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

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

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

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

guishes all previously existing federal Indian reserves in Alaska



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

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

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

provides substantial governmental services for the approximately



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

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

ties and to the Metlakatla Indian Community, was unnecessarily



broad. The Committee has discussed this matter with legislative
counsel and recommends that this language be eliminated and that
the phrase "municipality and federal Indian reserve tribe" be used
to refer to the legal entities eligible for revenue snarin”™ under
these two state programs. The existing definition section, clari—
fying that the "federal Indian reserve tribe” refers only to

Metlakatla, should be retained.
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THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU

CAPITAL OF ALASKA
155 SOUTH SEWARD ST. JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801

LAW DEPARTMENT - 586-5242

June 13, 1983

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

File: Legislature - 1983 - General Correspondence
Subject: CSSB 228 (C&RA) 7 *

Dear Senator Ziegler:

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

It is my reading of the bill, particularly in light of the 1intent
section, that it will have no effect on any Juneau area Indian tribe
or on the village. The bill affects only those Indian tribes located
on a "federally established Indian reserve”™ and there are no federally
established Indian reserves 1in Juneau. In fact, all Indian reserves
in Alaska except the Annette Island Reserve (Metlakatla) were revoked
by Section 19(a) of ANCSA.

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

land

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

With the consent of the Secretary of Interior the restricted status of
much of the village property has been lifted and the property conveyed
to non-natives. The village 1is now a patchwork of restricted and

non-restricted titles. In any event, the village created by the Juneau
Indian Village Addition townsite plat was not then, and 1is not now,
a federally established Indian reserve and would not be affected by

CSSB 228 (C&RA).



The Honorable Robert H. Ziegler, Sr. Page Two

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

In reading sections 27 and 28, the addition of the phrase "Indian
tribe and™ to the sections of Title 29 being amended caused me some
concern over the fact that "Indian tribe"” was rot defined and could
be read to mean any Indian tribe. However, upon reading AS 29.95.020
(a), (b) and (c) as amended by sections 26 througi 28 of the bill, it
becomes clear that the term "Indian tribe" is limited to Indian tribes

qualifying for state aid under AS 29.88 and AS 29.89.

In summary, 7. do not believe the subject bill would have any effect
on the Juneau Indian Village on Willoughby Avenue nor on any Indian
tribe in the Juneau area.

Sincerely,

Gerald L. Sharp /"
City-Borough Attorney

GLS:jr

cc: Senator Bill Ray
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SUMMARY STATEMENT
IN SUPPORT OF
SENATE BILL 228

Existing Alaska state law makes substantial sums of state
money available to local governments on an ongoing basis under
several legislative programs, the Municipal Assistance Fund, AS
43.20.016, and the Municipal Tax Resource Equalization Program, AS
28.88.010. At the present time, the Metlakatla Indian Community
does not qualify to participate in these programs because it 1is
not a "municipality"” as defined in these state statutes. Although
the Metlakatla Indian Community provides the same kinds of govern—
mental services as other local governments in Alaska, it is
organized under federal, not state, law, and 1is not a qualifying
"subdivision” of the State. Although Metlakatla has received
funding from the State of Alaska, that has been either through
special legislation, or because the State has held Metlakatla
eligible as an "unincorporated community."™ The money made avail —
able under the unincorporated communities programs, however, are
substantially less than those made available to organized local
governments and certain programs, like the Municipal Assistance
Fund, have not been extended to unincorporated communities at
all.

The purpose of Senate Bill 228 1is to extend the benefits of
these state revenue sharing programs to the Metlakatla Indian

Community. Although Metlakatla 1is organized under federal Ilaw,



it performs governmental functions that are closely analogous to
those performed by state municipalities, and the state citizens
resident there should receive the same indirect benefits.

The Metlakatla Indian Community is a federally-recognized In—
dian tribe located on the Annette Islands Reserve, which 1is the
only remaining federal i jaian reserve now existing 1in Alaska.
Section 19(a) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act abolished
all Indian reserves in Alaska with the express exception of Metla—
katla. Metlakatla®s government 1is organized under the Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934, 25 U.S.C. & 476, which authorized In—
dian tribes throughout the United States to establish written
constitutions to formally organize their governments. The Metla—
katla Indian Community performs substantial 1local government
functions for the Reserve. The Community provides police and fire
protection, water, sewer, and electric services, and garbage col—
lection. Metlakatla®s twelve-man governing council passes civil
and criminal ordinances governing the conduct of persons on the
Reserve, has established a judicial program, and conducts various
social programs for the benefit of the residents of the Annette
Islands Reserve. Under federal law, the Metlakatla Indian Commun —
ity also enjoys the authority to levy taxes Tfor the support of the
Community"s government. In short, the Metlakatla Indian Community
performs governmental functions that closely resemble the func-—
tions of Alaska municipalities, the principal difference being
that Metlakatla®s authority arises pursuant to federal, not state,

law .



The cost of providing these services to the more than 1300
residents of the Annette Islands Reserve 1is very substantial. In
fiscal 1982, for example, Metlakatla®"s budget was approximately
$1.7 million. In the past, substantial proportions of this budget
have been provided through grants and loans from the United States
government. Under the Reagan administration, however, the cut—
backs 1in the various federal programs extended to Indian tribes
have been extraordinarily substantial, averaging 5% nationwide.
Metlakatla, like other Indian tribes throughout the United States,
has been substantially affected.

