


DEPT.

Bill Sheffield, Governor

O¥ COMMUNITY A REGIONAL AFFAIRS POUCH B

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE: 1907) 455-4700

March 3, 1983

POSITION PAPER

RE: SB 37

SPONSOR: Senator Sackett

Program Effects

Presently Native Village Governments receive $25,000 per commu—
nity and municipalities are entitled to a minimum entitlement

of $25,000 plus a cost-of-living adjustment. This bill would
increase the entitlement to both Native Village Governments and
municipalities up to $100,000 plus a cost-of-living adjust—
ment. The bill also provides that each municipality and Native
Village Government receive basic assistance which would hold
them harmless at the level of State Revenue Sharing and
Municipal Assistance they received for FY 82. The Municipal
Assistance Program found in AS 43.20.016 is repealed.

Comments

The Department 1is very much in favor of ensuring the equal
treatment of all Alaska communities 1in the areas of providing
financial aid. We believe the basic purpose of SB37 1is to
achieve that end, and we support that intent.

Specifically however, we do wish to point out two areas within
the language of the bill which are of some concern to us.

The suggested increase for Native Village Governments from the
$25,000 they now receive to $100,000 plus an area
cost-of-living differential would make their entitlement equal
to the minimum entitlement nearly all second class cities would
receive under this bill.

Second class cities are required under Title 29 to meet certain
legal resposibilities, i.e. conducting annual elections,
holding regular council meetings, preparing budgets and
financial statements and passing and codifying ordinances under
public scrutiny. Since state law requires those municipalities
to expend local funds to pay for those activities, it would
seem Tfair that additional state financial aid should be
provided to offset those local costs.
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AN second, and minor concern of the Department is the use of the
term "Native Village Government". Considering the Attorney
General"s opinion (File No. J-66-829-81) of 1981 and the
controversy which has centered around that term 1in recent
years, the Department suggests a term such as "Unincorporated
Community", or similar language be substituted.



STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill No: Date on Bill; January 18, 1983
Title: "relating to State Aid to Municipalities and other recipients?l

Sponsor: Senator Sackett and Ferguson
Requestor: Senate Community & Regional Affairs Commit tee

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on: Department of Community & Regional Affairs

a. Expenditures:
(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86
Capital -0- -0- -0-
Operating -0- -0- -0-
Total -0- -0- -0-

b. Revenues:
Revenue

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal impact of bill:

Sponsor DID NOT IDENTIFY source of funds for this 11.

3. Assumptions:

Present Revenue Sharing staff would be able to administer this program.

Full funding of this program would cost $154,228,500 for FY"84.

4. Disclaimer:
This statement has not been reviewed by the OMB in the Office of the Governor, It there
fore does not represent the finalL"estjmate of fiscal impact.

Prepared By: Terry L. Earle”r2>" , phone: 4654730
Division: Local Governmenj”~Assi/ffance/ Date: 3/3/83
Approved by Commissioner: Date: 3 /2 /g 3

Department: Community S/"ke/fional "Afthil s

Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to OMB
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor 1/15/83



STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill No: cssb if 37 (¢ & ra) Date on Bill: Marrh r. igsi

Title: An Art- rp1rw-ng tn airf fnr munleipalitipg and other recipients-————
Sponsor: Senators Sackett and Ferguson

RequeStor:sPnaf-p C & RA Committee

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

"T a. Expenditures:
(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86
Capital
Operating 27.5
Total 97.S
b. Revenues:
IRevenue | | | |

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal impact of bill:
Sponsor did not indicate.

3. Assumptions:

4. Disclaimer:

This statement has not been reviewed by the OMB in the Office of the Governor.

fore does not represent the final estimate of fiscal impact.

Prepared By: nnM, rr-,mn
Division

Approved by Commissioner:
Department: Community and Regional Affairs

Date

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to OMB
Copy to Sponsor

I Copy toRequestor

Phone: /. rr-67n7
Date: Mnrrh a,

2/15/83
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Financial Analysis:

Travel $ 2,500.
Contracted Services 25,000.
TOTAL $ 27,500.

$25,00 is requested for FY 84 to allow the Division of Local
Government Assistance to place the combined State Revenue
Sharing/Municipal Assistance on its computer system to allow rapid
access to and manipulation of the information used to compute

entitlements.

A small increase in travel is requested to allow State Revenue
Sharing staff to attend meetings of local officials, conduct public
hearings on regulations and other matters, and to provide better

information and outreach.
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FESRUAPY 22/ 1933
CHAPTER 58 PRORATICN FACTOR = 7.£39 843142236CC

CHAPTER 39 PROPATION FACTOR = 0.S50852637564717 =~

CHAPTER 90 PRCRATION FACTOR = 1.00CC0O00CO0CCOQ

7 1

EJ 90 APPPOPF.l ATICN S6/746/CCO MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.962922605502C3
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99£ 511146322C2
MILL CHAPTER 33 CHAPTER 89 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
RATE ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE HARMLESS FY 1933
:AMc FCPLATION 5QV ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE
GH3 AND SERVICE AREAS
ANCHORAGE A.W. 2C4 216 3.98 £5/516/379 53/35C/219 £0 50 $9,397 099
CITY S.A. 76 924 0.00 111 £C 50 £213,943 1319 055
EAGLE RIVER 0 225 C.71 £43/386 5131/815 SO £0 $175 202
CHUGIAK 5 564 0 62 925/439 £0 50 £10/645 $36 333
51PDWCO0D 790 ¢, 29 51/724 £21/272 50 50 £22 997
GLEN ALFS 271 2, 13 £4/247? £21/373 £0 £0 £25 616
FIRE S.A. 137 794 1.10 £1/520/059 SO £0 SC £1,520 059
ROADS P DRAINAGE 166 269 1.32 £1/615/665 50 £-0 £0 51,615 665
LIMITED ROAD S.A. 10 9Q8 .31 51/342 £0 £0 50 £1 342
POLICE S.A. 132 860 1.76 £2/376/516 £0 £0 SO 52/376 516
PARKS i REC 187 712 0.35 £764/226 £0 50 £109/584 £374 111
3 8 R/CHUGIAK 14 977 0.62 563/ 632 $0 50 50 £68 832
SCLID WASTE S.A. 183 444 0.25 £354/326 50 £0 SC $354 326
CHUGIAK/SOLID WASTE 14 977 C.Cé6 5-7/375 $C £0 £0 17 375
OUILDING SAFETY 137 654 0.37 1519,854 £0 £0 fC $519 854
CITY SA ROADS ? DRAINAGE 76 924  0.00 52/384 £0 50 25. 300 £28 135
SERVICE AREA 35 166 ?69 0.34 5426/772 1Cc 50 $0 3426 772
UPPER O'MALLEY 1 0.0C 10 529,669 £0 $0 529 669
PORT OR ANCH. 2C4 216 0.45 5682/992 £C £0 SO $682 992
ROADS 1 C.9C 50 1179,9 72 £0 SO £179 972
AIRPORT S. A. 2C4 216 C.01 127/329 1C 50 £C £27 339
PUHLIC TRANSIT 2G4 216 0.13 £209,573 10 JO $0 £209 573
PACKING S.A. 2C4 216 0.15 £237/213 JC 50 TO 5237 213
TOTAL £19,136 109
BRISTOL GAY BOROUGH 1/271 23.49 5219,329 $19,063 £0 £238 393
FAIRBANKS BOROUGH 53/721 5.59 $2/295,350 £294,267 50 .c/ 589 617
R3TtR F.P. 0.00 £0 $0 10 £0
NORTH STAR F.P. C.00 £0 $0 £56/062 £56 G62
UNIVERSITY F.P. 0.00 10 $0 $61/902 £61 902

LI p—

- e -



PAGE 2

FY 1933 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS FEBRUARY 22/ 1933
APPROPRIATION 155,721 /GOO CHAPTER 83 °PORATION FACTOR = 7.63954314223600
s 83 APPROPRIATION = $34/913/300 CHAFTER 89 PRORATICN FACTOR = 0.80852637564717
P 89 APPROPRIATION = $14,C61,?2CO0 CHAPTER 90 PRORATICN FACTOR = 1.0000000COOCCOO0O
‘R 90 APPROPRIATION = S6/746/C00 MINIMUM ENT. PPORATION FACTOR = 0.962922605502C3
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACtOR = 0.99551114632202
MILL CHAPTER 38 CHAPTER 89 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
PATS ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE HARMLESS FY 1983
NAME POPLATION Qv ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE
3H3 AND SERVICE AREAS
TOTAL $2/295/350 3294,267 32/707/581
BAINES BOROUGH 1/847 6.43 187,349 30 30 $0 387/349
FIRE DISTRICT 1 0.00 10 $0 $0 50 $0
TOTAL 387/349 30 $37,349
JUNEAU BOROUGH A.W. 22/C23 9.22 $1/488/150 $338,704 30 50 $1/576/954
S.A 1 6/649 12.37 3604,592 $28,720 SO 30 $633/313
S.A. 2 1/960 6.99 3100/730 310/253 $0 $0 3110,953
S.A. 3 374 18.63 $51,189 $30/994 30 30 $132,183
S.A. 4 2/510 0.6C 311/141 30 $0 3791 $11/933
S.A. 5 16/715 1.67 3205,045 *C 30 3C 5205/048
S.A. 6 1/078 C. 37 36/593 $0 30 30 $6,893
S.A. { 504 0.64 32/206 * 30 30 32/506
S.A. 704 0.25 31,322 30 30 52/974 34,297
\
TOTAL $2,471,376 rsolv/ ®) 32/954/314
fcENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH 32/303 3.25 $772/589 1984,362 70 30 31/757,252
CENTRAL PENINSULA HOSPITAL 18/477 C. 73 399,761 $753/275 30 3C 3858/ 03 7
NIK I SKI F.P. 3/618 1.72 345,302 $0 $0 30 $45/302
SOUTH PENINSULA HOSPITAL 6/977 2.72 $139,537 $217,250 30 30 3356,797
NORTH KENAI REC. 2/713 22.47 $567, 537 30 30 30 5567/537
PEAR CREEK F.P. 774  3.23 318/700 30 _ (A0 30 $15,700
TOTAL $1/644,228 31/959,389 ¥ $3.604/117
KETCHIKAN BOROUGH 12/431  6.43 3585,132 30 ] ©) 30 15357182

SHORELINE S.A. 560 0.66 32,725 EB) 30 32/547 $5,273

- =



L APPROPRIATION =
CP 86 APPROPRIATION =
EP c9 APPROPRIATION =
-R 90 APPROPRIATION

NAME
3HS AND SERVICE AREAS

TOTAL

KODIAK ISLAND ECRCUGH
FIRE DISTRICT |
SERVICE DISTRICT
POAD DISTRICT

TOTAL
MAT-SU BOROUGH
WASILLA F.P.
BUTTE F.P.
GREATER PALMER F.P.
SUTTON F.P.

