist attitude on the part of the service districts.
Boroughs would rather consider service areas as an integral
part of the whole. SSIIB 843 specifies that funds allocated
on a service area basis or by differential tax zones must be
spent in those areas. Mr. Nordale also pointed out that

they have several single purpose service districts, providing
only road maintenance. These districts can receive double
payment under Chapter 89 (RHM) and under Chapter 88 (formula)..
This can lead to a situation where a service area can be
receiving as much as twice as much money as they actually
need.

IT this i1s actually a problem, a solution may be to
allow for petition to the DC&RA to use the funds elsewhere.
The municipalities may prefer to delete the provision in HB
843 which requires the use of revenue sharing funds in the
service areas.

6. Include per capita debt as a measure of local effort.
Theoretically, municipal debt is considered in this lormula
since 1t i1s reflected i1In the tax rate. IT local effort for
education 1is included, all possibilities for local debt will
be included since much of a municipality®s bonded debt is
for school construction. Dillingham pointed out that a city
must first have a tax base before i1t can incur bonded debt.
Several Alaskan municipalities are precluded from bonding by
virtue of having no tax base.

7. Is 1t a legitimate state interest to see that a certain
level of local services Is maintained? MrTTTordale pointed
out that i1t does seem to be state policy to emphasize such
services as police and fire protection since those categories
receive the greatest iIntitlement iIn the revenue sharing
program and have historically received the most attention
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and amendment. Mr. Sharp pointed out that if It is a legitimate
state responsibility to assure certain local services, then

it 1s also incumbant upon the state to see that those services
are actually being provided at some quality level. The
present revenue sharing program does not address this

aspect. The municipalities generally agreed that revenue
sharing is not usually a major determinent iIn what services
are to be provided, although the Fairbanks Borough maintains
that the availability of revenue sharing dollars does help
sell certain programs at the local level such as their air
pollution control program.

8. Is equalization a legitimate concern of the statd : Mr.
Lovett of Cordova said he sees the bi31l as an attempt to
equalize the quality of life in Alaslcan communitites. A
municipality of a certain size must provide the full specturm
of basic services for 1i1ts residents regardless of the cost.
For example, Cordova devotes more than 20% of its budget to
police protection. A population of a few hundred more could
use the same size police department but would also have a
larger tax base to fund 1t. A community the size of Cordova
must forgo many of the amenities because It must concentrate
all its resources on providing the basics. He was pleased,
to see that the Legislature had recognized this need and was
addressing it through the revenue sharing program.

Mr. Sharp of Juneau noted that court cases in California,
New Jersey and Texas have established the concept of equalization
in the area of education by recognizing a person"s right to
equal protection iIn the quality of education. The courts
have found that i1t is not appropriate to finance education
strictly on the basis of local property tax revenues because
of the disparities in property tax base. He said he expected
the equalization concept to be extended into the area of
local government services in the near future and was pleased
to see the Alaska Legislature taking the lead iIn recognizing
this idea.

Mayor Sullivan from Anchorage suggested that if the
state felt it appropriate to give more assistance to the
poorer communities, it could be done through maintaining the
existing revenue sharing program, but with an additional
appropriation and distribution to help so-called "disadvantaged"
communities.

The main concern of the Municipality of Anchorage was
that their percent of the total program would be reduced
under HB 843. Under present law, Anchorage is entitled to
45.66%; SSHB 843 would only provide them with 33.77%.
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45. 66%; SSHB 843 would only provide them with 35.77%.

Anchorage felt that other municipalities were being upgraded
at the expense of Anchorage.

Representative Gardiner pointed out that the result
will be the same whether 1B 843 is used or the present

program plus an additional distribution program as Mayor
Sullivan suggested.

It should not be viewed iIn terms of
taking away from anyone. In actual fact, Anchorage will gain
between $1 and $2 million dollars under the proposed program.
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COLA USED ONLY FOR MODIFYING NON-PER CAPITA ENTITLEMENTS
LOCAL EFFORT LIMIT SET TO 25 (HOLD HARMLESS NOT APPLIED)

PROPOSED

PAYOUT SET TO $25 MILLION (3.3516427)

PROPERTY S. T.  PCI
SN LOCAL GOV"T TAX  EQUIV RATIO
BOROUGHS AND INTERNAL DIFFERENTIAL TAX UNITS
1 ANCHORAGE (AW) 2.93 0.244 0.963
2 CITY (SA) 7.07 0.000 0.894
3 HILLSIDE (SA) 3.49 0.000 0.871
4  SPENARD (SA) 7.34 0.000 0.887
5 GIRDWOOD (SA) 3.35 0.000 0.796
6 GLEN ALPS (SA) 3.37 0.000 0.796
7 RICH. VISTA (SA) 7.24 0.000 1.096
8 SAND LAKE (SA) 3.97 0.000 0.885
9  MI.ILDOON (SA) 4.70 0.000 0.955
10 RABBIT CREEK (SA) 3.37 0.000 0.882
11 EAGLE RIVER (SA) 2.28 0.000 0.993
12 CHUGIAK (SA) 1.28 0.000 0.998
13 OCEAN VIEW (SA) 4.86 0.000 0.882
14 OTHER SA 0.52 0.000 0.963
15 BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH (AW) 6.15 8.203 0.977
16 SOUTH NAKNEK SA 1.47 0.000 0.977
17 FAIRBANKS BOROUGH (AW) 1.19 2.227 0.747
18 BALLAINE LAKE (SA) 0.81 0.000 0.747
19 DIANE (SA) 1.22 0.000 0.747
20 WILDVIEW ACRES (SA) 0.82 0.000 0.747
21  SMITH RANCH (SA) 1.63 0.000 0.747
22 ENoxNEER CREEK (SA) 1.64 0.000 0.747
23 ESTER LUMP (SA) 2.04 0.000 0.747
24 NORTH STAR F.P. (SA) 0.87 0.000 0.747
25 BECKER RIDGE (SA) 2.35 0.000 O.747
26 FAIRBANKS (CITY) 6.94 4.603 0.658
27 NORTH POLE (CITY) 4.36 9.184 1.197
28 HAINES BOROUGH 1.4? 0.000 1.210
29 HAINES (CITY) 7.62 5.588 1.325
30 JUNEAU (AW) 8.62 0.000 0.847
31 JUNEAU SAl 2.78 9.135 0. 847
32 JUNEAU SA2 1.21 4.128 0.847
33 JUNEAU SA3 0.79 0.000 0.847
34 JUNEAU SA4 2.88 0.000 0.847
35 JUNEAU SAB 2.35 0.000 0.847
36 JUNEAU SA6 1.89 0.000 0.847
37 JUNEAU SA7 1.41 0.000 0.847
38 JUNEAU SA8 1.30 0.000 0.847
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180,653
67,014
8,937
38,816
600

65
1,105
18,915
23,345
6,532
7,182
5,,876
1,894
372

TOTAL
1,311

TOTAL

60,227
168

66

77

438
144

10

6, 500
108
30,462
461

TOTAL

1,924
1, 366

TOTAL

20,465
7,259
1,606

197
1,370
8,369

719

427

518

TOTAL

C1977

PER

$2,b67,383
$2,012,843
$99,635
$1,142,399
$5,472
$589
$92,589
$345,464
$685,791
$102,839
$84,662
$48,574
$41,193
$492

$7,229,932

$90,426
$822

$91,249

$820, 245
$1,234
$505
$316
$5,658
$1,861
$37
$26,963
$620
$1,807,470
$26,217

$2,691,132

$16,530
$114,458

$130,988

$962,930
$457,354
$65,404
$514
$16,275
$119,712

$1,635,369

DATA

CAPITA
ENTITLEMENT

>

W ...

PREPARED BY
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
RESEARCH DIVISION

MARCH 25, 1978
TOTAL PRESENT
(+ RHM) ENTITLEMENT
$5,443,548 $8,378,557
$2,012,843 $0
$99,635 %8*
$1¥F1427333
$5,472 $0
$539 $0
$92,589 $0
»345j54SA %8
8
SR 20
84,,6
%ﬂél,g% — g@
$41,193 $0
$492 $0
$10,106,097 $8,378 557
405 T ) 014
$822 $0
$99,619 $32,370
$933, $1,200,637
Hoay ey
$505 gg
$316
,65
ﬁ%%éa %
' $37
a s &
$620 $0
$2,320,104 $1,265,807
$44,709 $29,890
$3,335,276 $2,496,336
$16,530 $0
$130,986 $65,721
$147,5.17 $65,721
$1,171,960 $751,062
$457,354 $0
$65,404 $0
$514
$16,275 38
$119,712
%3,850 38,,
$2,875 $0
K1 jAn $0
$1,844,399 $7) froec.
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S) AO  CENTRAL HOSPITAL (SA)  0.19
41 SOUTH HOSPITAL (SA> 2.02
42 NORTH KENAI FIRE (SA)  5.45
43 NORTH KENAI REC (SA) 0.84
44 BEAR CREEK FIRE (SA) 5.43
45 HOMER (CITY) 11.26
46  KACHEMAK (CITY) 1.75
0 47 KENAI (CITY) 14.58
48 SELDOVIA (CITY) 14.48
49 SEWARD (CITY) 17.58
50 SOLDOTNA (CITY) 10.24
(n

O
51 KETCHIKAN BOROUGH (AW)  4.55
52 SHORELINE (SA) 1.00
. 53 KETCHIKAN (CITY) 9.67
54 SAXMAN (CITY) 0.00
55 KODIAK BOROUGH (AW) 1.83
56 FIRE DISTRICT (SA) 2.31
& 57 ROAD DISTRICT (SA) 0.64
58 KODIAK (CITY) 8. 19
59 AKHIOK (CITY) 0.00
60 LARSEN BAY (CITY) 0.00
61 OLD HARBOR (CITY) 0.00
9 62 OUZINKIE (CITY) 0.00
63 PORT LIONS (CITY) 0.00

9
64 MAT-SU BOROUGH (AW) 3.12
9 65 WASILLA F(1,8,9,10,11) 0.77
66 BUTTE FIRE (SA) 0.59
9 67 SUTTON FIRE (SA) 1.71
68 OTHER AREA (SA) 0. 17
69 TALKEETNA FLOOD (SA) 1.99
9 70 GARDEN TERRACE (SA) 3.08
71 HOUSTON (CITY) 0.00
72 PALMER (CITY) A PC
9 73 WASILLA (CITY) 0.00
9 74 NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH (AW) 5.55
w £ 75 ANAKTUVUK PASS (CITY) ~ 0.00
76 BARROW (CITY) 0.00
9 77 KAKTOVIK (CITY) 0.00
78 NUIQSUT (CITY) 0.00
9 79 POINT HOPE (CITY) 0.00
80 WAINWRIGHT (CITY) 0.00

o
81 SITKA BOROUGH 2.10

9 FIRST CLASS CITIES

82 CORDOVA 8.51
9 83 CRAIG 5.83
84 DILLINGHAM 15. 12
85 GALENA 0.00
86 HOONAH 0.00
9 87 HYDABURG 0.00
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1,802
151
5,364
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2,279
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11,490
550
7,928
272

TOTAL

7,901
1,546
312
4,960
102
137
327
170
227

TOTAL

16,724
4,908
1,818

594
12,924
223

57

375
1,859
1,566

TOTAL

9, 139
150
2,306
123
152
384
341

TOTAL
7,650

2,406
467
1,269
631
848
380

$26,303
$66,562
$47,627
$8,353
$34,370
$144,003
$1,381
$449,455
$51,280
$190,959
$216,683

$1,236,981

$464,610
$4,067
$664,295
$0

$1,132,973

$52,624
$27,247
$1,422
$277,638
$0

$0

$0
$14,244
$0

$373,177

$237,421
$25,058
$6,949
$11,319
$11,925
$4,024
$995

$0
$143,061
$0

$440,756

$168,562
$0
$193,222
$0

$0
$32,175
$2B,572

$422,532
$214,631

3(3
$16,303
$€6,562
$47,627

$8,353
$34,370
$157,758
$1,381
$513,906
$61,293
$215,220
$255,819

$464,610
$4,067
$824,051
$4,350

$1,297,079

$219,574
$27,247
$1,422
$300,664
$0

$0
$6,208
$14,244
$3,934

$573,296

$371,212
$25,053
$6,949
$11,319
$11,925
$4,024
$995
$36,494
$169, 284
$65,813

$703,077

$234,072
$0
$193,222
$0

$0
$32,175
$28,572

$488,043
$348,613

$320,640
$49,535
$113,413
$72,006
$71,054
$39,080
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$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$74,774
$0
$246,090
$26,132
$96,533
$126,703

$1,040,825

$84,555

$0
$393,632
- 1*S;294

$486,481

$207,791
$0

$0
$190,934
$0
$1,841
$17,281
$2,284
$11,133

$431,316

$295,973
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$41,357
$86,977
$73,937

$493,246

$308,193
$0
$38,553
$2,057
$0

$0

$0

$348,803
$383,994

$211,729
$26,050
$60,754
$41,499
$28,715
$14,650
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90
91
92

94
95
96
97

98
100

101
102
103
104

105

KING COVE
KLAWOCK
NENANA

NOME

PELICAN
PETERSBURG
SAINT MARY*"S
SKAGWAY
UNALASKA

VALDEZ
ZONE 1
ZONE 11

WRANGELL
ZONE 11
ZONEII1
ZONE 1V

YAKUTAT

SECOIMD CLASS CITIES

106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144

AKTACHAK
AKTAK
AKOLMIUT
ALAKANUK
ALEKNAGIK
ALLAKAKET
AMBLER
ANDERSON
ANGOON

ANTAK

ANVIK
ATMAUTLUAK
BETHEL.

