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BY BUSSELL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the jurisdiction of the district

court and magistrates; and providing for an effective

date."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

Section 1. AS 22.15.030(a) 1is amended to read:
(a) The district court has jJurisdiction of civil cases and
proceedings as follows:

(€8] for the recovery of money or damages when the amount
claimed exclusive of costs, interest and attorney fees does not exceed
$50,000 [$10,000, EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN (10) OF THIS SUBSECTION];

(2) for the recovery of specific personal property, when
the value of the property claimed and the damages for the detention do
not exceed $50,000 [$10,000];

3) for the recovery of a penalty or forfeiture, whether
given by statute or arising out of —contract, not exceeding $50,000
[$10,000];

(4) to give judgment without action upon the confession of
the defendant for any of the cases specified in this section, except
for a penalty or forfeiture imposed by statute;

(5) for establishing the fact of death of any person in the
manner prescribed in AS 09.55.020 - 09.55.060;

[(6) Repealed

(@) Repelled]

£6) [(8)] for the recovery of the possession of premises 1in

SSHB 560
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the manner provided under AS 09.457075 - 09.45.160 when the value of
*\. ] . /=€
the property or of the arrears and damage to the property does not

exceed $50.000 [$1O,(ID];

(7) [(9)] for the foreclosure of a lien when the amount in
controversy does not exceed $50.000 [$10,(ID];

(8) [(10)] for the recovery of money or damages in motor
vehicle tort cases when the amount claimed exclusive of costs, inter —
est and attorney fees does not exceed $50.000 [$15,000];

(9) [(11)] over civil actions for taking wutility service
and for damages to or interference with a utility line filed under
AS 42.20.030.

* Sec. 2. AS 22.15.120 is amended to read:

Sec. 22.15.120. LIMITATIONS ON PROCEEDINGS WHICH MAGISTRATE MAY
HEAR. A magistrate shall preside only 1in cases and proceedings under
AS 22.15.040, 22.15.100, and 22.15.110, and as follows,

(1) for the recovery of money or damages only when the
amount claimed, exclusive of costs, interest, and attorney fees, does
not exceed $5,000 [$1,000];

(2) for the recovery of specific personal property when the
value of the property claimed and the damages for the detention do not
exceed $5.000 [$1,000];

3) for the recovery of a penalty or forfeiture, whether
given by statute or arising out of contract, not exceeding $5.000
[$1,000];

4) to give judgment without action upon the confession of
the defendant for any of the <.ases specified in this section, except
for a penalty or forfeiture imposed by statute;

(5) to give judgment of conviction upon a plea of guilty by

the defendant in a criminal proceeding within the jurisdiction of the

SSHB 560 -2-
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(6) to hear, try, and enter judgments 1in all cases involv-
ing misdemeanors, 1i1f the defendant consents in writing that the magis—
trate may try the case;

(7) to hear, try and enter judgments in all cases involving
infractions under AS 28 and violations of ordinances of political
subdivisions” [;

(8) Repealed]

Sec. 3. AS 34.35.005(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) When an action is required to enforce a lien provided for 1In
AS 34.35.005 - 34.35.425, the action sMIl1l be started in the superior
court in the judicial district in which the property upon which the
lien attaches is located. When an action 1is required to enforce a
lien pro Tided for in AS 34.35.430 - 34.35.480. the action may be
started in the district court in the judicial district in which the
property upon which the lien attaches is located. The procedure,
except as otherwise provided in AS 34.35.005 - 34.35.045, 1is the same
as in the trial of an action to secure property to hold it for the
satisfaction of a lien against 1it.

Sec. 4. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-

10.070(c).

-3- SSHB 560
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FISCAL IMPACT

The fiscal impact of_an Increase in district court ; v
only upon the extent to which future caseloads and support resources can be
shifted between <courts, but also upon existing casebacklogs and case

filing patterns.