NON AREA - '« DE
TALKEETNA FLOOD S.A.
TALKEETNA F.P.
GARDEN TERRACE

MI DwAY

LAKES F.P.

TOTAL

NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH
SITKA BOROUGH

T CLASS CITIES
?ARRCA

CORDOVA

CRAIG

FY 1923 VUNIC IPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS
55/721/C00

534,913,800
114,061,200
$6/746,G00

POPLATION

12/714
2/212
1

546

26,007
3/432
1/950
2/2S3

623

20/360

131
415
130
1
2/158

7,552
3/221

2/532
2/241
604

RATE

14.
11.

14

NO PR OONOORrRO®

EQV

.43
.25
.DC
.00

.04
.32
.64
.48
.62
.55
.12

.ol
.oc
.50

92
35

.U5
.33
23.

1C

CHAPTER 37
CHAPTER 90 PRORATICN FACTOR
MINIMUM  ENT.
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR
MILL

PAGE

CHAPTER 83 PRORATICN FACTOR =
PRORATION FACTOR = 0.50652687564717
= 1.00CGCQ0OC0O00COO0
PPORATION FACTOR

CHAPTER 63 CHAPTER 39 MINIMUM HOLD
ENTITLEMENT AND 9C ENTITLE HARMLESS
ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT
$537,908 $0
3507,3S3 $403/ 21 7 3C 50
$52/332 $0 10 10
TO $c $0 $C
$12,053 $32,587 $0 $0
$572,768 $435,804
$1,124,634 $0 10 10
$33/416 $0 $0 10
$9,200 $0 $0 $10,293
J3/07C $0 TO $19,747
$1 2,031 10 50 10
$53,616 $0 10 $0
$165 $0 10 SC
$4,165 $c 10 10
$33 $c T0 $C
SC 11, 399/ 269 10 $0
$39,705 tc $0 $0
$1,31c,089 $1/399,269
3827,324 $262,106 to TO
$715,366 $29 7/ 263 $0 $0
$-5,763 $0 $0 TO
3244,215 $276/307 $0 $C
$102,532 $29/285 $0 to

3
FEBRUARY 22/ 1983
7.63934314223600

=0.962922605502C2
= 0.993511146S522C2

TOTAL
FY 1983
ENTITLE

$590,455

$911,100
$52/532
10
$44,640

11,008,573

$1/124/634
$33/416
$19,499
$27/813
$12,031
183/616
1165
$4,165

$33
T1,379,269
$39,705

$2,744,405

$1/089,931
11/013/129

155/763
1520/522
3131/812
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L APPROPRIATION

=P 28 APPROPRIATION
69 APPROPRIATION
=0 APPROPRIATION

NAME

D CLASS CITIES
AKIACHAK
AKIAK
AKOLMIUT-
ABUTAN
*LAKANUK
4LEKNAGI.K
ALLAKAKET
AMBLER ,,
AIJAKTUVUK PASS
ANDERSON
AMGOON
ANIAK
ANVIK
ATMAUTLUAK
BETHEL
DPEVIG MISSION
AUCKLAND
CHEFORNAK

EVAK
CHUATHEIALUK

PEERING

DELTA JUNCTION;j
DI SMEDE

EAGLE

EEK

EKWOK

ELIM

EMMONAK

FORT YUKON

255/721/C00
234/913/800
£14/C61/20Q
26/746/CCO

MILL

RATE
PGPLATION  ECV
451 0.00
229 0.00
353 C. 3?
100 16.36
546 2.21
272  1.66
169 C.00
202 1.®6
250 0.0C
521 1.49
562 3.47
351 C.OC
115 3.71
236 1.34
3/661 21 .40
134 C.00
217 3.64
244  3.32
513 2.0C
124 10.16
SO C.00
250 0.00
153 5.23
1,044 Ce19
174 3.99
142 C. 39
235 2.43
76 2.31
205 1.73
581 11.67
624 4.64

CHAPTER

MINIMUM  ENT.

2C

SO
22/305
225/363
I1S# 897
22/831
2)
£2/916
O
25,724
214/37S
to
23,133
12,333
£573,872
10
£5/806
25,966
27,537
£9,262
20

26
16/075
21/461
23,932
1411
24,210
21,614
52,618
249/831
221/319

PY 1953 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHAPING ENTITLEMENTS
CHAPTER 68 PRORATION FACTOR = 7.639343142236C0
PRORATION FACTOR
CHAPTER 90 PPORATION FACTOR
PRCRATION FACTOR
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR
CHAPTER 33
ENTITLEMENT

CHAPTER 89
AND 5G

23C/636
212/193
281/544
SO
132/563
228/987
$11/244
$23/669
20
116,81C
217,573
$81/943
$3,995
28,683
1232,563
$8/995
10
$8,670
211,515
S30/359
$C

$G

$1 C/625
$32/976
£0
$6/290
$8/670
$6/356
$13,494
£30,103
$47,015

r AGE

FEBRUARY 22/ 1933

= C.3085268756A717
= 1.CGCGCOOCCOoCCoC

MINIMUM

ENTITLE
ENTITLEMENT ADD CN

22/817
$20/523
1C
25/735
20

‘ $257
122/651
17,770
SO
211/567
10

20
$21/675
121/623
£0
£24,817
£27,672
417,954
213/643
2C

10
231/095
217/171
10
127/169
121,353
419/710
221/440
117/363
20

10

= C.962922605502C3
= 0.99651114632202

HOLD

HARMLESS
ENTITLEMENT

$8/184
20
125,325
10
22/332
10

10

20
10

$0
16/316
20

20
13/759
10

$0

10

20

10
1C

$c

$0

20
18/425
10

10

to
2C

20
20
15/145

TOTAL

FY 1933
ENTITLE

$41,638
232/722
2109,175
231/101
$44/793
232/176
233/ 895
$34,356
$0
$34/102
233/768
281/943
$18/269
236/400
$311/435
$33,512
$33/479
222/627
232/696
$29/622
£0
$31,111
133/873
142/813
231,101
225/055
132/591
231/411
233/951
255/304
273/4 30

%

[N}



DAGc
FY 1953 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

L APPROPRIATION = 155/721/C0O0O CHAPTER 63 PRORATICN FACTOR = 7.6397?A31A223600
ER S3 APPROPRIATION S3A/913/3CO0O CHAPTER 39 PRORATION FACTOR = C. 3075 263756A717
= 39 APPROPRIATION $14,C61,200 CHAPTER 90 PRORATICN FACTOR = 1.0000CO0OCO0OCCOO
E» 9Q APPROPRIATION 16/7A6/C00 MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.962922605502C3
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0. 99851 11A6522C2
MILL CHAPTER. 33 CHAPTER 89 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
RATE ENTITLEMENT AND 9C ENTITLE HARMLESS FY 1933
NAVE POPLATION EOV ENTITLEMENT ADD CN ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE
D CLASS CITIES
iMTUNA LEDGE 260 0.00 50 323/ S44 $9,309 SO S33
3AMP ELL A22 A.05 112/881 SO $20/597 $0 $33
GOLOVIN 112 c.00 SC $40,195 30 S3 $40
SOODNEWS BAY 173 0.00 SO $1t/702 $21,063 SC S32
GRAYLING 211 0.00 50 '$27,267 S7/222 $0 $34
UGLY ..CRQS.S- 2A3 0.0C SO $20/239 $13/93? $0 $34
HOOPER BAY 651 2.70 $12/937 SO $19,332 sc $32
HOUSTON 319 0.0C $6 $66,840 $0 so $66
HUGHES TA C.CcC 50 >" SO SO $c
HUSL1A 2A1 0.19 $2A8 $53/751 SO $0 $59
<ACHEMAK 237 1.32 $2/735 SO $23/038 50 $25
<AKTOVIK 21A 0.15 S2A2 $0 $33/236 $0 $33
<ALTAG 2A5 Cc.00 SO $14,617 $19,403 SO $33
KASAAN 70 0.1 A S73 S6,458 S17,744 $0 $24
(A N/L-. 363 1.35 S5/020 $16,641 $1 2/ A3A $0 S34
<1 VALINA 253 1.09 $2/030 SO $31/443 $0 $33
KO3UK « A 0.0C SO 38/995 $24,817 S0 $33
KOTLIK 3A; 2.34 S5/950 $3/670 317/9A0 SO .532
KOTZEBUE 2, AcCA 7.31 5141,502 $52/764 SO $0 11 94
XO-YUK--* 153 1.1 $1 /555 $14,027 $13/416 $0 $23
KOYUKUK 99 0.0C $0 $0 SO 50
KUPREANOF 5A 0.00 SO SO 324/933 $0 S24
6W.Em.yK As o 2.05 J7/0A5 S3/67G $16/875 SO 132
LARSEN PAY 130 1.00 S1,330 $C $24/542 IC S25
LOWER KALSKAG 260 0. 0c¢ SC $79/588 50 $3/952 s*n,ttu»
v6 NOK OT AK 299 0.00 SO s o s 0 SC
MCGRATH A97 6 .7 ¢ s 2 AL A3 $41,683 SO SO $ 66
v EKORYUK 172 2.35 S3/073 $8/670 $20/372 SO $32
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE 601 6.23 $27,759 $66,926 SO $0 $94
NAPAKIAI' 256 3.21 56,749 $6,719 s1 2104 SO $32
251 0.32 $602 $8/670 $23/318 $0 $32