BREVIG MISSION
BUCKLAND
CHEFORNAK
CHEVAK
CHUATHBALUK
CLARK*®™S POINT
DEERING

DELTA JUNCTION
DIOMEDE

EAGLE

EEK

EKWOK

ELIM

EMMONAK

FORT YUKON
FORTUNA LEDGE
GAMBELL
GOLOVIN
GOODNEWS BAY
GRAYLING

HOLY CROSS
HOOPER BAY
HUGHES

HUSLIA

KALTAG

KASAAN

nNw — «
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2.00 2.917
0.00 3.411
9.16 6.097
17.39 9.808
3.20 9.915
12.81 1.231
0.00 0.000
9.40 3.402
9.59 21.412
4.43 0.000
1.88 0.000
0.57 0.000
5.87 9.307
2.02 0.000
4.11 0.000
5.40 0.000
11.60 4.567
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.544
0.00 1.312
0.00 0.000
0,00 0.000
0.00 0.915
0.00 2.240
0.00 2.822
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 12.613
0.00 0.000
0.00 1.998
0.00 0.000
0.00 1.864
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 3.534
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
2.210.000
0.00 1.602
0.00 0.000
0.00 1.919
0.00 4.460
0.00 8.339
0.00 0.000
0.0C 2.682
0.00 0.000
0.001.22.
0.00 0.7 O
0.00 0.000
0.00 =.528
0.00 6.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000

n

T

1 1Dl

1.744
2.477
1.460
0.776
2.258
1.041
5.348
0.905
0.942

0.476
0.476
0.476

1.071
1.071
1.071
1.071

1.983

3.132
3.625
3.078
6.192
3.261
2.856
3.267
1.133
4.737
6.168
5.848
2.284
0.767
2.734
2.719
1.785
3,628
7.074
0.764
1.511
1.238
2.059
2.993
2.846
1.921
1.938
7.598
1.657
3.906
2.012
2.347
098
.994
.484
.200
.842
.132
.613
.262

RWANANID

6.10
13.49
3.93
3.28
1.56
2.67
12.57
1.22
3.31

0.26
4,10
1.21

3.59
3.64
1.28
3.88

i el i it SR S SR e e e e
N
o

3.926 19.30
7.987 25.00
2.696 25.00
2.030 25.00
1.909 25.00
1.859 25.00
8.961 0.00
1.066 13.65
1.130 25.00
0.370 1.64
2.292 4.32
0.843 0.48
2.332 25.00
2.360 4.78
1.179 4.85
2478 13.39
1.925* 25.00
3.799 (EST)  0.00
4.045 (ESTY  0.00
3.772 (EST)  2.05
5.329 (EST) 6.99
3.863 (EST)  0.00
3.661 (EST)  0.00
3.866 (EST)  3.53
2.799 (EST)  6.27
4.601 (BSDH 12.98
5.317 (ESD - 0.00
5.157 (&ST)  0.00
3.374 (&ZST)  0.00
2.527 (E2ST) 25.00
3.600 (E2ST) 0.00
3.592 (E&2ST)  7.18
3.125 (E2ST)  0.00
4.047 (B  7.54
5.770 (&ST)  0.00
2.615 (S  0.00
2.988 (&SN 10.56
0.976 (E2S)  0.00
3.262 () 0.00
3.695 8.19
3.656 (&2ST)  5.85
3.193 (EST)  0.00
3.202 (EST)  6.14
6.032 (EST) 25.00
3.061 (EST) 25.00
4.186 (EST)  0.00
3.239 (EST)  8.68
3.406 (EST)  0.00
3.282 (EST)  4.08
4.730 (EST)  0.00
5.975 (EST)  0.00
4.332 (EST) 10.95
3.654 (EST)  0.00
4.299 (EST)  0.00
4.039 (ESTY  0.00
2.863 (EST;  0.00
st R tuNini

uy
408
323
521
2.585
169
2,126
415
854
510

7,483
6,683
700

TOTAL

3,152
797
100

2,250

TOTAL

442

354
165
608
527
227
164
217
470
287
323
87
169
3,409
120
172
192
447
118
98
100
892
135
145
195
109
205
545
637
200
412
118
248
167
212
590
98
216
240
39

rgy”,

$26,405
$27,064
$43,655
$216,599
$14,160
$178,139
$0
$39,096
$42,733

$41,246
$96,885
$1,141

$139,274
$264,109

$379,523
$37,035

$0

$0
$4,186
$12,356
$0

$0
$2,574
$9,879
$12,493
$0

$0

$0
$285,643

y & ]
$31,455
$33,599
$64,637
$406,719
$20,234
$278,255
$5,200
$58,715
$128,116

$160,727
$96,885
$1,141
$258,755

$363,568

-——— $12,786

$1,626
$101,001

$478,982

$37,035----

$19,630
$0
$66,944

~$24,836--—

$0

$0
$17,413
$22,884
$20,555
$13,575
$0
$5,200
$401,668
$5,580
$4,139
$0
$11,303
$5,350
$0
$8,890
$18,779
$5,050
$8,053
$3,829
$0
$9,273
$50,365
$84,231
$5,200
$11,996

$13,375
$21,667
$0
$36,587
$2,226
$4,000

$21,275
$14,449
$40,963
$283,132
$9,616
$169,595
$22,194
$48,537
$102,445

$417,165
$0
$0

$417,165

$209,010
W
$0
$0

$209,010

$30,904
$1,072
$82,122
$29,265
$0
$2,741
$22,531
$31,548
$18,036
$24,-160
$0
$10,583
$264,487
$8,534
$0
$1,872
$9,878
$9,216
$0
$8,626
$31,602
$6,328
<-.4,904
$6,211
$0
$11,909
$16,744
$53,434
$10,270
$6,241
$0
$4,674
$2,402
$17,486
$0
$1,638
$40,776
$6,881
$4,475



146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
1L2
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200

KIVALINA
KOBUK
KOTLIK
KOTZEBUE
KOYUK
KOYUKUK
KUPREANOF
KWETHLUK
LOWER KALSKAG
MANOKOTAK
MCGRATH
MEKORYUK

MOUNTAIN VILLAGE

NAPAKTAK
NAPASKIAK
NEWHALEN

NEW STUYAHuK
NEWTOK
NIGHTMUTE
NIKOLAI
NONDALTON
NDDRVIK

NULATO

PILOT STATION
PLATINUM

PORT ALEXANDER
POUT HEIDEN
QUINHAGAK

RUBY

RUSSTAN MISSION
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL
SAND POINT
SAVOONGA
SCAMMON BAY
SELAWIK
SHAGELUK
SHAKTOOLIK
SHELDON POINT
SHISHMAREF
SHUNGNAK
STEBBINS
TANANA

TELLER

TENAKEE SPRINGS
TOG TAK

TOKSOOK BAY
TULUKSAK
TUNUNAK
UNALAKLEE™Y
UPPER KALSKAG
WALES

WHITE MOUNTAIN
WHITTIER

EXT FIRE AREAS

[cNeolololololoNoNoNeNelNe]

0.

[cNeoloNoNoNe]

eclololoNolololoNoloNeNoNoeNelNe]

0.

(ecNeoloNoNe]

0.

ecNeololojojololoNoleNoNe]

.00 1.869
.00 0.000
.00 1.943
.00 11.586
.00 0.335
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 0.901
.00 0.000
.00 1-290
00 4.799
.00 6.644
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 2.540
0.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 2.264
.00 0.000
.00 0.257
.00 0.000
.00 2.526
.00 0.000
.00 1.037
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 5.751
.00 12.392
.00 0.652
.00 1.422
00 12.526
.00 0.000
.00 0.966
.00 0.000
.00 2.183
.00 2.184
00 1.035
.00 1.610
.00 1.090
.00 0.000
.00 2.850
.00 2.168
.00 0.000
.00 0.523
.00 0.000
.00 0.000
.00 0.896
.00 0.000
.00 5.136
0.00 0.000

M JMau

2.544 4.46 3.504
2.910 4.46 3.688
6.478 4.46 5.472
1.063 4.28 2.675

3.777 4.46 4.121

1.254 4.46 2.859

1.118 4.46 2.792

3.256 4.46 3.861
7.945 4.46 6.205
3.150 4.46 3.807
1.469 4.46 2.967

2.124 4.46 3.295
3.885 4.46 4.175
1.647 4.46 3.056

1.340 4.46 2.903

1.364 4.46 2.915

4.627 4.46 4.546
1.987 4.46 3.226

2.626 4.46 3.546
6.309 4.46 5.387
1.852 4.46 3.159

2.058 4.46 3.262
2.438 4_.46 3.452
7.320 4.46 5.893
1.333 4.46 2.899

0.814 4.46 2.640
1.968 4.46 3.217

2.362 4.46 3.414
2.002 4.46 3.234
0.980 4.46 2.723
2.114 4.46 3.290
1.221 4.46 2.843

0.659 4.28 2.473
1.861 4.46 3.163

5.988 4.46 5.227
2.415 7.86 10.139
4.500 4.46 4.482
2.591 4.46 3.528

8.206 4.46 6.335
2.437 4.46 3.451
2.034 4.46 3.250
2.530 4.46 3.498
1.061 4.46 2.763

2.812 4.46 3.639
4.698 4.46 4.581
2.569 4.46 3.517
4.249 4.46 4.357
1.886 4.46 3.176

2.780 4.46 3.622
1.451 4.46 2.958

8.584 4.46 6.525
2.331 4.46 3.398

2.555 4.46 3.510
0.593 3.57 2.083
*UHHER HELHH B _HHH

[mil
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

u.uJ
6.55

[EnY
o

N
(3]

NN

NNUIogOO0OO0OWOOO,,.ONOOQWOODOOOOMOWOOOO R

N

o

.00
.63
.00
.38
.00
.00
.00
.60
.43
.00
.25
.04
.30
.0C
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.38
.00
.51
.00
.67
.00
.54
.00
.00
.00
.35
.00
.06
.43

25.00
0,00

3.
0.
7,
7.

40
00
53
09

3.62

=

COoOO0OWOOROOVWoOoOwH

=

.45
.96
.00
.02
.44
.00
-89
.00
.00
.04
.00
.70
.00

HU
208
60
284
2,526
160
124
42
444
195
225
296
184
513
276
210
89
230
124
123
85
226
527
331
301
59
51
89
395
219
158
206
550
544
409
193

521
169
160
136
326
J82

298
499
219
140
419
317
202
299
630
164
109
98
292

TOTAL

11 W 1
$4,569
$0
$10,125
$211,656
$741
$0
$0
$0
$0
$2,588
$0
$2,621
$34,462
$18,786
$0
$0
$0
$0
$3,714
$0
$0
$13,050
$0

$3,523--———-

$0
$1,140
$0
$4,691
$0

$0

$0
$30,152
$45,582
$2,828
$4,810

$43,655
$0
$1,828
$0
$8,237
$4,330
$3,618

$7,445
$2,911
$0
$14,082
$10,037
$0
$1,901
$0

$0
$1,113
$0
$10,473
$0

$18,262,861

$11,925
$5,350
$15,325

$214,839

$5,791
$5,350
$0
$5,200
$5,350
$2,588
$11,816
$7,821
$39,662
$28,822
$0

$0

$0

$0
$3,714
$7,195
$0
$22,834
$8,225

$1,140
$50,373
$10,203
$0
$1,716
$5,050
$99,152
$71,274
$7,878
$4,810
$43,655
$12,070
$1,828
$0
$16,771
$9,680
$3,618

$29,614
$13,056
$1,556
$14,082
$15,237

$7,101
$22,510
$0
$1,113
$0
$33,185
$66,341

$25,000,000

P

$14,172
$5,951
$11,476
$116,363
$9,999
$6,179-
$0
$16,455-
$12,262
$5,539
$21,516
$11,938
$22,873
$18,826
$5,323
$C

$0

$0

$79-3
$7,764
$0
$28,443
$10,439
$12,320-
$1,879
$661
$51,778
$15,525
$3,662
$2,126
$10,121
$85,410
$40,458
-$17,701.
$6,147
$17,073-
$14,897
$0

$0
$19,441
$9,488
- $9,217
$25,506
$14,844
$6,131
$10,315
$16,121
$0
$12,780
$33,645
$2,741
$0

$0
$33,961
$66,341

$18,321,095



MEW * VERSTION M OUSE BX L L M O

PREPARED BY
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

COLA USED ONLY FOR MODIFYING NON-PER CAPITA ENTITLEMENTS RESEARCH DIVISION

LOCAL EFFORT LIMIT SET TO 25 MARCH 25, 1978
PAYOUT SET TO $25 MILLION (3.3516427)
ADD ON TOTALS $809,987
PRORATION DOWN AFTER SECTION 9 ADD ON ADDITIONS IS .96861730
T. CHAPTER 88 CHAPTER 89 SECTION 9 HB843 PRESENT
LOCAL GOV*T EQUIV "OP ENTITLEMENT ENTITLEMENT  ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLEMENT
BOROUGHS AND INTERNAL DIFFERENTIAL TAX UNITS
1 ANCHORAGE  (AW) 2.93 0.244 180,653 $2,567,383 $2,876,165 $5,272,715 98,378,557
2 CITY (SA) 7.07 0.000 67,014 $2,012,843 $0 $1,949,674 $0
3 HILLSIDE (SA) 3.49 0.000 8,937 $99,635 $0 $96,508 $0
-4 SPENARD (SA) 7.34 0.000 38,816 $1,142,399 $0 $1,106,547 $0
5 GIRDWQOD (SA) 3.35 0.000 600 $5,472 $0 $5,300 $0
6 GLEN ALPS (SA) 3.37 0.000 65 $539 $0 $570 $0
7 RICH. VISTA (SA) 7.24 0.000 1, 105 $92,589 $0 $89,683 $0
8 SAND LAKE (SA) 3.97 0.000 18,915  $345,464 $0 $334,623 $0
9 MULDOON (SA) 4.70 0.000 23,345  $685,791 $0 $664,269 $0
10 RABBIT CREEK (SA) 3.37 0.000 6,532 $102,839 $0 $99,611 $0
11 EAGLE RIVER (SA) 2.28 0.000 7,182 $84,662 $0 $82,005 $0
12 CHUGIAK (SA) 1.28 0.000 5,876 $48,574 $0 $47,049 $0
13 OCEAN VIEW (SA) 4.86 0.000 1,894 $41,193 $0 $39,900 $0
14 OTHER SA 0.52 0.000 372 $492 $0 $477 $0
TOTAL $7,229,932 $2,876,165 $9,788,940 $8,378,557
15 BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH (AW) 8.203 $90,426 $8,370 $95,696 $32,370
16 SOUTH NAKNEK SA 1.47 0.000 $822 $0 $796 $0
TOTAL $91,249 $8,370 $96,493 $32,370
17 FAIRBANKS BOROUGH (AW) 1.19 2.227 60,227 $820,245  $113,018 $230,179  $1,126,931 $1,200,637
18 BALLAINE LAKE (SA) n.B1 0.000 168 $1,234 $0 $0 $1,195 $0
19 DIANE (SA) 1.22 0.000 66 $505 $0 $0 $489 $0
20 WILDVIEW ACRES (SA) 0.82 0.000 77 $316 $0 $0 $306 $0
21  SMITH RANCH (SA) 1.63 0.000 438 $5,658 $0 $0 $5,481 $0
22 ENGINEER CREEK (SA) 1.64 0.000 14" $1,861 $0 $0 $1,803 $0
23 ESTER LUMP (SA) 2.04 0.000 lu $37 $0 $0 $36 $0
24 NORTH STAR F.P. (SA) 0.87 0.000 6,500 $26,963 $0 $0 $26,117 $0
25 BECKER RIDGE (SA) 2.35 0.000 108 $620 $0 $0 $600 $0
26 FAIRBANKS (CITY) 6.94 4.603 30,462 $.1,807,470  $512,634 $0  $2,247,293 $1,265,807
27 NORTH POLE (CITY) 4.36 9.184 461 $26,217 $18,492 $0 $43,306 $29,890
TOTAL $2,691,132  $644,144 $3,453,562 $2,496,336
28 HAINES BOROUGH 1.42  0.000 1,924 $16,530 $0 $16,011 $0
29 HAINES (CITY) 7.62 5.588 1,366  $114,458 $16,528 $126,876 $65,721
TOTAL $130,938 $16,528 $142,887 $65,721
30 JUNEAU (AW) 0.62 0.000 20,465  $962,930  $209,030 $0  $1,135,181 $751,062
31 JUNEAU SAl 2.78 9.135 7.259 $457,354 itn $0 $443,001 $0
32 JUNEAU SA2 1.21  4.128 1,606 $65,404 $0 $63,351 $0
33  JUNEAU SA3 0.79 0.000 197 $514 $0 $498 $0
34 JUNEAU SA4 2.88 0.000 1,370 $0 $15,765 $0
35 JUNEAU SA5 2.35 0.000 8,369 $0 $115,955 $0
36 JUNEAU SAC- 1.89 0.000 $0 $7,604 $0
37 JUNEAU SA7 1.41 0.000 $2,875 $0 $2,784 $0
38 JUNEAU SA8 1.30 0.000 $2,451 $0 $2,374 $0



KENAI BOROUGH (AW)
CENTRAL HOSPITAL (SA)
SOUTH HOSPITAL (SA)
NORTH KENAI FIRE (SA)
NORTH KENAI REC (SA)
BEAR CREEK FIRE (SA)
HOMER (CITY)

KACHEMAK (CITY)
KENAI (CITY)
SELDOVIA (CITY)
SEWARD (CITY)
SOLDDTNA (CITY)

51 KETCHIKAN BOROUGH (AW)
52 SHORELINE (SA)

53 KETCHIKAN (CITY)

54 SAXMAN (CITY)

55 KODIAK BOROUGH (AW)
56 FIRE DISTRICT (SA)
57 ROAD DISTRICT (SA)
58 KODIAK (CITY)

59 AKHIOK (CITY)

60 LARSEN BAY (CITY)
61 OLD HARBOR (CITY)
62 OUZINKIE (CITY)

63 PORT LIONS (CITY)

64 MAT-SU BOROUGH (AW)

65 WASILLA F(1,8,9,10,11>
66 BUTTE FIRE (SA)

67 SUTTON FIRE (SA)

68 OTHER AREA (SA)

69 TALKEETNA FLOOD (SA)
70 GARDEN TERRACE (SA)

71  HOUSTON (CITY)

72 PALMER (CITY)

73  WASILLA (CITY)

74 NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH (AW)
75 ANAKTUVUK PASS (CITY)
76 BARROW (CITY)

77 KAKTOVIK (CITY)

78 NUIQSUT (CITY)

79 POINT HOPE (CITY)

80 WAINWRIGHT (CITY)

81 SITKA BOROUGH

FIRST CLASS CITIES
82 CORDOVA

83 CRAIG

84 DILLINGHAM

85 GALENA

0.
0.
2.
5.

