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Introduced: 2/8/84
Referred: Community & Regional
Affairs, Judiciary and Finance

IN THE HOUSE BY MCBRIDE
HOUSE BILL NO. 590
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to state aid for |Indian tribes
located on certain federally established Indian

reserves; and providing for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. INTENT. It is the intent of the legislature that the
Metlakatla Indian Community qualify to receive state assistance coinmensu-
rate with the services provided by the Metlakatla Indian Community to the
residentsof the Annette Island Reserve. Neither this Act nor any action
taken under it should be construed to expand or diminish the authority or
jurisdiction of any Native village council.

* Sec. 2. AS 29.88.010(c) is amended to read:

(c) For purposes of this section, locally generated revenue
(1) includes

(A) the actual revenue derived from the levy and
collection of local taxes in the taxing unit for local government
services during the preceding fiscal year of the taxing unit;

(B) motor vehicle payments received by the municipal-
ity during the preceding fiscal year under AS 28.10.431;

(C) revenue fr~m fees, rentals, leases, penalties,
licenses or permits received during the preceding fiscal year by
the local government [MUNICIPALITY] for a function or service
over which it has control, 1including revenues derived from parks
and recreation services, mass transit, offstreet parking, and

garbage and solid waste disepsal services;

-1- HB 590



(D) special assessments received during the preceding
fiscal year; and

(E) payments received by a Jlocal government [MUNIC—
IPALITY] from a utility that [WHICH] are in place of taxes levied
and collected by the local government [MUNICIPALITY];

(2) excludes

(A) revenue derived from the levy and collection of
local [MUNICIPAL] taxes and appropriated for the operating ex—
penses and debt service of utilities;

(B) revenue from interest earned on investments and
from the sale and least oi land or equipment; and

(C) all other revenue from whatever service derived.

* Sec. 3. AS 29.88.020(a) 1is intended to read:

(a) The department may require a local government [MUNICIPALITY]
to return a certification, signed by the appropriate local official
that [MUNICIPAL TREASURER OR MANAGER AND THE MAYOR, WHICH] provides an
estimate of the locally generated revenue received by the local gov-—
ernment [MUNICIPALITY] during the preceding fiscal year.

Sec. A. AS 29.88.020(b) 1is amended to read:

(b) By October 15 of each year, the department shall make an
initial determination of the inillage rate equivalent of each taxing
unit to be used for computing and distributing equalization entitle-
"ents for the current fiscal year under this chapter. The department
shai”®. du:.. *he initial determination on the estimates in the certi—
fication returned [BY A MUNICIPALITY] under (@) of this section.

Sec. 5. AS 29.88.020(c) 1is amended to read:
(©) As early as possible, but not later than December 15 of each

year, the department shall make a final determination of the inillage
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equalization entitlements under this chapter. The department shall
base the determination on audits, financial statements and other
financial reports prepared and submitted by the local government [A
MUNICIPALITY]. The department shall adjust the locally generated
revenue reported [BY A MUNICIPALITY] to exclude the [MUNICIPAL] reve —
nue claimed by the local government that [MUNICIPALITY WHICH] does not
qualify for inclusion in or recognition as locally generated revenue
for local government purposes under AS 29.88.010(c)(1). The adjust-—
ment shall be made by deducting from total revenue <claimed by the
local government [MUNICIPALITY] the amount of the department's esti-—
mate of revenue that"fWHICH] is not recognized for local government
purposes.

Sec. 6. AS 29.88.020(d) is amended to read:

(d) The full and true assessed property value shall be deter—
mined by the department in the manner provided for the computation of
state aid to education under AS 14.17.140. When the determination of
locally generated revenue includes revenue of a utility received under
AS 29.88.010(c)(1)(E), the full and true assessed property value shall
include the computed assessed value of the utility, determined by
dividing the amount of the payment in place of taxes made by the
utility by the millage rate that [WHICH] would apply to the utility if
the utility were subject to levy and collection of local taxes [UNDER
AS 29.53.010 - 29.53.420] .

Sec. 7. AS 29.88.020(e) is amended to read:

(e) In addition to the computation for Jlocal governments that
[MUNICIPALITIES WHICH] 1levy and collect a property tax, the department
stall determine an estimated full and true assessed property value

under (d) of this section for

unicipality that [WHICHI 1is a school district and
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that [WHICH] does not levy and collect a property tax;

(2) each second class city or Indian reserve with a popu—
lation of 750 or more persons; however, a computation is not required
under this paragraph more often than once during a period of three
successive calendar years; and

(3) all other second class cities and Indian reserves, by
determining the average per capita full and true assessed property
value of all cities and Indian reserves having a population of |less
than 750 persons in which an assessment has been completed by a munic—

ipality or for which a determination is not made under (1) or (2) of

this subsection.
* Sec. 8. AS 29.88.025 is amended to reac:

Sec. 29.88.025. REPORTS. A payment of an equalization entitle—
ment may not be made toa local governme it [MUNICIPALITY] under this
chapter until the 1local government [MUNICIPALITY] has submitted its
certificate of estimated revenue and 1its financial report to the
department for the fiscal year preceding the year for which the equal—
ization entitlement is sought, together with a budget for the local
government®s [MUNICIPALITY"S] current fiscal \year. The inancial
report shall include a listing of general revenue collected f -om taxes
levied and assessed by the local government [MUNICIPALITY] and any
other revenue that [WHICH], in the opinion of the local [MUNICIPAL]
officials, 1is eligible for inclusion in computations of the locally
generated revenue of the taxing unit.

* Sec. 9. AS 29.88.030(b) 1is amended to read:

(b) An equalization entitlement fn-r ft -municipality determined

with reference to revenue other than revenue obtained from the levy

and collection of taxti may be used for areawide or nonareawide pur-

IB 590 -A
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* Sec. 10. AS 29.88.035 is amended to read:

Sec. 29.88.035. TAX EQUALIZATION ACCOUNT. The tax equalization
account 1is established. Money to carry out the provisions of this
chapter shall be allocated by the department to the account. The
amount allocated to the account shall be fully distributed by the
department, as payments to local governments [MUNICIPALITIES] to ful-—
fill each Iqsal goverq@eq&&s [MUNICIPALITY"S] share authorized under
AS 29.88.010. The amount allocated to the account shall be distri—

buted by the department pro rata among eligible local p.overnments

O —— —
[MUNICIPALITIES] . B
Sec. 11. AS 29.88.040(a) is amended to read:

(a)The department may adopt regulations necessary to implement

AS 29.88.010 - 29.88.045. The regulations shall include, among other
provisions,

(1) procedures and filing dates for submitting certifica—
tion and financial reports;

(2) procedures for obtaining information required to com—
pute and determine the local government®s [MUNICIPALITY"S] inillage
rate equivalent; and

(3) procedures bywhich the department shall notify a local
government [MUNICIPALITY®" inwriting of the reasons for a prop sed
disallowance or adjustment of any factor bearing upon the determ.na—
tion of the local government®s [MUNICIPALITY"S] entitlement and by
which the 1local government [MUNICIPALITY] will be provided reasonable
time in which to respond or to challenge the department®s determina—
tion.

Sec. 12. AS 29.88.040(b) is amended to read:
(b) The department shall make reasonable efforts to advise and

assist local governments [MUNICIPALITIES] in collecting 1information

mb- HB 590
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and completing reports necessary for the determination of entitlements
under AS 29.88.
Sec. 13. AS 29.88.040(c) is amended to read:

(c) The department shall, by regulation,classify for inclusion
or exclusion as a component of a local government®s [MUNICIPALITY"S]
millage rate equivalent under AS 29.88.010 any tax revenue appropri—
ated for a utility not included in the definition set out in AS 29.-
88.045(4).

Sec. 14. AS 29.88.045(3) is amended to read:
3) "taxing unit"™ means an Indian tribe located on
erally established Indian reserve or a municipality and
(A) in a borough or unified municipality, a service
area or the entire area outside cities and outside federally
established Indian reserves;
(D) in a city, a differential tax zone;
Sec. 15. AS 29.88.045 is amended by adding newparagraphs to read:

(5) "local government" means a municipality or an Indian
tribe located on a federally established Indian reserve;

(6) "Indian reserve" means a federally established Indian
reserve in existence before enactment of 43 U.S.C. 1601 - 1628 (Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act) and continued 1in existence 1i.nder 43
U.S.C. 1618(a).

Sec. 16. AS 29.89.020 is amended to read:

Sec. 29.89.02.0. MATE AID TO MUNICIPALITIES FOR ROADS. (a) The
department shall pay tc a local government that [MUNICIPALITY WHICH]
has power to provide for road maintenance and exercises that power,
$2,500 a mile for each mile of road, street or highway maintained by

the local government, excluding (1.) the official state highway systenm,

a fed—

| fffpip
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streets or highways maintained under the local service vroad program
(AS 19.30.111 - 19.30.251 1, and (6) alleyways, in accordance with
regulations adopted by th* Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities. A payment ma/ not be made under this subsection for

maintenance of a road that [WHICH] is not used by automotive -equip-

(b) A frozen waterway and a connection from an inhabited area
a waterway that [WHICH] may be safely used for public transportation
by automotive equipment and is so used during a portion of a year Iis
eligible for a payment of $1,500 per mile if the waterway and connec—
tion are maintained during the period of use by a local government
[MUNICIPALITY] or combination of local_ governments [MUNICIPALITIES].
The department, after consultation with the Department of Transporta—
tion and Public Facilities, shall determine which waterways and con—
nections qualify and, where the waterways or connections lie outside
the [CORPORATE] Ilimits of a local government [MUNICIPALITY], which
local governments [MUNICIPALITIES] shall receive the payments under
this subsection, unless the local governments [MUNICIPALITIES] in—
volved have agreed 1in writing to a particular distribution.
Sec. 17. AS 29.89.030(a) is amended to read:

(a) The department shall pay

(1) to a local government that (MUNICIPALITY WHICH] has the

power to provide hospital facilities and services and that [WHICH]
exercises that power, $1,000 per bed for each bed actually used for
patient care, limited to the number of bids provided for in the <con—
struction design of the hospital, or $251,000 a hospital for th<se
hospitals with 10 or more beds, or $50,0)0 a hospital for those hospi —
tals with less than 10 beds, as the loctl government [MUNICIPALITY]

may elect; money received under this parigraph may be wused only for

-7 HD 590
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hospitals and shall be apportioned among qualifying hospitals as the
local government [MUNICIPALITY] determines;

(2) on the basis set out in (1) of this subsection to a
local government [MUNICIPALITY] for a nonprofit hospital not operated
by a local government [MUNICIPALITY] 1if the local government [MUNICI-
PALITY] first certifies to the department that the nonprofit hospital
is in compliance with all standards for hospitals that TWHICHI have
been adopted by the local government [MUNICIPALITY]; money may not be
paid on behalf of a nonprofit hospital without this certification;
payments to the local government [MUNKUFALITY'] shall be transferred
to the nonprofit hospital in accordance with the basis by which the
payment 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) to a qugl.go%gjﬂmentr#MUNICIPALITY] in which a health
facility is operated, $2,000 per bed for each bed actually wused for
patient care, limited to the number of beds provided for in the con-
struction design of the health facility, or $8,000 per health facility
as the local government [MUNICIPALITY] determines.

Sec. 18. AS 29.89.030(c) is amended to read:
(c) Money received by a local government [MUNICIPALITY] under
(a)(3) of this section shall be used for expenses of health services
or operation and maintenance of health facilities as the local govern-
inent [MUNICIPALITY] determines.

Sec. 19. AS 29.89.050 1is amended to read:
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In this section, "Native village government"™ means
(1) a local governing body organized by authority of [THE
ACT OF CONGRESS OF JUNE 18, 1934 (] 25 U.S.C. [SEC.] 476 [)] other
than the governing body of ar”JLadian- trifap located on a federally
established Indian reserve existing beloxe-> enactment of 43 U.S.C.
1601 - 1628 (Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act) and continued in
existence under 43 U.S.C. |Ikirfrta); or

idi-

Sec. 20. AS 29.89.100 1is amended by adding a new paragraph to read:

(4) "local government”™ means a municipality or an Indian

tjribe located on a federally established Indian reserve existing
‘ L I- L L R L

before enactment of 43 U.S.C. 1601 - 1628 (Alaska Native Claims

Settlement Act) and continued in existence tinder 43 U.S.C. 1618(a).
Sec. 21. AS 29.95.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) An Indian tribe qualifying for an entitlement under AS 29 .88
or AS 29.89 shall receive a minimum payment of $25,000 plus an area
cost-of-livinR differential for each fiscal year. A municipality
qualifying for an entitlement under AS 29.88 or AS 29.89 shall receive
a minimum payment of $25,000 plus an area cost-of-living differential

for each fiscal year if:

(1) the municipality has conducted a regular election

AS 29.28.010 - 29.28.050 during the fiscal year preceding the year for
which payment of an entitlement 1is authorized by AS 29.88 or AS 29.89
and lias reported the results of the election to the commissioner if

the Department of Community and Regional Affairs;

-9- HB 590



(2) regular council meetings are held in the municipality
in accordance with the requirements of AS 29.23.210 during the fiscal
year preceding the year for which payment of an entitlement is author—
ized by AS 29.88 or AS 29.89 anc a record of the proceedings is main—
tained ;

(3) a municipal budget has been adopted for the fiscal year
during which payment of an entitlement is authorized by AS 29.88 or
AS 29.89 and an audit or financial statement for the preceding fiscal
year has been prepared and furnished to the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs in accordance with AS 29.23.560(a); and

(A) local ordinances adopted by the governing body of the
municipality have been codified in accordance with AS 29.A8.180.

Sec. 22. AS 29.95.020(b) 1is amended to read:

(b) The area cost-of-living differential payable to each Indian
tribe and municipality under this section shall be determined annually
by election district under the provisions of AS 39.27.030. Except as
provided in AS 29.95.030, application of the area cost-of-living
differential may not result in a payment which is less than the mini—
mum payment determined under (a) of this section. For purposes of
this subsection, the election districts used are those designated by
the proclamation of reapportionment and redistricting of December 7,
1961, and retained for the house of representatives by proclamation of
the governor September 3, 1965.

Sec. 23. AS 29.95.020(c) is amended to read:

(c) The Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall pay
to each Indian tribe and municipality eligible to receive a minimum
payment under this section an amount equal to the difference between
the minimum payment determined under (a) and (b) of this section and

the sum of the amounts payable for the same fiscal year under AS 29.88



* Sec. 24. AS 29.95.020 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

) In this section, "Indian tribe”™ means an Indian tribe
located on a federally established Indian reserve in existence before
enactment of 43 U.S.C. 1601 - 1628 (Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act) and continued in existence under 43 U.S.C. 1618(a).

* Sec. 25. AS 43.20.016(a) is amended to read:

(a) There is established within the Department of Revenue the
municipal assistance fund. The legislature may appropriate to the
fund during each fiscal year an amount equal to >r greater than 30
percent of the income tax revenue received by tin state under AS 43.-
20.011(e) [AND AS 43.21] for the previous fiscal “ear. The Department
of Revenue shall distribute money from the fund to each |Indian tribe
and municipality [ORGANIZED BOROUGH AND EACH CITY OF ANY CLASS] on an
annual basis as provided in (b)” [AND] (c) and (e) of this section.
An Indian tribe or a municipality [A BOROUGH OR CITY] may not receive
payment under Ib). [OR] (c)or (e) of this sectionuntil it submits to
the Department of Revenue aresolution approved by the governing body
[OF THE MUMLQI&?LITY] that requests the funds. Distribution of money
from the fund to an Indian tribe or a muni :ipality [CITY OR ORGANIZED
BOROUGH] with a fiscal year beginningon Jinuary 1 shallbe made on
February 1 of the state fiscal year for which the appropriation to the
fund is made.. Distribution of money from the fund to all other Indian
tribes [CITIES] and municipalities [ORGANIZED BOROUGHS] shall be made
on June 1| of the state fiscal year for which the appropriation to the
fund is made. A municipality [BOROUGH OR CITY] that incorporates
after December 31 of a state fiscal year is not eligible for a distri—
bution under this section until the following state fiscal year.