Court System statistics 1indicate 2,500 civil cases were filed 1in
Superior Court during FY 83 and 656 were filed in Superior Court in

Fairbanks. These are the two court Jlocationswhich this bill will primari—
ly impact. Since 30Z of the Anchorage Superior Court civil cases request
relief in an amount under $25*000, it Ila assumed that approximately 750
cases would be filed 1in District rather than Superior Court. With an
increase to $50,000, 40% of the cases (approximately 1,000) would be filed
instead in Anchorage District Court. In Fairbanks statistics Indicate that

35% of <cases (approximately 230) would be filed inDistrict Court if
jurisdiction increases to $25,000.

The Anchorage Superior Court civil division reports a caseload backlog of

1,000 cases per judge. A shift In new filings would not eliminate the bulk
of the existing backlog, but would free Superior Court resources to handle
it.

Historically, the bar has expressed a preferred filing 1in Superior Court
and this trend may continue even with |Increased District Court jJurisdic—
tion, since dollar amounts requested at the beginning of a case are some—
what flexible. The Superior Court will continue to hear other cases which
must be assigned to it “ocause of the nature of the relief sought.

If the jurisdictional increase results in a smaller percentage of new cases

filed 1in District Court than anticipated from present statistics, the
District Court should be able to absorb the new cases with no additional
resources. Superior Court time could then be directed toward reducing the
backlog. However, if a substantial percentage of case filings transfer to

District Court, the resulting fiscal impact may require a request for a
supplemental appropriation In addition to the resources requested 1in this
fiscal note.

The fiscal impact will also depend upon the extent to which superior court

resources can be reallocated to the District Court. A shift in resources
will be problematic if the backlog persists. It appears from present
caseload statistics that an increase to $50,000 will require an additional
judge and support staff in Anchorage with costs calculated below. While it

Is Impossible to predict in advance the impact of wvarious levels of
District Court jurisdiction, it 1is the Court System®"s evaluation that an
Increase to $25,000 could be absorbed by the District Court without the
need for additional resources.
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DATE: February 28, 1984

T0: Louonn Cutler, Administrative Assistant
to Representative Al Adams

FROM: Mike Greeny, Director
Legislative Finance Division

SUBJ: HB 560 - Jurisdiction of District Court

ISSUE:

The Alaska Court System has submitted a fiscal note for $255.2 general
fund and four new positions. The committee of first referral
(Judiciary) reported out a zero fiscal note,

RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt a zero fiscal note or request a new fiscal note reduced to a
January, 1985 phase-in of positions.

REASONS:

The actual impact of increasing the district court™ current
monetary jurisdiction from $10,000 to $50,000 is indeterminate.

Even if the jurisdictional 1increase generates additional district
court workload, it will not be apparent for several months after

the measure becomes law. Presumably a new judge position and
support staff would only be filled when the workload is
substantiated - and experience demonstrates it can take several

months to fill a new judicial seat.

Because of recently enacted law, e.g. more stringent DWI laws, and
pending new legislation, it is difficult to isolate the impact of
Individual measures o.i the overall court systenm. For example, it
could be possible to absorb any additional workload created In this
measure, but only if no ocher legislation impacted the courts.

IfT a zero fiscal note is adopted, the Cummittee may wish to recognize
that there could be an impact from this legislation which may have to be

addressed by the next legislature. This 1is to say that passing this
legislation with a zero fiscal note could create an unfunded Iliability
in the court system -- a reduced fiscal note reflecting position

phase-ins beginning 1in January, 1985 is an alternative.
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Section 1. In general, the reason for raisinE the
jurisdictional limitation, 1is based partially on my talks with
members of the Task Force appointed by the Alaska Supreme Court
Chief Justice.

_ It _is true the Task Force recommended a figure of only $25,000.
Until 1972, the figure was $3,000. It was changed_lz years ago then,
to the existing $10,000 figure. We have had 150% inflation, a88rox—
imately, in those 12 years. Thus, to limit the court to $25,0
would EUt us back where the Legislature put us, 12 years ago. There
would be no room for improvement of the District Court®s jurisdiction
to try to help take some of the load the Superior Court now suffers.