00
19
02
45

am84

5.
11.

1.
14.
14.
17-
10.

4.
1
9.
0.

1.
2.
0.
8.

0

0.
0.
0.
0.

3.
0.
0.
1.
0.
1.
3.
0.
4.
0.

5.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.

2.

43
26
75
58
48
58
24

55
00
67
00

83
31
64
19
00
00
00
00
00

12
77
59
71
17
99
08
00
25
00

55
00
00
00
00
00
00

10

8.51

5.
15.
0.

83
12
00

iDTriL”

0000 24,611
0.000 14,100
0.000 5, 300
0.000 3 512
0-000 3,995
0.%90 675
K_te 1,802
0.000 151
7.952 B 364
2.589 612
0-000 £, An%
7.470 2,586
TOTAL
3.439 11 490
O. OO0 550
8.902 7.928
0.000 272
TOTAL
0.000 7,901
0.000 1,546
0.000 312
6.044 4,960
0.000 102
0.000 137
0.000 327
6.484 170
0.000 227
TOTAL
0.000 16,724
0.000 4,908
0.000 1,818
0.000 594
0.000 12,924
0.000 223
0.000 57
0.000 375
8.690 1,859
0.000 1.566
TOTAL
0. 110 9, 139
0.000 150
13.319 2,306
0.000 123
0.000 152
6.696 384
7.540 341
TOTAL
3.866 7,650
12.045 2,406

8.783 467

10.142

1,269

14.025 631

$0
$26,303
$66,562
$47,627
$8,353
$34,370
$144,003
$1,381
$449,455
$51,280
- 130358
$216,683

$1,236,981

$464,610
$4,067
$664,295

$1,132,973

$52,624
$27,247
*1,422
$277,638
$0

$0

$0
$14,244
$0

$373,177

$237,421
$25,058
$6,949
$11,319
$11,925
$4,024
$995

$0
$143,061
$0

$440,756
$168,562

$0
$32,175
$23,572

$422,532
$214,631

$201,601
$39,130
$106,330
$52,872

"en

$314,975
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$13,754
$0
$64,451
$10,013
$24,260
$39,135

$466,590

$0

$0
$159,756
$4,350

$164,106

$166,949
$0

$0
$23,026
$0

$0
$6,208
$0
$3,934

$200,118

$133,790
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$36,494
$26,222
$65,813

$262,321

$65,510
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$65,510
$133,982
$119,038
$10,405

$7,082
$19,134

$74,120
$0

$0
$2,057
$0

$0
$0

$35,380

$0
$0
$0

*1, at.,bit
‘=p.ij/m .

$305,090
$25,478
$64,473
$46,132
$8,091
$33,291
$152,807
$1,338
$497,779
$59,370
$208,466
$247,790

$450,029
$3,939
$798,190
$8,033

$1,260,193

$212,683
$26,392
$1,378
$291,228

$1,783

$13,797
$10,784

$574,78(

$359,562
$241271

$6,731
$10,964
$11,551

557,
$40,059
$163, 972
$71,617

$693,592
$298,521
$0
$137,158
$1,992
$0

$31,166
$27,676

$546,514
$371,943

$47,980
$109, 354
$69,746

$470,590

$74,7
$0
$246,090
$26,132
$96,533
$126,703

$1,650,110 $1,040,825

$84,555
$0
$393,632
$8,294

$h 86,481
$207,791
$0

$0
$190,984

$1,841

$1 <nCOoi

$2,284
11y X

V "RLj31w

1DjnST3

$0

$0
$0
vO
$0
$0
$41,357
£H6"N377
$73,937

$498,246
$30P, 193
$0

$38,553
$2,057
$0

$0
$0

$348,803
$383,994

$26,050
$60 F*j h
$41,499



87
SB
89
90
91
95
93
94
95
96
97

98
99
100

101
102
103
104

105

SECOND CLASS CITIES

106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118

150

121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142

rHjuidin 1 M
HYDABURG
KAKE

KING COVE
KLAWDCK
NENANA
NOME
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
SAINT MARY*"S
SKAGWAY
UNALASKA

VALDEZ
ZONE 1
ZONE 11

WRANGELL
ZONE 11
ZONE 111
ZONE 1V

YAKUTAT

AKTACHAK
AKTAK
AKOLMIUT
ALAKANUK
ALEKNAGIK
ALLAKAKET
AMBLER
ANDERSON
ANGOON

ANTAK

ANVIK
ATMAUTLUAK
BETHEL

BREVIG MISSION
BUCKLAND
CHEFORNAK
CHEVAK
CHUATHBALUK
CLARK®™S POINT
DEERING

DELTA JUNCTION
DIOMEDE

EAGLE

EEK

EKWOK

ELIM

EMMONAK

FORT YUKON
FORTUNA LEDGE
GAM3ELL
GOLOVIN
GOODNEWS BAY
GRAYLING

HOLY CROSS
HOOPER BAY
HUGHES

HUSLIA

em s*
0.00 15.989
0.00 1. 142
2.00 2.917
0.00 3.411
9.16 6.097
17.39 9.808
3.20 9.915
12.81 1.231
0.00 0.000
9.40 3.402
9.59 21.412
4.43 0.000
1.88 0.000
0.57 0.000
5.87 9.307
2.02 0.000
4.11 0.000
5.40 0.000
11.60 4.567
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.544
0.00 1.312
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.915
0.00 2.240
0.00 2.822
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 12.613
0.00 0.000
0.00 1.998
0.00 0.000
0.00 1.864
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 3.534
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
2.21 0.000
0.00 1.602
0.00 0.000
0.00 1.919
0.00 4.460
0.00 8.339
0.00 0.000
0.00 2.682
0.00 0.000
0.00 1.245
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.000
0.00 2.528
0.00 0.000
099, -9-99-

m
380
679
408
323
521
2,585
169
2,126
415
854
510

7,483
6,683
700

TOTAL

3, 152
797
100

2,250

TOTAL
442

354
165
608
527
227
164
217
470
287
323
87
169
3,409
120
172
192
447
118
98
100
892
135
145
195
109
205
545
637
200
412
118
248
167
212
590
98
216

11
$31, 840
$19, 676
$26, 405
$27, 064
$43, 655

$216, 599
$14, 160

$178, 139
$0

$39, 096

*42, 733

$41,246
$96,885
$3,141

$139,274

$264,109
$12,786
$1,626
$101,001

$379,523
$37,035

$0

$0

$4, 186
$12, 356
$0

$0
$2,574
$9, 879
12,493
$0

$0

$0
$285, 643
$0

$4, 139
$0

$11, 303

$45, 666

$21,667
$0

30
It

$7,240
$1,587
$5,050
$6,535
$20,982
$190,119
$6,073
$100,115
$5,200
$19,618
$85,382

$119,481
$0
$0

$119,481

$99,458
$0
$0
$0

$99,458
$0

$19,630
$0
$62,757
$12,480
$0

$0
$14,839
$13,004
$8,061
$13,575
$0
$5,200
$116,025
$5,580
$0

$0

$0
$5,350
$0
$5,350
$18,779
$5,050
$4,071
$0

$0
$5,050
$4,699
$30,856
$5,200
$0

$0

<

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$16,994
$0
$0

$158,410
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$61?
$37
$20
$30
$32
$62
$393
$19
$269
$21
$56
$124

$309
$93
$1

$404

$352
$12
$1
$97

$463
$35

$29

$79
$28

$2
$c1
$30
$19
$23

$10
$389

$4
$1
$10
$3

$8
$30

$7
$6

$11
$48
$81

$11

$4
$2
$16
$20
$1
$39

854
596
468
545
608
955
599
523
498
872
095

122
845
106

073

158
384
575
832

950
873

935
038
545
347

$0
655
824
558
910
402

$0
251
063
266
009
813
949
927

$0
611
610
130
800
016

$0
535
785
587
947
619

$0
528
326
937
987
587
496

” 5>e0, i j,z

$14,650
$20,256
$21,275
$14,449
$40,963
$283,132
$9,616
$169,595
$22,194
$48,537
$102,445

$417,165
$0
$0

$417,165

$209,010
$0
$0
$0

$209,010
$0

$30,904
$1,072
$82,122
$29,265
$0
$2,741
$22,531
$31,548
$18,036
$24,160
$0
$10,583
$264,487
$8,534
$0
$1,872
$9,878
$9,216
$0
$8,626
$31,602
$6,328
$4,904
$6,211
$0
$11,909
$16,744
$53,434

pilpSP
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144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
1SO
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200

KASAAN

KTANA

KIVALINA

KOBUK

KOTLIK
KOTZEBUE

KOYUK

KOYUKUK
KUPREANOF
KWETHLUK

LOWER KALSKAG
MANOKQTAK
MCGRATH
MEKORYUK
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
NAPAKTAK
NAPASKTAK
NEWHALEN

NEW STUYAHOK
NEWTOK
NIGHTMUTE
NIKOLAI
NONDALTON
NDORVIK

NULATO

PILOT STATION
PLATINUM

PORT ALEXANDER
PORT HEIDEN
QUINHAGAK

RUBY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL
SAND POINT
SAVOONGA
SCAMMON BAY
SELAWIK
SHAGELUK
SHAKTOOLIK
SHELDON POINT
SHISHMAREF
SHUNGNAK
STEBBINS
TANANA

TELLER

TENAKEE SPRINGS
TOG IAI
TOKSOOK BAY
TULUKSAK
TUNL"NAK
UNALAKLEET
UPPER KALSKAG
WALES

WHITE MOUNTAIN
WHITTIER

EXT FIRE AREAS

eleololololololololololololololololojlojololololololololololololololololololololololololololololololololololoNolo o)
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-000
.000
.869
.000
.943
.586
.335
-000
-000
.000
.000
-901
.000
-290
-799
.644
.000
-000
.000
.000
-540
-000
.000

.000
.257
-000
. 526
.000
.037
.000
.000
.000
.751
.392
.652
.422
.526
.000
.966
.000
. 183
. 184
.035
.610
.090
-000
.850
. 168
.000
.523
.000
.000
.896
-000
. 136
-000

TOTAL

38
314
208

284
526
160
124

42
444
195
225
296
184
513
276
210

89
230
124
123

85

527
331
301
59
51

395
219
158
206
0
544
409
193
521
169
160
136
326
182
298
499
219
140
419
317
202
299
630
164
109

292

$0
$0
$4,569
$0
$10,125
$211,656
$741
$0
$0
$0
$0
$2,588
$0
$2,621
$34,462
$18,786
$0
$0
$0
$0
$3,714
$0
$0
$13,050
$0
$1,528
$0
$1,140
$0
$4,691
$0
$0
$0
$30,152
$45,582
$2,828
$4,810
$43,655
$0
$i,828
$0
$8,237
$4,330
$3,613
$7,445
$2,9i1
$0
$14,0132
$10,037

$18,262,861

$4,000
$10,405
$7,356
$5,350
$5,200
$3,183
$5,050
$5,350
$0
$5,200
$5,350
$0
$11,816
$5,200
$5,200
$10,036
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$7,195
$0
$9,763
$8,225
$1,950
$0

$0
$50,373
$5,512
$0
$1,716
$5,050
$68,999
$25,691
$5,050
$0

$0
$12,070
$0

$0
$8,534
$5,350
$0
$22,169
$10,144
$1,556

$6,737,139

t5
$475
$7,139
$2,246
$601
$0
$0
$4,207
$829
$0
$11,255
$6,912
$2,951
$9,699
$3,716
$0
$0
$5,323
$0
$0
$0
$0
$563
$0
$5,628
$2,213
$8,841
$1,879
$0
$1,405
$5,322
$3,662
$410
$5,071
$0
$0
$9,822
$1,336
$0
$2,826
$0
$0
$2,669
$0
$5,598
$0
$1,788
$4,575

$5,679
$11,135

$4,334
$16,994
$18,727
$5,765
$14,844
$208,097
$9.685
$5,985
$0
$15,938
$11,877
$5,365
$20,841
$11,176
$38,417
$27.918
$5,156
$0
$0
$0
$3,597
$7.520
$0
$27,550
$10, 111
$11,933
$1.820
$1,104
$50,153
$15,038
$3, 547
$2,060
$9,803
$96,040
$69 ,037
$17 145
$5 954
$42 285
$14 429
$1 770
$0
$18, &l
p9,376
$8,928
$28,685
$dd,, 348
$5 4939
$13,640
$15

Vo,am
$4,475
$17,545
$14,172
$5,951
$11,476
$116,363
$9,999
$6,179
$0
$16,455
$12,262
$5,539
$21.516
$11,538
$22,373
$18,826
$5,323
$0
$0

$0

$799
$7,764
$0
$28,443
$10,439
$12,320
$1,879
$661
$51,778
$15,525
$3,662
$2,126
$10,121
$85,410
$40,458
$17,701
$6,147
$17,073
$14,897
$0

$0
$19,441
$9,488
$9,217
$25,506
$141, 844
$6,131
$10,315

$21,000,000 $18,321,095



COMPARISON QF REVENUE SHARIMG OPTIONS
PREPARED BY
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
ESTIMATED PAYOUTS IN 1977 RESEARCH DIVISION
APRIL 6, 1978
LOCAL GOVERNMENT HB 843  PER CENT EXIST.LAW PER CENT HB 70 PER CENT
BOROUGHS AND INTERNAL DIFFERENTIAL TAX UNITS

1 ANCHORAGE (AW) 180,653  $5,121,008 $8,378,557 $11,269,005
2 CITY (SA) 67,014 $1,953,352 $0 $0
3 HILLSIDE (SA) 8,937 $96,690 $0 $0
4  SPENARD (SA) 38,816 $1,108,634 $0 $0
5 GIRDWODD (SA) 600 $5,310 $0 $0
6 GLEN ALPS (SA) 65 $572 $0 $0
7 RICH. VISTA (SA) 1,105 $89,852 $0 $0
8 SAND LAKE (SA) 18,915 $335,254 $0 $0
9  MULDOON (SA) 23,345 $665,522 $0 $0
10 RABBIT CREEK (SA) 6,532 $99,799 $0 $0
11  EAGLE RIVER (SA) 7,182 $82,159 $C $0
12 CHUGIAK (SA) 5,876 $47,138 $0 $0
13  OCEAN VIEW (SA) 1.894 $39,976 $0 $0
14 OTHER SA 372 $478 $0 $0

TP:AL $9,645,751 35.72% $8,378,557 45.66% $11,269,005 46.09%
15 BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH (AW) 1,311 $95, 964 $32,370 $32,370
16 SOUTH NAKNEK SA 175 $798 $0 $0

TOTAL $96,762 0.35% $32,370 0.17% $32,370 0.13%
17 FAIRBANKS BOROUGH (AW) 60,227  $1,141,607 $1,200,637 $1,339,160
18 BALLAINE LAKE (SA) 168 $1,198 $0 $0
19 DIANE (SA) 66 $490 $0 $0
20  WILDVIEW ACRES (SA) 77 $307 $0 $0
21  SMITH RANCH (SA) 438 $5,491 $0 $0
22 ENGINEER CREEK (SA) 144 $1,806 $0 $0
23 ESTER LUMP (SA) 10 $36 $0 $0
24 NORTH STAR F.P. (SA) 6,500 $26,166 $0 $0
25 BECKER RIDGE (SA) 108 $0 $0
26  FAIRBANKS (CITY) $1,265,807 $1,33%, 869
27 NORTH POLE (CITY) $29,890 $30,951