NAPA SKI AX

L.. 7 1

6

FEERUARY 22/ 1963

154
479
193
660
493
229
267
347
SO
100
373
479
374
276
096
479
312
591
266
217
SO
933
591
873

175
591
625
519
591

m)

" ow/



L APPROPRIATION

ER 38 APPROPRIATION
ER 39 APPROPRIATION
ER 90 APPROPRIATION

NAME

O CLASS CITIES
JIUHALEN

NEW STUYAHOK
NEWTUK

NIGH TMUTE
NIKOLAI
NONDALTON
NOORVIK
NULA.T.O-
NUIQSUT

.OLD HARBOR
3UZINKIE
PILOT STATION
PLATINUM
POINT HOPE
PQPT ALEXANDER
PORT HEIDEN
PORT.. LIONS.
IUINHh GAK-'
RUBY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAINT... MICHAEL
i.AINT.. PAUL.
5AVOONGA
TAXMAN
mSCAVMON  BAY
SEL AW K
3HAGELUK
SHAKTOOL IK
SHELDON POINT
SHI SHMARt F.
SHUNGNAK

FY 19S3 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS
CHAPTER £8 RRCRATION FACTCO = 7.c39SA31 A22360C

= 555,721,000

$34,913,300
$14,061,200
$6/746/000

PCPLATION

140
337
175
141
110
176
517
353
287
355
233
337
57
544
58
94
291
427
214
175
295
595
477
303
251
601
136
159
107
425
214

\%

MILL

RATE
EQV

c.ocC
0.00
0.0C
2.11
0.97
0.00
3.35
2.76
0.00
0,00
0.00
3.74
C.00
0.65
1.33
0.00
7.13
2.00
c.2C
5.09
1.56
6.40
2.02
1.23
0.06
0.00
0.0C
0.93
0.00
1.24
1.16

MINIMUM ENT.

SO

SC

30
$2,194
$790
$0
$14,655
17,173
32

SO
10
39,232

SO
32,607
$1,324
30
315,369
16,297
$319
$0
13,395
$27/992
$7,039
$2,740
$126

SO

S0
$1,092
$0
S$3,796
£1,325

CHAPTER 39 PRORATION FACTOR
CHAPTER 90 PRORATICN FACTOR
PRORATION FACTOR
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.998511 1A682202

CHAPTER S3
ENTITLEMENT

CHAPTER 89
AND 90

$8/356
30
S$3,670
S8/67C
39/276
$12,273
$15/798
$20/705
SO
$9,667
S6,734
$5,419
$C
$C
SO
$77/822
S7,364
$11/380
$0
30
$8,995
$97/930
$0
$6,455
$12,057
SC
$15,854
.$49,194
$C
$5,565
$13/212

MINIMUM

ENTITLE
ENTITLEMENT ADD ON

S23/C54
SO
S$23/920
$21/726
323/755
S19/252
S3/609
$585
333/476
310/564
$19/333
$17/768
10
$30/571
123/614
SO
$3/412
315,014
$33/159
$0
321/421
30
$26/389
$15/077
$20,532
£0
$18/212
TO
SO
$24/222
$18/931

PAGE

FEBRUARY 22,

00CcCo00C0O3cCccoo

G.3025265756A717
1.
= C.91t2922605502C2

HOLD

HARMLESS
ENTITLEMENT

to
$0
SO
$0
1@
$0

$0

$0
$0
30
$0

30
50
sc
$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
SO
to
$0

$0

SC
SO
$0
$0

1953

TOTAL

FY 1983
ENTITLE

$31/411
$0
£32/591
132,591
$33/822
$31/556
$34/064
$34/469
$33/479
$26/232
$26/123
132,<,70
$0
$33/479
$24/ 93S
$77,822
$20/146
$28/799
' $33,479
£0
133,812
$125, 923
$33/479
£24/276
123/825
$0
134/C66
$15/397
)
$33/685
133/908



L APPROPRIATION

ER 38 APPROPRIATION =
ER 89 APPROPRIATION =
ER 90 APPROPRIATION =

NAME

D CLASS CITIES
STEBCcjINS
TELLER

TENAKEE SPRINGS
TOG IAK
TOKSOOK -BAY-
TULUKSAK
TUNUNAK
UNALAKLEET
UPPER.KALSKAG,
WAINWRIGHT
WALES

WASILLA

WHITE MOUNTAIN
WHITTIER

EVT FIRE AREAS
NATIVE VILLAGE

PAGE

FY 1983 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS PEBR'UARY 22/ 1993
= b555/721/C00O CHAPTER 88 PRORATION FACTOR = 7.639343142236G0
334/913/8CO0 CHAPTER 39 PRORATICN FACTOR = 0.80852687564717
S14/C61/2GO CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR = 1.000GOOOCOOCCOO
$6/746/000 MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.962922605502C3
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99851114682202
MILL CHAPTER 88 CHAPTER 89  MINIMUM, HOLD TOTAL
RATE ENTITLEMENT AND 9C ENTITLE HARMLESS FY 1983
POPLATION  EQV ENTITLEMENT ADD ON entitlement ENTITLE
321 1.45 S3/420 58,995 $21/3=6 $C $33/812
206 19.10 $23/915 $16,557 $0 $0 $45,472
141 1.52 $1/583 $10,833 $12/870 $0 $25/342
545 0.0C 50 $21,414 $10/481 $0 $31/895
357 4.00 $10,491 $3/670 $13/429 30 $32, 591
243 1.97 $3,526 $111/092 $0 $0 3114/613
302 3.33 $7,405 $3,670 $16/514 $0 $32/5°1
604 4.73 $20/993 $35,757 $0 $C $56/750
133 0.00 $0 $32,046 $2/620 $0 $34*667
436 4.80 $15,394 $0 $15/084 $0 $33/479
129 1.73 $1,644 $8,356 $21/410 TO $21/411
2/356 0.66 $11/591 $111,583 $0 $0 31 23/1 SO
121 5.56 $4/950 $15/538 s1l1,1e9 $0 $31/677
224 31.03 $51/140 $14,031 $0 $0 $65/172
7/560 0O.0C $0 $61/033 $0 TO $60,504
GOvVT 65 0.00 SO $1/311/900 $0 $0 H ,311,900
TOTAL $35,539,325 $13/229,276 $1,392,321 $701,797 355/666/461



By SesFror Gilman®s Office
Effects of CS for SB 37:
It repeals the Municipal Assistance Program.

It establishes a minimum payment to municipalities of either
$100,000 plus COLA or an amount equivalent to that received
under AS 29.88 and AS 29.95.020 (State Revenue Sharing) and AS
43.20.016 (Municipal Assistance) during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1982, whichever 1is larger. The qualifications for
minimum payments for municipalities have been modified.

It repeals 29.89.050 (State Aid to Native Village Governments)
and creates a new section 29.88.032 (State Aid to
Unincorporated Communities). It establishes an entitlement of
$50,000 plus COLA per unincorporated community. The minimum
payment section has been altered to include the unincorporated
communities. If there is disagreement in the community over
what organization should be the recipient of these funds, new
language in this section would provide for an election.

In the event not enough money 1is appropriated to fully fund "the
minimum entitlements plus COLA, all municipalities and
unincorporated communities would be prorated at the same level.

If funds above the level required to pay minimum entitlements
are appropriated, the extra funds would be distributed to
municipalities under AS 29.88 (Municipal Tax Resource
Equalization).

Several small adjustments are made 1in the revenue sharing
program at the suggestion of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs:

1) 29.88.01(Hc) (O (©) - A list of examples has been
deleted.

2) 29.88.010(c)(1)(M®) - An (and) is deleted.

3) 29.88.010(c)(@) - A new paragraph F is added to
allow municipalities to take credit in the
formula for electricand telephone co-op taxes.

4) 29.89.030(a)(1l) - The $1,000 per bed allotment
on state aid to municipalities and other
eligible recipients for health facilities aid
hospitals 1is eliminated.

5 29.89.030(a)(3) is amended to specify that money
received under this section may be used only foi
health facilities and shall be apportioned among
qualifying facilities by the municipality.

6) 29.89.0707a) places COLA on payments to
volunteer fire departments.

IT the miscellaneous services account or the hospital
Tonstruction assistance account are overfunded, che excess
funds are reallocated to the tax equalization account
established 1ir. AS 29.88.035.



NORTH AND NORTHWEST
ALASKA "MAYORS " CONFERENCE
KOTZEBUE, ALASKA

NOVEMBER 5 AND 6, 1982

RESOLUTION NO. 82-11

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF COMBINING REVENUE
SHARING AND MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND
RAISING THE MINIMUM ENTITLEMENT TO 5100,000

PLUS THE COST OF LIVING DIFFERENTIAL

WHEREAS, the paperwork and number of agencies to.deal
with for State Aid to municipalities is unnecessarily
complicated, and

WHEREAS, the current minimum entitlement 1is too low to
assure adequate basic government

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE NORTHWEST MAYORS™
CONFERENCE THAT: they go on record 1in support of combining
the Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance programs and
raising the minimum entitlement to $100,000 plus the cost of

living differential.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE 1st Session, 3rd Annual NORTHWEST

MAYORS®" CONFERENCE THIS 6th day of November, 1982.