Further, there would be no consideration for continuing inflation
until pre;sure is exerted sometime in the future--perhaps 1996—for
raising the limitation.

Francis Bremson, executive director, Alaska Judicial Counsel,
thought the suggested limitation of $50,000 to be most forward-looking,
In time, i1t might call for another District Judge in Anchorage, but
that would be a saving of several thousand dollars per position if
the Legislature did not have to constantly be asked to create more
Superior Court positions, as currently seems to be the case. (Superior
Court judges receive considerably greater compensation than District
Court judges do).

Section_2--Magistrates, a part of the District Court system,
jurisdiction in Small Claims matters. Thus, they can hear
Small Claims (where formal rules of District Court are waived, or_
not used), 1In controversies up to $2,000. However, 1in formal civil
litigation (i.e., not Small Claims), the Magistrates have only up to
$1,000 jurisdiction. Thus, when_a potential litigant files a claim
before a Magistrate, that judicial officials has the duty to tell
the litigant that--i1f the claim is between $1,000 and $2,000--that
It cannot be heard by the Magistrate unless the individual waives the
rules and brings i1t as a Small Claim. If the litigant so elects, then
the Magistrate can hear it.

This situation has confused Iitigants and Magistrates (some) alike,
Thus, since HB 561 would raise Small Claims to $5,000 it would be

far better for the Magistrates to have the same jurisdiction across

the board. Court personnel favor that idea.

~ Section 3.--The additional language Is an attempt to make the
existing statutes conform. The first sentence, existing law, indicates
liens must be started in Superior Court, even though the reference is



. bill be enacted).

<005(a), 1t seems

_ _ _ _ _ I saw only one

lien foreclosure filed in District ( tred to hear it, for._
afterall, AS 22.15.030(a)(9)--the exist Ive me the jurisdiction
But the defense attorney screamed the ac  ~  n the wrong court
and referred to AS 34.35.005(a), —which this bill amends—and had
the case transferred. | "spect that first sentence of that paragraph

In AS 34.35.005(a) is why lien foreclosures jrjt aren"t filed In
District"Court.

I discussed the apparent conflict with Judge Mark Rowland,
Presiding Judge, Third Judicial District. He thought it would be a
reat i1dea to clarify that the District Court could indeed handle

ten foreclosures described in AS 34.35.430-480.

And that solves the conflict.

And that would relieve the Superior Court_of certain lien
foreclosures they now .handle; that they would, just® as soon give up,
according to Judge Rowland and Judge Milton Souter, with whom 1
also discussed it. (Those sections refer to liens that would be apt
not to be as complex as the lien foreclosures that must be started
in Superior Court).
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one. need, domestic violence if child custody is an
Issue guardianship of a minor. By accelerating steps in the
appellate process, which are explained in detail in the
recommendations, final decisions would be obtainable in these
cases Vithin not more than 170 days from judgment
G. District Court Jurisdiction
. ml “ Ve
The personal injury and commercial task forces concluded that
the monetary jurisdiction of the District Court is unrealistically
low and would appreciably reduce the number of cases in the

Superior Court if increased. This in turn would presumably

expedite the processing of cases in the Superior Court. The task

forces therefore recommended increasing District Court ,  «
( A SFlAgi* 2>x*Tex ™ =

jurisdiction to include actions involving up to $25,000. As both

recommendations are yirtual'ly identical, the recommendation is

included in this report in the personal injury recommendations

H. Civil Rule *1; Voluntary Dismissal

Both the personal injury and the commercial task forces have
recommended changes to Civil Rule 41 to assure that cases are not
voluntarily dismissed to avoid court control of caseflow. The
personal injury task force ,-fcommends that a case governed by its
proposed new Civil Rule 16.2 may not be dismissed without approval
by the court. The commercial task force recommends additional
language to Civil Rule 41 requiring certification of the reasons

for dismissal
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The task force recommends the following addition to existing
Civil Rule 16 to provide for status conference*;
- Ew
A. New Civil Rule 16.2: Status Conference
\"Er et no
(a) A status conference shall occur in each action filed in
* the Third District in which any party seeks damages for
injury to person or property. The Judge in whose court
the action is pending shall schedule and conduct the
conference not more than 30 days following the last day
on which a response to the complaint could have been
filed. If service of process has not been completed the
parties shall notify the court and the conference shall
be continued until 30 days after service is completed.