* Sec. 26.- A§ 53120.016(6)- is amenéea'fo read
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(c) If the amount in the fund at the time of distribution ex-
ceeds the base amount to be distributed under (b) and (e) of this
section, the excess amount shall be distributed to each Indian tribe
[BOROUGH] and municipality [CITY] on the basis of population. For the
purpose of this subsection, the population of each |Indian tribe and
each [A] city within an organized borough shall be deductec. from the
population of the borough. Population, for the purpose of this sec-
tion, shall be as certified by the commissioner of community and
regional affairs.

Sec. 27. AS 43.20.016 is amended by adding new subsections to read:

(e) The base amount to be distributed during each fiscal year
from the municipal assistance fund to each |Indian tribe within a
borough or unified municipality shall be a share of the amount dis-
tributed to the borough or unified municipality in which the reserve
is located based on the ratio of population 1inthe reserve to the
total population in the borough or unified municipality. The base
amount to be distributed to each Indian tribe outside a borough or
unified municipality shall be the amount received as a base amount by
the city most closely approximating the reserve in population at the
time of the city"s incorporation.

(f) In this section, "lIndian tribe"™ me ns an Indian tribe
located on a federally established Indian reserve 1in existence Dbefore
enactment of 43 U.S.C. 1601 - 1628 (Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act) and continued in existence under 43 U.S.C. 1618(a).

Sec. 28. This Act takes effect July 1, 1984.



DEPT. OF COMMUNITY < REGIONAL AFFAIRS o JPQDU\EAU IBALASKA99011
PHONE (907) 465-4700
0225 GCRDOVA STREET -BLDC B

ANCHCRACE ALASKA

99501
March 21, 1984 PHONE (907) 264-2234

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

POSITION PAPER

RE: HB 590
SPONSOR: Representative McBride

PROGRAM EFFECTS:

The bill would require the Department to pay State Revenue
Sharing to Indian tribes located on federally established
Indian reserves at the same level as funding currently 1is being
provided to municipalities of the state. The Metlakatla Indian
Community Jlocated on the Annette Island Reserve is the only
recognized tribe located on an Indian reserve.

COMMENTS:

The Metlakatla Indian Community 1is a federally chartered city
and as such provides a wide range of services to its
residents. The community has an elected ].ocal government and
is similar in many ways to cities organized under State law.
As a functioning local government, Metlakatla must meet minimum
levels of service and administer 1its local government based on

standards set out in its federal charter. Section 8 (p-4, line
12) of this bill will require that Metlakatla meet the same
reporting and documentation requirements that other

municipalities under State law must adhere to in order to
receive State Revenue S. rlng funds.

The Department believes i at Metlakatla operates as a municipal
government and should be vrecognized as such and compensated
accordingly. Therefore, the Department supports enactment of
this legislation.

APPROVED:
Emil Notti, Commissioner



ATATE OF ALASKA 1984 LEGISLATIvFtsSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL Department of Community
Bill/Resolution No.: HB 590 Agency Affected:and Regional Affairs

Title: An Act relating to state Program Category Affected: Revenue Sharing
aid for Indian tribes...

Sponsor: Rep. McBride BRU, Program or Subprogram(s) Affected:
Requestor:

Date of Request:

-EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89
OPERATING
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 SUPPLIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND 4 STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS
800 MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 1 _0- -0- . -0-

| CAPITAL r
E REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dol ars)
CENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL -0-

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page for analysis

Prepared By: Jon Cecil, Administrative Assistant phone: 465-4733
Division: Municipal a Kegional As~5T?tanc6 Pi Vison Date: March 23, 1984~

Approved by Commiss .,.ner; Date: 3/1 4
Agency: C&r\-

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) 12/1/83



STATE OF ALASKA 1984 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date: 12/29/83

Bill/Resolution No »: HB 590

Title: An Act relating to state aid for
Indian tribes."..

ANALYSIS:

Assumptions: It is impossible at this time to make a determination about the
additional amount of State Revenue Sharing funds available to the Metlakatla Indian
Community under AS 29.88 and AS 29.89. Depending upon such variables as population,,

mi 11 age rate, road mileage, number of health facilities, and amount of locally generated
revenues, a final entitlement determination 1is impossible to predict. A current

determination cannot be made at this time because of an unavailability of adequate
information.

Positions:

Other Expenditures:

Funding:

Section Cost Analysis:

Computations:Dependent upon variables such as road mileage ($2,500 per road mile/

$1,500 per ice road mile), number of health facilities ($8,000 per facility or $2,000
per bed).

Economic Impact:

Impact on Local Government:



ATE OF ALASKA 1984 LEGISLATIVE g SION
§ FISCAL NOTE I

Revision Date

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

Bill/Resolution No: HB 590 Agency Affected: Revenue

Title: State aid for |Indian tribes Program Category Affected: Revenue
Collection and Management

Sponsor: McBride BRU, Program of Subprogram(s) Affected:

Requestor: C & RA, Judiciary, Finance Administrative Services

Date of Request:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

1 1 FY 84 1 FY 85 FY 86 I FY 87 FY 83 FY 89
1 OPERATING J 1

| 100 PERSONAL SERVICES | - - i - - -
| 200 TRAVEL | - I - 1 - -
| 300 CONTRACTUAL | - J 1 - -
I 400 SUPPLIES i - - 1 - -
| 500 EQUIPMENT | - 1 - 1 - -
I 600 LANDS & STRUCTURES - ) - - 1 - -
I 700 GRANTS, CLAINS - J - 1 - -
I 800 MISCELLANEOUS | - 1 - 1 - -
| TOTAL OPERATING | - | - - 1 - -
| CAPITAL . i - 1 - -
| REVENUE g - - 1 - - " _
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

| GENERAL FUND i - - 1 _ -
I FEDERAL FUNDS | - i - 1 - - -
I OTHER | - -1 - -
I TOTAL | - i - 1 - -
POSITIONS:

I FULL-TIME t - i - 1 - -
|  PART-TIME | - i - -1 - -
I TEMPORARY i - i - 1 - -
SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

ANALYSIS: See attached.”

Prepared By: EhrIn B. Jones” Phone: 465-2313
Division: Administrative Services Date: 2/29/84

Approved by Commissioner: I Date: N/T3/tery

Agency: Revenue

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
.Requestor ..
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)



ANALYSIS:

Assumptions: I assume the substitution of the word "municipalities”™ in place
of "organized boroughs and cities of any class"™ does not further broaden the
field of eligible recipients of municipal assistance.

For purposes of municipal assistance, the Department of Revenue uses
populations certified by the Commissioner of C&RA. The definition statement
in Section 27 should be clarified as to which persons would be counted (i.e.
all persons residing within the Indian reserve, or just members 1in gooa
standing who reside in the reserve, or all members, regardless of residence).

This bill will have no effect on the administrative cost of the municipal
assistance program 1in the Department of Revenue. The effect of section 27
will be to dilute the amount to be shared per capita, as a result of
increasing the base amount shared. Since the population of the only known

such Indian Reserve (Metlakatla) 1is approximately 1050 persons, the effect on
other communities will be minimal.



SB 220 TITLE & SPONSOR SUMMARY 11:09
AMENDED TITLE:

AN ACT RELATING TO STATE AID FOR INDIAN TRIBES LOCATED
ON FEDERALLY ESTABLISHED INDIAN RESERVES;

AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE

PRIME SPONSOR: Z1EGLER.
CO-SPONSORS:
CURRENT STATUS 3/27/84 IN (S) RULES

3/28/04

SB 220 SENATE ACTION 11:09 3/28/84
DATE SEG) PAGE LEGISLATIVE ACTION
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SENATE JUDICIARY
STANDING COMMITTEE
June 15, 1983
1:30 p.m.

Members Present: Senator Bill Ray, Chairman
Senator Fritz Pettyjohn
Senator Bob Ziegler
Senator Joe Josephson
Senator Dick Eliason

COMMITTEE CALENDAR

HB 163 Amended Title: An Act relating to harassment
of persons lawfully engaged in hunting,
fishing, camping, or trapping.

HB 323 Amended Title: An Act relating to residency
and residency requirements; and providing
for an effective date.

HB 126 Amended Title: An Act limiting the liability
of aircraft owners or operators for personal
injury or death to guest passengers.

HB 130 Amended Title: An Act relating to
homesteads; and providing for an effective
date.

SB 221 Amended Title: An Act relating to state aid

for Indian tribes located on federally
established Indian reserves; and providing
for an effective date.

WITNESS REGISTER

Mr. Jay W. Nelson, Director

Alaska Environmental Lobby

No information provided.

Position Statement: Testified on HB 163.

Mr. Ron Somerville

representing che Alaska Sportsman Council
No information provided.

Position Statement: Testified on HB 163.

Mr. Steven S. Anderson

attorney for the Metlakatla Indian Community

No information provided.

Position Statement: Testified in favor of the bill.

Senator Rick Halford



Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V, Juneau, Alaska 99811

465-4958

Position Statement: Testified on HB 126.

Robert Maynard

Department of Law

Pouch KC, Juneau, Alaska 99811

465-3600

Position Statement: Was available to answer questions.

Tamara Cook

Division of Legal Services

No information provided.

Position Statement: Testified and answered questions from
committee rembers.

Gail Horetski

Department of Law

Pouch KC, Juneau, Alaska 99811

Position Statement: Testified and answered question from

HB 163

HB 323

HB 126

HB 130

committee members.

PREVIOUS ACTION

Please refer to Senate Judiciary Committee
minutes dated 05/25/83, 05/20/83 and Senate
Resources Committee minutes dated 05/13/83.
Please refer to House Rules Committee action
before 04/22/83, House Judiciary Committee
action before 04/20/83 and House Resources
Committee action before 03/21/83.

Please refer to Senate Judiciary Committee
minutes dated 06/13/83 and Senate State
Affairs Committee minutes daC2d 06/09/83.
Please refer to House Finance Committee
action before 05/26/83, House Judiciary
Committee action before 05/14/83 and House
State Affairs Committee action before
04/20/83.

Please refer to Senate Labor 8 Commerce
Committee minutes dated 05/24/83. Mo Senate
Judiciary Committee previous action to
record on I1IB 126. Please refer to House
Judiciary Committee action before 05/17/83
and House Labor 8 Commerce Committee action
before 04/14/83.

Please refer to Senate Resources Committee
minutes dated 06/10/83 and 06/01/83. No
Senate Judiciary Committee previous action



SB 228

TAPE 1 for 06/15/83,
Recording
Number 000

y -t -V - -

to record on HB 130. Please refer to House
rinance Committee action before 04/21/83 and
House Resources Committee action before
G3/30/83.

P*ease refer to Senate Judiciary Conmittee
mimutes dated 06/10/83 and Senate Community
& Regional Affairs Committee minutes dated
05/24/83.

ACTION NARRATIVE

SIDE A.

The meeting of the Senate Judiciary
Committee was called to order by Chairman

Pay at 1:30 p.m. All members were present.
Senator Rick Halford also was 1in
attendance.

The first order of business was Senate
Commitv.ee Sulstitute for Committee
Substitute for House Bill 163 (Jud) --
Relating to harassment of persons lawfully
engaged in hunting, fishing, camping, or
trapping. The bill was returned to the
Committee for additional amendments.

Mr. Jay W. Nelson, Director of the Alaska
Environmental Lobby, testified and pointed
out three areas of major concern. The first
being that the bill 1is perceived as being
directed at environmentalists and that these
groups resent the implementations.

Secondly, he pointed out that at the present
time there are no cases of harassment in
this state and that the bill was initiated
because of a case in British Columbia and 1in
Massachusetts. He also pointed out that in
private discussions he had with legislators,
the consensus was that this statute would
most likely never be used because of law
enforcement being sparse in this State and,
therefore, what 1is the necessity for this
bill. Senator Josephson voiced his concerns
and suggested that Mr. Nelson should perhaps
use a reverse tactic, rather than make the
accusation that the Legislature doesn"t act
until a problem exists. He pointed out that
this piece of legislation was not directed
to any environmentalist groups in the State,
but the problem has occurred in other
states, and, therefore, was initiated as a

-3-
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preventative measure and that harassment of
hunters will not be tolerated in Alaska.

Mr. Nelson agreed with Senator Josephson,
but feels that should this bill pass, it
will not effect "environmentalists™ in this
state and reiterated that it would most
likely not be enforceable. Senator
Pettyjohn pointed out that guides who feel
they have a vested interest in certain game
areas, are actually using harassment tactics
on hunters. Senator Josephson supports this
legislation and explained his reasoning to
the committee.

Senator Ray referred to Alaska Statutes
Section 16.05.926 and stated he felt this
section 1is superfluous, as it is already
covered in the Alaska Statutes Section
16.05.925. Senator Rick Halford advised the
committee that he had spoken to the prime
sponsor and suggested that the section be
deleted. Senator Pettyjohn concurred with
the deletion and pointed out a number of
problems that could occur if that section
were not deleted.

Mr. Ron Somerville, representing the Alaska
Sportsman Council, testified in support of
the Dbill and the deletion of the AS
16.05.926 and reiterated to the committee
that the bill was not directed to
environmental groups. He also pointed out
that this legislation would address seal
hunting on the Pribilof Islands and marine
mammal management in Alaska game reserves
which are both ™"high priority issues."” He
further stated that Green Peace and other
organizations have addressed these
priorities and stressed the importance of
establishing ground rules now, so that it is
not just for the sports hunters but for
commercial enterprises as well.

Senator Ray suggested on line 17, page 1 to
insert the words "harassing or"™ after the
word "hindering”, whereupon Ms. Horetski,
from the Dept, of Law, advised against this
insertion and explained this would prohibit
action rather than speech and explained that
the first amendment allows people to speak
their minds.

Senator Pettyjohn moved an amendment to
delete Alaska Statutes Section 16.05.926,



and on page 2, lines 7 and 10, deleting
references to that section, and there being
no objections, it was so ordered.

Senator Pettyjohn moved to pass the bill
from committee, as amended, with individual
recommendations. AlIl members signed "Do
Pass™.

The second order of business was Committee
Substitute for Senate Bill 228 (C&RA) --
relating to state aid for Indian tribes
located on certain federally established
Indian reserves, whereupon Senator Ziegler,
the prime sponsor, referred to Mr. Lee
Sharp®s letter of June 13th which explained
that this bill would have no effect on the
Juneau Indian Village.

Mr. Steven S. Anderson, attorney for the
Metlakatla Indian Community, testified in
favor of the bill. Mr. Anderson submitted
written testimony and briefly explained that
the main purpose of the bill is to extend
the benefits of these state revenue sharing
programs to the Metlakatla Indian Community.
At present, under Alaska state law, only
state municipalities which have been created
by state law are eligible to receive revenue
sharing monies. Although Metlakatla is
organized under federal 1law, they actually
perform the same type of governmental
functions as state law municipalities do.

He went on to exp.ain that the bill had been
drafted to apply only to tie Metlakatla
Indian Community, and explained that after
the passage of the Native Land Claims
Settlement Act, it is the only remaining
Indian reserve in Alaska; that they have
functioned as any other community, providing
public works and services without state
revenue sharing and that the citizens who
are non-members of the Metlakatla Community
do not have the same rights as the members.
He cited the example that, non-members can
not vote for Metlakatla®s tv/elve-mari
governing council. Senator Ray stated that
if the non-menibers could not vote, then
perhaps the state should not provide thenm
with money. Mr. Anderso.i responded that the
limited amount of non-members have all the
governmental benefits as everyone else,
except the right to votcl for mayor or
council, although this doesn*t apply to
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school board and the expenditure of funds.

Senator Josephson questioned that if this
bill were passed, would it be opening up a
potential for other native grouos and could
Metlakatla be treated in this special

manner. In Mr. Anderson®s opinion, it could
because the Metlakatla Community did not
participate in the Native Land Settlement
Act, they are the only Indian reserve in
Alaska, and equitably speaking, other Indian
communities are "incorporated” under state
law. They receive federal funds as well as
revenue sharing money as long as they live
in or near a first or second class city.
This perhaps creates a double payment
standard; but with Metlakatla this would not
happen.

Mr. Anderson responded to Senator Eliason
questions regarding federal benefits,
stating that these benefits are also
extended to other native tribes and
reservations.

Senator Ray questioned whether or not the
use of fish traps had been abolished,

whereupon Mr. Anderson responded that the
use of fish traps had not been abolished.

Discussion was had by the committee as to
why the Metlakatla Indians opted not to
petition for the Native Claims Settlement
Act. It was pointed out that at the time of
the petition, the people _hose to remain a
traditional Indian reservation.

advantages were discussed and the reasoning
behind the trade off and perhaps the
principle value was the "fish traps™ which
was used to proyide revenues for their
community, but because of this trade off
they did not receive the monetary benefits
that tne others did.