843220.013 Ai.askQAStatutks Shitikmknt §&43.20.016

lax reluni fur household and dependent cure HorvicrH necessary for hi*
gainful employment.

tci The rommiHMiniier of revenue shall pay Llio nmoiinl. ofn tax credit
allowed by Iliis .section lo a resident, individual who makes a return n*
provided in AS 43.20.012. A credit under this section shall be paid in

the manner provided in AS 43.20.030(c) lor the payment of refunds nnd .

payment msv not he made without an appropriation for that purpose.
(8 2ch 1SSSLA 1980;am § 9ch 1SSSLA 1980; § 2ch 2 SSSLA 1980)

F.ffrrl of nmcndim-nls. — .Section O, vides Ihni this section is retroactive, to
cli 1.SSSLA 1980 suhsliltilrd “$100" for Jnminry 1, 1979.
*$90" in the inlriiductny language nrsuh- kditnrs notes. — For legislintive
reel inn tat findings and purpose of the enacting leg-
Kffective ittiles. — Seriion 12 of ch. | islalinn. see 5 1. ch. 1.SSSLA 1980, sod

iinvide:i 11tot this serlion is relrnnclive lo $ 1l.cl*. 2 ,SSSLA 1980.iu the tSROTempo -

iy 1. 19111). mid = Il of ill. 2, pin- nny mid Special Arln nnd Heniilvra

See. '13.20.013. Individual lux credit.
Repealed by § 10¢cli | SSSLA 1980 and § 9 ch 2 SSSLA 1980.

Kililor s Holes. — The reprnlrdaerlina. repealing ads, see 5 I, ch. I.tiSSLA 1980,
ileiiveil fi.>ni 5 1. rli L, sLA 1978 and 5 1. ch. 2.S8SSSLA 1980, in Hie 19HO

For lei“islnlive linilinpn mnl pnrpiise of Tempnrniy and Special Adn nml Itesolve*

See. 43.20.010. Sharing of enrporute income fax revenue with
munie'ipalil ies. la) There in established within Ihe Department of
Revenue the municipal assistance fund. The legislature may appropri-
ate to the fund during each fiscal year an amount equal to or grenlcr
[lian .'lll perronl of the income lax revenue received by the sinle under
AS 43.20.01 He) and AS 43.21 for the previous fiscal year. The Depart-
meal of Revenue shall distribute money from the fund to each orgn-
m/.ed honninh and each city ofliny class on an annual basis as provided
in ih) and to) of this section. A borough or city may not. receive payment
under (lit oi tc) of this section until il. submits to the Department of
Revenue a resolution approved by the governing body of the munic-
ipality that requests the funds. Distribution of money from the fund to
acilvororganized borough with ii fiscal year beginning on January |
shall he made on February | of Ihe slate fiscal year for which llie
appropriation In the fund is made. Distribution of money from the fund
lo all oilier cities and organized hnrnughs shall he made on June 1of
the stale fiscal year far which the appropriation lo [he fund is mjde
A borough or city that incorporates alter December 31 of a stale fif'd
year is not eligible for a distribution under this section until ll»r
following slate fiscal year.

(h) The base amount L he distributed from Ihe fund lo each borough
and city for Ilie fiscal year shall lie Ilie amount received by 1™ uorougn
nr city during fiscal year 1978 under AS 43,70.080; however, if lhe

appropriated lo the fund by Ihe legislature under (a) of lid*

§4320017 Rkvknui-tanii Taxa "imn §43,2(1017

section is insufficient, for distribution of the full base amount, Ihe
Department of Revenue shall prorate tin- amount available for distri-
bution on the basis of amounts received during fiscal year 1978 under
AS 43.70.080. A rily incorpornfi-il within on organized Imriiugh after
June 30, 1977 shall receive as a base amount a share of llu- amount
distributed In the borough in which if is located based on Ihe ratio of
population in the city lo the total population in Ihe borough. A city
incorporated outside :In organized horough afler hune 30, 1977 shall
receive as a base amount the amount received by the city in the stale
most closely approximating if in population at the time or its
incorporation. A borough incorporated afler June 30, 1977 shall receive
asa hase amount the amount received by the borough in Hie slate most
closely approximating it in population at flic time of ils incorporation.

(c) If Hie amount in the fund at the time of distribution exceeds the
hase amount fit lie distributed under (li) of Ibis section, lhe excess
iiinoimf mliiill lie dinirihiifi-d to enrli borough and rily nit lhe basis of
population. For the purpose of this suliseclinn, Ihe pupulnlinn nl n city
within nil organized borough shall he deducted from Ihe population of
the borough. Population, for the purpose of this section, shall he as
certified by the commissioner of community and regional affairs.

(d) The intent of (c) of this section is that local governments which
levy property taxes reduce those levies in reasonable proportion to the
amount of increased stale aid received by a local government The
governing body ofeach local governmen I shall furnish a notice with (he
lax sinlement. describing ils use of this increased slate aid. (§ 2cli 144
SLA i.178;am § | ch 31 SLA 1981; am § cli lit! SLA 1982)

eeeee th rii-iilmires of suliseeliii¥ Ini =la 70 oailldl) in Ilienuuue >l revenue In lie
Tin- 1982 mwmiiriiilniritl side tilulfd ".7N slimed in 1979 in limitc|niiee willi AS
peri rnl™ fnc “11l pern-01011" in lIn*seenml neii 1.1.70 1IN0 Tlie iu. ien.-.c in [Ilie iiupiilllle
tenre nf siilisi-rlion tnl iliriiliie lux uliieli gups inlnellei I in 1979 is

Fililor> ntilrs, — Section (1. ill. 111, Iliesource nf revenue In lienluileil ivilli Ilie
S LA 1978, provides: "TILEtANFIiITTIONAL jiuiniripnlilies uudei AS <.129 UIII in 1980
HULKS Foll HKVKNUK SILIAHINC nml suliMspienl years This Art dees mil
UNUKIEt THIS ACT. Tim levenur mined -milltllc any organized [Ihiiiiul;li nr any rilv
iiinli-r A S *13.70 1 AS 4:1.70.0211 nf nny eliiMn In revenue wunder Imlli AS
T1.7(L 1201which rrinlcn In Ilie 197110 nleii «4:170 080 nml AS L'120.011* 1Inr Ilie inline
dnr year (inrliidini; 1lie $29 liccimnc tee due period nf lime

Mnrcli I, 1978 nnd Ilie fees nn Ilie Inlnl

Sec. 43.20.017. Individual lax exemptions.
Repealed by § 10ch 1SSSLA 1980 and § 9cli 2 SSSLA 198(1

Kd Itor*s noles, — The repealed net-lini Tetnpnrni v nml Sperhil Aelit neil Iti*snlven
derived frniii fi 1, cli 22,SLA 1980 In Willinns v. Znhel, Sup ¢c1 ordei
t*nr lecininlivp findings mid pinpose nf (File Num. 5101191211, = 2d I.sept. 1.
repenlinc dels, see 5 l.rli 1,SSS1.A 1980, 19901, Ihe siipieuin niuil held 1Ihe lax

nnd 5 1. eh. 2.SSSLA 1980, in lhe 1980 exemption I1AS 1.1200171 enncled hy eh
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W\ 1 /) 1 Bill Sheffield, Governor
A Utnl J M

2)KPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER /

March 1, 1983

The Honorable Don Gilman
State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear SjkkpfgT/*

Pursuant to your request for information regarding th* Municipal
Assistance and State Revenue Sharing programs.

The staff of this Department has prepared the attached municipal
breakdown based on information received from your staff.

I hope this information 1is satisfactory for your needs.

Mark Lewis
Commiss ioner

1-P1IH
mmmm



9>£PT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

21-P1IH

nocp

S E I F Bill Sheffield. Governor

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

ANALYSIS OF ONE REVENUE SHARING PROPOSAL

Senator Gilman has requested that this division analyze a proposed
change to the State Revenue Sharing formula. This proposed change
would combine Municipal Assistance and Revenue Sharing. This new

program would hold municipalities harmless at their 1982 combined

level or $100,000 plus cost of living allowance (COLA) and entitle
unincorporated communities to $50,000 plus COLA.

The attached cheets contain 3 columns.

Column #1 shows minimum entitlements of either the amount received
from Municipal Assistance and Chapter 88 (Tax Equalization Account)
of State Revenue Sharing or 100,000 plus COLA. It should be pointed
out that the figures contained here do not include Chapter 89
(Miscellanous Services) and Chapter 90 (Hospital Construction Aid) .
100% funding for these two chapters for FY 83 would be $20,953,000.
These chapters have not been included 1in the attachments.

Column #11 shows what a funding level of $145,000,000 would do to
individual entitlements if the excess above the minimums were
distributed based on the Chapter 88 formula.

Column #111 shows the distribution based on $145,000 with the excess
being distributed on a per capita basis.

The $145,000,000 figure is based on the request from legislative
staff and does not include any funding for Chapters 89 and 90.