(b) Each party shall funish to the other parties the
following items or information and shall do so not later
than the fifth day preceding the status conference:

photographs medical reports and bills
statements tax returns

diagrams insurance policies
investigative reports expert witness reports

contracts

The documents to be produced are e'xamples of those which
would be subject to discovery under Civil Rule 34.

Each party shall attend the status conference in person or
by counsel and shall be prepared to specify the discovery
planned by that party. It is the intention that this Rule
and the conference held herein be held after the parties
have produced as much discoverable information about the
incident complained of as possible in order to permit
realistic evaluation of the case for possible settlement
purposes or to draft a realistic litigation schedule to
bring the case to conclusion within one year.

The Judge shall enter an order at the conclusion of the
conference (1) setting a date not more than 180 days
following the conference by which discovery shall be
completed by all parties; (2) setting a date not more than
120 days following the conference for a second status
conference if the Judge is persuaded for good cause that
discovery cannot be completed within 180 days; (3)
scheduling a pretrial conference, as provided in this Rule
not more than 30 days following the date set. if any. for
completion of discovery. *



shall issue an order exempting the case from t:
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(f) The Judge in whose court the action is pending
order a party or counsel who fails to comply w
order issued pursuant to this Rule to pay $200 for the
first. $300 for the second, and $500 for each subsequent
act of noncompliance. The Judge by written order may
reduce,, suspend, or eliminate an otherwise required
payment upon a written and verified showing of good cause
filed with the Court by which a party or counsel
establishes that noncompliance was excusable.

(g) AIll sanctions for violations of this Rule shall be
considered under the provisions of Civil Rules 37 and 95.

(h) A case assigned under this rule may not be dismissed
under Civil Rule 41 without approval of the Court. Any
stipulations between the parties or attorneys as to
anything scheduled under this rule are invalid until
approved by the court and the parties may not rely on
such stipulation as an excuse to fail to comply with time
limits, etc. unless the court has approved the same.

. -, w*
District Court Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction of the District Courts should be increased
to encompass actions in which the amount of monetary damages
involved does not exceed $25, 000. \
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February 3, 1934
MEMORANDUM

TO: 52)§eph Bre:iwqr
House Judiciary zun \ttee

FROM:  David Teal |
Legislative Analyst

RE: Inflation Rates 1n Alaska

The_following pages from the Alaska Department of Labor®s publication
entitled Alaska Planning Information describe the Anchorage Consumer
Price Index (CPI). Although the reader is cautioned against use of the
CPl as a measure of Inflation, the Index 1s frequently used for that
purpose. The Anchorage CPlI from 1969 through September of 1982 is
listed on page 78. More recent figures are presented in the attached
article published by the Institute*of Social and *Economic Research.
The article also discusses some problems with the index and Its use as
a measure of the rate of inflation in Alaska.

If you have additional questions on this subject, we would be pleased
to help. You may also wish to speak with John Boucher of the Research
2n6g _ﬁggolysw Section of the Department of Labor. He can be reached at

Attachmenss



The new method far calculating homeownefShip prices ksna enldlequivalency.  3willestimete
homeownership priceson the basis of what icosts to rent s houses. Thismet  ill solve the
problem caused by theexclusion of AHFC-financed houses i lesuney. Duringl  land 1984 the
CPI-Uand CP1-Wwillu se differirgmethodologies, whichwillf  Plyresuft Insigific  diivergence in
the 2 measures. The effect of the methodology Change inslov Irspeedingtrerdi  change inthe
QPI cangot be predicted with any assurance.