TOTAL $3,478, 180 12.88% $2,496,336 13.60% $2,705,981 11.06%
28 HAINES BOROUGH 1,924 $26,361 $0 $26,B75
29 HAINES (CITY) 1,366 $127,288 $65,721 $68,658

TOTAL $153,649 0.56% $65,721 0.35% $95,533 0. 39%
30 JUNEAU (AW) 20,465  $1,139,507 $751,062 $1,037,572
31 JUNEAU SAl 7,259 $443,836 $0 $0
32  JUNEAU SA2 1,606 $63,471 $0 $0
33  JUNEAU SA3 197 $499 $0 $0
34 JUNEAU SA4 1,370 $15,794 $0 $0
35 JUNEAU SA5 8,369 $116,174 $0 $0
36 JUNEAU SA6 719 $7,618 $0 $0
37 JUNEAU SA7 427 $2,790 $0 $0
38 JUNEAU SA8 518 $2,379 $0 $0

TOTAL $1,792,072 6.63% $751,062 4.09% $1,037,572  4.24%
39 KENAI BOROUGH (AW) 24,611 $308,959 $470,590 $576,418
40 CENTRAL HOSPITAL (SA) 14,100 $25,526 $0 $0
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42
43
44
45
46
47

49
50

51
52
53
54

55
56
57
58

59

60
61
62
63

64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73

74
75
76
77
78
79
80

81

SOUTH HOSPITAL <SA>
NORTH KENAI FIRE (SA)
NORTH KENAI REC (SA)
BEAR CREEK FIRE (SA)
HOMER (CITY)
KACHEMAK (CITY)

KENAL (CITY)
SELDOVIA (CITY)
SEWARD (CITY)
SOLDOTNA (CITY)

KETCHIKAN BOROUGH (AW)
SHORELINE (SA)
KETCHIKAN (CITY)
SAXMAN (CITY)

KODIAK BOROUGH (AW)
FIRE DISTRICT (SA)
ROAD DISTRICT (LA)
KODIAK (CITY)
AKHIOK (CITY)
LARSEN BAY (CITY)
OLD HARBOR (CITY)
OUZINKIE (CITY)
PORT LIONS (CITY)

MAT-SU BOROUGH (AW)
WASILLA F(1,8,9,10,11)
BUTTE FIRE (SA)
SUTTON FIRE (SA)
OTHER AREA (SA)
TALKEETNA FLOOD (SA)
GARDEN TERRACE (SA)
HOUSTON (CITY)

PALMER (CITY)

WASILLA (CITY)

NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH (AW)
ANAKTUVUK PASS (CITY)
BARROW (CITY)

KAKTOVIK (CITY)
NUIQSUT (CITY)

POINT HOPE (CITY)
WAINWRIGHT (CITY)

SITKA BOROUGH

FIRST CLASS CITIES

82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89

CORDOVA
CRAIG
DILLINGHAM
GALENA
HOONAH
HYDABURG
KAKE

KING COVE

5,300
3,512
3,995

675
1,802

151
5,364

612
2,279
2, 586

TOTAL

11,490
550
7,928
272

TOTAL

7,901
1,546
312
4,960
102
137
327
170
227

TOTAL

16,724
4,908
1,818

594
12,924
223

57

375
1,859
1,566

TOTAL

9,139
150
2,306
123
152
384
?41

TOTAL

7,650

2,406
467
1,269
631
848
380
679
408

$64,59b
$46,219
$8,106
$33,354
$153,239
$26,361
$499,391
$59,586
$209,113
$248,667

$1,683,121

$450,878
$3,947
$801,366
$24,522

$1,280,714

$214,830
$26,442
$1,380
$292,018
$26,361
$26,361
$26,361
$26,361
$26,361

$666,480

$361,640
$24,317
$6,743
$10,984
$11,573
$3,905
$966
$40,567
$164,555
$72,525

$697,779

$302,306
$32,798
$187,511
$32,798
$32,798
$32,798
$32,798

$653,812
$376,660

$312,407
$48,180
$110,135
$70,078
$68,954
$38,001
$25,442
$30,578

6.

4.

2.

OOOOOOO0O

23%

74%

46%

. 58%

-42%

. 39%

- 15%
- 17%
-40%
-25%
-25%
-14%
-09%
- 11%

$o

$o

$0
$74,774
$0
$246,090
$26,132
$96,533
$126,703

$1,040,825

$84,555
$0
$393,632
$8,294

$486,481

$207,791
$0

$0
$190,984
$0
$1,841
$17,281
$2,284
$11,133

$431,316

$295,973
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$41,357
$86,977
$73,937

$498,246

$308,193
$0
$38,553
$2,057
$0

$0

$0

$348,803
$383,994

5.

2.

2.

N
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67%

65%

35%

-71%

-90%
-09%

-15%
- 14%
-33%
- 22%
-15%
-07%
- 11%
- 11%

$0

_J %0
$0

$0
$74,774
$26,875
$274,921
$26,132
$96,533
$140,603

$1,216,259

$130,515
$0
$425,344
$25,000

$580,859

$224,778
$C

$0
$212,312
$26,875
$26,875
$26,875
$26,875
$26,875

$571,465

$365,378
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$41,35 <
$86,977
$73,937

$567,651

$308,193
$33,437
$38,553
$33,437
$33,437
$33,437
$33,437

$513,934
$455,426

$222.

4.

2.

2.

=

OQO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0o

97%

37%

33%

-32%

-10%

-86%

-91%
. 10%
.24%
- 16%
- 11%
-05%
-10%
. 08%

O © © ©O© O O
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91
92
93
94
95
96
97

98
99
100

101
102
103
104

105

106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146

NENANA

NOME

PELICAN
PETERSBURG
SAINT MARY*S
SKAGWAY
UNALASKA

VALDEZ
ZONE 1
ZONE 11

WRANGELL
ZONE 11
ZONE 111
ZONE 1V

YAKUTAT

AKTACHAK
AKTAK
AKOLMIUT
ALAKANUK
ALEKNAGIK
ALLAKAKET
AMBLER
ANDERSON
ANGOON

ANTAK

ANVIK
ATMAUTLUAK
BETHEL
BREVIG MISSION
BUCKLAND
CHEFORNAK
CHEVAK
CHUATHBALUK
CLARK®S POINT
DEERING
DELTA JUNCTION
DIOMEDE
EAGLE

EEK

EKWOK

ELIM

EMMONAK

FORT YUKON
FORTUNA LEDGE
GAMBELL
GOLOVIN
GOODNEWS BAY
GRAYLING
HOLY CROSS
HOOPER BAY
HUGHES
HUSLIA
KALTAG
KASAAN

KTANA
KI1VALINA

" J 333
521
2,585
169
2,126
415

854

510

7,483
6,683
700

TOTAL

3, 152
797
100

2,250

TOTAL
442

354
165
608
527
227
164
217
470
287
323
87
169
3,409
120
172
192
447
118
98
100
892
135
145
195
109
205
545
637
200
412
118
248
167
212
590
98
216
240
38
314
208

*32
*62
*396
*26
*271
*31
*57
*125

*314
*94
*1

*409

*353
*12

*98
*465
*35

*31
*31
*80
*31
*30
*32
*32
$32
*25
*32
*37?
*33
*391
*30
*32
*31
*31
*32
*30
*32
*30
*30
*28
*31
*30
*30
*48
*82
*31
*30
*30
*31
*32
*32
*31
*32
*39
*32
*24
*32
*32

S72r
946
686
361
078
879
184
222

067
022
108

197

862
408
578
016

865
941

879
879
553
379
959
798
798
798
442
798
798
879
010
959
798
879
879
798
959
798
998
959
200
879
959
959
926
064
879
959
959
879
798
798
879
798
997
798
522
798
798

OO0 RO RrOoO

o

elelojololololololololololololojololololololololololeololiVNolololololololololo ool

Trrsr
.23%

-46%

-09%

-00%

- 11%

-21%
-46%

.51%

L 12%

. 13%

-11%

- 11%

-29%

- 11%

-11%
-12%
-12%
-12%
-09%

- 12%
- 12%
- 11%

-44%

- 11%

-12%

- 11%
-11%

-12%
-11%

- 12%

-11%

- 11%

-10%

- 11%
- 11%
-11%

-18%
-30%

- 11%

-11%
1 \7.

1
.12%

-12%

-11%
- 12%
- 14%
- 12%

-09%

- 12%
- 12%

*40,963
*283,132
*9,616
*169,595
*22,194
*48,537
*102,445

*417,165
*0
*0

*417,165

*209,010
*0
*0
$0

*209,010
*0

*30,904
*1,072
*82,122
*29,265
*0
$2,741
$22,531
*31,548
*18,036
*24,160
*0
*10,583
*264,487
*8,534
*0
$1,372
*9,;878
*9,216
*0
*8,626
*31,602
*6,328
*4,904
*6,211
*0
*11,909
*16,744
*53,434
*10,270
*6,241
*0
*4.,674
*2,402
*17,486
*0
*1,638
$40,776
*6,881
$4,475
*17,545
*14,172

OO0 O0O0ORO

o
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.22%
-54%
.05%
-92%
- 12%
.26%
. 95%

L27%

-13%
-00%

.16%
-00%
-44%
.15%
.00%
-01%
- 12%
17%
-09%
.13%
-00%
-05%
-44%
-04%
-00%
.01%
-05%
-05%
-00%
.04%
17%
-03%
.02%
-03%
-00%
.06%
-09%
-29%
-05%
-03%
-00%
-02%
-01%
-09%
-00%
-00%
.22%
-03%
-02%
-09%
-07%

*42,317
*283,132
*26,875
*174,007
*32,500
*50,373
*102,445

*452,709
*0
$0

*452,709

*215,551
*0
*0
*0

*215,551
*0

*32 500
*32 500
*82 122
*32 500
*31 562
*33 437
$33 437
$33 437
*25 937
*33 47Y
*33 437
*32 500
*273 351
*31 562
*33 437
*32 500
*32 500
*33 437
*31 562
$33 437
*35 705
*31 562
*28 750
*32 500
*31 562
*31 562
$16 744
*53 434
*32 500
*31 562
*31 562
*32 500
*33 437
*33 437
*32 500
*33 437
*40 776
*33 437
*25 000
*33 437
*33 437

U. USA
0.17%
1.15%
0.10%
0.71%
0.13%
0.20%
0.41%

1.85%

0.88%
0.00%

0.13%
0. 13%
0.33%
0. 13%
0. 12%
0. 13%
0. 13%
0. 13%
0.10%
0.13%
0.13%
0. 13%
1.11%
0. 12%
0.13%
0.13%
0,13%
0.13%
0.12%
0. 13%
0.14%
0.12%
0. 11%
0.13%
0.12%
0.12%
0.06%
0.21%
0.13%
0.12%
0. 12%
0.13%
0. 13%
0.13%
0. 13%
0. 13%
0. 16%
0.13%
0.10%
0. 13%
0. 13%



I
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147
148
149
150
151
155
153
154
155
155
157
158
159
150
151
132
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
17E
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
18a
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
193
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
300

KUBLJK

KOTLIK
KOTZEBUE

KOYUK

KOYUKUK
KUPREANOF
KWETHLUK

LOWER KALSKAG
MANOKOTAK
MCGRATH
MEKORYUK
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
NAPAKTAK
NAPASKTAK
NEWHALEN

NEW STUYAHOK
NEWTOK
NIGHTMUTE
NIKOLAI
NONDALTON
NOORVIK

NULATO

PILOT STATION
PLATINUM

PORT ALEXANDER
PORT HEIDEN
QUINHAGAK

RUBY

RUSSITAN MISSION
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL
SAND POINT
SAVOONGA
SCAMMON BAY
SELAWIK
SHAGELUK
SHAKTOOLIK
SHELDON POINT
SHISHMAREF
SHUNGNAK
STEBBINS
TANANA

TELLER

TENAKEE SPRINGS
TOGIAK

TOKSOOK BAY
TULUKSAK
TUNUNAK
UNALAKLEET
UPPER KALSKAG
WALES

WHITE MOUNTAIN
WHITTIER

EXT FIRE AREAS

384
3,536
160
134
43
444
195
335
396
184
513
376
310
89
330
134
133
85
336
537
331
301
59
51
89
395
319
158
306
550
544
409
193
531
169
160
136
336
183
398
499
319
140
419
317
303
399
630
164
109
98
393
1

)TAL

PS5O
$31
$315
$30
$33
$35
$31
$33
$30
$33
$31
$38
$31
$31
$30
$30
$31
$31
$33
$30
$33
$33
$31
$31
$35
$50
$31
$33
$31
$30
$96
$69
$30
$31
$43
$33
$30
$31
$30
$33
$30
$33
$30
$35
$30
$31
$31
$31
$33
$33
$30
$30
$33
$65

$36,999,

oV
879
943
959
798
443
879
798
959
798
879
544
879
879
959
959
879
879
798
959
798
798
879
879
443
789
879
798
879
959
943
436
959
879
364
798
959
879
959
798
959
798
953
443
959
879
879
879
003
798
959
959
313
073

999

U.
0.
.87%
- 11%
-13%
-09%
- 11%
-13%
-11%
.13%
- 11%
- 14%
- 11%
-11%
-"1%
-11%
-11%
- 11%
-13%
-11%
.13%
-13%
- 11%
-11%
-09%
. 18%
- 11%
- 13%
- 11%
-11%
- 35%
.35%
-11%
-11%
-15%
.13%
-11%
-11%
-11%
-13%
-11%
- 13%
- 11%
-09%
- 11%
- 11%
-11%
-11%
-13%
-13%
-11%
-11%
-13%
-34%

[eleolololololololololololololololololololololololololololololojolojojlolojojlojolojolololojojololololojoNe)

104
11%

“0,yDl
$11,476
$144,317
$9,999
$6,179
$0
$16,455
$13,363
$5,539
$31,516
$11,538
$33,873
$18,836
$5,333
$0

$0

$0

$799
$7,764
$0
$38,443
$10,439
$13,330
$1,879
$661
$51,778
$15,535
$3,663
$3,136
$10,131
$85,410
$40,458
$17,701
$6,147
$17,073
$14,897
$0

$0
$19,441
$9,488
$9,317
$35,506
$14,844
$6,131
$10,315
$16.131
$0
$13,780
$33,645
$3,741
$0

$0
$33,961
$66,341

1,349,049

elolololeololololololololololololololololololololololololololojlolojojaolololojojojololololojolololojolole o e

-Uazso
.06%
. 78%
-05%
.03%
-00%
.08%
.06%
-03%
-11%
-06%
- 13%
-10%
.03%
-00%
-00%
-00%
.00%
.04%
-00%
.15%
-05%
-06%
-01%
.00%
-38%
-08%
.01%
-01%
.05%
.46%
-33%
-09%
-03%
-09%
-08%
-00%
-00%
-10%
-05%
-05%
-13%
.08%
-03%
.05%
. 08%
0%
-06%
- 18%
.01%
-00%
-00%
.18%
-36%

$33
$144
$31
$33
$35
$33
$33
$31
$33
$33
$33
$33
$33
$31
$31
$33
$33
$33
$31
$33

$31
$33
$32
$33
$33
$33
$31
$31
$33
$66

$24,446,

500
317
562
437
937
500
437
562
437
500
873
500
500
563
562
500
500
437
562
437
437
500
500
937
778
500
437
500
562
410
458
563
500
073
437
562
500
563
437
562
437
562
937
562
500
500
500
645
437
563
562
961
341

341

-13%
-59%
- 12%
- 13%
-10%
-13%
. 13%
- 13%
. 13%
.13%
-09%
-13%
-13%
-12%
- 12%
.13%
-13%
-13%
-12%
-13%
-13%
.13%
,13%
-10%
-31%
-3 3%
- 13%
.13%
-12%
-34%
-16%
-12%
- 13%
.06%
-13%
-12%
-13%
-12%
.13%
-12%
-13%
-12%
- 10%
-12%
.13%
-13%
-13%
- 13%
-13%
-12%
-12%
. 13%
-27%

elololololololololololololololololololoNolololololololololololololololololololojlololololololololololole o Na
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14
15
16
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18
19