Mr. Anderson strongly expressed that they
are not asking for anything special, but
only that the Alaska citizens who live in
Metlakatla be able to receive the comparable
benefits which other Alaskan nati

receive.

Discussion was had in reference to the
members who live in Metlakatla and it was



suggested that perhaps state aide should be
provided to those non-members (approx. 100).
Mr. Anderson, reminded the Committee that
the members are Alaskan citizens, too.

Senator Josephson briefly summarizes Mr.
Anderson®s testimony and feels that
basically at the time of the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act, the native reserves
(seven total) were each given the right by
election to either affiliate with a regional
corporation, and become a village
corporation under the act and take revenues
and benefits of the act and go into the
corporate shareholder mode or to opt out and
retain their reserve status, by opting out
they did not foresee that they would be
creating a disability in terms of not being
eligible for state programs.

Mr. Anderson explained that prospect of the
Alaskan citizens who reside there, because
other state citizens located in other
locations 1in the state receive their share
of these monies, using gym and library as an
example, with the exception of the Alaska
citizens who live on the Metlakatla reserve.

Senator Eliason questions revenue sharing
before the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act if it did exist and what the federal
cutback were at this time. If infact
because o* the outbacks is this not what the
push for **Is bill all about, this of course
being the u.c.

Senator Ray expressed his concerns of the
broadening of the use of the word "local
government” instead of "municipality”. Ms.
Tamara Cooke, representing Legislative Legal
Counsel and drafted the bill, explained that
the definition of "municipality” did not
apply to the Community of Metlakatla.

Senator Josephson requested that should the
bill pass from Committee he would like to
have a "letter of Intent" explaining why
Metlaktla 1is receiving this treatment,
because he foresees other unincorporated
communities requesting the same. Chairman
Ray requested that Senator Josephson write a
letter of intent, and rescheduled the bill
for Friday, June 17th.



The third order of business was Committee
Substitute for House Bill 323 (Fin) am - -
residency requirements. Mr. Robert Maynard
from the Dept, of Law was available to
answer questions and explained the
amendments which were incorporated into the
work draft. The first amendment was sec. 9,
page 6, amending the student loan residency
requirement which would assure that if a
dependent lives out of the state and
qualifies for a student loan, because his
parent or guardian 1is in this state, that
dependent would have some contact 1in the
state within five years. The second
amendment 1is to delete sec. 10 on page 6,
changing the residency of one who can
collect bounties to six months.

Senator Pettyjohn moved to pass the bill out
of Committee with individual

recommendations. AlIl members signed "Do
Pass™.

The final order of business was the
following bill assignments:

SCSHB126 Limiting the liability of
aircraft owners or operators for personal
injury or death to guest passengers to
Senator Eliason.

CSHB 130 Relating to homesteads to Senator
Josephson.

There being no further business the meeting
adjourned at 2:20 p.m.



COMMITTEE LETTER OF INTENT
ON
CS FOR SENTATE BILL 228 (JUDICIARY)

In the Legislature of the State of Alaska
13th Legislature - 1st Session

The purpose of Senate Bill 228 is to extend to the Metlakatla
Indian Community the benefits of two ongoing state revenue sharing
programs, the Municipal Assistance Fund, AS 43.20.016, and the
Municipal Tax Resource Equalization Program, AS 28.88.010 et sea.
Under existing state law, the Metlakatla Indian Community is not
eligible to participate in these programs because it is not tech-—
nically a state-law "municipality." Senate Bill 228 applies only
to the Metlakatla Indian Community and does not affect the legal
status or rights of any Indian Reorganization Act entities, tradi—
tional councils or village or regional corporations organized
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.

The Committee believes that in fairness the Metlakatla Indian
Community must be distinguished from other Native organizations 1in
Alaska with respect to state revenue sharing. The Metlakatla
Indian Community has a legal status in Alaska that is absolutely
unique. Because the Metlakatla Indian Community elected to forgo
the benefits of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, the res—
ervation status of the Annette Islands Reserve was preserved.
Metlakatla was the only reserve in Alaska to make this choice.
Thus section 19 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act extin-

&Y LAY
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but specifically excepts the Annette Islands Reserve. As a feder—
al Indian reservation, located on federal trust land, the
Community cannot incorporate under state law.

It is true that the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is eligible
for various federal assistance programs made available to tribes
throughout the United States. However, the Metlakatla Indian Com-—
munity enjoys no special advantage vis-a-vis other Alaska Native
groups 1in this regard. Section 2(c) of the Alaska Native Clainms
Settlement Act provides that the Act does not diminish the respon—
sibility of the federal government to Alaska Natives and Alaska
Native groups. The various federal statutes extending benefits to
Indian tribes have therefore been amended to provide that the term
"tribe" includes the traditional councils, the Indian Reorganiza—
tion Act entities, and the village and regional corporations
located in Alaska. These entities, as well as the Metlakatla In—
dian Community, therefore receive federal aid under the Indian
Self-Determination Act and other federal programs. Unfortunately,
this federal aid for Indian entities throughout the United States
has substantially eroded. According to the Bureau of Indian Af-—
fairs, the federal cutbacks in Indian programs under the Reagan
administration have averaged 45%. The Metlakatla Indian Community
must now look to other sources tor funding.

With respect to state aid, the Metlakatla Indian Community is
at a special disadvantage compared to non-Native and predominately

Native communities in Alaska. The Metlakatla Indian Community



1300 persons who reside on the Annette Islands Reserve, 1including
both members and non-members of the Community. Its governmental
expenses are commensurate with these responsibilities, averaging
approximately $1.7 million per year. But because the Metlakatla
Indian Community is chartered under federal, not state, law, it 1is
not eligible for the state revenue sharing benefits that are ex—
tended to other Alaska communities, in contrast, the other Native
communities in Alaska, at least those of a size comparable to
Metlakatla, are incorporated under state law and the Alaskans res—
ident there enjoy the indirect benefits of state revenue sharing.
For example, the City of Hydaburg 1is organized as a first class
city and is eligibile to receive state revenue sharing. At the
same time, this predominately Native community also receives sub—
stantial federal benefits, under the Indian Self-Determination Act
and other programs, because of the presence there of the Haida
Corporation, an ANCSA village corporation, and the Haida Coopera—
tive Association, an Indian Reorganization Act entity set up
pursuant to section 16 of the Indian Reorganization Act. The Met—
lakatla Indian Community 1is eligible to receive the federal but
not the state benefits. Senate Bill 228 will eliminate this dis—
parity of treatment between state citizens by extending the state
revenue sharing benefits that other Alaska communities now enjoy
to the Metlakatla Indian Community.

At the Committee hearing, concern was expressed that the
phrase "local government," referring both to state law municipali—

ties and to the Metlakatla Indian Community, was unnecessarily



broad. The Committee has discussed this matter with

counsel and recommends that this

the phrase "municipality and federal Indian reserve tribe"

to refer to the legal entities
these two state programs. The

fying that the "federal Indian

Metlakatla, should be retained.

legislative

language be eliminated and that

be used

Gligible for revenue sharing under

existing definition section,

reserve tribe”

refers only to

clari —
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THE CITY AND BOROUUH OF JUNEAU
CAPITAL OF ALASKA
(lp 155 SOUTH SEWARD ST. JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801
Vi'S. LAW DEPARTMENT - 586-5242
'so— -m June 13, 1983

The Honorable Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
Alaska State Senator
107 Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

File: Legislature - 1983 - General Correspondence
Subject: CSSB 228 (C&RA) o

Dear Senator Ziegler:

Following your telephone <conversation this morning | reviewed CSSB
228 (C&RA) to determine whether it would have any effect on Juneau
area Indian tribes or the Indian-owned property on Willoughby Avenue
often referred to as the Juneau Indian Village or the village.

It is my reading of the bill, particularly in light of the 1intent
section, that it will have no effect on any Juneau area Indian tribe

or on the village. The bill affects only those Indian tribes located
on a "federally established Indian reserve” and there are no federally
established Indian reserves in Juneau. In fact, all Indian reserves

in Alaska except the Annette Island Reserve (Metlakatla) were revoked
by Section 19(a) of ANCSA.

The village is a 1964 townsite plat known as the Juneau Indian Village
Addition to the Juneau Townsite. The federal townsite trustee con-—
veyed property to Alaska Natives occupying property within the Juneau
Indian Village Addition by means of deeds entitled "Native Restricted
Trustee Deed." The deeds, pursuant to 43 USC 733, provided that the

land

shall not be alienated or encumbered without the
consent of the Secretary of Interior, and shall
not be subject to taxation, to levy and sale in
satisfaction of debts, contracts or liabilities,
or to any claim of adverse occupancy or law of
prescription

With the consent of the Secretary of Interior the restricted status of
much of the village property has been lifted and Che property conveyed
to non-natives. The village is now a patchwork of restricted and
non-restricted titles. In any event, the village created by the Juneau
Indian Village Addition townsite plat was not then, and 1is not now,
a federally established Indian reserve and would not be affected by

CSSB 228 (C&RA).



The Honorable Robert H. Ziegler, Sr. Page Two

Re: CSSB 228 (C&RA) June 13, 1983

In reading sections 27 and 28, the addition of the phrase "Indian
tribe and” to the sections of Title 29 being amended caused me some
concern over the fact that "Indian tribe" was not defined and could
be read to mean any Indian tribe. However, upon reading AS 29.95.020
(a), (b) and (c) as amended by sections 26 through 28 of the bill, it
becomes clear that the term "Indian tribe"” 1is limited to Indian tribes

qualifying for state aid under AS 29.88 and AS 29.89.

In summary, | do not believe the subject bill would have any effect
on the Juneau Indian Village on Willoughby Avenue nor on any Indian
tribe in the Juneau area.

Sincerely,

Gerald L. Sharp /1
City-Borough Attorney

GLS:jr

cc: Senator Bill Ray
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SB 228

IV. ANALYSIS:

This bill will have no effect on the administrative cost of the municipal
assistance program in the Department of Revenue. The effect of section
30 will be to dilute the amount to be shared per capita, as a result of
increasing the base amount shared. Since the population of the only
known such Indian Reserve (Metlakatla) is approximately 1200 persons, the
effect on other communities will be minimal.

Assumptions: I assume the substitution of the word "municipalities™ in
place of "organized boroughs and cities of any class” does not further
broaden the field of eligible recipients of municipal assistance.
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May 16, 1983

The Honorable Donald E. Gilman
Senator

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: CSSB 228
Dear Senator Gilman:

At your request we have reviewed the proposed CSS3 223.
You asked whether the bill would affect the State"s relationship
with unincorporated communities or Native village governments.
The bill amends the revenue sharing (AS 29.88 and AS 29.89) and
municipal assistance (AS 43.20.016) programs to 1include Indian
tribes located on federally established reserves which were not
revoked by the Alaska Natives Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA),
43 U.S.C. 1601-1623. The only community which fits this descrip—
tion is the Metlakatla Indian community.

We see no legal problem with including Metlakatla as a
recipient of the various programs established to benefit local
governments. However, we believe that the use throughout the
bill of the term "Indian tribe"™, and the omission of any refer—
ence to Metlakatla, may suggest to a reader not intimately fam—
iliar with AS 29 and ANCSA, that the effect of the Dbill is much
broader. This effect could be avoided by replacing all refer—
ences to "Indian tribe™ with "the Metlakatla Indian community."
We believe that the specific reference to Metlakatla would not
cause the bill to be viewed as a local or special act in vio—
lation of Alaska Const, art. 11, &19, because it would have pre—
cisely the same effect as the use of the term "Indian tribe"” as
defined in CSSB 228 -- that 1is, "Indian tribe" as defined 1in the
bill is a class of one, Metlakatla being the only federally es—
tablished Indian reserve 1in Alaska not revoked under ANCSA. In
order to simplify the statute and avoid confusing the reader we
suggest referring to Metlakatla specifically, as well as identi—
fying it as the only federally established Indian reserve in
Alaska.

We note that AS 29.89.050 "State Aid to Native ViIIa?e
governments™ is amended in the bill, to clarify that Metlakatla

may not qualify both as a local government and as a Native vil—
lage government. We have advised 1in the past that AS 29.59.050



The Honorable Donald E. Gilman May 16, 1983
Page 2

could be challenged on equal protection grounds by an wunincor—
porated community which 1is not a Native village. VJe suggest re —
pealing AS 29.89.050, and supplanting it with a provision for aid
to unincorporated communities generally.

As a general practice in drafting legislation affecting
Native villages 1in Alaska, you should consider 1including a pro—
vision of legislative intent to the effect that neither the act
nor any action taken under it shall be interpreted to either ex—
pand or diminish the authority or jurisdiction any Native village
council may have. This would reduce the possibility that any
legislative act benefitting Native village communities may be
interpreted to alter the relationship between the State and those
communities.

Ve hope that this brief response is helpful in your
consideration of CSSB 228.

Very truly yours,

NORMAN C. GORSUCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By:
Assistant Attorney General

LED:dim

cc: Tam Cook
Legislative Affairs Agency



. '. \ii Bill Sheffield, Governor
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DEPT. OF COMMUNETY & EIEGSONAL AFFAIRS WHSs

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER %96‘7-]%47%811

May 6, 1983

POSITION PAPER
RE: CSSB 228
SPONSOR: Senator Zieqler
PROGRAM EFFECTS OF THE BILL

Allows federally established Indian reserves to be considered
"local governments” for purposes of the State Revenue Sharing

and Municipal Assistance grant programs. In effect, only one
community, Metlakatla, would benefit from this legislation
because it is the only Indian reservation in Alaska. Under the

terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act no new
reservations may be established in the State.

COMMENTS

The Department generally favors this bill from the perspective
that it extends the benefits of two vital State aid programs to
another type of municipality that is providing needed services

to its residents. Metlakatla Indian Community is a federally
chartered municipality and, therefore, 1is not empowered by Title
29 of the Alaska Statutes. However, it functions like a

municipality and is providing a full range of local services to
the Alaskans living on the reserve and should be afforded the
most liberal interpretation possible under the State Revenue
Sharing and Municipal Assiiﬁance programs.

The Department cannot comment on the possible legal
ramifications or precedents that might 1i_:cur with passage of
this legislation as they relate to dealing with other
unincorporated communities and Indian tribes. The Department

defers to the Department of Law on this question.

Appraved:
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The Honorable Robert H, Ziegler, Sr.
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: SB 228 (Relating to State aid for Indian tribes located
on federally-established Indian reserves)

Dear Senator Ziegler:

Assistant Attorney General Larry D. Wood of the
Department of Law office in Fairbanks recently brought this bill

to my attention. In particular, he noted that the provisions of
the bill would apply to an "Indian tribe located on a federally
established Indian reserve."” Neither "Indian tribe" nor

"federally established Indian reserve™ are defined or further
identified in the Dbill.

As you may know, there 1is considerable uncertainty

regarding those terms and concepts in Alaska. However, everyone
seems to agree that the Metlakatla Indian Community qualifies as
an "Indian tribe located on a federally established Indian

reserve.” Accordingly, if it is your intent to ensure that the

Metlakatla Indian Community may receive state aid, we believe it
would be desirable to amend the bill to reach only the Metlakatla

Indiun Community. We recognize that th_s may present some
problem under the prohibition on local and special legislation in
Art. Il, sec. 19 of the Alaska Constitution. However, that

provision of the Constitution prohibits 1local and special
legislation only if a general law cannot be made applicable.
Given the uncertainty regarding the concepts of "Indian tribe"
and "fede7.-ally established Indian reserve,” we believe there is
sufficient justification for limiting fhe reach of this bill to
the Metlakatla Indian Community.

We will be happy to work with you, a designated
legislative committee, or the Legal Affairs Division of the



The Honorable Robert H. Ziegler, Sr. April 21, 1983
Page 2

Legislative Affairs Agency 1in working on this measure. We look
forward to hearing from you at your convenience.

Sincerely,

NORMAN C. GORSUCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By: ~

G. Thomas Koester
Assistant Attorney General

GTK/Zrm

cc: Billy G. Berrier
Larry D. Wood
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He: Metlakatla Indian Communityls Elicibility for
Municipal Aid

Dear Sandra:

200 )6

221 3)1*4690

PLEASe REPLY TO SEATTLE CTPICC

As we discussed the other day on the telephone, 1 have

prepared a paper for Senator r.iecler outlining the basis

for

the Metlakatla Indian Community®s request that various state
statutes be amended so that the Metlakatla Indian Community
qualifies for state revenue s"narina and othe*- state municipal
aid programs. I enclose a cony for your reference. Since

the Community"s position as to precisely what programs

it

will seek to have amended 1is not yet clear, | would prefer

that you withhold distribution of the paper.