TE/td-1029S



o

17

=l

=~

SIS

1

1 -
S dion*r. b oLli73
i I * f
*i<]n hoy-ry, c- Sz\I:_l,’\z\!%SS>
iIFLuJi> 1 ftftSM z U
1rC-Tssrt o r~- 1622k,71 «
iPa, C 1
tOTcs 71?M 33 :
! n G-i* ; ft1337133.
fitc /IlhiFo 1/ | 14ftFo7U
LTIA/A 2 M ftvOSbb.
M ai-Sg 3 S973
/[/a-il S/oPc.  p3.72ig33 |
1 15 1ko. ra  /-T3
| Lo11 1j
Bo-nt"h Toi-olrfllbftISZTJ
st 1]
Lo kje 'ie i
CorloOCL, £ft 28bz
iC i-a. fa 2'23'PoZ
|[P.H «* hA Av Lo SJftb
 IMs." r-bo fiCf  &syypiet
(3o0/c n cl. 27Pob3
| Ms./ // <2 372
/e r 7EIriVy
!//ootiah
Ny, s 7bg1-a 100 o
i\js tpo
Kb nperP 1 Iefift nl? z 1
ISs irU fko i 7 fttftft | b'U
IS/-ra ftsii) I7p 3'1'?___}
Klo.ujocftc /'o0 0%
jSn<Pra k. Nl "om z£
Rft na we
Alo** < AN~ (
fl/ov-fb Pols if?
Fok!-vtmy~ 1 7p) ewh
-PilLi< 20. i /1p7 "mfc
Pe-fet-c \>u~a 1
Bg—s9 Ps»!] /m i 2 hi7
1 Isq's~ /% .Jf 1= v/ ?jpR
i 1 6elc™0/J/Er] ./15*25WZ\
'G%MJJa \-p! £27 3;@7
W'UONJO\ES AF 07 ,v3B«n 23,506 ZI\

N

8-o0 il
i'l’\6.060.oct>

'ft! ftip \

'll 621 Sloft\

ft 07 7 5572\
7ftl I\
[ 79X3774
v P ftit/o |
/
/ \3ft\}23
it 37 {07 t
p ft//ftC |
a 47is iA
I

617PSP
11 i!
1

(oftftPh I\

ftl? bftp. |

qemszpy
(?SS\Lfto\- '
ft iP o p fts:
3L3ft3M®
'dIZfLEI
Sbckbc
iftd n p
l'on\ga d
IS ftF ftd
| 222E3.5
323A m
71P (cfto
U JIftF
) OTstot
V2S-257

1/PIFm p 1

l1

toon- 775

s ftre
/ W/ re/

f T-ft /of

It lﬁ

o 7 M
I Pftitw b

1

7'1-V

T

! JsS fto QQ 160

SBftft* 97-3\

Kl

ftSq ftSft

9 / ftUtitifn

73,7 %in

77ftp W

{ ft (aftl Cio:tt
| Sftfy 5*4/

1 1lo Ubps
ft4lft37/

{ 7 303 iftCp-
2595 \ffo
I\

%
1 1l

11 l]

1o
l 7nc tr/

ftffts
Ifto ftftp

ft30ft44/
TRAXX |

; ftoz \736%

Pb7

/'] P?tr
/ftp fF b
17t 7M t
3 t\I3 L3P.

If 7 pl/if
1707321
72ftS|ft

t O(p? 141

- 1'70555
bv 3 +zd

i "7, fall
11ftz 7ftft
75 ft ftft?
®ftP 3A
O FFft'fy

W
1B2

old

20/ if 5j47 -

1

|
[

11
i

i
P
!

!

I
i

MACE IN USA



# A Bip--e~-- -7

SVWLCH JONH CVPAW 0700} ORKON - 30y Q gy g rer wre






i"AhrjoA-Ci |\3%r2
)14, p4 U/t20
&uzl [on\(rdo -
2 -Bka*
13105
L2U.Z
w 10 37T E
, 1M31
wivoss UVsl—
fffff 132212.1
2wiSia.t /litpd!-" 1i32i2:£«.
So 1 '+ f}HItibC 322221
“jSsudii.  Sij-L-L 1802
Sa.u.a0- tny— 136\In* -
Se | 06000
nga YMpW QXW“ o k H
uti<te i kom
20
1 kroo f
§ﬁ 0F Bl 137oe
AS h Eb ">t -7 2 L35.2&S
fern v a 132222
Ceete s 132222

. [-9//q /-
jiTria. £ < Sfiringi jP. 12>
ihszyit- |3*y IWY

To Il :
17T A L&D zZA *
Trhik to t ! 1&3:2
N7/ CRrISI K V3™ 2
(Jaa4&Csel 123132
flApe- Ka a 139Vet
toafiniio r =« I-° 133*3
m,Z&I
s 1. m z =iy
V2$$Hh
CIU'Aje r 123.223

EVLON INIFQVPAY L aeen

\i

T

IfURIA

o7 Wl
loTLn'J b

fipyb /7
za5.5-? ¢
m m a

i&hvm

13°221
WoW'-c
ZIZITSE. L
id&SLfe.- -
zj"r-ksk...

L3vj?.1i/_ ..

1373/ 1
L&2[KELEL

iflhaaraldt
A

(32411

m

MSBQ
LMj-b0

msm.

/3:77051

12.0'002
133330

12/3522.
M lai

33S5.52i
222 t
31

diiT

il

182

1&61P
112321-

1M 4.
Jy<{“

/Jssé&sg
/£

LIE 0V3

n . =£522-1
m 3"

TOia._

133322
23N
123737
VIZ

zkzhizb j =
[jyfr 3lly
121336 112
231822 1

120113,
jm

2517m

UpL'em

EOEVnL

m X



WRITC 0

COLUMN

UAtiPr.oCPnTATAM.

C.n«Nu

flhT'C

‘Beo-P

m h*?

(JiVlo.c/r.-

<

1IClo 7uijj\\
i iCW\k<4ih'k
'Clil0 Ht Iz

Cltqut L

-

/OC!on

1 -MLiicutthr Lolor.

CLIl/sir

tlutno.

Ch i~ttncs

i gow c
Cofs
COjiltr-
C.00p

-

Ccillth
rd ArrrV:

Dor Lo <r-

fcr,Zw

1 ICVAA'S
Kal'r

e

i J-Jox) *
1+ Dbiuefp

1)

//f
dtiuo.
BILLS'
PoC.

I /,MCar>. ailrv

‘fubxots !

L02<<I.
r__

K
—0iur, <o

Avnicy Latke =

C sctic
Kokh

Ny Y-S

/

a. to
ah*Ic
s/1l<m

r foaHfte

| Imﬂﬁn%
poa.l

fflCO k

o’m r

ullfa?, «a

"NICS 4
L Alfy

i/t 2

{y)C 4n

Ale-1So

i 1
WHION iONtl COUMNV

ki hoi-~
Sf3r**9+

1
‘I Irzonrsvy

7 il
07303 GRCEN *

1
(edCOPi 1

'.*? il
byhis, .
bLU"95
&N DC . |
be 106

'S7935
$0'00 0

Ldlas”

LC/P-fo  * i

¢ OPer,
{P4h9S m 4

1172 .
>Po
A/ LIC

z~d/plr 1

Ifitf?SCf
i5'd "™ a 1

Lf7i
«TJ*
fc*
-7
W ¢
£7
MW's
CilY o

~

¥ 1

foi

57~tooc|

£E9W b »

Jfbd el | !
y of

2%/0

1j

-, -

1

102

MADE IN USA



Od,wg a

o

] 5
| \
d 1
i
& vi
SV

cagama

o O + th w = COLUMN WHITE |
3 () I 03 | =
ﬁ']*\]')hok*gvo{ f%TSQS 5k \% 70
f o oftoy ¥ i Sy,
r v b O ot E ¥ A F !
S O S
AR
'+ ' ti" ¢
WM@%W Tsjs i, gk, wy
: v [ »
w# waa%%ﬂqﬁsé w&ﬁ 0 |
— - i~
_— — [
1
L'L o



DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS POUC
E

21*P1LH

Bill Sheffield, Governor

OUCH
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER WSHE 6t et

March 3, 1983

POSITION PAPER

IE SB 37

SPONSOR: Senator Sackett

Program Effects

Presently Natfve Village Governments receive $25,000 per commu—
nity and municipalities are entitled to a minimum entitlement

of $25,000 plus a cost-of-living adjustment. This bill would
increase the entitlement to both Native Village Governments and
municipalities up to $100,000 plus a cost-of-living adjust—
ment. The bill also provides that each municipality and Native
Village Government receive basic assistance which would hold
them harmless at the level of State Revenue Sharing and
Municipal Assistance they received for FY 82. The Municipal
Assistance Program found 1in AS 43.20.016 1is repealed.

Comments

The Department 1is very much 1in favor of ensuring the equal
treatment of all Alaska communities 1in the areas of providing
financial aid. We believe the basic purpose of SB37 is to
achieve that end, and we support that intent.

Specifically however, we do wish to point out two areas within
the language of the bill which are of some concern to us.

The suggested increase for Native Village Governments from the
$25,000 they now receive to $100,000 plus an area
cost-of-living differential would make their entitlement equal
to the minimum entitlement nearly all second class cities would
receive under this bill.

Second class cities are required under Title 29 to meet certain
legal resposibilities, 1.e. conducting annual elections,
holding regular council meetings, preparing budgets and
financial statements and passing and codifying ordinances under
public scrutiny. Since state law requires those municipalities
to expend local funds to pay for those activities, it would
seem fair that additional state financial aid should be
provided to offset those local costs.



Position Paper SB 37
Page 2

A second, and minor concern of the Department 1is the use of the
term "Native Village Government". Considering the Attorney
General®s opinion (File No. J-66-829-81) of 1981 and the
controversy which has centered around that term in recent
years, the Department suggests a term such as "Unincorporated
Community"™, or similar language be substituted.



STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill No: SB 37 Date on Bill: January 18, 1983
Title: "relating to State Aid to Municipalities and other recipients”
Sponsor: Senator Sackett and Ferguson s

Requestor: Senate Community & Regional Affairs Commit tee
1. Estimated fiscal impacts on: Department of Community & Regional Affairs

a. Expenditures:
(Thousands of Pol Tars)

FY 83 FY 34 FY 85 FY 86
Capital -0- -0- -0-
Operating -0- -0- -0-
Total -0- -0- -0- t

b. Revenues:
Revenue

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal impact of bill:

Sponsor DID NOT IDENTIFY source of funds for this bill.