REVMOD8--LOCAL EFFORT MODIFIED~3YFROPERTY VALUE AND
COLA USED ONLY FOR MODIFYING NON-PER CAPITA ENTITLEMENTS
LOCAL EFFORT LIMIT SET TO 25

INCOME—

LOCAL EFFORT=(PROPERTY TAX + (2.3*SALES TAX))*(THE AVERAGE OF THE PClI AND PROPERTY VALUE RATIOS)

PAYOUT SET TO *25 MILLION (3.585356205)

PROPERTY SALES

LOCAL GOV'T TAX
ANCH (OUTSIDE SA) 3.33
CHUG1AK (SA) 3.98
ANCH CITY (SA) 11.75
GIRDWOOD (SA) 5.68
GLENN ALPS(SA) 7.89
EAGLE RIVER(SA) 4.64
MULDOON (SA > 7.17
RABBIT CREEK (SA) 5.55
SAND LAKE (SA> 7.17
ANCH SA 30 5.83
SPENARD(SA) 11.65
JUNEAU(SAD) 9.90
JUNEAU(SA2) 9.30
JUNEAU(SA3) 9.10
JUNEAU(SA4) 9.10
JUNEAU(SA5) 9.70
JUNEAU(SAB) 9.40
JUNEAU(SAT) 9.10
JUNEAU(SA8) 9.50
SITKA BOROUGH 4.00
BRISTOL BAY BOR 5. 50
FAIRBANKS BOR 1.60
FAIRBANKS CITY 10.00
NORTH POLE 5.80
KENAI BOROUGH 1.80
SELDOVIA 16.50
HOMER 14. 00
KENAI CITY 16.20
SEWARD 20.00
Pheaih 12700

y 4.00
KETCHIKAN BOR 4.70
KETCHIKAN CITY 11.80
SAXMAN 0.00
KODIAK BOR 2.00
KODIAK CITY 9.10
AKHI0K 0.00
LARSEN BAY 0.00
OLD HARBOR 0.00
OUZINKIE 0.00
PORT LIONS 0.00
MAT-SU BOR 3.80
PALMER 5.00
HOUSTON 0.00
WASTLLA 0,00
NORTH SLOPE BOR 6.80

TAX

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

3.000
3.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

2.000
3.000
2.000
3.000
3.000
0.000
1.000
2.000
3.000
0.000
2.000
0.000
1.500
2. 500
0,000
0.00J
3.rJO
0.000
0.000
0.000
3.000
0.000
0.000
2.000
0.000
0,000
0.000

PCI
RATIO

COO0OO0OO0OOOOO0O0OO0O

cleololololoNole]

PPN RPRPRPRPNNRPRPDNORRRPRPRPRRRPRRPRPPRROOOO

.917
.917
.917
.917
.917
-917
.917
.917
.917
.917
.917

.799
. 799
. 799
. 799
-799
.799
.799
.799

.964
.951
.844
. 743
.352
.070
.004
.009
.056
.005
.080
.881
.006
.032
.718
.024
.927
. 376
.241
.261
-939
.126
.363
.280
.020
.373
.229

PROPERTY AVE
RATIO

o

.27

2.00
.47
-89

RPORPRNRLROOR

ORPRLNRERON R

RPRPRPNRPNNR,PWORS RRR

.73

.46

-09

.96
.41

.76

.19

.65

.71
.86

.16

.03

.79
.01

.99

.40
.30
.44

.96

.35

.63
-39

.42

.46
.14

.72

.97

.36
.65

98

T.6
.33

ONNNONNNNN R

.46
.46
.46
.46
.46
.95
.15
.97
.97
.20

RATIO

RPORRPRPRROORRO

ORrRPRPROOR R

3.
3.
1.

.596
-460

194

.905
.824
.191
.507
-438
.164
.841
.055

.229
.757
. 833
.984
.419
.296
.158
.834

182
128
145

J. 352

3.
0,
2.
3.
1.

356
852
199
215
761

3.573
3,.404

2.
1.

426
185

3.344

1.
31.317

ONDN HHI!\JN-

849

(EST)

(EST)

(EST)
EST >

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

b

LOCAL

EFFORT

= =

[ —

~O

16.

N-b@\lOU'I@U'I-bU'IH

OO

.38
.81
.03
.14
.50

.66
25.
.50
11.
17.
15.
13.
10.

00

21
03
16
20
5S

POP. COLA
350 1.0000
4,893 1.0000
69,851 1.0000
371 1.0000
64 1.0000
6,226 1.0000
22,664 1.0000
8.;136 1.0000
16,840 1.0000
9,309 1.0000
36,839 1.0000
ANCHORAGE TOTALS
7, 167 1.0000
1,514 1.0000
194 1.0000
1,318 1.0000
7,434 1.0000
667 1.0000
420 1.0000
479 1.0000

JUNEAU TOTALS

7,100 1.0375
1,147 1.2625
60,227 1.1500
30,462 1.1500
461 1.1500
19,407 1.0750
612 1.0750
1,538 1.0750
5,223 1.0750
1,823 1.0750
1,800 1.0750
151 1.0750
11,262 1.0000
7,770 1.0000
272 1.0000
7,901 1.0750
4,960 1.0750
102 1.0750

BO 1.0750

327 1.0750
173 1.0750
227 1.0750
14,606 1.0375
1,655 1.0375
375 1.0375
1,566 1.0375
12,614 1.3375

NEW

ENTITLEMENT

52,492
5101,960
53,514,370
56,842
51,493
5123,367
5878,243
5234,676
5503,954
5163,711
51,623,923

57,155,036
5530,890
5135,705

56,607
553,011
5454,011
536,268
519,885
518,133

51,254,514
5258,895
557,535
51,533,692
52,497,324
528,464
5106,770
554,855
5124,706
5468, 157
5163,402
5134,119
55,254
5389,964
5657,304
50

574,634
5321,962
50

50

50

59,415

50
5230,940
597,922

50

50
5221,222

TOTAL

(+ RHM)

52,189,200
5101,960
53,514,370
56,842
51,493
5123,367
5878,243
5234,676
5503,954
5163,711
51,623,923

59,341,744
5694,175
5135,705

56,607
553,011
5454,011
536,268
519,885
518,133

51,417,799
5359,226
565,90b
51,617,941
52,945,027
546,577
5421,745
564,692
5137,203
5521,870
5187,663
5174,721
55,254
5511,964
5682,204
50
5211,696
5343,973
50

50

510,508
59,415
57,589
5318,121
5124,083
534,004
547,605
5292,082

PRINTOUT #2

PRESENT
ENTITLEMENT

52,192,303
590,521
52,828,966
58,719
5704
5115,181
5532,599
5192,606
5395,740
5218,761
51,307,784

sV BB Bed .

5417,714
553,747
52,716
530,973
5174,699
514,341
59,870
5107298

5714,358 Y*
5347,100 +=
522,127
51,109,966
51,270,938
529,511
5437,275 —
525,954
564,577
5230,576
082,073
5101,555
50
5204,959
5254,115
50
5184, 259
5189, 968
50
5430
519,121
50
514,788 —
5246,037
071,663
66,922 —
547,605
5425,156—

fit



BARROW
KAKTDVIK
NU1QSUT
POINT S+ofE
WAINWR IGHT
AKIACHAK
AKIAK
AKOLMIUT
ALAKANUK
ALEKNAGIK
ALLAKAKET
AMBLER
ANDERSON
ANGOON

ANIAK

ANVIK
ATMAUTLUAK
BETHEL
BREVIG MISSION
BUCKLAND
CHEFORNAK
CHEVAK
CHUATHBALUK
CLARKS POINT
CORDOVA
CRAIG
DEERING
DELTA JUNCTION
DILL INGHAM
DIOMEDE
EAGLE

EEK

EKWOK

ELIM

EMMDNAK

FORT YUKON
FORTUNA LEDGE
GALENA
GAMBELL
GOLOVIN

T

H

161 b5 pevase
HOONAH
HOOPER BAY
HUGHES
HUSLIA
HYDABURG
KAKE
KALTAG
KASAAN
KTANA

KING COVE
KIVALINA
KLAWOCK
KOBUK
KOTLIK
KOTZEBUE
KOYUK
KOYUKUK
KUPREANDF
KWETHLUK
LOWER KALSKAG
MANOKOTAK

[
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NOOOONWNORNOOOOWWOONWOWOWOWNOWNNONOOROWWWOONONWWOOONWNOORRFR,ROONWOOWO

.000
.000
.000
-000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-000
-000
.000
.000

.000
.000
-000
.000
.000

- GOO

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-.000
.000
.100
.000
m500
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

.850 ” 11788 “ 8.367

-303
.868
.831
.321
.809
-333
.173
.240
.360
7297
. 762

ovpowoowl—\wmmmn—\bl\)mmmovmml\)bpo
\]
N
N

-923
-409
.573
. 740
.362
-103
.742
.637
. 749
-996
.032
.937
-494

2.838
1340
.695
-400
.226
.608
.544
.486
.213
.102
.544
-544
2117

WNPRWNWRNRRWWONERWRONWRWN

=
[

N
N
N

ONOIRR,rJORrOaRNDW

11.88
11.88
11.88

2.

932

67376

pooo\l!\)H\ll\)HCDCO\I\]\I\H\J\IOOCDOO@OO\IOOOOOO(DOO\I\IOO

.358
-103
-346
.603
.028
.562
.622
.5901
.323
.314
-490
-4S0
.871
-719
.886
.776
-928
.917
.461
. 513
-301
- 563
.645

.361
.128
.783
-805
.055
. 746
.894
. 685
.548
.493
.714
.714
.501

(EST)
<EST)
TEST)
ES
(e
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
ES
ES
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
gESTg
EST
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
EST
EST
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EgT)
E
(EST3
(EST)
EEST%
EST
(ESD)
(ESTH

2
(EST)
(EST)
2

(EST)
(ESTH
(ESTH

(EST)

(EST)
(ESTH

(R
(B
(ESTH

(EST)
(EST)

0.00
20.23
”0.00

0.00
25.00
25.00

0.00

0.00
19.69
19.83

0.00

0.00
25.00
25.00
25.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
19.15
25.00
25*%00

0.00
25.00

0.00

0.00
25.00
25.00
25.00

0.00
25.00

0.00
10.75
25.00

0.00
25.00
25.00
25.00

0.00
25.00
25.00

0.00
25.00

0.00
25.00

0.00
25.00
25.00

0.00

0.00
25.00
25.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.3"J
25, 00
20.02

0.00
25.00
19.97
25.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
25.00

150
2,307
123
152
384
341
371
186

608 *

526
227
164
211
470
437
323
87
114
3,247
120
7172
182
447
119
98
2,406
467
100
892
1, 176
90
178
195
109
205
524
637
200
631
412
118
248
167
1,366
212
848
590
93
207
384
679
240
F;
314
379
208
231
60
284
2,431
160
124
42
415

225

.3375
.3375
.3375
.3375
.3375
.3000
.3000
73000
.3000
.2625
.3375
.3375
.3375
.0375
.3375
.3375
.3000
-3000
.2625
.3375
.3000
.3000
.3375
.2625
.1500
.0000
.3375
.1500
.2625
.2625
.1500
.3000
.2625
.2625
.3000
.3375
.3000
1m3375
1.2625
1m2625
.3000
.3375
.0750
.3375
.0750
.3000
.3375
m3375
.0000
.0375
.3375
.0000
.3375
.2625
.3375
0000
1.3375
1.3000
1.3375
1m2625
1.3375
1.0375
1.3000
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1.262S

.33 f5~

33U
*167,378
$0
$0
$34,419
$30,565
$0
$0
$42,931
$37,401
$0
$0
$19,450
$42,127
$39,170
$0
$0
$0
$222,989
$10,756
$15,417
$0
$40.066
$0
$0
$215,659
$41,859
$8,963

$18,374
$46,968
$57,096
$0
$56,558
$36,929
$0
$22,229
$0
$122,439
$0
$76,009
$52,884
$0

$0
$34,419
$60,861
$0

$0

$0
$5,953
$187643
$20,177
$0
$25,456
$174,075
$14,341
$0

$0

$0

$20,167

$167,378
$0

$0
$34,419
$30,565
$0

$0
$105,689
$45,201
$0

$0
$34,290
$52,636
$47,231
$8,225
$0
$5,200
$325,884
$16,336
$20,767
$0
$40,066
$0

$0
$319,964
$48,264
$14,313
$17,572
$112,245
$0
$10,937
$17,478
$0
$23,424
$51,667
$87,952
$9,262
$70,596
$52,457
$5,050
$23,691
$0
$136,791
$13,375
$76,009
$52,884
$0
$36,587
$41,659
$62,448
$2,226
$0
$10,405
$17,903
$26,000
$22,712
$0
$30,656
$203, 246
$20,508
$0