In light of our earlier conversations, | would particu—
larly call your attention to the section of the paper that

discusses Metlakatla®s position relative to other Native com—

munities in Alaska. As | have explained to you, the

Community does not 1in any way want to interfere with the ef—
forts of other predominantly Native communities from securing
state aic. At the same time, however, it must be recognized

that the situation of the Metlakatla Indian Community is

gally and practically unique.

le—



Sandra Borbriage
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It is my position that it makes the most sense to
aoproach the question of Metlakatla®s 1inequality of treatment
first and then approach the problems of state.” treatment of
other Native communities on an ad hoc basis. As | emphasized
in the paper, it is important to realize that other Native
communities, as well as the Metlakatla Indian Community,
receive substantial federal aid. They qualify under federal
statutes for Indian Self-Determination Act funding and most
other federal programs made available to Indian tribes
generally. It is also important to recocnize that most
Alaska Natives residing in communities of a size comparable
to Metlakatla are either at or near a state municioalitv.
Such communities, of course, are eligible for state municipal
aid, and the individual Natives who live there receive the
indirect benefits of such aid.

The only Natives who would not receive indirect benefits
on a scale comparable tc Metlakatla, 1if the recuested amend-—
ments are enacted, would be those Natives 1in the unorganized
borough who Ulive 1in smaller communities which are not organ—

ized under state law. To my knowledce, none of these
communities approach the size of Metlakatla or deliver Gov-—
ernmental services on a scale that Metlakatla does. They co

not have the same need for revenues that the Community coes.
IfT there are any such communities, however, that co deliver
substantial governmental services, | see no reason that their
situation could not also be remedied by an amendment to the
state law. They would be in a much stronger position, how—
ever, 1if Metlakatla got its amendments through first so that
they could point to similarities 1in their situation to that
of the Metlakatla Indian Community. Or. the other hand, for
communities that are organized under state law, duplication
of state funding would occur if revenue sharing were made
available to traditional or IRA councils within the same
geographic boundary.

My greatest concern is that the problems that Metlakatla
faces should not be ignored simoly because it is difficult to
deal with the problems concerning the treatment of other
Alaska Natives. Metlakatla®s situation 1is not controversial
- -its governmental status and the extent of its responsibil—
ities are auite clear.
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I will be happy to discuss this matter with vou

at your convenience. Thank you aaain for your at.

Metlakatla®s concerns.

Very truly yours

ZIONTZ, PIRTLE, MORISS
ERNSTOFF 8 CHESTNUT

Steven S. Anderson

Enclosure

cc::  Senator Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
Representative Ron Wendte
Representative Jack McBride
Mayor Casey Nelson,
Metlakatla Indian Community
Council Members,
Metlakatla Indian Community
Gordon Thompson
Wallv Ku"-iey
MK/3483

F2/MIC/BOR/L
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ALVIN J. ZIONTZ

PLEA SC REPLV TO SEATTLE OFFICE
- WASHINGTON AND ALASKA STATE DAPS
« DISTRICT Or COLUMBIA OAR
ALL OTHE RS WASHINGTON STATE BAR

Representative Ron Wendte
State Capitol

Pouch V

Juneau AK 99811

Re: Elgibility of the Metlakatla Indian Community
for State Municipal Aid

Dear Representative Wendte:

I am wricing on behalf of the Metlakatla Indian Community to
request your assistance in securing legislation to make the Metla—
katla Indian Community eligible for various state revenue sharing
programs, as well as for other financial aid which 1isnow extended
to the municipalities of the State of Alaska. I have already met
with Senator Ziegler concerning this matter while I was in Juneau
several weeks ago, and 1 understand that 1in your meeting with the
delegation from the Metlakatla Indian Community they advised you
of their concern to seek these amendments.

I enclose a copy of my letter to Senator Ziegler formally
requesting his assistance, along with a position paper | have pre—
pared outlining the basis for the Community®s position. As you
can see, 1t is premised primarily on the argument that the disqua—
lification of the Metlakatla Indian Community from state revenue
sharing unfairly discriminates against Alaska state citizens who
live on the Annette Islands Reserve as compared to other citizens
residing 1in comparable communities. It seems to me that state
revenue sharing for such communities should not turn whether they
are organized under federal or state law, but rather on whether
they exercise substantial governmental functions and are 1in need
of state” assistance. Metlakatla, particularly in light of the
substantial federal cutbacks under President Reagan®s administra—
tion, should qualify on both counts.

I would very much like to meet with you personally to discuss
these matters and think that it would be useful to nave a delega—
tion from the Community as well as the Community®"s lobbyist, Mr.



Representative Ron Wendte
Pace Two
March 4, 1983

Kublev, present as well. We will be available to meet with you at
your convenience. n

In the meantime, 1 will be very happy to discuss any ques—
tions you may have concerning these matters over the telephone.
Thank you again, on behalf of the Metlakatla Indian Community, for
any assistance you can give.

Very truly yours

ZIONTZ, PIRTLE, MORISS
ERNSTOFF & CHESTNUT

Steven S. Anderson

SSA:mk
Enclosure

cc: Senator Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
Mayor Casey Nelson,
Metlakatla Indian Community
Council Members,
Metlakatla Indian Community
Gordon Thompson
Wally Kubley

MK/3483
F1/MIC/WEN/L
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Senator Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Metlakatla Indian Community Eligibiliy for State
Revenue Sharina

Dear Senator Ziegler:

I am writing on Metlakatla®s behalf, as a follow-up to our con-—
versation in Juneau, to request your assistance in securing
legislation making the Metlakatla Indian Community eligible for
State revenue sharing and other State financial aid which 1is avail—
able to Alaska®s other municipalities, including a number of like
size and comparable governmental responsibilities.

Although 1 know you are quite familiar with Metlakatla®s status
and its treatment under state law, |1 thought it might be helpful if
I provided you with a detailed explanation of the basis for the Com—
munity®s position. I have prepared a paper outlining Metlakatla“®s
arguments which 1 enclose for your reference. It discusses the le—
gal status of the Community, and what | see as the primary basis for
expanding the eligibility requirements of the various State munici—

pal assistance programs. The paper 1is preliminary because, except
for the revenue sharing programs, it does not identify precisely*the
programs 1in which Metlakatla seeks to participate. I believe that

will have to wait for additional discussions with you and Represen—
tatives Wendte and McBride.

As you know, the State of Alaska has in the past provided as-—
sistance "to the. Metlakatla Indian Community as it has to other

communities throughout the State of Alaska. Most often, as in the
case of the swimming pool project, the money has been made available
as part of a specific legislative grant. The Community is well

aware that this has been made possible primarily through your
sponsorship.
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There are many on-going State assistance programs, however, for
which the Community does not currently qualify. In several in-—
stances, the Community has "received funds from the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs wunder programs making the so-callec
"unincorporated communities”™ eligible for State financing. Metla—
katla®"s classification as an "unincorporated community,"™ however, is

problematic.

Although the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is organized under

federal 1law and is therefore not technically a state "municipality,'
in form and function it more closely resembles a "municipalitv" than
it does an "unincorporated community." Metlakatla does not resemble
those communities 1in the wunorganized borough with no organized 1local
government. The distributions authorized by the legislature for the
unincorporated communities have been much less substanti al than the
distributions to the municipalities. Since Metlakatla has substan-
tial "municipal"™ responsibilities, it has a correspondingly greater

need for revenues than do the unincorporated communities , and it
would seem that Metlakatla®"s elegibility for those programs should
turn on the functions it performs for the Alaska citizens who reside
on the Reserve, rather than on the fact that it 1is chartered by the
United States rather than the State of Alaska.

At the present time, Alaska citizens who reside on the Annette
Islands Reserve do not share the same opportunity as other state
citizens residing in similar communities to enjoy the indirect bene—
fits of state revenue sharing. The Legislature, it seems to me, has
made a policy decision that some of Alaska®s wealth should be made
available to 1its citizens indirectly through the various state pro—
grams that provide direct financial aid to local governments. Such
a distribution scheme has the advantage of ensuring that a substan-—
tial part of the money distributed will be 1invested in permanent
civic 1improvements of long-range benefit to state citizens. When
oil and gas revenues are distributed directly to individual state
citizens, there 1is, of course, no such assurance. Considered fronm
the perspective of the 1individual state citizen who Ilives on the
Annette Islands Reserve, therefore, the State does not extend to the
Metlakatlans the same indirect benefits it does to other state citi—
zens residing 1in similar communities. This inequality of treatment
is most clearly evident 1in the Municipal Assistance Fund where the

State has elected to distribute SO0i of the oil and gas income tax
revenues to municipalities.
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I am aware that some of the arguments the Community advances
could also be mada by other Native groups 1in Alaska. Neither I nor
the Community have any desire to debunk the efforts of other needy
Alaska Natives to obtain help from the State of Alaska. At the same
time, the Community®"s status 1in Alaska law is unique and | do not
think there 1is any unfairness 1in extending eligibility for municipal
revenue sharing only to the Annette Islands Reserve, at least as a
first step. Metlakatla®s governmental and reservation status is
crystal clear. The problem of treatment of other Alaska Natives can
be approached on an ad hoc basis by determining which other Native
communities provide governmental services similar to Metlakatla anc
yet are 1ineligible for 3tate aid.

Most if not all of the other Native communities 1in Alaska with

populations of the same magnitude as the Annette |Islands Reserve are
incorporated wunder state law as first or second class cities, or are
located within an organized borough. As a result, Natives resident
there enjoy the 1indirect benefits of the State distributions that
Metlakatla 1is denied. And, as I explain more fully in the attached
paper, these Native groups are also eligible for the same federal

aid that 1is extended to Metlakatla since the various federal stat-—
utes extending aid to Native Americans have expanded the definition

of "Indian ti ibe”™ to include the villages, the ANCSA village and
regional corporations, and the traditional councils Jlocated through—
out the State of Alaska. It is also significant, <concerning

equality of treatment, that the Metlakatla Indian Community and 1its
members have been ineligible to participate in the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act benefits that other Alaska Natives have
enjoyed.

I would like to specifically request tnat you ask Tamara Cook
of the Legislative Affairs Agency to assist on this project. As we
discussed, she 1is currently working on the redraft cf Title 29, the
State Municipal Code, and 1is very familiar with the various State
programs for municipal assistance. In addition, Senator Ziegler, |
would also request that you authorize her to discuss these matters
with me so that 1 can remain involved in the drafting process.

In analyzing the var
able difficulty 1in determnm

ous State statutes, I have had consider —
ning which statutes the Community should
seek to have amended. The clearest candidates are the two principal
revenue sharing measures- the Municipal Assistance Fund, AS 43 .20
016 discussed above, and the Municipal Tax Resource Equalization
Program, codified 1in AS 29..88. 010 et sec., and along with them, the
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corresponding program for State aid for miscellaneous municipal, pur —
poses found in AS 29.89. Not only do these revenue sharing measures
clearly implicate the Community®"s concerns for unequal treatment of

Metlakatla residents, but if extended to Metlakatla they would pro-—

vide the advantage of an on-going source of support to replace, in

part, the federal funding which has been evaporating under the
Reagan administration.

At the same time there are a number of State programs providing

monies to individual communities for particular purposes. An exam-—
ple is the Department of Environmental Conservation®s program for
assistance to municipalities for water, sewer and solid waste sys—
tems. The Attorney General has ruled that Metlakatla 1is 1ineligible
for such assistance because it was not a "municipality." The pro-—
blem 1 am having 1is that an attempt by Metlakatla to amend such sta-—

tutes would substantially overlap with the proposal advanced to you
independently by the Community for State aid for various priority

projects. I am also concerned that the Metlakatla Indian Community
not Jjeopardize 1its chances for increased State assistance by asking
for too many changes at once. On the other hand, at least as a mat—
ter of Ilogic, it might make sense to seek to make Metlakatla

eligible for all State municipal aid programs. It seems to me that
the Community and I will need your counsel on this point. A further

complication arises because to the extent that the Community
receives specific appropriations for individual projects (the water-
supply dam discussed in the Community®"s proposal, for example), it
may not be necessary to seek to amend the general State statutes. |
am clearly not 1in a position to make a unilateral decision as to
which specific programs should be included.

Because of that uncertainty, the attached position paper 1is
preliminary in certain respects and will probably have to be modi —
fied as the Community"s position becomes more refined. I have ;.o
objections if you wish to distribute the paper and will 1leave that
to your judgment. In light of the meeting you had last week with
Governor Sheffield, I thought | should send copies of the paper to
Representatives McBride and Wendte. I will ask them to consult with
you as to whether they think the paper should be kept confidential
at this point. I am also taking the 1liberty of sending a copy to
Governor Sheffield"s Aide for Indian Affirs, Sandra Borbridge, who

has called me several times for briefing on the Community®"s posi —
tion. I will also ask her to withhold distribution of the paper.
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I would 1Ilike to have ano.ther meeting along with a Metlakatla

delegation with you, Representative KcEride and Wendte and Wally
Kublev. I will be available to come back up to Juneau at your con-—
venience and vill, of course/ be happy to testify in any hearings or
provide any other assistance | can 1in attempting to secure these
amendments. In addition, | am sure that Mc>yor Casey Nelson and the

members of the Council and staff will be available to testify or
help if that becomes wuseful.

Once again, I woula want to express my thanks and the
Community"s thanks for your assistance and advice.

Very truly yours,

ZIONTZ, PIRTLE, MORISSET,
ERNSTOFF & CHESTNUT

A S -
Steven S. Anderson

cc: Representative Ron Wendte
Representative Jack McBride
Mayor Casey Nelson,
Metlakatla Indian Community
Council Members,
Metlakatla Indian Community
Wally Kubley
Gordon Thompson

Enclosure
SSA:asr/mm/mk

MK/3483
F2/MIC/ZI1E/L



M EM ORANUDUWM State of A laska

to. Ernst W. Mueller, Commissioner DATE: July 28, 1982
Department of Environmental
~ r -/ r A
Conservation 350-/U7-0J

telephone no: 465-3600

from: WILSON L. CONDON SUBJECT: Metlakatla Indian
ATTORNEY GENERAL . -Community gran,
i L, «— e’ :"Eligible uncer
Bv: YT "AS 46.03.030
- Robert E. Price ALIG 02 Tpce = -

Assistant Attorney General, . ........

This 1is 1in response to your opinion request of June 7
in which you asked whether the Metlakatla Indian community is
entitled to receive construction grant assistance under AS
46.03.030.

AS 46.03.030 provides for grants of state funds to a
"municipality” for public water supply, sewerage and solid waste
facilities.

AS 46.03.900(11) defines "municipality"” as "an or —
ganized borough or an incorporated city outside an organized bor —
ough, and includes all classes of boroughs and <cities whether

hone rule or otherwise."

The Metlakatla Indian Community 1is an entity organized
under section 16 of the |Indian Reorganization Act, 25 U.S.C. 476.
It is not 1incorporated as a city or organized as a borough wunder
the law of the State of Alaska.

The definition of municipality in AS 46.03.900(11) does

not include the Metlakatla Indian Community. Itis not an or —
ganized borough or an incorporated city within the meaning of the
statute. The Alaska Constitution, Article X, deals with local
government within the context of boroughs and cities which are
incorporated under state law. The definition of municipality 1in

AS 46.03.900(11) should be construed within the framework of Ar —
ticle X of the Alaska Constitution inasmuch as it employs the
words "borough™ and "city"™ which are set out in the constitution.