3. Assumptions:

Present Revenue Sharing staff would be able to administer this program.

Full funding of this program would cost $154,228,500 for FY"84.

4. Disclaimer:

This statement has not been reviewed by the OMB in the Office of the Governor. It there-
fore does not represent the finalyestimate of fiscal impact. ,
Prepared By: Terry L. Earlenr22n f Phone: 465<4730
Division: Local ~overnmen”Assi”~tance/ Date: 3/3/81
Approved by Commissioner: |/ ﬂ ( Date:
Department: Community & Regional Affairs N "/

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to OMB
Ccoy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor 2/15/83



STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill Mo: <c¢ssb 4 37 (¢ & ra) Date on Bill: March a. iqaa
Title: _ An Ai-t- rplafino rn ai'rl fnr Tninrtnppl ¢ and other recipients
Sponsor: Senators Sac-kptrf. and Ferguson
Requestor:sPnafP C & RA Committee

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenditures:
(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86
Capital
Operating 21.5
Total 27 1.
b. Revenues:
Revenue

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal impact of bill:
Sponsor did not indicate.

3. Assumptions:

4. Disclaimer:

This statement has not been reviewed by the OMB in the Office of the Governor. It ther
fore dees not represent the final estimate of fiscal impact.

Preparedf\By:___no"y r.riffin Phone: _

Division; ----—-- Lnml nnvnrnmp.n*, Date:J wMnrrh R, IORR
Approved by Commissioner Date:

Department: Community and Regional Affairs

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to OMB /o
Copy to Sponsor
- Copy toRequestor 2/15/83



CSSB (C & RA)

Financial Analysis:

Travel $ 2,500
Contracted Services 25,000
TOTAL $ 27,500

$25,00 is requested for FY 8A to allow the Division of Local
Government Assistance to place the combined State Revenue
Sharing/Municipal Assistance on its computer system to allow rapid
access to and manipulation of the information used to compute

entitlements.

A small increase in travel is requested to allow State Revenue
Sharing staff to attend meetings of local officials, conduct public
hearings on regulations and other matters, and to provide better

information and outreach.



By Senator Gilman®s Office
Effects of CS for SB 37:
It repetls the Municipal Assistance Program.

14 establishes a minimum payment to municipalities of either
$100,000 plus COLA or an amount equivalent to that received
under AS 29.88 and AS 29.95.020 (State Revenue Sharing) and AS
43.20.016 (Municipal Assistance) during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1982, whichever is larger. The qualifications for
minimum payments Tfor municipalities have, been modified.

It repeals 29.89.050 (State Aid to Native Village Governments)
and creates a new section 29.88.032 (State Aid to
Unincorporated Communities). It establishes an entitlement of
$50,000 plus COLA per unir.corporated community. The minimum
payment section has been altered to include the unincorporated
communities. If there is disagreement in the community over
what organization should be the recipient of these funds, new
language in this section would provide for an election.

In the event not enough money 1is appropriated to fully fund the
minimum entitlements plus COLA, all municipalities and
unincorporated communities would be prorated at the same level.

If funds above the level required to pay minimum entitlements
are appropriated, the extra funds would be distributed to
municipalities under AS 29.88 (Municipal Tax Resource
Equalization).

Several small adjustments are made in the revenue sharing
program at the suggestion of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs:

1) 29.88.010(c)(1)(@ - A list of examples has been
deleted.

2) 29.88.010(c)(1)(M®) - An (and) 1is deleted.

3) 29.88.010(c)(@) - A new paragraph F 1is added to
allow municipalities to take credit in the
formula for electricand telephone co-op taxes.

4) 29.89.030(a)(1l) - The $1,000 per bed allotment
on state aid to municipalities and other
eligible recipients for health facilities and
hospitals 1is eliminated.

5) 29.89.030(a)(3) is amended to specify that money
received under this section may be used only for
health facilities and shall be apportioned among
qualifying fa "ities by the municipality.

6) 29.89.070(a) s COLA on payments to
volunteer fi. .partments.

If the miscellaneous services account or the hospital
construction assistance account are overfunded, the excess
funds are reallocated to the tax equalization account
established in AS 29.88.035.



NORTH AND NORTHWEST
ALASKA MAYORS®" CONFERENCE
KOTZEBUE, ALASKA

NOVEMBER 5 AND 6, 1982

RESOLUTION NO. 82-11

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF COMBINING REVENUE
SHARING AND MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND
RAISING THE MINIMUM ENTITLEMENT TO $100,000

PLUS THE COST OF LIVING DIFFERENTIAL

WHEREAS, the paperwork and number of agencies to.deal
with for State Aid to municipalities is unnecessarily
complicated, and

WHEREAS, the current minimum entitlement 1is too low to
assure adequate basic government

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE NORTHWEST MAYORS*®
CONFERENCE THAT: they go on record in support of combining
the Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance programs and
raising the minimum entitlement to $100,000 plus the cost of

living differential.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE 1st Session, 3rd Annual NORTHWEST

MAYORS®" CONFERENCE THIS 6th day of November, 1982.
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT"

M EMORANDUWM

TO: Mark Lewis, Commissioner
Department of Community & Regional Affairs

Norman Gorsuch, Esquire
Attorney General

FROM: James E. Hutchins
Smith & Gruening, Inc.
on behalf of
PORT GRAHAM VILLAGE COUNCIL
DATE : March~18, 1983

RE: AS 29 .89 .050

This firm has been retained by the Port Graham Village
Council to present the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
with a memorandum regarding the eligibility of unincorporated com—
munities within organized boroughs to receive revenue sharing funds
pursuant to AS 29.89.050. This memorandum was prepared at the re—
quest of former Commissioner Lee McAnerney (see attachment A) and

funded by Community Legal Assistance Grant No. 82-26-11.



FACTS

In 1980/ the Alaska legislature enacted ch. 155 SLA 1980 to
provide for the distribution of State revenue among the local com—
munities within the State. Among the different schemes contained
within this statute is the directive that $25,000.00 be paid to
Native village governments for villages which are not incorporated
as cities. 83 ch. 155 SLA 1980, codified as AS 29.89.050.

Port Graham 1is a village of approximately 165 Aleuts and
about a half dozen non-Natives living near the southwestern tip of
the Kenai Peninsula. Port Graham 1is not connected by road to any
other community, although a four-mile trail over the mountains 1links
it with its sister village English Bay. This village 1ir not 1incor—

porated as a city, but it has long been governed by its traditional

village council. Both the village and its council are recognized by
the: federal government as a tribal entity. See, 43 U.S.C. 81610(b)
(1). Port Graham 1is located within the boundaries of the Kenai

Peninsula Borough.

During the first year 1in which AS 29.89.050 was effective,
the Department of Community and Regional Affairs recognized Port
Graham as a recipient eligible under this section. The funds were
paid to the village council amd used by it for library services,
fire protection, health services, road maintenance, day care and
water system maintenance.

In the following year, the Department refused to distribute
revenue sharing funds to Port Graham. The Commissioner had been ad-—
vised by the Attorney General®s office that AS 29.89.050 should be

2



read to preclude payment of such funds to vil? ages located within
the boundaries of organized boroughs. Port Graham contests the pro—
priety of this advice.

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Does AS 29.89.050 direct that revenue sharing funds be
paid only to unincorporated communities located outside the boundar—
ies of organized boroughs?

2. Must AS 29.89.050 be construed to require that revenue
sharing funds be paid only to unincorporated communites located out—
side the boundaries of organized boroughs?

ANSWER

The language of AS 29.89.050 does not restrict the payment of
revenue sharing monies to unincorporated communities located outside
organized boroughs. The general legislative intent of ch. 155 SLA
1980 and the language of other sections of this Act make it clear
that the legislature intended revenue sharing monies to be paid to
all Native village governments for villages not incorporated as
cities. This intended payment to all such communities presents no
constitutional problems.

DISCUSSION

I . Legislative Intent. The following reproduction of the
language of AS 29.89.050 makes it clear that the legislature made no
explicit prohibition of revenue sharing payments to Native village
governments for unincorporated villages within the organized

boroughs:



The state shall pay $25,000 to a Native village gov—

ernment for a village which 1is not incorporated as a

city under AS 29.03.010-29.95.030. In this section,

"Native village government" means

(D) a local governing body organized by authority

of the Act of Congress of June 18, 1934 (25 U.S.C.

8476); or

(2) a traditional village council or, 1if there 1is

no traditional village council, the paramount chief

or other governing body of a Native village which

meets the requirements of the Alaska Native Claims

Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 881601-1628).

AS 29.89.050.

None of the memoranda prepared by the Attorney General's of—
fice (April 27, 1981, File No. J-66-335-81; September 2, 1981, File
No. J-66-829-81; November 18, 1981, File No. J-66-261-82) show that
the legislature intended, either explicitly or implicitly, to re—
strict revenue sharing payments to unincorporated communities out—
side the borders of organized boroughs. Rather, the Attorney
General®"s office advised the Department to read this restriction in—
to the statute in order to avoid purported constitutional problems
and to promote certain policy considerations.

That the Attorney General®s revision of the statute is con—
trary to the legislature®s intention can be readily shown. First, a
major policy motivating the enactment of ch. 155 SLA 1980 was the
need to provide Tfor an even distribution of State revenues among all
the communities of the State without regard for their several abili—
ties to generate governmental income. See, 88l and 12(c) ch. 155
SLA 1980. While the primary emphasis was given to the needs of in—

corporated municipalities, the legislature was not unmindful of the

4



fact that numerous communities within the State are only organized
under federal law. See, AS 29.89.050.