$0

$0

$20,167

$38,570
$822

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$82,122
$24,553
$0

$0
$22,531
$21,509
$22,343

$18,810 —

$0

$8,830-

$2*4,302

18,534

$7,075
$0
$0

*318 -

$0
$202,529
$22,050
$8,626

$32,446 -

$53,604
$0
$5,094
$0

$0
$10,615
$21,388
$51,730

$15,632 —

$38,090
$25,671

$6,912 —

$9,361
$0
$63,544

$17,486 —

$28,715
$18,791

$0
$40,602
$147728
$20,256

$0

$18,385 —
$28,066 —

$14,172
$9,420
$0
$11,476
$108,832
$8,692
$0

ok

7 $0
$6,107

o X

.\)—



u.uu @.uuu 1l jys 11.t» .oy @@d) u.vu cJ8 i. fo
114 MEKORYUK 0.00 2.000 3.616 11.88 7.750 (EST) 25.00 192 1.3000 $17,209 $22,409 $11,315
115 MOUNTAIN VILLAGE 0.00 “2.0CO 3.364 11.88 7.624 (EST) 25.00 613 1.3000 $45,982 $58,007 $27,697
116 NAPAKIAK 0.00 2.000 2.805 11.88 7.345 (EST) 25.00 276 1.3000 $24,738 $29.574 $13,626
117 NAPASKIAK 0.00 0.000 2.282 11.88 7.083 (EST) 0.00 210 1a3000 $0 $0 $5,323
118 NENéé@U ._.a 10.00 2.000 1.413 4.11 2.761 25.00 493 1.3000 $44,189 $59,828 $34,546
~119 NEW QX?OK) 0.00 0.000 7.517 11.88 ©9.701 TESTT* 0.00 230 1.2625 $0 $0 $5,517
120 NEWHALEN 0.00 0.000 2.215 11.88 7.050 (EST) 0.00 89 1.2625 $0 $0 $0
121 NEWTOK 0.00 0.000 3.384 11.88 7634 (EST) 0.00 124 *“1.3000 $0 $0 “"$37143 —m
122 NIGHTMUTE 0.00 2.000 4.472 11.88 8.178 (EST) 25.00 123 1.3000 $11,024 $11,024 $0
123 NIKOLAI 0.00 0.000 5.991 11.88 8.938 (EST) 0.00 120 1.3375 $0 $0 $0
124 NOME 15.66 3.000 1.128 3.98 2.556 25.00 2,585 1.2625 $231,703 $345,858 $213,694
125 NONDALTON 0.00 0aO000 “37010* 11.SB 7.447 (EST) 0.00 226 1m2625 $0 $3,408 $6,119 -
126 NOORVIK 0.00 2.000 2.990 11.88 7.437 (EST) 25.00 527 1.3375 $47,237 $51,650 $11,110
127 NULATO 0.00 0.000 2.358 11.88 7.121 (EST) *“0.00 331 1.3375 $0 $2,213 «
128 PELICAN 12.20 3.000 1.835 1.39 1.366 25.00 169 1.0750 $15,148 $21,221 $9,616
129 PETERSBURG 12.00 3.700 1.026 1.94 1.485 25.00 2,126 1.0375 $190,561 $286,265 $169,595
130 PILOT STATION 0.00 0.000 6.340 11.88 9.112 (EST) 0.00 301 1.3000 $0 $1,950 $12,320 -»
131 PLATINUM 0.00 0.000 1.396 11.88 6.640 (EST) 0.00 65 1.3000 $0 $0 $0
132 PORT ALEXANDER 0.00 2.000 0.802 11.88 6.343 (EST) 25.00 51 1.0375 $4,571 $4,571 $397
133 PORT HEIDEN 0.00 0.000 3.197 11.88 7m541 (EST) 0.00 89 1.2625 $0 $50,373 $50,935 -
134 QUINHAGAK 0.00 1.000 4.022 11.88 7.953 (EST) 13.29 395 1.3000 $25,907 $31,419 $15,525
135 RUBY 0.00 ¥»000 1.936 11.88 6.910 (EST) 0.00 148 1.3000 $0 $0 $2,405
136 RUSSIAN MISSION 0.00 0.000 0.-848 11.88 ©6.366 (EST) 0.00 150 1.3000 $0 $1.716 $4,446
137 SAINT MARYS 0.00 0.000 4.629 1S.68 11.658 0.00 415 1.3000 $0 $21;364 $38,359 -
133 SAINT MICHAEL 0.00 2.000 3.071 11.88 7.478 (EST) 25.00 206 1.2625 $18,464 $23,514 $10,121
139 SAINT PAUL 0.00 3.000 1.1912 11.88 6.538 (EST) 25.00 456 Ta2625 $40,873 $109,616 $82,847
140 SAND POINT 0.00 3.000 00643 4.95 2.797 (EST) 19.30 528 1.2625 $36,541 $54,658 $32,448
141 SAVOONGA 0.00 2.000 2.703 11.88 7.294 (EST) 25.00 414 1.2625 $37,108 $37,108 $12,805
142 SCAMMON BAY 0.00 2.000 5.184 11.88 8.534 (EST) 25.00 215 1.3000 $19,271 $19,271 $6,848
143 SELAWIK 0.00 3.000 3.503 14.65 9.079 25.00 521 -1a3375 $46,699 $46,699 $17,073
144 SHAGELUK o.oc 0.000 4.272 11.88 8.078 (EST) 0.00 169 1.3375 $0 $0 $0
145 SHAKTOOLIK 0.00 2.000 3.765 11.88 7.825 (EST) 25.00 160 1.2625 $14, 34.1 $41,043 $32,054
146 SHELDON POINT 0.00 0.000 7.103 11.88 9.494 (EST) 0.00 136 1.3000 $0 $0 $0
147 SHISHMAREF 0.60 1.000 3.541 11.88 7.713 (EST) 17.74 320 1.2625 $20,354 $23,338 $13,382
148 SHUNGNAK C.00 2.000 2.955 11.88 7.419 (EST) 25.00 182 1.3375 $16,313 $21,663 $9,488
149 SKAGWAY 15.30 3.000 0.902 ~1".0S 0.995 22.10 85B 1.0750 $67,989 $87,608 $46,828
150 STEBBINS 0.00 2.000 3.675 11.88 7.780 (EST) 25.00 334 1.2625 $29,937 $34,987 $15,381
151 TANANA 0.00 1.000 1.027 11a88 6.455 (EST) 14.84 499 1.3375 $26,565 $48,734 $33,515
152 TELLER 0.00 3.000 4.0B4 11.88 7.984 (EST) 25.00 219 1.2625 $19,629 $29,774 $13,462
153 TENAKEE SPRINGS 0.00 0.000 4.976 11.88 3.430 (EST) 0.00 109 1.0375 $0 $1,556 $5,119 -
154 TDGIAK 0.00 2.000 4.173 11.88 8.029 (EST) 25.00 419 1.2625 $37,556 $37,556 $0
155 TOKSOOK BAY 0.00 2.000 7.233 11.88 9.559 (EST) 25.00 317 1.3000 $28,413 $33,613 $16.121
156 TULUSAK 0.00 0.000 3.212 11.38 7.548 (EST) 0.00 202 1.3000 $0 $0 $0
157 TUNUNAK 0.00 2.000 4.733 11.88 8.309 (EST) 25.00 291 1.3000 $26,083 $26,083 $4,539
158 UNALAKLEET 0.00 0.000 2.108 11.88 6.996 (EST) 0.00 630 1.3375 $0 $8,827 $18,939 -
159 UNALASKA 17.50 0.630 0.919 1.08 1.004 19.03 510 1.2625 $34,806 $112,614 $93,582
160 UPPER KALSKAG 0.00 0.000 8.148 11.88 10.016 (EST) 0.00 164 1.3375 $0 $0 $0
161 VALDEZ 5.20 0.000 0.651 0.45 0.550 2.86 8,253 1.1875 $84,708 $184,555 $447,773 -
162 WALES 0.00 0.000 3.387 11.38 7.636 (EST) 0.00 109 1.2625 $0 $5.940 $8" 624 - *
163 WHITE MOUNTAIN 0.00 1.000 3.712 11.88 7.798 (EST) 17.93 98 1.2625 $6,302 $6,302 $0
164 WHITTIER 0.00 3.000 0.810 2.47 1,643 (EST) 11.34 292 1.1500 $11,872 $34,584 $32,618 -
165 WRANGELL 9.50 2.556 1.056 2.61 1.837 25.00 3,152 1.0375 $282,526 $375,086 $202,112
166 YAKUTAT 20.00 1.500 1.612 5.12 3.368 25.00 442 1.0750 $39,618 $46,998 $19,971
167 EXT FIRE AREAS 0.00 0.000 0.00 1 1.0000 $0 $65,482 $65,482
TOTALS $19,410,846 $25,000,000 $17,332,567
Prepared by:
Legislative Affairs Agency
Research Division
1 8 February 1978
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14

15
16

17
.18
19
20
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22
23
24
25
26
27

28
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33
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*RICH.

CRA
PER CAPITA

CHAPTER 33 PRORATION FACTOR

INCOME NOT
MINIMUM ENTITLEMENT

REQUESTRETID
INCLUDED

IS $15,000 X COLA
LOCAL EFFORT LIMIT SET TO 20

PRORATION FACTOR FOR SECTION 10

LOCAL GOV*™T

INTERNAL 1
ANCHORAGE ~ (AW)
CITY (SA)
HILLSIDE (SA)
SPENARD (SA)
GIRDWOOD  (SA)
GLEN ALPS (SA)
VISTA (SA)
SAND LAKE (SA)
~MULDOON (SA)
RABBIT CREEK (SA)
EAGLE RIVER (SA)
CHUGIAK (SA)
OCEAN VIEW (SA)
OTHER SA

BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH (AW)
SOUTH NAKNEK SA

FAIRBANKS BOROUGH (AW
BALLAINE LAKE (SA)
DIANE (SA)

WILDVIEW ACRES (SA)
SMITH RANCH (SA)
ENGINEER CREEK (SA)
ESTER LUMP (SA)
NORTH STAR F.P. (SA)
BECKER RIDGE (SA)
FAIRBANKS (CITY)
NORTH POLE (CITY)

HAINES BOROUGH
HAINES (CITY)

JUNEAU (AW)
JUNEAU SAl
JUNEAU SA2
JUNEAU SA3
JUNEAU SA4
JUNEAU SA5
JUNEAU SA6
JUNEAU SA7
JUNEAU SAS

IS .33423
JPERTY S. L.
TAX EGUIV POP
I7IAL "AX UNITS
2.93 0.00 180.653
7.07 0.00 67.014
3.49 0. 00 8.937
7.34 0.00 38.816
3.35 0.00 600
3. 37 0. 00 65
7.24 0.00 1. 105
3, 97 0.00 18.915
4.,70  0..00 23. 345
3. 37 0.00 6. 532
2.28 0.00 7. 182
1.28 0. 00 5,876
4.86 0. 00 1.894
0. 52 0.00 372
TOTAL
6. 15 8.20 1. 311
147 0. 00 175
TOTAL
1. 19 2.22 60,227
0.81 0.00 168
1.22 0.00 66
0.82 0. 00 77
1.63 0.00 438
164 0,00 144
2.04 0.00 10
0. 87 0.00 6.500
2.35 0, 00 108
6.94 4.60 30.462
4. 36 9. 18 461
TOTAL
142  0.00 1.924
7.62 5.53 1. 366
TOTAL
8.62 0. 90 20.465
2.78 9. 13 7.259
1.21 4. 12 1.606
0.79 0,,00 197
2.88 0,00 1. 370
2.35 0.00 8. 369
1.89 0.00 719
1.41 0.00 427
X. 30 0.00 518

IS 3.079

TfRLIMC

HOUSE IE-1L

88 PLUS MINIMUM

CHAPTER 88 CHAPTER 89
ENTITLEMENT ENTITLEMENT

$2,782 697 $2.876,165

$2.392.154 $0
$99.270 $0
$1.319.883 $0
$5, 137 $0
$544 $0
$68.045 $0
$429.575 $0
$936.831 $0
$129,140 $0
$105.172 $0
$66.008 $0
$5C 647 $0
$325 $0
$8.385,416 $2,876.165
$80,731 $8.370
$734 $0
$81,465 $8.370
$1,032,021 $113,018
$1.952 $0
$741 $0

$436 $0
$8,748 $0
$2,875 $0

$21 $0
$36.429 $0
$553 $0
$1.875, 849 $512.634
$25,135 $18,492
$2.984 .76/ $644_144
$20.184 $0
$84.118 $16,528
$104.303 $16,528
$1.260,234 $209,030
$447.009 $0
$97,751 $0
$337 $0
$19.581 $0
$168,602 $0
$10.872 $0
$3,703 $0
$2,734 $0

M

MIN
ENT

$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

13-~ 3

SECTION 10
ADD ON

$0
$0

$3.838
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

PREPARED BY
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

RESEARCH DIVISION
APRIL 27, 1978

HB 843 PRESENT "78 HC 70
ENTITLEMENT ENTITLEMENT ENTITLEMENT
$5,569,625 $8,373,557 $11,269,005
$2,354,431 $0 $0
$97,705 $0 $0
$1.299,069 $0 $0
$5,036 $0 $0
$535 $0 $0
$66,972 $0 $0
$422,801 $0 $0
$922,057 $0 $0
$127.104 $0 $0
$103,514 $0 $0
$64,907 $0 $0
$49,849 $0 $0
$320 $0 $0
$11,083,993 $8,378,557 $11,269,005
$87,696 $32,370 $32.370
$722 $0 $0
$88,419 $32,370 $32,370
$1.130,761 $1,200,637 $1,339,160
$.1,921 $0 $0
$730 $0 $0

$429 $0 $0
$8,610 $0 $0
$2,830 $C $0

$21 $0 $0
$35,854 $0 $0
$544 $0 $0
$2,350,819 $.1,265,807 $1,335,869
$42.939 $29,890 $30,951
$3, 575,463 $2,496,336 $2,705,981
$19,866 $0 $0
$99,059 $65,721 $68,658
$118,925 $65,721 $68,658
$1,446,095 $751,062 $1,037.572
$"+39,900 $0 $0
$96,209 $0 $0
$529 $0 $0
$19,272 $0 $0
$.165. 943 $0 $0
$10,701 $0 $0
$3,645 $0 $0
$2,691 $0 $0

©

©

©or>



39 KENAI BOROUGH (AW)

40 CENTRAL HOSPITAL™ (SA)

41 SOUTH HOSPITAL (SA)

43 NORTH KENAI FIRE (SA)

43 NORTH KENAI REC (SA)

44 BEAR CREEK FIRE (SA)

43 HOMER (CITY) 1
46  KACHEMAK (CITY)

47 KENAI

50 SOLDOTNA

FI KETCHIKAN BOROUGH (AW)
52 SHORELINE (SA)

53 KETCHIKAN (CITY)

54 SAXMAN (CITY)

55 KODIAK BOROUGH (AW)
56 FIRE DISTRICT (SA)
57 ROAD DISTRICT

58 KODIAK (CITY)

59 AKHIOK (CITY)

60 LARSEN BAY (CITY>
61 OLD HARBOR (CITY)
65 OLJZINKIE (CITY)
63 PORT LIONS (CITY)

64 MAT-SU BOROUGH (AW)

65 WASILLA F(1.8.9,10.11)
66 BUTTE FIRE (SA)

67 SUTTON FIRE (SA)

68 OTHER AREA (SA)

69 TALKEETNA FLOOD (SA)
70 GARDEN TERRACE (SA)
71  HOUSTON (CITY)

72 PALMER (CITY)

73 WASILLA (CITY)

74 NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH (AW)
75 ANAKTUVUK PASS (CITY)
76 BARROW (CITY)

77 KAKTOVIK (CITY)

78 NUJQSUT (CITY)

79 POINT HOPE (CI."V)

80 WAINWRIGHT (CITY)

81 SITKA BOROUGH 2.

FIRST CLASS CITIES

82 CORDOVA 8.
83 CRAIG 5.
84 DILLINGHAM 15.
85 GALENA 0.

RrRPOOoOONP O

© O h

w 0o° 08 PONE

¢ RLPWROTE?

° opooow

.00
.19
.02
.45
. 84
.43

26

.75
(CITY) 14.
43 SELDOV'IA (CITY) 14.
49 SEWARD (CITY) 17.
(CITY) 10.

58
43
58
24

. 55
-00

00

.55
- 00

.00

00
00

.00

10

51
83
12
00

.00
.00
- 00
- 00
.00
ocC
.74
00
95
. 58
.00
.47

N0 NT 0 10 QOO OO

.43
.00
- 90
00

0 NO W

;Mo OO0
o
o

oXoor
o
S

00
00
00
- 00
. 00
. 00

- 00
. 69
.00

OO OO OO0 o0

o. 11
-. 00
52. 37
0. 00
0. 00
13. 18
33. 34

12. 04
3,78
10, 14
14. 02

TOTAL

24r611
14. 100
5. 300
3r512
3. 995
675

5 <802
151

S. 364
612
2.279
2J 586

TOTAL

11. 490
550
7.928
272

TOTAL

7.901
1* 546
312
4. 960
102
137
327
170
227

TOTAL

16. 724
4.908
1. 818

594
12. 924
223
57

375

J. 859
1.2566

TOTAL

9. .IX
1S0
2. 306
123
152
384
341

TOTAL.
7. 650
2. 406
467

1?7269
631

$2,011,027

$0
$39.528
$87,008
$24,612
$4,207
$4.1.566
$110,967
$1,014
$330,315
$37,686
$140.340
$159.245

$976.494

$513,923
$5,428
$488.206
$0

$1.007.557

$54,918
$39.767
$2,034
$305.436
$0

$0

$0
$10.468
$0

$412.626

$208.785
$29,444
$8.084
$16.361
$11,843
$5. 460
$1,064
$0
$114,477
$0

$395,521

$17,482
$0
$142,003
$0

$0
$23.646
$20r998

$204.381
$856,752
$148.161

$28.757

$78.145
$38.856

$209, 030

$314, 975
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$13. 754

$0
$64. 451
$10. 013
$24, 260
$39, 135

$466, 590

$0

$0

$159, 756
$4, 350

$364, 106

$366, 949
$0
$0

$23, 026

$200, 118

$183, 790
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$36. 494
$86, 282
$65, 813

$862. 381

$65, 510
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$65, 510
$133, 988
$319. 038

$10, 405

$7, 082
$19. 134

_j-, -.- _ . . $ 2
T
$0 $0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$15, 310
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$10,650

$0
$0
$0
$0
$16. 1.5
$16.125
$9.916
$5,656
$12,190

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$0
$80,062
$0
$20,062
$20.062
$0
$0

$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
10
$4,863
$0
$8,323

$285.200
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$0
$0
$0

,185.048

$310,008
$38,904
$85,636
$24,224
$4,141
$40,911
$122,755
$15,870
$388,541
$46,948
$162,005
$195,252

$1,435,200

$505,819
$5.342
$637,744
$14,763

$3,163,669

$218,369
$39,340
$2,002
$383.283
$15,870
$15,870
$15,870
$15,870
$15,870

$662,3 49

$337,373
$88.980

$7,956
$16.103
$3.3,657

$5, 374

$1,047
$40.705
$138,483
$72,771

$660,252

$303,333
$19,746
$139,764
$3.9,746
$19,746
$23,273
$20,667

$546,277
$384,573

$262,986

$38,545
$83,883

$751,062

$470,590
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$74,774
$0
$247,090
$26, 132
$96.533
$126,703

$1,040,325

$34.555
$0
$393,632
$8,294

$436,481
$207,791

$13,133
$431,316

$295,973
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$41,357
$86,977
$73,937

$498,246

$308,193
$0
$38,553
$2,057
$0

$0

$0

$343,803
$333,994
$211,729

$26,050
$60, 754

$1,037,572

$576,418
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$74,774
$26,875
$274,921
$26,132
$96.533
$140.607?