There is no equal protection problem raised by the
statute caused by the exclusion of the Metlakatla Indian Communi —
ty from benefits wunder the statute because the basis of the ex—
clusion 1is governmental and not race. The Metlakatla Indian Com—
munity may become a city or borough under state law upon compli—
ance with the applicable provisions of Title 29. The*equal pro—

tection clause cloes not denv to States the power to treat dif-



Ernst W. Mueller, Commissioner July 23, 1982
Dent, of Environmental Conservation Page 2
366-747-82

ferent classes in different ways so long as the classification 1is

"reasonable, not arbitrary, and must rest upon some grcuhc of
difference having a. fair and substantial relation to the object
of the legislation, so that all persons similarly circumstanced
shall be treated alike":-" Reed v Reed, 404 Uu.s. 71, 75-76, 30

L.Ed. 225, 229 (1971). -

Further, this opinion does not mean that the legisla-—
ture may not make grants to the Metlakatla Indian Community by
designating that entity as eligible for a grant. See page 83 of
1982 SLA 101 for a grant to Metlakatla specifically within the
group of municipalities. However, the statute must either in-—
clude Metlakatla within a group, for example, as an unincorporat—
ed, or specifically describe the Metlakatla Indian Community as a

grant recipient.

RE?/jb
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper 1is to show the justification for
amending Alaska®s laws to make the Metlakatla Indian Community
eligible for various state municipal aid programs. At the pre-
sent time, the Community®"s treatment under Alaska law 1is somewhat
confusing and inconsistent. On the one hand, the Alaska Attorney
General has ruled that the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is not a
"municipality"” as that term 1is defined 1in various state statutes
making state monies available to local governments. At the same
time, however, the Attorney General has ruled that the Metlakatla
Indian Community can be classified as an "unincorporated communi —

ty for certain purposes so as to be eligible for various state
programs extending aid to such communities.

This paper will demonstrate that although the Metlakatla 1In—
dian Community 1is organized under federal 1law, and is therefore
not a state law municipal corporation, it nevertheless functions
as an established unit of local government, a fact recognized
both by the State of Alaska and the United States.

Unlike the so-called "unincorporated communities,"” the Met—

lakatla Indian Community operates a "municipal™ government and

provides governmental services to the more than 1,300 residents

of the Annette Islands Reserve. These services include police
and fire protection, water, sewer and electrical service, as well
.as general government. Like other 1local governments, the Commun—

ity enacts and enforces laws and has an established judicial

system. For these reasons, classification of the Metlakatla



Indian Community as an "unincorporated community™ ignores the

realities of Metlakatla®"s extensive governmental operations and

the needs it has for funding the services it provides. This

paper will discuss in some detail the Community"s status wunder

federal and state law, the need for state revenues, and the rea-—

sons that Metlakatla®s unique status jJjustifies 1its inclusion

within these state municipal aid programs.

THE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY®*S ELIGIBILITY FOR -

STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE UNDER EXISTING ALASKA LAW

The State of Alaska now makes substantial sums of money

available to local units of government throughout the state.

This occurs not only through the State®"s revenue sharing programs

but also through state statutes that make monies available to

local governments for specific projects within Jlocal government

responsibility. The primary revenue sharing programs include the

Municipal Assistance Fund administered by the Department of Reve—

nue, AS 43.20.016 and the Municipal Tax Resource Equalization

Program found 1in AS 28. 88. 010 et sea. The examples of state aid

for miscellaneous municipal purposes are numerous <including such

programs as state aid to municipalities seeking to build or im-—

prove water and sewer systems, AS 46.03.030, as well as the state
program found 1in AS 29.89.030 et sea. providing aid for munici—
palities maintaining roads, operating health facilities, and

maintaining volunteer fire departments.

For the most part, the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is not

eligible for these programs because it is not a "fhunicipality"



within the meaning of the various state statutes that make these
programs available to local governments. Last year, for example,
the Metlakatla Indian Community applied for aid to the Department
of Environmental fonservation for a grant under AS 46.03.030 for
improvements to the"eCommunity®s public water system. The Depart—
ment of Environmental Conservation requested an opinion from the
Alaska Attorney General as to whether Metlakatla was &eligible,

and the Attorney General, on July 28, 1982, issued an opinion
noting that the Metlakatla Indian Community was an Indian tribe

organized under &8 16 of the Indian Reorganization Act, 25 U.S.C.

8 476 and was "not 1incorporated as a city or organized as a bor—
ough under the laws of the State of Alaska." As a result, the
Attorney General ruled, Metlakatla was not a "municipality"” with—

in the meaning of the statute and was not eligible for state aid.
The Attorney General went on to note, however, that there was no

legal prohibition on the Legislature making grants available to

the Metlakatla Indian Community if the Community were designated
as eligible. A copy of the Attorney General®s Opinion is at-—
tached.

On the other hand, the Metlakatla Indian Community has qual —
ified for state aid in certain circumstances, either because the

statute makes state aid available to persons or organizations

other than "municipalities,"” or in the case of a number of state
-programs, because the aid has been made available to "unincorpor —
ated communities." For the most part, the amounts made available
to the "unincorporated communities” are substantially less than



the amounts made available to “fmunicipalities.” For example, AS
29.88 makes a maximum grant of $25,000 available to communities
not incorporated under state law, while that amount 1is the
minimum grant for municipalities and 1is subject to adjustment
upward based on a formula set out 1in the statute. The singular
exception was the Municipal Aid Program, Chapter 60, SLA 1981,
which made grants available to both municipalities and incorpor —
ated communities calculated on a $1,000 per capita basis.
Metlakatla, like o:her incorporated and unincorporated communi —
ties throughout the State of Alaska will receive a substantial
grant from the State wunder this program.

Presumably, there are several principal reasons that the
Legislature has chosen to make larger sums available to
municipalities than to unincorporated communities. First,
municipalities have governmental responsibilities to perform and
therefore need more assistance. Second, their stable
governmental structures ensure that State monies are spent or
invested in a responsible fashion; they are more accountable than
"unincorporated communities." Third, in contrast to State
programs distributing State wealth to individual Alaskans on a
per capita basis, distributions of state money to local
governments ensures that sub: ntial portions of the money will
be invested 1in permanent improvements of long-standing benefit to
the citizens of the State.

Although the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is organized wunder

federal rather than state law, it more closely resembles a "muni-



cipality”™ than it does an "unincorporated community." If the
State of Alaska were to make 1its revenue sharing programs avail —
able to the Community, it would be assured that the money would
be utilized responsibly by the Community 1in helping to meet 1its
very substantial governmental responsibilities. It would result
in permanent benefit to-the State citizens who reside on the
Annette Islands Reserve, both members and nonmembers of the
Community.

THE UNIQUE LEGAL STATUS OF THE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY

IN ALASKA
The Metlakatla Indian Community 1is the governing body of the

only remaining federal Indian reservation 1in Alaska, the Annette
Islands Reserve. The Reservation was established by Act of Con-—
gress in 1891 and a stable council-form tribal government has
been in effect continuously since that date. In 1944, the Metla-—
katla Indian Community adopted a Constitution under &8 16 of the

Indian Reorganization Act, 25 U.S.C. 8 476, which provided a new

federal framework for Indian tribal government. The form of the
Community®s government, however, vremained essentially the same.
The Community®"s chief executive officer 1is the Mayor; it has

a Secretary and Treasurer and 1its legislative body 1is a 12-person
Council. The Community also has a judicial system headed by a
federally-trained Magistrate. As a federally recognized Indian

tribe the Metlakatla Indian Community enjoys the legal power to
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Percent of

Expenditures Total
General Government $1 ,029 ,882
Fire Department $ 55,284
Rental Expenses ™ $ 144,683
Public Health and Sanitation $ 32,263
Department
Sewer Systenm 6,088
Police Department 294 ,368
Water Department 30,928
Garbage Department 52 ,730
Cable Television Department 69,743
Forestry Project 76,853

This data does not include the operation of Metlakatla Power
& Light, which 1is responsible for providing electric power to the
Reservation. Metlakatla Power & Light 1is fully owned and oper —
ated by the Metlakatla Indian Community and generates power from
both hydrogenerators and diesels.

In sum, although the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is organi —
zed under federal law, not under the Jlaws of the State of Alaska,
it nevertheless performs governmental functions and has govern—
mental responsibilities that are every bit as extensive as the
municipalities of the State of Alaska serving similar population

bases. It has a corresponding need for revenues to meet these

expenditures.
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REASONS FOR EXTENDING MUNICIPAL REVENUE SEARING
AND OTHER STATE BENEFITS MADE AVAILABLE TO LOCAL COMMUNITIES
TO THE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY
1. The Residents of the Annette |Island Reserve _Are
Citizens of the State of Alaska and Should Not Be
Denied Benefits Enjoyed By Otner State Citizens
Through Their Units of Local Government?

It is important to- remember that the residents of the
Annette Islands Reserve, both members and nonmembers of the
Metlakatla Indian Community, are state citizens. As such they
qualify for any distributions of Alaska®"s wealth made available
on a per capita basis to state citizens. Rather than distribut—
ing money directly to state citizens on a per capita basis, the
Legislature has determined that state revenues should be shared
with state citizens 1indirectly, through grants to 1individual mu—
nicipal governments. The best example of this 1is the Municipal
Assistance Fund, AS 43.20.016, under which 20% of the oil and cas
corporate income tax revenues are distributed to state municipal —
ities, the amount of the grant being directly proportional to the

population of each municipality.

Metlakatla fully supports the substantial policy justifica-—

tion for distributing state wealth through this method. By
giving the money to stable local governments, the Legislature 1is
assured that the money will be spent responsibly. The Legisla-—

ture can reasonably expect that the monies so distributed will
be invested in ways that will be of lasting benefit to the citi—
zens of the State, as when the 1local governments utilize the

state grants to build public facilities used by state citizens.

-9 -



But if the rationale for distributing state wealth to units
of local government 1is that the Legislature wants to see substan-—
tial portions of the money permanently invested by responsible
governments 1in a way that will be "£ lasting benefit to state

citizens, there 1is no reason to distinguish the Metlakatla Indian

Community. Although the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is chartered
under federal, not state law, it exercises governmental functions
just as state municipalities do. The Metlakatla Indian Community

has had a stable and continuous tribal government for more than
eight continuous decades. The Legislature can be assured that
money distributed to Metlakatla will be applied in a responsible
fashion and 1in ways that will provide lasting benefit to the
state citizens who reside there. To deny Metlakatla participa-—
tion in state revenue sharing arid other municipal aid progranms,
is to deny Alaska state citizens residing at Metlakatla substan—
tial benefits other citizens enjoy.

2. 3ecause of the Verv Substantial Cutbacks 1in Federal

Aid to Indian Tribes, the Metlakatla Indian Communi-

tv Is in Substantial Need of State Assistance.

Although in the past the Metlakatla Indian Community has re-

ceived substantial federal aid, the situation has changed drama—
tically for the Metlakatla Indian Community, as for other Indian
tribes, under the Reagan administration. On a national level, it

is estimated by the National Tribal Chairmen®s Association in
Washington, D.C. that with the budget cuts of October, 1982,
there has been a 45% reduction in federal dollars made available

to Indians and Indian tribes on the various reservations throuah-



out the country. Even the Bureau of Indian Affairs concedes thac

there has been at least a one-third cutback 1in federal dollars

made available to the tribes.

By way of illustration, on the Annette Islands Reserve, the

following programs have received the following cutbacks:

Fiscal Year 1982 Fiscal Year 1983 Percentage
Program Entitlement Entitlement Reduction
CETA $326,000 $162,000 50%
Indian $ 80,000 $ 55,000 31%

Commonity
Health Program

EDA Grant $ 40,000 $ 30,000 25%
Senior $112,000 $ 82,000 29%
Citizens
Program
BIA Welfare $ 20,006 -0- 100%

Assistance

The Metlakatla Indian Community has had very substantial

difficulties 1in making up for these federal cutbacks. At the
present time, the 1level of unemployment on the Annette Island Re —
serve is 61%. Employment does vary seasonally, but the primary

reason for the extraordinarily high Jlevel of unemployment now is
that the sawmill run by Louisiana-Pacific has closed.

Metlakatla also suffers substantially because of the de—

pressed salmon market. Although the Community itself has had no
salmon recalled from its Community operated cannery, the botulism
scare has had a substantial impact. This directly impacts fund—

ing of the Community®s government because Drofits from the Com-

munity cannery and cold storage enterprise are traditionally
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applied to the Community®"s governmental operating expenses rather
than being distributed on a per capita basis to the members of
the Community.

In addition, although the Community has in the past been
able to enjoy substantial revenues from timber sales, the pro—
spect for future sales 1looks glum. Not only is the timber market
presently depressed, but first growth timber has already been
largely harvested and it will be many decades before the second
growth timber 1is marketable. The Community estimates that only
ten million board feet of original growth timber remain.

3. The Metlakatla Indian Community Functions More

Like a "Municipality”™ Than an "Unincorporated
Community”™ and Should 3e Funded Accordingly.

As explained above, the Metlakatla Indian Community, like

municipalities organized under state law, has considerable gov —

ernmental functions and responsibilities. It provides a stable
government, substantial municipal services such as water, sewer,
and electricity, and police and fire protection to name only a
few examples. It also provides substantial social services to

the members and nonmembers of the Community who reside on the

Annette Islands Reserve.

Unlike the "unincorporated communities”™ in the wunorganized
borough, the Metlakatla Indian Community has a need for revenue
that 1is parallel to the governmental services it provides. The

mere fact that 1its charter derives from federal law rather than
state law is not a reasonable basis for disqualifying Metlakatla

from state revenue sharing programs ana other types of state



municipal aid. Amendment of the State statutes to give Metlakat—
la entitlement will substantially help to equalize the treatment
of citizens of the Metlakatla Indian Community and other citizens
resident in comparable communities throughout the State.

4. Extensionvpf State Aid to the Metlakatla Indian
Community Will Not Give the Community rr 1Its Resi —
dents More Favorable Treatment Than Other Similarly
Situated State Citizens.

Although the Metlakatla Indian Community does have a unicue

legal status in Alaska because it is a reservation and because

it is excluded from the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, the
Community believes that 1its residents would not receive any wuncue
advantage over ether Alaska Natives if state laws were amended to
make Metlakatla eligible for municipal revenue sharing. First,
although the Metlakatla Indian Community gets federal aid because
of its status as a federally recognized Indian tribe, it is
important to recognize that the other Indian Reorganization Act
entities and traditional councils in Alaska also receive the same
aid. For example, the Indian Self-Determination Act of 1975
provides that the United States can contract with |Indian tribes

to allow the tribes to perform various functions that were form-—

erly performed by the Bureau of Indian Affairs or other United

States entities. Substantial federal funds, usually referred to
as 638 funds, are provided to the Metlakatla Indian Community and
other tribes under this program. .

But Metlakatla enjoys no special benefit here because the



Indian Community but also other Native groups in Alaska. The
statute provides that the word "tribe" 1includes "any Alasr.a
Native village or regional or village corporation as defined in
or established puLsuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act which 1is recognized as eligible for the special programs and

services provided by the United States to Indians because of

their status as Indians." Similarly, the Indian Financing Act of
1974, 25 U.S.C. 8 1451 €t sea. , the Indian Health Care Amendments
of 1980, 25 U.S.C. 8 1601 et sea., the Triballv Controlled Com-—

munity College Assitance Act of 1978, 25 U.S.C. & 1801 et sec.,
and the 1Indian Child Welfare Act of 1973, 25 U.S.C. 5 1901 et
sea., have all been extended to include other Native communities
in Alaska.

Other federal programs, not administered by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, such as HUD, CETA and EDAprograms, have been ex —
tended to other Alaska Native communitiesas well as to
Metlakatla.

On the other hand, while ANCSA provides that the Metlakatla
Indian Community was allowed to retain 1its reservation status,
the statute also provides that the Metlakatla Indian Community
and its members are not eligible for the benefits of the Act.

It is also important to realise that as to Nativeswho re—
side in communities of substantial size, similar to Metlakatla,
state benefits are extended to them because, in most if not all
situations, there 1is a municipality, either a first or second
class city or a borough, located there. Attached to this paper

is a document prepared by the Tribal Operations Office of the



Bureau of Indian Affairs showing the status of the various Native

communities n Alaska. As can be seen, a very substantial number
of the communities determined to be eligible by the BIA for fed-
eral assistance because of their "Indian" status are also
incorporated under s.tate law as a first or second class city.

The Natives who reside in such communities, therefore, like other
state citizens generally, are eligible for the benefits of state
revenue sharing.