The legislature provided for the distribution of funds for
both general and specific governmental purposes. AS 29.88 and AS
29.89. The distributional scheme also provided for the payment of
funds directly and indirectly to nonprofit hospitals and volunteer
fire departments. AS 29.89.030; AS 29.89.040. Thus, it is clear
that State created governmental entities were not the only intended
recipients. See also, AS 29.89.010.

It is just as clear that villages within organized boroughs
were intended to be recipients of revenue sharing funds. First, it
should be noted that villages and towns incorporated as cities were
unquestionably intended to receive revenue sharing funds, whether or
not they are located within the boundaries of organized boroughs.

AS 29.88.035, 29.88.045, 29.89.010. This 1is because cities provide
services which boroughs do not.

The same can be said of villages organized under federal
law. The village council of Port Graham provides road, water and
sewer maintenance, Tfire protection, health services and a library
without the assistance of the Kenai Peninsula Borough. Inasmuch as
villages like Port Graham are integral parts of the State of Alaska,
it is to be presumed that, by failing to place an explicit restric—
tion on the distribution of funds to villages located outside orga-—
nized boroughs, the legislature did nor intend such a restriction to
exist. This conclusion is confirmed by the fact that the legisla—
ture did place such an explicit restriction on the distribution of

5



State aid to volunteer fire departments. AS 29.89.040(a). In
short, 1if the legislature had intended to deny revenue sharing funds
to villages within the organized boroughs, it would have said so.

. Constitutional Questions. With the exception of the
discussion of Art. X, & of the Alaska Constitution; the panoply of
potential constitutional problems raised by the three memoranda from
the Attorney General®s office has nothing to do with the eligibility
of unincorporated communities within organized boroughs to receive
funds pursuant to AS 29.89.050. If the Department may properly make
these payments to communities located outside the organized borough,
the Department may disburse these funds to communities within the
boroughs.

A. Equal protection; public purpose. It may be worthwhile,
however, to offer a brief discussion of these supposed constitution—
al infirmities 1in order to demonstrate that none of them are real
problems. First, the Attorney General raises the spectre of dis—
criminatory use of the State funds by Native village governments.
However, he must and does admit that this is not a question of the
unconstitutionality of the statute on its face. Attorney General”®s
Memorandum, File No. J-66-335-81, at 3-4 (April 27, 1981). The
village council of Port Graham provides services to all residents of
the village without discrimination.

Second, it was suggested that the use of revenue sharing
funds by a Native government would not be for a public purpose, as
required by Art. 11X, 86 of the Alaska Constitution. This assertion

6



is negated by the numerous cases which recognize a public purpose in
the use of State funds which benefit private, and even religious,
entities. Wright v. City of Palmer, 468 P.2d 326 , 331 (Alaska
1970); Walker v. Alaska State Mortgage Association, 416 P.2d 245,
251 (Alaska 1966); Suber v. Alaska State Bond Commission, 414 P.2d
546, 552 (Alaska 1966); Lien v. City of Ketchikan, 383 P.2d 721, 722
(Alaska 1963); DeArmond v. Alaska State Development Corporation, 376
P.2d 717, 721-722 (Alaska 1962). The uses to which revenue sharing
funds are applied by the Port Graham village council are undeniably
public purposes (see attachment B). The Commissioner was in ap—
parent agreement (see attachment C).

Third, it was suggested that the disbursement of revenue
sharing funds to Native village governments but not to non-Native
unincorporated communities might violate the equal protection clause
of the Alaska Constitution. This contention, too, lacks substance.
It is highly doubtful that unincorporated communities are "persons"”
under Alaska-Cons. Art. 1, 8l. Further, the courts have consistent—
ly accorded great deference to legislatures on the structuring of
remedial statutes. It is well settled that the grant of a public
benefit need not extend as far as it might; 1instead, the extent to
which a problem 1is remedied by an expenditure of public funds is
left to the reasonable discretion of the legislature. E.g., Suber
y. Alaska State Bond Committee, 414 P.2d 546, 552 (Alaska 1966);
Schweiker v. Wilson, 450 U.S. 221, 230, 238 (1981). It is certainly
reasonable for the legislature to distinguish between communities
which have some form of government and those which have none.

7



B. Local government provisions. To support: its advice
AS 29.89.050 revenue sharing ought only to be disbursed among unin-—
corporated communities outside the borders of organized boroughs,
the Attorney General®s office offered three arguments:

1. There 1is no need for the State to provide services
through another organization where a municipality exists.

2. To do so would contravene Art. X, & of the Alaska
Constitution.

3. The proposed amendments to AS 29.89.050 confirm the
Attorney General"s restrictive reading of the present language of AS
29.89.050.

Attorney General®s Memorandum J-66-261-82 (November 18, 1981).

The first argument 1is, in effect, the substitution of the
Attorney General®"s resolution of a policy question in place of the
legislature®s determination. As such, it 1is violation of the doc—
trine of separation of powers. See, Bradner v. Hammond, 553 P.2d 1,
7 (Alaska 1976). It is the legislature®s province to make laws.
Alaska Cons., Art. 11, 8l. It is the executive®"s duty to enforce
them as made by the legislature. Alaska Cons., Art. 111, 8I16.

Thus, not only 1is the Attorney General®s determination of the appro—
priate entities to receive revenue sharing Tfunds outside the scope,

of his authority, but the advice to the Department to rewrite AS
29.89.050 to avoid the purported constitutional problems 1is also a
violation of the doctrine of separation of powers. Validly enacted
laws are presumptively constitutional unless declared otherwise by a

8
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court of competent jurisdiction; the executive has no power to sus—
pend, to abridge or to enlarge the enforcement of such laws. 16
Am._.Jur._.2d "Constitutional Law" &153 at 526-527, 8305 at 821-822
(1979).

This executive determination of need 1is not only legally im—
proper, it also ignores the allocation of local and area-wide func-—
tions within our State"s system of local governments. The Attorney
General®s memorandum states, "There 1is no need for the state to pro-—
vide services through another organization where a municipality
exists." Attorney General®"s Memorandum J-66-261-82 at 1 (November
18, 1981). If this were true, the question arises whether cities
ought to receive revenue sharing funds if they are located within
the boundaries of a borough. The answer, of course, 1is yes. This
is not because cities are municipalities, too. Rather, the legisla—
ture has chosen to extend revenue sharing funds to cities as well as
to boroughs because these two entities have complementary func—
tions. See_AS 29 .33.010 et seq.; AS 29 .38 .010-.020; AS 29.40 .020;
AS 29.48.030. The borough 1is more suited to address area-side con—
cerns, while both 1incorporated cities and Native village governments
better address local concerns. See, City of Douglas v. City and
Borough of muneau, 484 P.2d 1040, 1043 (Alaska 1971).

The Kenai Peninsula Borough covers the entire Peninsula plus
most of the western bank of the Cook Inlet drainage. It has been
beyond the practice and presumably beyond the ability of the Borough

9



to provide for all the public services necessary in the various iso”
lated villages contained within the Borough. These are local con—
cerns and they are most effectively addressed by local governments.
This is especially true in communities, such as Port Graham, which
have no road connection with the main concentration of borough popu—
lation. This allocation of prine responsibility to local community
governments is 1in keeping with the basic constitutional tenet that -
the State local government system provide for the maximum local
self-government. Alaska Cons., Airt. X, 8l; see also, 4 Alaska

Const. Conv. Proceed. 2648-49.

The Attorney General®"s second rationale for withholding pay-—
ments to village gove: nments within boroughs is based upon an overly
restrictive and unwarranted reading of Art. X, & of the Alaska Con-—
stitution. It also ignores the clear pronouncements of the Supreme
Court of Alaska and the dictates of federal Ilaw.

The Attorney General argued that Art. X & of the Alaska Con-—
stitution limits the exercise of local government powers to boroughs
and to cities. Attorney General®s Memoranda J-66-261-82 at 1
(November 18, 1981) and J-66-335-81 at 3 (April 27, 1981). Neither
the language of this section nor the records of the constitutional
convention proceedings support this interpretation.

Article X & reads as follows:
All 1local government powers shall be vested in

boroughs and cities. The State may delegate tax- c,
ing powers to orgar.ized boroughs and cities only.



This section does three things. First, it gives names to State cre—
ated units of local government. Second, 1it, together with Art. X,
51, grants to those units the full panoply of local governmental
powers. Third, it restricts the taxing power to organized boroughs
and cities.

This section does not limit the exercise of all governmental
functions to boroughs and cities. See, Art. X, &§b. The State
legislature 1is empowered to exercise some local government powers.
See, Art. X, 8% and 13; see also, 4 Alaska Const. Conv. Proceed.
2741. Nor does it prohibit municipalities from entering into agree—
ments with other local governmental units, the State or the Federal
Government regarding the exercise of governmental functions. See,
Art. X, 813. A Native village government is a local governmental
unit which may be recognized under these constitutional provisions.

Further, it was the intention of the Framers of the Alaska
Constitution- that unincorporated villages be able to exercise some
governmental functions. 4 Alaska Const. Conv. Proceed. 2649, 2651-
52. Throughout the discussions of the local government article, it
was emphasized that a flexible framework for 1local government was
intended; the details were to be left up to the State and to the
local communities. E.g., 4 Alaska Const. Conv. Proceed. 2647, 2648,
2654, 2665, 2690, 2743. The legislature is authorized to set the
standards ar the recognition of cities and boroughs and it is
authorized to prescribe their powers and functions. Art X, 88 and
7. It is clear from the foregoing that the legislature is autho—
rized to recognize the existence of Native village governments.