$1,216,259

$130,515
$0
$425,344
$25,000

$530,859

$224,773
$0

$0
$2.1.2,312
$26,875
$26,875
$26,875
$26,875
$26,875

$57.1,465

$365,378
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$41,357
$86,977
$73,937

$567,651

$308,193
$33, 437
$38,553
$33,437
$33,437

$0

$0

$447,059
$455,426
$222,797

$26,050
$60,754



© © O 0O

101
105
103
104

105

SECOND CLASS CITIES

106
107
108
109
110
ni1

HOONAR " 2™ ™ "

HYDABURG
KAKE

KING COVE
KLAWOCK
NENANA

NOME

PELICAN
PETERSBURG
SAINT MARY*®"S
SKAGWAY

UNALASKA
VALDEZ

ZONE 1
ZONE 11

WRANGELL
ZONE 11
ZONE 111
ZONE 1V

YAKUTAT

AKTACHAK
AK1AK
AKOLMIUT
ALAKANUK
ALEKNAGIK
AL . LAKAKET

1.15 AMBLER

113
1.4
115
116
117

ANDERSON
ANGDON

AN, AK
ANVIK
ATMAUTLUAK

118 BETHEL

1.19
150
151
155
1.53
154
155
156
157
158
159
130
131
135
133

BREVIG MISSION
BUCKLAND
CHEFORNAK
CHEVAK
CHUATHBALLJK
CLARK®"S POINT
DEERING

DELTA JUNCTION
DIOMEDE

EAGLE

EEK

EKWOK

ELIM

EMMONAK

FORT YUKON

13 f FORTUNA LEDGE

135
136
137
138
139
140
14
145

GAM3ELL
GOLOVIN
GOODNEWS BAY
GRAYLING
HOLY CROSS
HOOPER BAY
HUGHES
HUSLIA

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
16
39
.50
.31

[ -

[ —

.40
59

.43
.83
57

.87
.05
11
.40

U‘IPU’IU'I

0. 00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.CO
0. 00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0. 00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0. 00
5.51
0.00
0..00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0. 00
0.00
0,00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0. 00
0. 00

Bl o

olole] PLWOROCOOWN R

eoNeoNeie

N

.30
.00
- 00
.00

.56

848
330
679
408
353
521
585
169
126
415
854
510

7, 483
0. 633
700

TOTAL

152
797
100
5. 250

TOTAL
442

354
165
608
557
527
164
217
470
287
353

87
169

1.20
172
192
447
118
98
1@
892
135
145
195
Am®
205
545
637
200
43.2
118
248
167
21.2
590
98
216

*52,219
*23.400
*29.035
*25.124
*19,890
*32.083
*159.184
*10.407
*130.919
*0
*41.320
*33., 405

*27.063
*159.500
*1.505

*188,068

*194.100
*18.163
*1.630
*138.555

*355,, 447
*57.518

*0

*0

*4 553
*9.512
*0

*0
*2,731
*14.477
*1.1, 139
*0

*0

*0
*209.926
*0
*4.726
*0
*11.458
*0

*0

*4 859
*0

*0

*4 ,353
*4,290
*0
*5.411
*33,423
*39.256
*0
*"5.194
*0

*4. 248
*0

*0
*20.515
*0

*0

*0
*7.240
*1.587
*5.050
*6,535

*20.982
*190. 1.19
*6.073
$100.115
*5.200
*19.618
*85,332

*119.481
*0
*0

*1.19. 481.

*99.458
*0
*0
*0

*99.458
*0

*19.630
*0
*62.757
*32.480
*0

*0
*14.339
*13.004
*8,061
*3.3, 575
*0
*5.200

*116,055

*5.580
*0

*0

*0
*5.350
*0
*5.350
*38,779
*5.050
*4.071
*0

*0
*5.050
*4.699
*30.356
*5,200
*0

*0

*0

*0
*13.375
*0

*0
*36,587

*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
i 300
*0
*0

*0
*0
*0

*0
*0
*0
*0

*0

*0
*19.500
*0

*0

*3.8. 937
*201062
*2.491
*0

*0
*6.486
*20.062
*14.300
*0
*13,357
*15.335
*19.500
*8.041
*14.712
*18.937
*9.852
*0
*13.887
*8,825
*15.203
*18.93""
*8,,476
*0

*0
*14.300
*3.743
*18.937
*19, 251.
*20.062
*6, 687
*0
*20,062
*0

*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
$0
*0
*0
*0
*2.694
*0

*0

*109.615

*0
*0

*0

*11,274

*0

*14_.811

*7.273

*0

*0

*2,469

*4.066

*0

*4_.098

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*12.822

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0

*0
*4.189(:C

*51,396
*30,157
*30.140
*29,698
*26,008
*52.228
*343,795
*16,220
*227,391
$21,844
*59,973
*114,946

*252,120
*1S6« 985
*1,481.

*410,586

*288,929
*17.375
*1.605
*136,370

$444,780
*26,789

*30,417
*1.9, 192
*80,827
*28,804
*1.8,638
*.1.9,746
*22,176
*31,051
*1:8,897
*23,779
*19,746
*19. 1.92

*320. 811

*18,633
*19.746
*19,192
*19,192
*1.9, 746
*18, 638
*1 73,746
*31,108
*18,638
*16,977
*19,192
*18,633
*1.3,638
*37,521
*68.977
*19.192
*18,638
*18,638
*19,192
*19,746
*19,746
*20.191
*19.746
*40.133

$28,715
*14,650
*20,256
*21.275
*14,449
*40,9G3

*283,132

*9,616

*169,595

*22. 1.%A
*48,537
*102,445

*417,165
*0
*0

*417,165
*209,010

*0
$0
*0

*209,010

*0

*30.904
*1,072
*82, 1.2
*29.265
*0
*2,741.
*22,531
*31,548
*18,036
*24,160
*0
*10,533

*264,487

*8.534
$0
*1,872
*9,878
*9.216
*0
*8,626
*311602
*6,328
*4,904
*6,21.1
*0
*11,909
*16,744
*53.434
*10.270
*6,241
*0
*4,674
*2,402
*17,486
*0
*1.638
*40,776

*28.715
*14,650
*20,256
*21,275
*14.449
*42,317

*283.132

*9,616

*174,007

*32.500
*50,373
*102,445

*452,709
*0
*0

*452,709

*21.5,551.

*0
*0
*0

*215,551

*0

*30,904
*32,500
*82. 1.2
*29,265
*31,562
*331437
*33.437
*33,543
*18,036
*33,437
*33,437
*32,500

*273,351

*31., 562
*33,437
*32,500
*32,500
*33,437
*31,562
*33,437
*35,705
*31,562
*28,750
*32,500
*31,562
*31., 562
*1.6,744
*53,434
*32,500
*31.562
*31,562
*32,500
*33,437
*33.437

*0
*33,437
*40,776

©or



143 HALTAG

144 KABAAN

145 KI1ANA

146 KIVALINA

147 KOSUK

148 KOTLIK

149 KOTZEBUE

150 KOYUK

151 KOYI1JKUK

152 KUPREANOF

153 KWETHLUK

154 LOWER KAL.SKAG
155 MANOKOTAK

156 MCGRATH

157 MEKORYUK

158 MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
159 NAPAKTAK

160 NAPASKIAK

161 NEWHALEN

162 NEW STUYAHOK
163 NEWTOK

164 NIGHTMUTE

165 NIKOLAI

166 NONDALTON

167 NOORVIK

168 NULATO

169 PILOT STATION
170 PLATINUM

171 PORT ALEXANDER
172 PORT HEIDEN
173 GUINHAGAK

174 RUBY

175 RUSSIAN MISSION
176 SAINT MICHAEL
177 SAINT PAUL

178 SAND POINT

179 SAVOONGA

180 SCAMMON BAY
181 SELAWIK

182 SHAGELUK

183 SHAKTOOLIK

184 SHELDON POINT
185 SHI3HMAREF

186 SHUNGNAK

187 STE3BIMS

188 TANANA

189 TELLER

190 TENAKEE SPRINGS
191. TOG IAK

192 TOK300K BAY
193 TLJILUK3AK

194 TIINUNAK

195 UNAT.AKLEET

196 UPPER KALSKAG
197 WALES

198 WHITE MOUNTAIN
199 WHITTIER

200 EXT FIRE AREAS

eolololololojolololololojojolololololololololololololololololololololololololololololojoiojololojojojololololololie)a)

o

=

fOTAL

38
3.4
208

60
284
526
160
124

42
444
195
225
290
184
51.3
276
210

230
1.24
1.23

85
226
527

301
59
51

395
219
1.58
206
550
544
409
193
521
1®
1.60
136
326
182
298
499
219
1.40
419
317
202
299
630
164
109
98
292

$0

TO
$5.348
$0
*7,591
$155,551
$737

$0
$33.869
$33.499
$3.668
$3,775
$32.083

$11. 051
$3, 282
$0

$16. 424
$9,450
$0
$2.152
$0

$0
$1.343
$0
$16.500
$0

$19.078.540

$2. 226
$4~ 000
$10. 405

$5. 350
$5. 200
$31. 1.37
$5. 050
$5. 350
$0

$5. 200
$5. 350
$0

$11. 816
$5. 200
$5. 200
$10. 036
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$7. 1.%
$0

$9. 763
$8. 225
$1. 950
$0

$0

$50. 373
$5. 512
$0

$1. 716
$5. 050
$68. 999
$25. 691
$5, 050
$0

$0

$12. 070
$0

$0

$8. 534
$5. 350
$0

$22, 1.8
$10. 144
$1. 556
$0

$5. 200
$0

$5. 200
$22. 510
$0

$0

$0

$22. 75.2
$66. 341

$17,835
$11,000
$91656
$7, 357
$14,712
$6,708
$0
$13.149
$1.4,712
$15,562
$14,300
$14,712
$16,148
$8,245
$11,035

$18,937
$19.500
$15,203
$12,366
$1.8,937
$0
$5.1.836
$16,485
$19.500
$13,790
$0
$8.350
$20.062
$17,784
$13.887
$0

$0
$10,219
$15,724
$0
$7,991
$16,811
$19.500
$613
$9,246
$14,693
$0

$5. 51.0
$1.4, 006
$2,513
$4,849
$19.500
$12.147
$0

$20,, 062
$17.593
$18.937
$0

$0

$11,135
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$19,746
$1.4.763
$1.9,746
$19,746
$19,746
$19.192

$183,744

$18,638
$19,746
$15.31.7
$1.9, 1.2
$19,746
$18,638
$21. 1.77
$19.192
$36,210
$26,605
$1.9, 192
$18,638
$1.8,638
$1.9, 192
$19.192
$1.9,746
$18,638
$27,994
$1.9.746
$19,192
$19,192
$15,31.7
$50,962
$19.192
$3.9, 746
$19,192
$18,638

$1.01,246

$58, 257
$1.8,638
$19,192
$31,577
$19.746
$1.8,638
$19,192
$.19, 134
$1,9.746
$18,638
$32,696
$1/ .638
$1. 31.7
$18,638
$1.9, 3.2
$1.9,192
$19,192
$33, 115
$19,746
$18,638
$1.8,638
$38.594
$65,294

$6,881
$4,475
$1.7, 545
$1.4, 172
$5,951
$1.1,476
$144 .31.7
$9,999
$6,179
$0
$1,6.455
$12,262
$5,539
$21.516
$1.1, 538
$22,873
$18,826
$5,323
$0

$0

$0

$799
$7,764
$0
$28,443
$10,439
$12,320
$1,879
$661
$51.778
$15,525
$3,662
$2,126
$10, 121
$85,410
$40,458
$17,701
$6,147
$17,073
$14,897
$0

$0
$19,441
$9,488
$9,217
$25,506
$14,844
$6, 13L
$10,315
$1.6,121
$0
$12,780
$33,645
$2,741
$0

$0
$33,961.
$66, 3HAl.

$33,437
$25,000
$33,437
$33,437
$33,437
$32,500
$144,317
$31,562
$33,437
$25,937
$32.500
$33,437
$31,562
$33,437
$32,500
$22,873
$18,826
$32,500
$31,562
$31,562
$32,500
$32,500
$33,437
$31,562
$28,443
$33,437
$32,500
$32,500
$25,937
$51,778
$32,500
$33,437
$32,500
$31,562
$85,410
$40,458
$31,562
$32,500
$17,073
$33,437
$31,562
$32,500
$31., 562
$33,437
$31,562
$25.506
$31,562
$25,937
$31,562
$32,500
$32.500
$32,500
$33,645
$33,437
$31,562
$31., 562
$33,961
$66, 3Al.

765. 093 $1.156.854 $432.106 $27.000,000 $18p349?049 $24,255,934

© O O O
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3N

OCoO~NOOPWN R

LOCAL GCV™T

ANCH (OUTSIDE SA)

CHUGIAK (SA)
ANCH CITY (SA)
GIRDWOCD(SA)
GLENN ALPS (SA)
EAGLE RIVER<SA)
MULDOON(SA)

RABBIT CREEK (SA)

SAND LAKE <SA)
ANCH SA 30
SPENARD(SA)
JUNEAU(3A1)
JUNEAU(SA2)
JUNEAU* SA3)
JUNEAU(SA4)
JUNEAU(SAS)
JUNEAU(SA6>
JUNEAU(SAT)
JUNEAU(SAS)
SITKA BOROUGH
BRISTOL BAY BOR
FAIRBANK3 BOR
FAIRBANKS CITY
NORTH POLE
KENAI BOROUGH
SELDOVIA

HOMER
KENAI
SEWARD
SDLDOTNA
KACHEMAK
KETCHIKAN BOR
KETCHIKAN CITY
SAXMAN

KODIAK BOR
KODIAK CITY
AKHI0K

LARSEN BAY

OLD HARBOR
OUZINKIE

PORT LIONS
MAT-SU BOR
PALMER

HOUSTON
WASTLLA

NORTH SLOPE BOR
ANAKTUVIK PASS
BARROW
KAKTOV 1K
NUZQ8UT

POINT HOPE
WAINWRIGHT
AK1ACHAK

AKIAK

AKOLMIUT

AL AKE*” IK

ALK K

CITY

F>RSE:3J=:sMr

PER CAP. HEALTH
EXIST. & ROADS
$S, ECO $1,955,220

$90 521 $0
$2 ,828 966 $0
$8 719 $0
$704 $0
$115 181 $0
$532 599 $0
$192 606 $0
$395 740 $0
$218 761 $0
$1p307 784 $0
$254 429 $163,285
$53 747 $0
$2 716 $0
$30 973 $0
$174 699 $0
$14 341 $0
$9 870 $0
$10 298 $0
$246 769 $100,331
$13 757 $8.370
$1,02S 717 $58.063
$823 23S $401,206
$11 393 $18.112
$122 300 $314,975
$16 118 $9.836
$52 080 $12,496
$176 864 $53,712
$57 312 $24,260
$60 952 $40,602
$0 $0

$82 959 $122,000
$229 215 $24,900
$0 $0

$47 196 $137,062
$167 958 $22,010
$0 $0

$430 $0

$8 612 $10,508
$0 $0

$7 199 $7,589
$158 856 $87,181
$45 502 $26,160
$2 918 $34,004
$0 $47,605

$354 295 $70,860
$0 $0

$38 570 $0
$822 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

$19, 364 $62,757
$16,753 $7,,300
$0 $0

Re:v»E:rMLJi=:

MILITARY

$231,488
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$9
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$26.185
$46,490
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

TOTAL
ENTITLEMENT

$2.192.303
$90,521
$2,328,966
$8,719
$704
$115,181
$532,599
$192,606
$395.740
$218,761
$1.307.734
$417,714
$53,747
$2,716
$30,973
$174,699
$14,341
$9,870
$10,298
$347,100
$22.127
$1,109.966
$1,270,938
$29,511
$437,275
$25,954
$64,577
$230.576
$82,073
$101,555
$0
$204,959
$254.115
$0
$1.84,259
$189,968
$0
$430
$19.121
$0
$14,788
$246,037
$71,663
$36,922
$47,605
$425,J356
$0
$38,570
$822
$0
$0
$0

(MAR

I N\J<3

POP.