Also attached 1is a computer run by the Department of Commun —
ity and Regional Affairs showing the amount of state revenue
sharing entitlements for various state law municipalities wunder
Title 29 for fiscal year 1982. Looking at those communities with
populations similar to that of Metlakatla, one can see that the
amounts of state money distributed under Title 29 to such commun—

ities are substantial. A few examples will suffice:

Fiscal Year
Municioalityv Pooulat ion 1982 Entitlement

Bristol Bay Borough 1,182 $ 257,237
First Class Cities:
Craig 560 $ 142,110
Haines 1,017 $ 177,619
Second Class Cities:
Akolmiut 695 $ 151,277

Even, communities with relatively small populations are

receiving substantial amounts of state money. The community of



Lower Kalskag, with a population of 244, for example, qualifies

for $98,540 in revenue sharing for fiscal year 1982.

STATE

PROGRAMS FOR WHICH TEE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY

* DOES NOT QUALIFY

Revenue Sharing- Measures.

The

Community

most importanteprograms for which the Metlakatla Indian

does not presently qualify are the on-going state reve—

nue sharing programs. There are now two such primary programs in

existence:

Municipal Assistance Fund--AS 43.20.016. Under this
program, administered by the Department of Revenue, 30%
of the general and petroleum corporate 1income tax reve—
nues received by the State are distributed to munici—
palities- "organized boroughs and cities of any class."”
There 1is no specific statutory recuirement as to how
the funds should be used but the statute expresses the
desire of the Legislature that 1local governments which
levy property taxes should reduce those levies 1in rea-—
sonable proportion to the amount of increased state aid
received.

Municipal Tax Resource Equalization- AS 29.88.010 et
sea. The Department of Community and Regional Affairs
administers a program under which the Department dis—
tributes state revenues to municipalities which are
calculated based on a complex formula. The primary

variable are population and the "millage rate ecuiva-



lent”™ which 1is determined according to the assessed
property values in the Jlocality. Metlakatla 1is not
eligible for the revenue sharing program because it is
not a municipality under the statute. AS 29.8S.050
does provide, however, that Native Village governments,
including local governing bodies organized under the
Indian Reorganization Act, are eligible for a $25,000
payment. Under the Revenue Sharing Program, however
$25,000 1is the minimum, not the maximum payment.

As noted above, the revenue sharing entitlements for various
local governments in the State with a population similar to Met —
lakatla are often very substantial. The Bristol Bay Borough,
with a population of 1,182, for example, has a 1982 entitlement
of $157,000. Haines, a first class city with a population of
1,017, has a 1982 entitlement of $177,000. Akolmiut, a second
class city with a population of 695, has a 1982 entitlement of
$111,734. It is impossible to determine at this time what Metla-—
katla"s entitlement would be, but it would presumably would be
substantially more than the $25,000 it is now eligible to
receive.

Other State Programs for Aid to Municipalities.

1. State Aid for Miscellaneous Municipal Purposes. AS

29.89 provides for additional state aid to municipali—
ties for various purposes. AS 29.89.020 provides for
state aid to municipalitiesfor road maintenance.
Metlakatla does not quality for this progranm. The same



chapter also provides for state aid to municipalities
for health facilities and hospitals. The Community
does not qualify for this program. Title 29 does
contain a program for which the Community does qualify,
a $10 per“capita grant to volunteer fire departments
which does not turn on the presence of a state law
"municipality.’

Public Library Construction Grants. AS 14.56.350 pro—
vides for the administration of a program of grants to
muncipalities for the construction and equipping of
libraries. Metlakatla does not qualify under this
grant program since it 1is not a municipality. Presum—
ably Metlakatla also does not qualify for library as-
sitance grants under AS 14.56.300.

Water, Sewer and Solid Waste Aid. AS 46.03.030 pro—
vides that the Department of Environmental Conservation

may make grants up to 50% of the eligible costs for

water supply, sewerage and solid waste facilities. on —
ly municipalities are eligible. The State has also
established a village safe water program, but Metlakat—

la does not qualify for this program either because
only unincorporated communities with populations less
than 600 persons are eligibile.

Qutdoor Recreational, Open Space and Historic Proper —

ties Development. AS 41.22.010 provides for a grant



program to municipalities to acquire, preserve O0or pro-—
tect historic sites, buildings and monuments. Only
municipalities qualify.

5. AS 41.2&.355 established a program for the establish-
ment of public ways for trails and footpaths. Again,
only municipalities qualify.

6. Municipal Airport Aid. AS 35.05.020 et sea. provides
for state aid to "political subdivisions”™ for airports.
Presumably the Community would not qualify.

7. Port Facilities Development. AS 30.15.010 provides for
state grants for port facilities construction to muni—
cipal ities

This list may not be exclusive.

CONCLUSION
This paper has been designed to provide general background
concerning the State of Alaska®"s treatment of the Metlakatla 1In—
dian Community with respect to state municipal aid programs. It
has demonstrated that although the Metlakatla Indian Community is
organized under federal, not st.ate law, it nevertheless performs
governmental functions and has governmental responsibilities that

every bit as extensive as the

Alaska serving similar population bases.

that 1its disqualification from participation

particularly the revenue sharing

Alaska citizens residing on the Annette

2m £ -

to state citizens in other similar

- 19 -

municipalit

The

programs, di
Island

communities.

the State of

Community believes

in such progranms,

scriminates against
+fie

Reserve compared

|
This disparate



Mg

treatment 1is not a result of a policy decision by the state
legislature to exclude Metlakatla. It should be corrected by

amendment of the State statutes.
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Alaska Tribal Status JULY 1982
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Villago f.JB ANCSA DETERMINED TRA TRADITIONAL 11A MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS
Name GRANTS VILLAGE ELIGIBLE 11y 111A COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY CITY
Cordova X X
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Mekorynk X X X X X X _ A
Mel lak.it la X X X !
Men las la (l.ake) X X X X

Miiielininina 1.ake X X

MiiilLo X X X X X

MI . Vi 11aRe X X X X X X

Naliesria X

Naknrk X X X X X



Village .
Name

Napa imut e
Napalt §;i k
Nti-irdt i it
Nelson Lagoon
Ncnana
Newlialrn

New Slnyahok
Nowlok

N iglilunito

Ni kolski
Nini Idiik
Nna lik

Niloldi

Nome (Eskimo Comm.)

Noiula 11on

Nonrv ik

Northeast Capo

Nnrt liway

Nuiz 2il (linoiksill)

Nil 1at n

638
GRANTS

>

ANCSA
VILLAGE

X

DETERMINED
ELIGIBLE MY IUA

X

X

THA TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL

COUNCIL
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Rage 9 of 1

IUA MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS
72 LIST RULE CITY

X

2ND CLASS
CITY

Wif

mz



Villafc 638 ANCSA DETERMINED IRA TRADITIONAL  RIA MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS

Name * GRANTS VILLAGE I'LI GI HILE ItY UTA rnillirrr. rnilMni. 79 T.RT MILE rrrv CITY
Nidiiap ilclink X X X X

Ohoganmi | X X X

0ld Harbor X X X X X X
Osrarville X X X X )

Onzi nk in X X X X X 0
Pa imnle X

Pa Imer X

Paradi se X /

Pnuloff Harbor (Snnak) X X X

Pedro Ray X X X X X

Peli ran X X X X

18rryvi lle X X X X X

Pet rminirp, X X X X at
Pi lot Do inl X X X X X !
Pilot Station X X X X X X

Pi ilia"s Point X X X X

Plat imini X X X X X X

Point Hope X X X X X

"oint Lay X X X X X

oi lage Creek X X X X

Page 10 of 16



Vill.ifn 38 ANCSA Determined IRA TRADITIONAL  BIA MARCH ' HOME  1ST CLASS  2ND CLASS

Name GRANTS  VILLAGE  ELIGIBLE BY BIA  COUNCIL  COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE  CITY CITY
Port Graham X X X X X

Pori. Hri<l<*n X X X X X X

Port I.ions X X X X X

Pori Willi am X

Qniuhagak (Kvinlia™olt) X X X X '
RainpaiL X X X X X

Red Devil X X X X /

Ruby X X X X X // X
Russian Mission (Kuskokwim) X X

Kjissian Mission J*Yukon) X X X X X

Si. George X X X X X

St. Michael X X X X X

SL. Paul X X X X X ’ X An
Sa laniali)f X X X

Sand Point. X X X X X X

Savonoski X

Savoonp.a X X X X X X

Sa.xman X X X X X X
Srammou Flay X X X X X

Srl.iwik X X X X X



Vi 11a20 63B ANCSA DETERMINED IRA TRADITIONAL. RTA MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS

Nerre GRANTS  VILLAGE ELIGIBLE BY BIA  COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY CITY
Selilovia . X
Eli_ignlok  _ X

elli-iglool ik:_(SImkl oo™ij<)
Slip Idons Point
Sliisimuire f

Sluingn.tk

Silka

Skagwny

Sl ana

Slretmute

So liiiim

South N a k n r Kk X

sijii.iw  Harbor _

Slelilijiis X WX X
Siorlinj] . X

Stevens Village, X_ X JL X

Stony River X X, X

Taketon X X X_ X X .

T.iii.m toss X X X X

Tanana X X X X X

Paj® 12 nl IA



Vi 1l.me*
i >

T.itill ok
Tar. lin.i

To 1lor

To liil;i
Tonakoc (Springs)
Toll in
Tignra
Togiak

Tok

Toksook liny
Tulnksak
Tim(illiiliak
Twin Hills
Tyonok
Hg.iii ik

lNgesli ik

likiiniut o @ lirkmini 1.0)

Una laska

f,3R
GRANTS

X

X

ANCSA
VI LLAF.

X

ni-TF.nniNKn
Ki.fciiu.K nv niA

X

IRA
COUNCIL

X

TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL

RIA MARCH HOUR
72 LIST RUL.K

X

A

1ST CLASS
CITY

2ND CLASS
CITY



Itd*wi- N I.lll\,_l-if

Vi 1.1
I'l.uno

yak

Inpa

Vn 1do7.
Vpiipl ip
Wiinwr ik L

W.i Ips

WHiitr Mountain
Woody Island
Wr_niRC11

Y.ikuLnt

TOTALS

6.in
GRANTS

160

ANCSA
VILLAGE

X

X

determined

ELIGIBLE I1IY 1UA

X

X

JKA

COUNCIL

71

I <

IA of

TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL

162

1A

MA MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS
72 LIST RULE CITY CITY
X
X
X X .
X X
&
X X
/
X X
X X
217 8 19 100
_____ gl



FY 1982 STATE REVENUE

FOR MUNTCIPALITIES

February 22, 1982

(REPLACES 2/19/82 COMPUTER RUN)

STATE OF ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS
DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
POUCH 811

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

(907) /165-4733 or 465-7736

SHARING

ENTITLEMENTS



PAGE 1

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL .REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS FEBRUARY 22, 190r"
TOTAL APPROPRIATION = $55,707,&00 CHAPTER 88 PRORATION FACTOR = 6.43407506040690
BARTER 88 APPROPRIATION = $34,913,800 CHAPTER 89 PRORATION FACTOR = 0.92865022020026
HAPTER 89 APPROPRIATION = $14,047,800 CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR = 0.83123348099043
:HAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION = $5,746,000 MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.96709754619341

HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99905232582675

MILL ~ CHAPTER 00 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM MOLD TOTAL.
RATE  ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE. . HARMLESS FY 190®
KEY MUNICIPALITY POPULATION  EQV. ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE.
10ROUGMS AND SERVICE AREAS T h
)010 ANCHORAGE A.W. 180,740 6.25 $6,005,670 $7,565,322 $C $0 $13,570,99
020 CITY S.A. 53,410 0.48 $161,606 $0 $0 $157,448 $319,05
)030 EAGLE RIVER 7,639 0.70 $37,384 $60,281 $0 $0 $97,66
)040 CHUGIAK 5,105 0.76 $24,416 $0 $0 $11,921 $36,33
060 GIRDWOOD 539 1.13 $3,818 $24,446 $0 $0 $20,26"
)070 GLEN. ALPS 245 2. 13 $3,245 $24,562 $0 $0 $27,80
)080 FIRE S.A. 148,761 1.28 $1,189,204 $0 $0 $86,312 $1 ,275,51~
<090 ROADS DRAINAGE 130,845 1.10 $962,464 $0 $0 $0 $962,46-
095 LIMITED ROAD S.A. 5,172 0.77 $25,002 $0 $0 $0 $25,00/
100 POLICE S.A. 146,004 1.87 $1,699,341 $0 $0 $414,200 $2,1 13 ,54.:
110 PARKS & REC 148,710 0.57 $531,369 $0 $0 $342,741 $074,11
120 P lit R/CHIJGIAK 13,789 0.60 $51,969 $0 $0 $10,290 $62,26*
130 SOLID WASTE S.A. 149,215 0.32 $299,716 $0 $0 $0
140 CHUGIAK/SOLID WASTE < 13,789 0.16 $14,342 $0 $0 $0 $14%24.7
150 BUILDING SAFETY 148,676 0.17 $157,829 $0 $0 $0 $ 157,02"
ICO CITY SA ROADS fc DRAINAGE 53,410 0.08 $26,958 $0 $0 $1,226 $28, 18F
170 SERVICE AREA 35 77,435 0.58 $202,266 $0 $0 $0 $282,26*
175 UPPER O"MALLEY 1 0.00 $0 $33,863 $0 $0 $33,86-
ICO PORT OF ANCI-I. 100,740 0.35 $397,677 $0 $0 $0 $397,67.
135 ROADS 1 0.00 $0 $134,897 $0 $0 $134,091
190 AIRPORT S.A. 180,740 0.01 $17,127 $0 $0 $0 $17,12/
195 PUBLIC TRANSIT 180,740 0.09 $108,844 $0 $0 $0 $100,044
200 PARKING S.A. 180,740 0.13 $150,294 $0 $0 $0 $150,294
TOTAL $12,150,548 $7,843,375 $21 ,010,06*
210 BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH J.j182 E6.97 $198,205 $59,031 $0 $0 $257,237
230 FAIRBANKS BOROUGH 51 ,659 8.21 $2,613,784 $251,551 $0 $0 $2,865,335
240 ESTER F.P. 944 0.76 $4,468 $0 $0 $0 $4,468
850 NORTH STAR F.P. 5,575 1.05 $36,425 $0 $0 $19,636 $56,0GP



FY 1985 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

«"0TAL APPROPRIATION = 155,707,600

CHAPTER 00 APPROPRIATION
:HAPTER 89 APPROPRIATION
SHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

KEY MUNICIPALITY

OROIJGHS AND SERVICE AREAS

TOTAL
1 570 HAINES BOROUGH
1 500 FIRE DISTRICT
TOTAL
390 JUNEAU BOROUGH A.W.
100 S.A. 1
110 S .A. 5
150 S.A. 3
130 S . A. 4
140 S.A. 5
150 S .A. 6
GO S.A. 7
70 S.A. O
*
TOTAL
00 KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH

05 CENTRAL PENINSULA HOSPITAL
90 N11(ASKI F.P.
95 SOUTH PENINSULA HOSPITAL

00 NORTH KENAI REC.
J 10 DEAR CREEK F.P.

TOTAL

1 20 KETCHIKﬁNFnOROUGH

$34,91.3,800
$14,047,800
35G,746,000

POPULATION

1,715
394

51,080
4,883
1,378

14,819
1,848

10,855

855
356G
€95

56,550
15,951
3, 136

6,057

5,344

674

14.
.35
. GO
.18
.56

OO b0

[N
OO uLO Rron

MILL
KATE

EQV.

.25

-89

81

.57

.01

76

.58

.01
. GO

.53

.33
.58
.85

.15

CHAPTER 08
CHAPTER 09
CHAPTER 90
MINIMUM ENT.

CHAPTER 00
ENTITLEMENT

315,711,877

;r,G5,594
354,635

3566,956

31,935,690
35374,886
3556,586
35109,615
356,485
35106,534
355,406

&l ,554

¥l ,539

355,594,675

35649,435
35557,865
3=59,891
3550, 135
358,571
in11,830

3;1,007,759

35643, 174

PRORATION FACTOR
PRORATION FACTOR
PRORATION FACTOR

PRORATION FACTOR -

HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR

CHAPTER 09
AND 90
ENTITLEMENT

35551 ,551
350

350

350
35454,736
3593,005
$Hl1,785
3539,695
350

350

BO

350

350
35559,517
356,965
35549,665
350
35549,665"
350

350
35506,591
350

MINIMUM
ENTITLE.