/M I m wm \?\W "~ vi- A 4 @« r

COMPARISON OF ANCHORAGE TO UNITED STATES t

The Anchorage CPI rose less repidly then the national CP1 from October 1967 through October 1973.
This trend reversed during the pipelire builop, reflecting the inflatiocnary Impact of IC economic

1on. Price increases slowed once the pipelinework force and related infrastructurewere inplace.
During the peak pipelireyears, 1976 and 1977, Anchorage prices increased atroughly the national rate.
A new trend began after completion of the pipeline with Anchorage prices increasing less rapidly then
the rest of the ration. Decrreased population and consumer spending, and overburlding auring the
pipelire era caused this dift

Folloving the 1980 domination of residattal lending by AHFC an accurate comparison of Anchorage

Table VII-3
Anchorage CPI
January 1MB to Prevent

Wage and Wage and All Url
Clerical ¢ Clerical ConSu
1969 January 103.7 January 179.2
April 105.3 March 1808 180.7
July 105.6 May 1840 184 2
October 107.3 July 1886 1885
1970 January 107.9 September 1928 193.2
April 108.2 November 1948 194.7
July 109.6 January 197.3 1981
October 111.5 March 200.5 201.0
1971 January 111.6 May 202.5 203.5
April 111.7 July 2064 207.4
July 1130 September 2109 2132
October 114.4 November 211.8 213.7
1972 January 114.2 January 215.9 218.2
April i15.8 March 220.2 223.5
July 1159 May 223.1 226.5
October 116.9 July 224 8 226.4
1973 January 116.4 September 26.7 230.9
April 119.4 November 232.C 2365
July 120.4 January 235.0 2401
October 123.8 March " 2362 241 1
1974 January 125.6 May 240.1 244 6
April 129.8 July 241.7 246.1
July 134.0 September 2459 250.5
October 140.0 November 2493 253.7
1975 January 142.9 January 248 6 2530
April 150.0 March 2545 2600
July 153.8 May 258.0 2638
October 157.4 July 259.1 2636
1976 January 158.8 September ,2589 263.4
April 161.7
July 1649 Source: US Department otLabor. Bureau ol Labor Statistics.
October 167.6
1977 January 169.4 11 Serin beRan March 1978.
April 1726
July 177.4
October 177.3

78 Cost of Living



age pricesareactual ly increasing somewhat
n thet this is the case. The rapid economic
fester price increases thanwould otherwise
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IUDGET

Wihile the rate of change of the Consumer Price Index for Ancboiage can be compared to the rate of
change of CP1"s nother aress, actual price comparisons toother areas are not possible based on CPI

chta. Other data availeble do allow interarea cost comparisons. U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
LabOFSlHD_SUCSDFOdUCG_S Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indexesfor Selected Urban Areas

which provide a comparison of costs forAnchorage, 28 other areas outside Alaska and an urban U.S.
average. ltcontains estimated income required to support low, medium and high budget standards of
Iivirg for a hypothetical family of 4. Budgets do not represent how families ly spend treirmoney,

nor are they Intended to represent a minimum level ofadequate income. The budgetsare anly 1

Tab!*VIM
Yearly CPI and Percentage Chang*
Wag* and Clerical Worker* Only

Untied States Ssaltla Anchorage Fairbanks 3/
CPI % Change CPI % Change CPI % Change CPI % Change

OCTOBER 1967 100.0 100.0 . 100.0

1968 105.7 106.0 // 6.0 102.6

1969 111.6 110.6 // - *4.3 . 107.3

1970 118.1 114.9// 3.9 111.5

1971 122.6 117.6 11 2.3 114.4

1972 1266 121.2 /7 3.1 116.9

1973 136.6 131.4 1/ 8.4 123.8

1974 1530 147.9 1/ 12.6 1400

1975 164.6 159.7 // 8.0 157.4

1976 173.3 167.9 I/ 5.1 167.6

1977 184.5 182.5 V/ 8.7 177.3
NOVEMBER 1978 201.8 202.1 10.7 194 8

1979 227.6 221.5 9.6 211.8 107.9y.