350
4.893
69,851
Jox

64
6.226
22,664
3,196
16,840
9,309
36.839
7.167
1.514
194
1.318
7.434
667
420
479

7. 1CO
1.147
60,227
30.462
461
19.407
612
1,538
5.223
1,823
1.800
151
11,262
7.770
272
7,901
4,960
102

30

327
173
227
14.606
1,655
375
1,566
12.614
150
2,307
123
152
384
341
371
186
60S
526

<37 DATA >

PER CAP.-—
PROP. VALUE

$107
$14
$20
$33
$40
$20
$14
$15
$21
$38
$24
$17
$10
$34
$25
$14
$16
$19
$30
$21
$22
$20
$15
$21
$46
$8
$20
$12
$%3
'3\!/xi
$10
$21
$17
$15
$18
$22
$12
$12
$12
$12
$12
$31
$13
$10

1AlZ (EST)
330
192
228
552
230
164
153
055
S0S
892
899
940
265
427
569
572
583
010
209
774
543
143
859
817
751
890
050
373
193
000
794
935
000
449
241
075
075
075
075
075
034
769
000
$10 000
$142 241

s2 500

$7 500

$2 500

s2 SCO

$2 500

$2 SCO

$2 500

$2 500

s2 500

s2 500

$2 500

(EST)

(EST)

(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

COLA

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
10000
1.0000
10000
1.0000
1.0000
i.0000
1 m000O0
hOOOO
T3 15
1.2625
1.1500
1.1500
1.1500
1.0750
1.07S0
1.0750
1. 0750
1.0750
1.0750
1.0750
1. 0000
1.0000
1.-0000
3..0750
1.0750
1.0750
1.0750
1.0750
1.0750
1.0750
1.0375
1.0375
1-0375
1.0375
1.3375
1.3375
1.3375
1.3375
1.3%75
1.3375
1. .3375
1.3000
1.3000
1.3000
1.3000
1.2625

PROP.
TAX

3.
3.
11.
5.
7.

fnx

*

O_O -o ‘o.ooo C)_o QOO0 O0OUTWOOOOC ©ON © |bhA N

33
98
75
68
89

4T
1

SALES
TAX

z

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
.00C
000
3.000
3.000
1.000
¥ v
000
b aBisty
1,000
& 000
3.000
2.000
3.000
3.000
0.000
1.000
2.000
3. 000
0.000
2.000
0.000
1.500
2.500
o . 000
0.000
3.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
3.000
0,000
0.000
2.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
3,000
0.000
0.000
3.000
» 000
0.000
o . 000
1.000

1.000

OO0 00000 OO O

0.000

PRINTOUT #1

197
PC

gg,
$6
$6
$6
$6
$6
$6
$6
$6
6

Y
$7

$7
&7
oF
57

$6
$7
$8
$4
$5
$6
$6
$5
$6
$5
$3
$6
$6
$3
$6
$6
$2
$5
$2
$3
$5
$4
$4
$3
$4
$5
$1
$3
$7
$1
$2
$2
$1
$1
$1
$1
$1.

4
|

88
83
836
886
886
886
886
886
886
886
886
898
898
898
e
898
8
898
5473
634
475
489
668
900
286
256
977
281
846
356
273
118
675
166
811
657
088
793
256
606
631
933
126
593
135
302
317
269
307
720
248
184
023
205
178
192



m58TTu —

59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
J14
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123

AMBLER
ANDERSON
ANGOON

ANTAK

ANVIK
ATMAUTLUAK
BETHEL
BREVIG MISSION
BUCKLANO
CHEFORNAK
CHEVAK
CHUATVEFALUK
CLARKS POINT
CORDOVA
CRAIG
DEERING
DELTA JUNCTION
DILLINGHAM
DIOMEDE
EAGLE

EEK

EKWOK

ELIM

EMMONAK

FORT YUKON
FORTUNA LEDGE
GALENA
GAMBELL
GOLOVIN
GOODNEWS BAY
GRAYLING
HAINES

HOLY CROSS
HOONAH
HOOPER BAY
HUGHES
HUSLIA
HYDABURG
KAKE

KALTAG
KASAAN

KTANA

KING COVE
KIVALINA
KLAWOCK
KOBUK

KOTLIK
KOTZEBUE
KOYUK

KOYUK IX
KUPREANOF
KWETHLUK
LOWER KALSKAG
MANOKOTAK
MCGRATH
MEKORYUK
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
NAPAKTAK
NAPASKTAK
NENANA

NEW S7UYAHDK
NEWHALEN
NEWTOK
NIGHTMUTE
NIKOLAI

*7.691
*11.000
*14_282
*10,584

*Q
*3r630
*141.407
*2r954
*1,725
*0

*Q

*318

*0
*98,224
$15,645
*3.276
*14 874
*46,768
*0
*1.023
*0

*Q

*5 565
*16,689
*20,874
*6,370
*24,053
*10,142
*1,362
*7.898
*0
*49,193
*4,111
*23,71S
*18,791
*Q
*4,015
*7 488
*18,668
*4,654
*Q
*7.979
*14,116
*6,815
*6. 8135
*Q
*6.276
*79,661
*2 525
*0

*Q

*Q

*Q
*6.107
*9,699
*6,115
*15,672
*8.790
*5,323
*13,907
517

*Q

*3, 143

*14.839
*10.031
*8.061
*8.225
*0
*5.200
*102.S9S
*5.530
*5.350
*0
*0
$0
*0
*104,305
*6,405
$5,350
*17,572
*6.836
*0
*4,071
*0
*0
*5,050
*4.699
*30,856
*9,262
*14,037
*15,528
*5,050
*1.462
*0
*14,351
*13,375
*0
*0
*0
*36,587
*7,240
*3,587
*2,226
*0
*10,405
*13,950
*7,356
*2,535
*0
*5,200
*29.170
*6,187
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*8.646
*5.200
*12,025
*4,836
*0
*15.639
$0
*0
*0
*0
*0

*0
“PrT't
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
-*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0

*22,531
*21,509
$22,343
*18.810
*0
*8.830
*244 302
*3.534
*7.075
$0

*0

*318

*0
$202,529
*22.050
*8,626
*32,446
*53,804
*0
*5.094
*0

*0
*10,615
*21.388
*51,730
*15.632
$38,090
*25., 671
*5.912
*9.361
*0
*63,544
*17,486
*28,715
*18,791
*0
*40,602
*14,728
*20,256
*6,881
*0
*18.385
$28,066
*14,;172
*9.420
*0
*11,476
*108,832
*8,692
*0

*0

*0

*0
*6,107
*18,346
*11.315

*34.

BIT"

ion*
217
-470
437
323
87
114
C-ri
120
172
182
447
119
98
2.406
467
100
892
1.176
90
178
195
109
205
524
637
200
631
412
118
248
167
1, 366
212
348
590
98
207
384
679
240
38
314
379
208
281
60
284
2,431
160
124
42
415
195
223
296
192
513
276
210
493
230
89
124
123
120

*2.500
*2 500
*2.500
*2 500
*2 500
*7_.000
*2 500
*2 500
*2 500
*2 500
*2 500
*2.500

$12,945

B\ j PB.3
*2 500

*1A.000

*10,349
*2 500
*7_.499
*2 500
*2_500
*2.500
*2 300
*2 500
*2 500
*2.519
*2 500
*2.500
*2 500
*2 500

*13,230
*2_500
*3,913
*2.500
*3-500

L. f 500
3,307
3, 131
2,500
2, 500
2.S00
6,044
2, S00
‘00
]

.00

(EST)
EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)

(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)

(EST)
(EST
(EST

(EST)
(IHST)
iEST)

(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
<est)
<e:3T)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(est)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

f.Jjr
.3375
.3375
.0375
v3375
.3375
.3000
, 3000
.2625
.3375
.3000
.3000
.337S
.2625
- 1S00
.0000
.3375
.1500
.2625
.2625
.1500
.3000
,2625
.2625
.3000
,3375
.3000
.3375
.2625
.2625
.3000
.3375
.0750
.3375
.0750
.3000
.3375
»3375
.0000
.037S
.3375
.0000
.3375
.2625
.3375
,0000
.3375
.3000
.3375
,2625
.3375
.0375
.3000
. 3375
.2625
.3375
, 3000
.3000
.3000
.3000
.3000
.2625
.2625
.3000
.3000
.3375

=

olejoNejolojooofojlojfojolojoNojofoloooofooloNoooNololoNao o\ NoNooNolo oo Nolo ool ol JoRolNFole oo o No o oo oo oo Ra)

w. Www
2.000
3.000
2.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
3.000
3.000
2.000
0.000
2.000
0.000
0.000
3.000
3.000
3.000
0.000
1.000
0.000
0.000
2.000
0.000
2.000
2.000
3.000
0.000
2.600
3.009
0.000
3.000
0.000
3.000
0.000
3.000
2.000
0.000
0.000
3.000
3.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.100
2.000
1.500
0,000
2.000
3.000
2.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
2.000
0.000
2.000
2.000
2.000
0.000
2.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
2.000
0.000

*1" 331

*5
*1
$1
*1
*1
*4
*1
*1
*2
*2

*5
*6
*5
*2
*5
*4
*2
*1

*1

*2
*2

*3
*1
*4
*2
*1
*1
*1
*4

*3
$1
*2
*1
*1
*2
*1
*5
*2
*4
*1
*2
*1
*1
*4
*1
*5
*5
*1

*1
*4
*1
*1
*2
*2
*4

*2
*1
*1
*1

761
259
078
137
624
830
590
599
078
010
*940
082
339
381
876
196
966
111
967
303
023
243
*960
553
867
791
160
852
767
332
636
*889
624
736
297
580
566
1SO
807
164
225
11
709
631
494
126
089
151
206
726
139
*837
234
527
746
877
251
767
469
*840
830
866
412
054

-F

.

I ©
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XZY NaC.

125
126
127
128
127)
130
131
132
133
134
135
135
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
*44
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167

NONDALTON
NOORVIK

NULATO
PELICAN

PETERSBURG
PILOT STATION

PLATINUM

PORT ALEXANDER
PORT HEIDEN
GUINHAGAK

RUBY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAINT MARYS
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL

SAND POINT

SAVGONGA

SCAMMON BAY

SELAWIK
SHAGELUK

SHAKTOOLIK
SHELDON POINT
SHISHMAREF

SHUNGNAK
SKAGWAY
STEBSINS
TANANA
TELLER

TENAKEE SPRINGS

TOGIAK

TOKSOOK BAY

TULUSAK
TL"NUNAK

UNALAKLEET

UNAL . ASKA

UPPER KAL3KAG

VALDEZ
WALES

WHITE MOUNTAIN

WHITTIER
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

EXT EIRE AREAS

TOTALS

VJd, 539
$2,710
$6,696
$2,213
$3,543

$73,891

$10.370
£0

$397
$561
$10,013
$2.405
$2,730
$16,934
$5,071
$147104
$14,331
$12,805
$6.348
$17,073
$0
$5,353
$0
$9,893
$4.138
$27,203
$10,331
$11,346
$3,317
$3,562

$4,533
$10,111
$15,774
$0
$347,3.16
$2,684
$0
$9,306
$103,S51
$12,891

. 133"
$3,403
$4,413
$0
$6,073
$35,704
$1,350

$0
$50.373
$5,512
$0
$1,716
$21,364
$5,050
$68,743
$18,116
$0

$0

$0

$0
$26,701
$0
$3,484
$5.350
$19,618
$5,050
$22,169
$10,144
$1,556

$93,856
$5, 940
$0
$22,712
$92,S60
$7,379
$65,482

$11,743,413 $5,284,506

w

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

*£.1.3,0S*
$6,119
$11.110
«vSfd 13
$3.616
$169,595
$12.320
$0

$397
$50,935
$15.525
$2,405
$4,446
$38,359
$10.121
$82,847

442

$127805
$6.843
$17,073
$0
$32,054
$0
$13,382
$9,438
$46,328
$15. 331
$33,515
$a3«462

$5,1%@\

$16,121

$4,539
$1B. 933
$33,582
$0
$447,773
$8.624
$0
$32,618
$202,112
$19. 971
$65,482

647 $17,332,567

Ci1 303
‘226
527
331
169

2,126
301

65
51
S3
395
148
150
415
206
456
528
414
215
521
163
160
136
320
182
858
334
499
219
109
419
317
202
291
630
510
164
8,253

98
292
3,152
442

1

V ff
$2, SoU
$2,SC0
*2 500
$15,658
$15,231
$2.500
$2,500
$2.500
$2j500
$2.500
$2,500
$2.500
$1,590
$2,500
$2.500
$6.000
$2,500
$2 .500
$2,023
$2.500
$2,5C0
$2,500
$2,500
$2.500
$27,237
$2.500
$2,500
$2.,500
$2.500
$2,500
$2,500
SWRHE
$8,500
§9 508
$27.,262
$5 . BoY
$66,023
$2, 500
$2,500
$12,000
$11,344
$5,737
$1

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST)

(EST)
(EST

X=fZCXZ) Wwv

1.3375 O 000
1.0750 12-20 3,000
1.0375 12.00 3.700
1.3000 0.00 0.000
1.3000 0.00 0.000
1.0375 0.00 2.000

. 0.00 0.000
%-égéﬁﬂ 0.00 1*000
1.3000 0.00 0.000
1.3000 0.00 0.000
1.3000 0.00 0.000
1.2625 0.00 2.000
1.2625 0.00 3.000
1,2625 0.00 3.000
1.2625 0.00 2.000
1.3000 0.00 2.000
1.3375 0.00 3.000
1.3375 0.00 0.000
1.2625 0.00 2.000
13000 0.00 0.000
1. 2625 0.00 1.000
1.3375 0.00 2+000
1.0750 15.30 3.000
1.2625 0.00 2.000
1.3375 0.00 1.000
1.2625 0.00 3.000
1.0375 0.00 0.000
122625 0.00 2.000
1. 3000 0.00 2.000
1n8000  0k00 ©O* 00D
1.3000 0.00 2.000
1. 3375 0.C*0 0.000
1.2625 17,S0 0.630
138" o0 co 0.000
1.1875 5.20 0.000
1.2625 0.00 0.000
1.2625 0.00 1.000
1.1500 0.00 3.000
1.0375 9.50 2.556
1.0750 20.00 1.500
1.0000 0.00 0.000

Prepared by:

=Tt

4 g 888 2500 10317

$2.,677
+3.440
$6,149
$996
$4,521
$7,867
$1,975
$1,570
T
$1.364
$2,0S6
$5,298
49,820
$2J336
$1,21.8
$1,800
$1,478
$1,677
$889
$1,783
$2.137
$6,996
$1,718
$6,148

€1,
$1. 269
$1 513
$873
$1, 6B
$1,334
$2,995
$6,870
$775
$9,700
$1,864
$1,701
$7,787
$5,979
$3,917
$1

Legislative Affairs Agency

Research Division
8 February 1978
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