ADD ON

350
350

350
350
350
350
350
350
350
350

350
150
350
350
350
350

350

PAGE

FEBRUARY re,

=G.43407506040G90
-0.95865055050056
=0.03153348099043
0.9670975461.9341

« 0.99905535585675

HOLD
HARMLESS

ENTITLEMENT

350
350

afagafol

355,450
350
35330
1y
353,077

350
350
"150
3.0
m11,971
350

1902

TOTAL
fy
ENTITLE

355,987,761

1E65,59/
334,63E

9356 ros€

355,337,457
35407,89."
$68,368
35199, 307
35117 39

&l )
$5,745
31,554
354,597

33,165,759

35656,401
35507,558
3559,001
35599,798
3550,543
1,830

5,555,995

$643,174



TOTAL APPROPRIATION -
CHAPTER 88 APPROPRIATICIN
CHAPTER 09 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

KEY MUNICIPALITY

30R01JGHS AND SERVICE AREAS

TOTAL
>440 KODIAK [ISLAND BOROUGH
>450 FIRE DISTRICT 1
>455 SERVICE DISTRICT
>460 ROAD" DISTRICT

TOTAL
470 MAT-S1J BOROUGH
480 HAS.ILLA F.P.

490 BUTTE F.P.

500 GREATER PALMER F.P.
510 BUTTON F.P.

550 NON AREA-WIDE

355 TALKEETNA FLOOD S.A.
330 TALKEEIMA F.P.

340 GARDEN TERRACE

341 MIDWAY

350 LAKES F.P.

TOTAL

360 NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH
>70 SITKA BOROUGH

IRST CLASS CITIES
)00 BARROW
>10 CORDOVA

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

3555,707,600
IB34,913,800
IBIA ,047,800

$6,746,000

. POPULATION

8,358
1,480
1,507

530

19,15.3
3,501
5,068
5,498

675
14,695
554
371

65

1,485

7,098
7,957

5,539
5,553

Ao

PO RO, . 0OU0oO0 O

CHAPTER 88
CHAPTER 89
CHAPTER 90

NTMIMUM ENT.

MILL  CHAPTER 80
RATE  ENTITLEMENT
EQV.
33646,305
.84 3>355,490
.01 3118,560
.16 358,748
.00 35,757
35388,557
.45 35831 , 340
.50 3510,019
.68 3.8,839
.49 3.7,635
.35 359,754
.51 347,458
.51 ¥l ,915
61 %l ,450
.65 35654
.00 350
.35 3515,551
35931 ,588
.71 35458,833
.58 35669,578
.98 11594458
.61 35409,586

PRORATION FACTOR
PRORATION FACTOR
PRORATION FACTOR
PRORATION FACTOR =

HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR =

CHAPTER 09
AND 90

ENTITLEMENT
=r;

350

35375,493
I1C0
350
3537,4 49

354 15,945

350
TO
350
3:0
T0
350
350
350
TO
31,417,588

TO
T1,417,588
35558,665
«35311,990

TO
35317,530

MINIMUM
ENTITLE.
ADD ON

TO
TO
350
350

TO
350
TO
350
350
350
T0
350
T0
3.0
350

350
350

PACE 3
FEBRUARY 27,

*6.43407506040690
—0.92865055050056
=0.83153348099043
0.96709754619341
0.99905535585675

HOLD
HARMLESS
ENTITLEMENT

TO
TO
TO
T0

TO
3550, 163
T10,659
3550, 185
350
TO
350
T0
TO
TO
350

350
TO

350
3.0

130

TOTAL

FY 19& &
entitW

35648,44

35730,93
3518,56
358,74
T43,17

35801 , 46

35831 , 34
3530,1 8
Tin"T
T5W 1

359,75-
3547,455
351,91 (
351,450

3565"
31,417,585
3515,55:

352,400, 18.5
35687,49:
to 8i ,r.6o:

3594,461-
3.756,817



TOTAL APPROPRIATION r

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL.REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

$55 ,707 ,600

CHAPTER 88 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 89 APPROPRIATION

CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIAT ION $5,746,000
MILL
RATE
KEY MUNICIPALITY POPULATION  EQV.
030 DILLINGHAM 1,670 24.03
040 FAIRBANKS 25,568 15.67
050 GALENA __ 805 22.08
060 HAINFS VTTollC)23 -37
070 HOMER 2,538 13.27
080 HODNAH 799 5.38
090 HYDAI3L IRC 356  4.79
100 KAKE 583 16.78
110 KENAI 4,558 23.13
180 KETCHIKAN 7,200 28.29
140 KING COVE 513 21.13
J5u KLAWGCK 339 2.93
160 KODIAK 4,678 17.83
170 NENANA 592 21.76
180 NOME 3,039 16.96
190 NORTH POl E C981D 8.19
P.00 PAL. HER 2,275 17.10
P10 PELICAN 172 22.30
220 PETERSBI IRG 3,001 22.62
30 SAND POINT 697 28.08
140 SAINT MARY"S 432 28.36
750 SELDOVIA 505 15.15
B0 SEWARD 1,943 16.45
170 SKACWAY 819 12.30
"80 SOI DQTNA 2,445 15.43
*90 UNAL.ASKA 1,944 36.39
100 vAl1.DEZ 3,279 6.38
130 WRANGEI 1 2,345 83.04
60 YAKUTAT 430 16.92

CONE) CLASS CITIFF

$34,913,800
$14,047,800

PACE 4
FEBRUARY 22, 1981
CHAPTER 88 PRORATION FACTOR = 6.43407506040690
CHAPTER 89 PRORATION FACTOR = 0.92865022080026
CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR = 0.83123348099043
MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.96709754619341
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.999052.32532675
CHAPTER 00 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE...  HARMLESS FY 19
ENTITLEMENT ADO ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITL ®
$249,506 $23,318 $0 = $0 $272,82~
$2,492,152 $1,850,514 $0 $0 $4,342,66"
$110,500 $28,363 $0" $0 $136,1.9"
$15-1j 535 $26,064 $0 $0 $177,61"
$213,571 $45,188 $0 $0 $258, 76<
$26,768 $9,995 $0 $28,312 $65,07
$10,622 $7,352 $6,421 $0 $24,39i
$60,829 $12,441 $0 $0 $73 ,27<
$655,599 $1.30,498 $0 S0 $786,09!
$1,266,560 $348,215 $0 $0 $1,614,77!
$67,388 $10,906 $0 $0 $86,29 <
$7,094 $11 ,341 $6,001. < $0 $24,52"
$518,592 $36,650 $0 - $0 $555*24:
$80,097 $41,289 $0 $0 $121Kh;
$320,508 $418,924 $0 $0 $739,43-
$47,302 $23,810 $0 $0 $76,1 If
$841,893 $287,228 $0 $0 $529,121
$23,852 $10,735 $0 $0 $34,58.
$422,023 $236,554 $0 $0 $708,58"
$95,676 $34,632 $0 so $130,30!
$76,165 $53,732 $0 $0 $129,897
$47,585 $23,742 $0 $0 $71i328
$ 198,785 $439,281 $0 so $638,067
$62,654 $31,707 $0 $0 $94,361
$234,580 $61,866 $0 $0 $236, 447
$439,880 *$124,905 $0 $0 $564,78C
$130,103 $331,733 $0 so $461,897
$335,932 $273,199 $0 $0 $609,131
$45,233 $16,253 $0 $0 $61,486



PACE 5

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL.REVENUE CHARING ENTITLEMENTS FEBRUARY 22, 1988
rOTAI. APPROPRIATION - $55,707,600 CHAPTER 88 PRORATIONFACTOR =6.43407506040690
IHAPTER 88 APPROPRIATION = $34,913,800 CHAPTER 89 PRORATIONFACTOR ~0.92865022020026
AAPTER 89 APPROPRIATION = $J4,047,800 CHAPTER 90 PRORATIONFACTOR =0.83123348099043
HAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION = $6,746,000 MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.96709754619341
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99905232582675

MILL  CHAPTER 00 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL

RATE ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE. . HARMLESS FY 190
KEY MUNTCIPALITY POPULATION  EQV. ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENT ITL
ECONO CLASS CITIES
010 AKIACHAK 435 3.23 $8,76G3 3)31 ,760 350 / ¥1,115 3)39, 15
020 AKIAK 197 0.00 $o 359, SG4 $22,790 3)0 $32,751
030 AKQLMIUT 625 4 .30 S18,G00 3)103,534 30" 3)0 $111,73-
040 AKUTAN 189 1L 1N IF151,277 3i0 3)0 3)0 $151,27
050 ALAKANUK 534 14 .26 0547,349 k37,365 i) 3)0 $84,711
0G0 ALEKNAC Tk 152 0.00 = 3>0 3)9,603 1E21,965 D0 531,56%
070 ALLAKAKFT 158 0.00 «ro 3-8,722 525,207 3)0 $33 ,92"
080 AMBLER 198 8.05 "1,9,919 3)27,200 3)0 3)0 $37, 12i
090 ANAKTIJVI IK PASS 235 0.00 $0 3)0 3)0 3)0 5f
100 ANDERSON 500 3-75 inl11,659 X16,152 3)6r362 3)0 $34, 17.
110 ANGQON 445 1.43 3)3,983 3)12,476 3)9,034 3)13,274 3)38,765
120 ANIAK 338 5.28 $11,100 3)93,361 3)0 0 $104,46
130 ANVIK 110 3.94 3)2,698 3)10,337 3)20,946 3)0 $33f188:
140 ATMAUTLUAK 226 1.13 Hil,590 3.9,97.3 3)21,214 3)3,613 353™1"
1SO BETHEL 3,549 23.43 3)516,963 3)255,489 1)3) <D0 $772,45-
IGO BREVIC MISSION 149  7.11 IDE.,590 3)10,337 3)17,054 ilio 3)33,98.
170 AUCKLAND 211 6.03 3)7,917 3)0 3)25,724 3)0 $3.3,64;
vBO CHEFORNAK 230 7.61 ill10,887 $9,964 ih11,903 3)0 $32,75"
190 CI IEVAK 491 2.55 187,811 ilil 1,521 3)13,47.3 3)0 3)32, 8CJ
200 CI TUATI IHAL.I KK 104 5.72 313,700 3)34,889 50 il"0 $24 ,70"
210 CLARK™S PCIfNT 78 12.74 3)6, 177 39 603 3)15,788 3)0 aa ir56i
220 DEER INC 155 18.80 into,110 310,337 1)5,526 il"0 $32,59,"
230 DELTA JUNCTION *245- 0.00 3i0 3)37,876 3)0 34,987 i{jacale”.
240 nilIMFDE 149 2.35 $2,181 100 1R29,07 1 il"o $31,25"
250 EAGLE 186 2. 11 3)2,480 3)6,423 ilil9,328 3)0 $28,19
I0) EEK 226 0.00 3)0 IR0 3)0 3)0 £ C
270 EKUDK 76 0.00 3)0 10 3)0 3)0 il"C
280 EL IN 2on  3.93 115,571 inl5,507 3)13,076 3)0 $30,754
290 EMMDMAK 568 6.32 3)22,318 3)34,594 3)0 3)0 3)56,91 1
:00 FORT YUKON 599 10.06 3)40,465 3)43,61 1 3)0 3)0 3)84 ,077



TOTAL.
THAPTER 88 APPROPRIATION
:MAPTER 89 APPROPRIATION
IHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

KEY

APPROPRIATION

MUNICIPALITY

ECONO CLASS CITIES

350
330
340
350
360
370
380
390
100
110
(50
130
40
60
70
80
90
00
10
50
30
40
50
35
30
70
10
30
30
0
Iy

GAMGFLL.
GOLOVIN
GOODNEWS 8AY
GRAYLING
HOLY CROSS
HOOPER DAY
HOUSTON
HUGHES
IT13SLIA
KACHEHAK
I<AI<TQVII<
KALTAG
KASAAN
KIANA
RIVAL INA
KOFIUK
KOTI.IK
KOr/ERUE
KOYUK
I<OYUI<UI<
KIJPHEANOF
RUE TI ILIXK
LARSEN DAY
LOWER KAI..SKAG
MANOKOTAK
MCGRATH
MEKORYUK
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
NAPAKTAK
NAPASK 1Al
NEHHALEM

FY 1985 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

$95,707,600

$34,913,800
$14,047,800
$6,746,000

POPULATION

480
94
167
505
533
654
583
71
530
455
501
539
64
356
549
64
333
5,550
503
95
49
451
167
544
590
343
176
580
583
545
135

14 .
.40

8.
1.

5
0
0
0
5
1.
7.
13
7
0
0

MILL
RATE
EQV.

3.31
6.93
0.00
0.00
5. 16
5.
0
0
0
5

45

.11
.00
.00
.06
0.55
0.00
0.

5.64

10

4.16
0.
3.48

00

66

75

.00
.00
.00
.81

51
71
90

.89

55
00
39

CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
MINIMUM
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR =

CHAPTER 00
ENTITLEMENT

$1.1,681
$4,050
$0

$0
$7.,477
$9,513
$416

$0

$1
$5,461
$353

$0

$43
$5,856
$6,441
$0
$7,339
$505,155
$6,817
$5,167
$0

$0

$0
$4,570
$5,737
$3,666
$8,646
$50,109
$15,764
$0

ENT.

SBPRORATION FACTOR
89PRORATION FACTOR
30PRORATION FACTOR

CHAPTER 09
AND 90
ENTITLEMENT

$0
$10,337
$0
$0
$53,553
$0
$73,996
$0
$67,517
$0
$0
$0
$7,455
$17,444
$0
$0
$9,964
$56,856
§16,150
$13,568
$0
$0
$0
$100,333"
$10,834
«$45,711
$3,964
$54,495
$17,686

$9,964
In rr=\

MINIMUM
ENTITLE. .
ADD ON

$51,360
$19,594
$0

$0
$3,670
$55,313
$0

$0

$0
$50,538
$33,313
$0
$16,933
$10,915
$57,500
$0
$15,451
$0
$11,535
$15,355
$0

$0
$55,939
$0
$17,980
$0

$14 ,144
$0
$5,558

%%?,79I

PACE

FEBRUARY 55,

-6.43407506040690
-0.95865055050056
0.B315334E099043
PRORATION FACTOR - 0.96709754619341
0.99905535535675

HOLD
HARMLESS
ENTITLEMENT

$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

ii0

1985

TOTAL

FY 190
ENTITL j,

$33,64."
$35,01C
$C

$C
$34,407
$35,457
$74,413
$0
$67,519
$55,393
$33,645
$n
$54~*51
$3471 6
$30,994
$0
$35,755
$561,981
$34,175
$34,088
$0

mi 0
$55,939
$98,540
$31,61 1
$49,378
$35,755
$104,601
$33,003
$35,755



PAGE 7

FY 1988 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS FEdRUARY 28, 1982

OTAL APPRDPR IATION * S55r707r&00 CHAPTER 88 PRORATIONFACTOR * G-.43407506-0406-90
HAPTER HR ~ APRROPRIATIUN= 234,913,800 CHAPTER 89 PRORATIONFACTOR =0.9286-5088080026-
HAP TER 80 APPROPRIATION= 214,047,800 CHAPTER 30 PRORATIONFACTOR -0.83183348099043
HAPTER 90  APPROPRIATION=  26-,746,000 MINIMUM ENT. PRORAT IOh! FACTOR “<0.96-7097546-193 41
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR « 0.93905232588675
MILL  CHAPTER 00 CHAPTER 09 MINTMUM HOLD TOTAL jggv
RATE  ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE. HARMLESS FY 1989
KEY MUNICIPALITY POPULATION  EQV. ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE.
_ - . m i