11



This recognition has already been approved by the Alaska
Supreme Court. Traditional village councils are recognized as pos—
sessing some governmental powers when no incorporated municipality
exists over the same community. State v. Aleut Corporation, 541
P.2d 730, 735 (Alaska 1975). In this case, the Court held that
traditional councils must be consulted prior to the conveyance of
State land adjacent to their communities. Id. at 737. This re—
quirement arose from As 38.05.305, which pertained to conveyances

adjacent to an incorporated municipality or "other organized commun

ity." The Court rejected the argument that "other organized commun

ity" referred only to boroughs. Rather, the Court included Native

villages 1in this definition with the following analysis:

In our view, the state®"s reading of AS 38.05.305 1is
too constricted. Common sense leads to the conclu—
sion that if the legislature had intended to limit

the provision®"s applicability to incorporated munici—
palities and boroughs, it would have used the word
"boroughs."™ We think the legislature employed the
broader term "other organized community"” for the pur-
pose_of importing flexibility into the statute.

Since the forms and powers of local governments 1in
Alaska are not immutable, the broader term serves the
purpose of imposing the duty 1in regard to the intend—
ed class of communities regardless of how the form of
local government changes over the years. And we
further believe that the legislature intended AS
38.05.305 to apply to communities, like the villages
in this case, which have permanent populations and an
organized civil government, even though that govern—
ment 1is a product of cultured tradition rather than
incorporation under state laws. (Emphasis added.)

Id. Here, then, is controlling precedent which holds that Native
village governments may exercise local governmental powers within

the ambit of State law.
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This conclusion is bolstered by the holding of Atkinson v.
Haldane, 569 P.2d 151 (Alaska 1977). In this case, the Supreme
Court held that it was required to recognize the sovereign immunity
of tribal governments by the Supremacy Clause of the United Staes
Constitution. Id. at 163. The governmental status of recognized
Native village councils cannot be ignored by the State government.
There 1is, of course, no requirement that State funds be expended to
support these governmental entities. But it should be clear that
the legislature has the power to do so. Alaska Cons., Art., X 813.

That the legislature should do so is simply a recognition of
the fact that Native village communities are an integral part of
this State. That they may have organized under federally recognized
forms of government does not deprive them of this status any more
than federally chartered banks are disenfranchised by their federal
affiliation. Further, federal law has granted the State an exten—
sion of jurisdiction over certain matters within Indian country. 18
U.S.C. 81162J a) and 28 U.S.C. 8&13b0(a). This grant carries with it
the obligation that the State enforce tribal laws which are not 1in-—
consistent with State laws. 28 U.S.C. 81360(c). This 1intermingling
of law and of enforcement envisions a cooperative arrangement be—
tween the State and tribal village governments. The State legisla—
ture, in AS 29.89.050, has chosen to interact in just such a cooper—
ative manner. There 1is nothing in the Alaska Constitution which
prohibits this form of cooperation.
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Finally, the Attorney General argued that a subsequent bill
to restrict payments to communities outside the organized boroughs

was evidence of a similar legislative intent behind the existing AS

29.89.050. This contention may be shown to be erroneous by two ob-—
servations. First, the subsequent bill was never enacted into law;
thus, it can serve as no authority for any purpose. Second, an

amendment to an unambiguous statute is generally presumed to indi—
cate a change in the law, not an explanation of it. City of
Anchorage v. Thomas, 624 P.2d 271, 273 (Alaska 1981). The legisla—
ture in AS 29.89.050 has unambiguously commanded that revenue shar—
ing funds be paid to Native village governments 1in villages which
are not incorporated as cities. The traditional council of the

village of Port Graham unambiguously fits this description.



JAY 5. HAMMOND, Cot*mw

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER |

September 28, 1982 m

Hr. Walter Maganack, Sr.

President, Port Graham Village Council
General Delivery

Port Graham, Alaska 99603

Dear |Ilr. Maganack:
H*E: Port Graham CLAG Appeal

After carefully reviewing your letter of August 26
appealing the denial of Community Legal Assistance Grant
funding for Port Graham, | have decided that Port Grahanm
should pursue the 1issue of revenue sharing for
unincorporated communities within organized boroughs.

While the Division of Local Government Assistance (LGAD)
has raised some excellent arguments supporting their
decisicclL, there continue to be some outstanding questions
concerning legislative intent and the most recent Attorney
General™s opinion that need to be reexamined for tbhc-
potential benefit of all communities in the same situation
as Port Graham.

However, after a review of available funding and
consideration of the time involved in legal proceedings of
this nature, it is my decision that this 1issue should he
pursued administratively rather than through litigation.
Therefore, the Department 1is prepared to award $2,500 to
Port Graham to contract for legal research that will
result in a legal memo to be submitted to the Attorney
General seeking reevaluation of the decisions readied 1in
earlier opinions. This memo should be provided to the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs for
transmittal to the Attorney General.

ATTACHMENT ™A™



Mr. Maganack
September 28, 1982
Page 2

While 1 realize that this grant award does not meet all of
your expectations, it is my feeling that the issue can be

addressed in a timely manner by pursuing this course.-.If
you wish to accept the grant award, please let me know as
soon as possible. . . -
- Sincerely,
9 AY . Lee McAnerney
;£ I- Commissioner
cc: Senator.Don Gilman

Representative Hugh Malone

Ellen Schmidt, North Pacific Rim -
Vincent Kvasnikoff, English Bay
Local Government Assistance Division
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Waller R. MiMianac~f™ - * "1 ] EE (JCTo ft
Port Graham Village Council A
Port Graham, Alas/.a 99603

" IXvl" ..

October 8; 1981 =«

Mr. Lee McCarnerny

Commissioner

Dept. OFf Community & Regional Affairs
Local Government Assistance Division
Pouch BH

Juneau, Alaska 99813

Dear Mr. McCernerny:

T was very happy to receive directly $25,000.00 in State Revenue Sharing
monies from the Department of Community & Regional Affairs. With these
monies our community is able to provide maintenance and services such as
follows:

Librarian part time one person

Fire Chief " "o

Fire Chief Assistant ..part time cne person

Road Maintenance ” one per?on

Road Maintenance Assistant one person

Health Aide Assistant one per ion

War.er f* Sewer Maintenance Occa isiorially two people
Fire Truck & Fire House Repair & Maintenance

Day Care

0. Fire Drill for six people once a month.

B © O N A WN -

Also in early January the Legislature increased the chove Revenue to $38,000.00
A certain number of villages were named to receive tie aide and Port Graham was
one of those villages, that was good news.

Then again the legislature passed Senate Bill/68, the Municipal Aide Bill which
provides $750.00 per head. Tins was another joy for Che villages and communities.

Now comes the bad sad story. When the decision was made on law to channel or
distribute these municipal aide monies to the villages or communities, Port Graham
was left out in the cold. Port Graham happens to fal * under the Kenai Peninsula
Borough, so it was decided that our per capita entitlement monies would go to the
Kenai Peninsula Borough. Since the Kenai Peninsula Berough has very limited powers
to administer and spend funds, our share of the municipal aidmonies will be lost
in the Kenai Peninsula Borough red tape.

If that wasn"t bad enough, a decision isnow being ccnsidered which would give our
State Revenue Sharing Funds to the Borough also. This would really leave our villa?
in the red. This decision would not only jeopardize Fort Graham, but English Bay a:
wel 1.

ATTACHMENT ™B"
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In other words, all the programs that the village of Port Graham is now
providing to our village from the FYCIJ grant would be wiped out. We were
hoping that these monies would continue to be channelled directly to the
village through the department of Community & Regional Affairs. If not
then the following list of services which are budgeted under the program
will have to be discontinued:(see attached list)

Now comes our special request that their decison be amended so that the
Village of Port Graham wi-11 be able to continue to provide these programs
through the State Revenue Sharing Funds. I would like to see our State
Revenue Sharing monies continue to be distributed directly to the village
through the Department of Community & Regional Affairs.

This is a very serious situation because if the decision is not reversed, , ..
10 people will be laid off from their part-time jobs, and harm will come to
the maintenance of the Fire House,roads .and water & sewer systems. And it
wot;"id leave us with no funds to continue our on going programs.

I would also like to see our State Municipal Aide Revenue, which is $750.00
per head, granted directly to the village. As it isnow, Port Graham gets
almost nothing from this program. |1 have included acopy of Port Grahams
proposals which were submitted to the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly
targeted for FY82.

As | mentioned earlier 1 have also enclosed copies of the budget of programs
administered locally from State Revenue Sharing. Please look into the matter
immediately.

Thank You.

Sincerely,

thnn--. AL t>K-f m

WaHer R. Meganack Sr.
Village Council President

enclosures



Librarian part time one person

Fire Chief part time one person

Fire Chief Ass"t part time one person

Road Maintenance Foreman part time one person
Road Maintenance Ass"t part time one person
Health Aide Assistant .full time one person
Water, Sewer Maintenance occassionally two people
Fire House & Fire Truck repair & maintenance

Day Care

0. Fire Drill once a month for six volunteer firemen
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JAY S, HAMMOND, Cor.rpar

[:Eijia: (:F:<:I:DVMVG:IT\I;rﬁ/<& EXE«SOIRFAIL AFFAHBILS

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER / B
December 2, 1981

HECEIVECDEC 71981

Ms. Sharon Zandman-Zeman

Community Planner

The North Pacific Rim

903 W. Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 203
Anchorage, Alaska. 99503

Dear Ms. Zandman-Zeman:
RE: " STATE REVENUE SHARING TO UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES

This letter responds to your letter which urged this Department to work with
your organization to help IRA Councils, traditional or tribal councils which
are located within a borough. Your concern is understandable and it appears
as if the communities of English Bay and Port Graham have used their State
funding to provide worthwhile services for village residents.

Enclosed please find a copy of the Attorney General®s opinion, dated November
18, 1981, which clarifies the rationale behind the State of Alaska®s decision
to not pay Soaie Revenue Sharing to unincorporated communities. The opinion
references xv.o earlier opinions from the Department of Law, so these have als
oeen included.

Sincerely,

LEE McANERNEY
COMMISSIONER

Enclosures
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