1980 2564 259.4 17.1 232.0 1196 2 108

1981 280.4 285.7 10.1 2493 12682/ 60

Source U S Department o! Labor. Bureau ol Labor Statistics.
11 CPI isfor November rather than October ofyears listed.
21 CP1 isfor December ralhet than November ofyear listed.
31 Discontinued February 19f2 due to budget constraints.
Tabl* VII-5

Annual Total Budget for a 4-Per«on Family
Autumn 1961 1/

Budget Level Urban U.S. Anchorage Seattle-".:veretl
Lower S15.323 $22,939 $17.12-1
Intermediate $25,407 $31,890 $25,881
Higher $38,060 $45,119 $37,396

Source: U S Department ol Labor, Bureau ol Labor Statistics
// Source ofdata, methods of calculations and quantities ofgoods

and servicesfor each budget levelare described indetail in BLS Bulletin
1S70S.

Cost of Living 7C



1es o carefully evaluate differant
goolication. Qutlined nTableVIM
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The Constimer Price Index (GP1) isa Coimon Iy misunderstood economiic Statistic dsspite frecuenit
reports inthe media. Following isa briefexplanation of how the CPI isused, how itiscomputed, what i
does and does not measure, and how t use ik Changes in CPl methodology and use are also
considered. The U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) produces a CPI far the
United States and far selected urban aress. There are no CPI Sforan entire state. InAlaska, aCPl B
aurrattly produced bimonthly for Anchorage.

USES

The CPI has 3 major uses. kmeasures the change inprioes over time of a constant market basket of
goods. This measure san_inportant economic statistic, and iscrucial nevaluating government policy
and private investment decisians. To convert the CPI from the actual index number toa percentage, use
the folloming procedure:

INDEX POINT CHANGE

CPI aurrent index 263.4
Less previous index 250.5

Equals index point change  12.9

Percentage change

Index point difference 12.9
Divided by previous index  250.5
Equals change 0.0515
Multaplied by 100 0.052 x 100

Equals percentage change 5.2%

This example illstrates that market basket prices fora” Urban CONSUMers inAnchorage increased 5.2%
between September 1981 and 1932.

'Il"égT CPI salso used as a deflator of other dol lar-denominated economic indexes. Time seriesdata in
y or inflation-free dollars are produced inthismanner. To adjust (discount) dollars for the effect of
inflation from any given year, use the folloving procedure:

CPI for past time 250.5
Divided by CPI for current time  263.4
Equals 0.951
Muktiplied by current dollars X$1 .U00.00
Equals pest dollars $951.03 .
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the above example illstrates thet $1 &
eguivalentpi $951.03 inSeptember 1981

the CPI istoescalate inooi
atitle ) _ _ foodstanps, a
and child support contain escalation clauses based on )
retional CPI results ina $2.5 increase ingovernment expenditure.

Although the CP1 isfrequently reported inthemedia as theinflation rate or costof living increase, HiSIs
teomicallynot correct. The CPI ishased on a constant market basket o | goodswhichwas lestrevised in
1972. For thisreason, KiSyrices whicharemeasured, notthecost o fliving. Tomeasure theactual cost o f
living, themarket basket would have tobe revised more frecuently toaccount forchangiing consumption

. lewould also have to take into account Iiving costs such as 1ncome taxes, which are not a

component of the CPI market besket.

METHODOLOGY

The CP1 market basket includes dl types of expenditures tret typical consumers make, from medical

CONSUMER URBAN COST OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
PRICE INDEX FAMILY FOOD AT COST OF LIVING
(@) BUDGET HOME ADJUSTMENT
Description Measures Hate Estimated Income Cost ol Food. Price Survey ot Cost
ot Change in By Expenditure Wood. Fuef. Elec ricity ol Living Differentials
Price ot a Necessary to Support lor Various Fami § tor Federal
Fixed Market Assumed Standards ot Groups loraWeek Government Workers
Basket ot Goods Living ina Hy —
Relative to a pothetical family ot
Base Year ot 1967 4 at Low. Intermediate
and High Budget
Levels
Responsible U S Dept ot Labor U S Dept ot Labor University ot Al, ska U S Ollice ol Personnel
Agency Bureau ot Labor Bureau ol Labor Stat— Cooperative Extension Management
Statistics istics Service
Source ot Bureau ot Census Bureau ot Census Price Survey Price Survey
Data Monthly Survey Puce Survey and

ol Prices Consumer Puce Index
Time Period Bimonthly (Anch ) Autumn ol Quarterly Annual