ECOND CLASS CITIES

630 NEW STUYAHOK 327 0.00 20 29,603 2517965 20 230,813
640 NEWTDK 175 0.81 2891 29,964 281,399 20 238,755
650 NIC.HTMUTE 135 7.18 25,977 29,964 216,814/ 20 238,755
660 NIKOLAI 88 0.00 20 20 20 20 *0
670 NGNDALTON 171 0.13 2197 214,105 217,414 20 231 ,7-17
680 NCJORVIK 503 8.33 29,158 *13,155 26,935 20 234,835
690 NULATO 338 8.07 24 ,368 259,074 21,168 20 234,595
POO NUIOSIir 271 0.00 20 20 20 20 20
P10 OLD HAF?BOn 334 0. 18 2387 211,110 214,867 20 286,365
P20 Ol1Z INK IE 170 1.39 21,473 27,739 217,04 1 20 *86,554
P30 PILOT STATION 383 5. 17 210,398 26,887 216,005 20 238,635
20 PLATINUM 55 13.53 24,653 20 287,805 U ;S94 233755
"50 PUTNT HOPE 531 1.03 23,418 20 230,889 20 2337wi5
"60 PORT ALEXANDER 90 8.59 2 t,450 20 283,609 20 25572)60
"70 PORT HE IDEM 91 1.08 26 13 289,438 20 20 *90,040
80 PORT L1 I0ONS 818 8.99 218,189 28,463 25,684 20 286,878
90 O01J1MI 1AGAK 409 3,01 27,660 213,856 21t.366 20 288,375
00 RIJRY 190 0-60 27 15 20 238,987 20 233,645
10 RUSSIAN MISSION 168 0.00 20 20 2,0 20 20
20 BAIN 1 MICHAEL 250 8.33 23,750 210,337 219,894 20 233,988
30 SAINT PAUL 591 8.45 231,051 2118,541 20 20 2143,595
40 SAVriQMGA 530 6.53 281.734 210,337 21,910 20 233 ,957
50 SAXNAN 276 0 .00 20 27,458- 216,976 20 284,398
60 SCAMMUN DAY 849 8.36 23,667 23,898 284,995 20 238,555
70 SELANIK 378 0 .00 20 20 20 20 20
80 SUAGFI.UK 187 0 .98 2730 26,460 256,663 20 233,851.
30 SI IAKTCIIIL. 11< 177 8.88 23,178 *86,533 20 20 259,705
00 GULLDON POINT 103 5.67 23,636 29,964 219,154 *Q 238,755
10 SI ISUMAlter 485 3 .06 28,008 26 ,3:36 219,363 20 33,85r
20 SI IUMGNAK 80R 1.96 28,546 2in »TP *81 .rwui - r> err-



TOTAL APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 80 APPROPRIATION
09 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

CHAPTER™®

KEY

3940
3950
3900
5990
5000
5010
5015
5020
5030
5040
5050
5060
5070
5000
5090
5100

MUNICIPALITY

SECOND CLASS CITIES

TANANA
TELLER

TEMAKEE SPRINGS

TOGIAK

TOKSODK BAY

TIJLUKSAK
TUNUNAK

UNALAKLEET
UPPER KAl .SKAG
HA INHRIGMT

HALES
HASILLA

WHITE MOUNTAIN

WHITTIER

EXT FIRE AREAS
NATIVE VILLAGE GOVT

$55 ,707,G00

$34,913,800

$14,047,800
$6,746,000

POPULATION

463
229
132
511
331
234
301
672
128
410
143
1,928

CHLONOO LN NN W

""135 10.

211 33

7,443 0

1 0

MILL
RATE
F.QV.

.08
.51
.33
.69
.48
.93
.92
.36
.52
.00
.21
.33
18
.93
.00
.00

MINIMUM ENT.
110LO HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99905232582675

HOLD
HARMLESS
ENTITLEMENT

[

CHAPTER 00
ENTITLEMENT

$8,866
$10,695
$1,912
$8,559
$13,351
$4,265
$3,611
$26,608
$2,007
$0
$1,079
$4,026
$8,549
$44,509
$0
$0

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

CHAPTER 80 PRORATION FACTOR
CHAPTER 89 PRORATION FACTOR
CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR

PAGE

0]

FEBRUARY 21

G -434075060"10690
0.92865052020026
0.83123340099043

PRORATION FACTOR ~ 0.96709754619341

LY

CHAPTER 09

AND 90

ENTITLEMENT

$102,374
$19,027
$12,513
$24,609
$9,964
$119,802
$9,9i1:4
$41,091
$36,827
$0

$0
$124,026
$14,165
$16,125
$69,053
,275,683

MINIMUM
ENTITLE. .
ADD ON

$4,545
$11,046
$0
$9,439
$0
$19,179
$0

$0

= $0
$30,174
$0
$9,004
$0

$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

T(

FY

“$

$1,



FV 1981 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS (1IP)

POTAL ENTITLEMENT - 3155,707,600

KEY COMMUNITY

OROI.IGHS AND SERVICE AREAS
010 ANCHORAGE A.UJ.

QdO CITY S.A.

030 EAGLE RIVER

040 CHUGIAK

060 GIRDWOOO

070 GLEN ALPS

080 FIRE S.A.

030 ROADS @mDRAINAGE
035 LIMITED ROAD S.A.
100 POLICE S.A.

110 PARKS ( REC

«1620 P & R/CHUGIAK

130 SOI.ID WASTE S.A.

140 CHIJGIAK/SOLTO WASTE
150 BUILDING SAFETY

160 ciTy SA ROADS & DRAINAGE
170 SERVICE AREA 35

i75 UPPER 0* MALI EY

ino PORT GF ANCII.

105 ROADS

130 AIRPORT S.A.

195 PtJBI IC TRANSIT

200 PARKING s.A.

210 BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH
230 FAIRBANKS BOROUGH

240 ESTER F.P.
250 NORTH STAR F.P.
260 UNIVERSITY F.P.

170 HAINES BOROUGH

400.
.00
.99
.00
.54
.59
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.60
.00
. 16
.00
.00
.00

- N
OO O Ul o

[y

&)
CooP®PopoOoOOODODOOOOCOOO

PUBLIC ROAD
MILES

60

.87
.60

.00
.00

.00

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

o

o o

ICE ROAD
MIL ES

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

.00

HOSPITAL
ENTITLEMENT

05463,885
050
050
050
050
050
050
350
050
050
050
050
050
050
050
050
310
050
050
350
350
350
350

350
350

350
350
310

350

FEBRUARY 5P, 198E

HEALTH FACILITIES
ENTITLEMENT

35688,405
350
350
350
350
350

/ 350
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
310
310*
310
310
310
010
0;0

3538,4 14
SO

3.0
310
310

310

HGSPTTA

CONST. Al

055,485,87

RRRERE &

3 X

ROA

on
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KEY

510
520
525
530
540
541
550

560
570

FY 1981 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS <119
rOTAL ENTITLEMENT

3555,707,600

COMMUNITY

SUTTON F.P.

NON AREA-WIDE

TALKEETNA FLOOD S.A.

TALKEETNA F.P.

GARDEN TERRACE
Mlquay

LAKES F.P.

NORTH ELOPE BOROUGH
SITKA®™ BOROUGH

IRST CLASS CITIES

300
310
320
330
340
)50
)GO
>70
>00
"90
00
10
20
40
50
60
70
BO
DO
00
10
30
10
*0

BARROW
CORDOVA
CRAIG

DILI. INGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA
HAINES
HOMER
HOOMAH
HYOABURC
KAKE

KENATI
KETCHIKAN
KING COVE
KLAWOCK
KODIAK
NENANA
NOME

NORTH POLE
PALMER
PELICAM
PETERSBI IRC,
SAND POINT™
SAINT MARY"S

PUBLIC ROAD
MILES

0,00
.00
.00
.00
.00

ol loNoNeNe)

.00

54.47
16.05

.00
.55
.91
77
.20
.58
.44
.70
.00
.17
.17
.87
.60
.10
.65
.68
.26
.60
.72
.36
.10
.48
.34
7.93

(ee]

- & N
RPWo O wh _ OO0l N~NDMooO

e
OO wwd

0o ©

ICE ROAD
MILES

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.03

OO O o o o

0.00
.00

o

.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.13
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

SisieNeloloNoNeNeNoNoNoNoNoNoNoNoNoNeoReRe N Xe)

HOSPITAL
ENTITLEMENT

350
350
350
350
350
350
350

350
35240,640

350
35268,751
350
350
35268,75 1
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
35231 ,942
350
350
350
310
35323 ,049
350
35240,640
350
35240,640
350

FEBRUARY 22, 1982

HEALTH FACILITIES

ENTITLEMENT

350
350
350
350
350
350
350

3582,700
3532,727

350
3525,800
3522,266

350

35165,55 1
3510,337 *

350
3515 ,978

350

3,0

350
fiil5,978
3,37 ,110

359,603
317,422

350

350
351,687

350

350

357,989
321,101
359,603

HOSpW a
CONST. AT

I
K

B(
3(

31C

X
[
air.
.
31,181 ,059
350

$
~350

758

3540, 65-)

TEEEE

w
o

w W
888
[N e



OTAL ENTITLEMENT

<EY

-GO
270

280
290

300
330

360

FY 1981 MUNICIPAL

COMMUNITY

SEWARD
SKAGWAY
SDLDOTNA
UNALASKA

VALDEZ
WRANGELL

YAKUTAT

ICOND CLASS CITIES

)00
>10
>20
>30
.<10
*S0
>60
>70
>80
>90
00
10
20
30
AO
50
60
70
80
90
00

10
20
30
«10

AKHIOK
AKITACHAK

AKTAK

AKOLMIUT
AKUTAM

Al . AKAMUK
ALEKNAC. IK
ALLAKAKET
AMBLER
ANAKTL.IVIIK PASS
ANDERSON
ANGTIGN

ANTAK

ANVTK
ATMALITI. 1 JAK
BETHEL

BREVIG MISSION
BUCK LAMD
CHEEDRNAK
CIEVAK
ciiiiatiiuvaiuk

Cl ARK *13 I*(IINIT
DEER INC

DELTA JUNCTION
DIDNFDr

REVENUE SHARING

$55,707,600

PUBLIC

ENTITLEMENTS

ROAD

MILES

18.
.50
.78

3
2 A

38.

15

7.

[E

[EEN
3(DCDCD:DC)OO(D(:C)C)CZOU'I(H(3(.’1[\)CJ:I>(DC)O|A:|>

35

A2

.80

13

.31

.00
.59
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.70
.22
.00
.00
.18
.10
.00
.00
.85
.00
.00
.00
.50
.00
.00
.00
.88

nn

ICE

O O oo o o

>
> O ©o O

> N
ST O000DO000O0OWMOO>TP000O00OY O

ROAD
MILES

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00

.00
.00
.00
.75
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

nn

HOSPITAL

ENTITLEMENT

,662
1BO
$0
$0

,818

,6A0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o0
n;o
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o0

»rn

HEALTH

FEBRUARY

$1a3,005
$7,989
™0
$9,603
$8,922
$15,400

$7,989

$0
$9,96A
$9,96A
$19,928
$0
$9,96A
$9,603
;o
$10,337
$0

$0

$0
$20,675
$10,337
$9,96A
$ 132,026
$10,937
$0
$9,9GA
$9,96A
$ 10, 437
$9,603
$10,337
$8,600

irn

FACILITIES
ENTITLEMENT

22, 19B2

HOSPITAI
CONST. A.IC

$r
$c
$c
$r

$c

$C

$C
$c
$c
$c
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0



FY 1931 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS g FEERUARY 22, 1985
OTAL ENTITLEMENT = $55,707,600

PUBLIC RLIAD ICE RQAD HOSPITAL HEALTH FACILITIES HGSPITAI
"<EY COMMUNITY MILES MILES ENTITLEVENT ENTITLEVENT CONST. All
750 EAGLE 5.99 0.00 30 so S<
760 EEK 0.00 00(3 30 SO Ju
770 EKWOK 0.00 0.00 30 O m
780 ELIM 1.60 0.00 30 $10,338 O:i:<
290 EMMDNAK 3.41 7.50 30 S3,964 X
300 FORT YUKON 13.50 0.00 30 SO sC
310 FORTUNA LEDCE 5.00 0.00 30 $9,964 sc
3(70 GAMBELI . 0.00 0.00 30 SO sC
330 GOLOVIN 0.00 0.00 30 »$ 10,337 sC
340 GOOONEWS BAY 0.00 0.00 30 SO sc
350 GRAYLING 0.00 0.00 30 so sc
360 HOLY CROSS 4.00 0.00 O $10,337 .SC
370 HOOPER BAY 0.00 0.00 HD O sc
330 HOUSTON 30.75 0.00 SO SO SC
390 HUGHES 0.00 0.3 30 SO sc
100 111JSLIA 17.70 0.00 30 S10,337 sc
HO KACHENAK 0.00 0.00 30 0 G
20 1<AI<TOVII< 0.00 0.00 O SO SO
30 KALTAG 0.00 0.0(3 O 30’ SO
40 KASAAN 0.00 0.00 30 3)7,422
60 K IANA 2. EC) 0.00 O S10,337 ™0
70 XIVALINA 0.00 0.00 SO 3)0 3:0
80 «konilk 0.00 0.00 O O 3)0
90 KOTLIK 0.00 300 so S9,964 SO
00 KOTZEBUE 15.50 3.50 SO 3)0 SO
10 KOYUK 1.79 0.00 SO 3)10,3 17 SO
20 1<0YUI<UI< 1.00 0.00 SO 10,337 SO
30 KIJPREANOF 0.00 0.00 SO SO SO
40 KWETHUJK 0.00 0.00 30 SO SO
50 LARSEN BAY 0.00 0.00 ili0 3)0 3:0
55 LOWER KALSKAG 3.86 40.00 30 St0,337 SO0
60 MANOKGVAK 0.43 0.00 SO 3)9,603 so
70 MCGRATH 10.95 0.00 SO 3)10,937 SC)
30 MFKGRYI1JK 0.00 0.00 SO 3)9,964 so
30 MOUNTAIN VILLAGE 3.50 18.00 SO S3,96 SO
2.48 0.00 3)0 3)3,964 SO

30 NAPAK ITAI<



KEY

610
620
630
GAO
650
660
670
680
690
700
710
720
730
740
750
760
770
/G0
790
100
uo
i20
i30
140
i50
160
170
100
190
00
10
50
30
40
50
80

FY 1981 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS (IIP)
TOTAL. ENTITLEMENT <« 555,707,600

COMMUNITY

NAPASKI Al
MEWHALEN

NEW GTUYAI-0C
MEWTOK
NICHTMUTE
NIKOLAI
NONDALTON
NOORVIK
NtJLATO
NUITQS5UT

OLD HARBOR
OIJZINKTE
P7LOT STATION
PLATINUM
POINT HOPE
PORT ALEXANDER
PORT HEIDEN
PORT LIONS
OUIMHAGAK
RIJHY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL
SAVOONCA
SAXMAN
SCAMMON RAY
SELAWIK
SHAGEI.UK

HI TAKTOOL IK
SUEI.DON POINT
SHISHMAREF
SHUNGNAK
STEHIJINS
TANANA

TELLER
TENAKEE SPRINGS

PUBLIC ROAD

MILES

N

w

w
NNl—‘ooHowU'lo,_\ooO\lOoon

D OOCONWRAROUIN L OOOO O O

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.50
.45
.80
.00
.45
.10
.CO
.00
.00
.00
.60
.39
.25
.00
.00
.00
.50
.00
.20
.25
.00
.00

.50
.00
.98
.00
.00
.69
.69
.00

ICE ROAD
MILES

-
OOOOOOODOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

HOSPITAL

ENTITLEMENT

SO
SO
(o)
SO
o)
S0
S0
o)
S0
so
SO0
S0
o)
so
SO
(o)
o)
o)
S0
S0
o)
o)
so
SO0
SO
o)
o)
o)
0
S0
so
o)
S0
o)
o)
o)

FEF3RIJARY 22, 198C

HEALTH FAC 11.1°
ENTITLEMENT

S9,964
$9,603
fAD,603
S9,964
53,964
SO
S91603
$10,337
S10,337
SO
SO
SO
SO
SO
SO
SO
59,603
SO
359,964"
SO
SO
"S10,337
SO
S10,337
SO
«1:n
SO
SO
St0,337
S9,964
SO
SJ0,337
S10,337
SO
S10,337
S7,700

HOSPITA
CONST. Al

a;
s
5
wr
St
St
3i(
S(
S(
K(
SC
S<
.S(
ST
S(
SC
SC
SC
sc
sc
>r.c
sc
SC
SC.
sc:
SO
SO
SO
SO
sc)
so
so
so
SC)
so
SO



FY 1-331 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS (HE)

OTAL ENTITLEMENT *

KEY

990
000
010
(O BN
050
030
040
050
0GO
070
0BO
000
100

COMMUNITY

TOGIAK

TGKSOOK BAY
71JLUKSAL —
TUNLJINAK

UNALAKI EET
UPPER KALSKAG
WAINWRIGHT
WALES

WASILLA
WHITE.MOUNTAIN
WHITTIER

EXT EIRE AREAS
NATIVE VILLAGE

$55,707,600

GOVT

IBLIC ROAD

MILES

.00
.00
.50
.00
.55
.50
.00
.00
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