Monthly (US) Each Year

Annual (Discontinued

alter 1981)

Industry None None None None
Detail
Geographic 85 Areas 24 Major Metro— Select Alaskan Anchorage. Fairbanks
Detail 28 SMSA*s politan Areas. 4 Communities, Alaska Juneau. Balance ol State

4 Regions (South.
Northeast. Norlhcentral.
West) lor 5 Pop —
ulation classes.

Table VIM

Coat of Living Mesturea

Nonmctropolitan Areas
Anchorage
Urban U S Average

and U S.

and Washington. D C

t
36 Select Areas
U S City Average
Published in BLS News BLS News Cooperative Ollice ol Personnel
Releases Releases Extension Service . * Management
Newsletter Newsletter
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services and fiel, to food and entertaii month, Bureau of Census employees check actui
prices indl surveyed urban arees. -

Survey resultsare given toBLS and the CPI iscomputed by assigningweights toeach good, depending
on the importance of the good in the average consumer”s @@er[giwr&. An iIndex s a\aiﬁale for
individLal components as veltas a total for di itars.

Th@reare2$etsofmei irgs,one'lh’allurban consumers, and theather forwage andclericalworkers
whibh resultinf£ CPI"sforeach urbanarea. Thealturban consumer 6 Pl (CPI—lglﬁoproxmatesmepwmg
hebitsof80% of (renoninstitutional civilienpopulation. The wage and clerical CPI (CP1-W) approximates
the buying hebits of 4 0% of noninstatutional cvilianpopulation. The atturban consum ers CPl was begun in
1978. Previauslyonly the wage and clerical CPl was aaillable.

The form the CPI takes isa nGmB_er rounded 1o one deciral place comparing the agnmtofnstof_ﬁe
market basket tothe cost inan arbitrary base year. The base year be‘lal(njg used 5197 . Rebasing
of the index was scheduled for 1980 but has been incefinitely postponed due to federal budget
arstraints.

HOMEOWNERSHIP METHODOLOGY REVISION

Begining inJanuary 1983 forthe CP1-U and January 1985 forthe CPI-W, themethod forcalculating the
homeownership component will be changed. Qurrently, BLS su house sale prices and mort%aége
prices tocalaulate the homeownership component. InAnchorage, the housing component isabout 50%
of the total for both CP1 S, with homeowhership constituting a large portion of housing. BLS does not
incluce Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC)-financed houses or loans in its suney. AHFC
finances almost dll house sales inAnchorage. BLX, lacking sufficientsample nAnchorage, uses prices
Trom sinilar-sizad cities in the Westem region” as a susstitute. Vihille this procedure is satisfectory in
many instances, inthiscase the reult isa seriausly flaned (Pl , as Anchorage housing and mortgage
prices have changed differently than the prices which are used as a sustitute.

Table VII-2
Fairbanks CP1
February 1979 lo February 1982 1/

Wage and All Urban
Clerical Consumers
February 100.0 100.0
April 101.6 101.4
June 103.7 103.9
August 105.5 1052
October 108.1 108.2
December 107.9 107.9
February 110.4 110.2
April 1128 112.7
June 1135 1134
August 115.1 115.0
October 117.6 117.4
December 1196 1193
February 121.8 121.5
April 1236 123.2
June 124 9 1243
August 125.7 125.3
October 126.2 125.8
December 126 8 126 7
1982 February 1280 1281

Source: U.S. Department ol Labor, Bureau ol Labor Statistics.

1/ Discontinued due to budget constraint!.
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