As a result of these cutbacks, and because of the general
slowdown in the Community"s economy due to the downturn 1in the
salmon market and because of the depressed timber industry, the
Metlakatla Indian Community has substantial need for State assis—
tance. Senate Bill 228 would correct a serious inequity 1in state
law by extending to the state citizens residing on the Annette
Islands Reserve, the same indirect benefits of state revenue shar—
ing now enjoyed by other Alaska state citizens located in similar
communities throughout the state. The Metlakatla Indian Community

therefore respectfully requests the enactment of Senate Bill 228.

MK/52383
M1 /MIC/BILI«
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Senator Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Metlakatla Indian Community Eligibiliy for State
Revenue Sharing

Dear Senator Ziegler:

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

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

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

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

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

communities throughout the State of Alaska. Most often, as in the
case of the swimming pool project, the money lias been made available
as part of a specific legislative grant. The Community 1is well

aware that this has been made possible primarily through your
sponsorship.



Senator Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
Page 2
March 4, 1983

There are many on-going State assistance programs, however, for
which the Communit®. does r.ot currently qualify. In several in—
stances, the Community has "received funds from the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs under programs making the so-called
"unincorporated communities™ eligible for State financing. Metla—
katla"s classification as an "unincorporated community," however, is
problematic.

Although the Metlakatla Indian Community is organized under
federal law and is therefore not technically a state "municipality,"
in form and function it more closely resembles s "municipality”™ than
it does an "unincorporated community." Metlakatla does not resemble
those communities in the unorganized borough with no organized local
government. The distributions authorized by the legislature for the
unincorporated communities have been much less substantial than the
distributions to the municipalities. Since Metlakatla has substan—
tial "municipal” responsibilities, it has a correspondingly greater
need for revenues than do the unincorporated communities, and it
would seem that Metlakatla®"s elegibility for those programs should
turn on the functions it pe;forms for the Alaska citizens who reside
on the Reserve, rather than on the fact that it is chartered by the
United States rather than the State of Alaska.

At the present time, Alaska citizens who reside on the Annette
Islands Reserve do not share the same opportunity as other state
citizens residing in similar communities to enjoy the indirect bene—
fits of state revenue sharing. The Legislature, it seems to me, has
made a policy decision that some of Alaska®"s wealth should be made
available to its citizens indirectly through the various state pro—
grams that provide direct financial aid to local governments. Such
a distribution scheme has the advantage of ensuring that a substan—
tial part of the money distributed will be invested 1iIn permanent

civic improvements of long-range benefit to state citizens. When
oil and gas revenues are distributed directly to individual state
ecitizens, there 1is, of course, no such assurance. Considered from

the perspective of the individual state citizen who lives on the
Annette Islands Reserve, therefore, the State does not extend to the
Metlakatlans the same indirect benefits it does to other state citi—
zens residing in similar communities. This 1inequality of treatment
is most clearly evident 1in the Municipal Assistance Fund where the
State has elected to distribute 30% of the oil and gas 1income tax
revenues to municipalities.



Senator Robert H. Ziegler,- Sr.
Page 3
March 4, 1983

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

Most if not all of the other Native communities in Alaska with
populations of the same magnitude as the Annette Islands Reserve are
incorporated under state law as first or second class cities, or are

located within an organized borough. As a result. Natives resident
there enjoy the indirect benefits of the State distributions that
Metlakatla is denied. And, as | explain more fully in the attached

paper, these Native groups are also eligible for the same federal

aid that 1is extended to Metlakatla since the various federal stat-—
utes extending aid to Native Americans have expanded the definition
of "Indian tribe"™ to include the villages, the ANCSA village and
regional corporations, and the traditional councils located through-—
out the State of Alaska. It is also significant, concerning

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

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

In analyzing the various State statutes, | have had consider—
able difficulty in determining which statutes the Community should
seek to have amended. The clearest candidates are the two principal
revenue sharing measures- the Municipal Assistance Fund, AS 43.20.
016 discussed above, and the Municipal Tax Resource Equalization
Program, codif ied in AS 29 .88. 010 et sea., and along with them, the



Senator Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
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corresponding program for State aid for miscellaneous municipal, pur—
poses found in AS 29.89. Not only do these revenue sharing measures
clearly implicate the Community®"s concerns for unequal treatment of
Metlakatla residents, but if extended to Metlakatla they would pro—
vide the advantage of an on-going source of support to replace, in
part, the federal funding which has been evaporating under the
Reagan administration.

At the same time there are a number of State programs providing
monies to individual communities for particular purposes. An exam—
ple is the Department of Environmental Conservation®s program for
assistance to municipalities for water, sewer and solid waste sys—
tems. The Attorney General has ruled that Metlakatla 1is ineligible
for such assistance because it was not a "municipality."” The pro—
blem 1 am having 1is that an attempt by Metlakatla to amend such sta-—
tutes would substantially overlap with the proposal advanced to you
independently by the Community for State aid for various priority
projects. I am also concerned that the Metlakatla Indian Community
not jeopardize 1its chances for increased State assistance by asking
for too many changes at once. On the other hand, at least as a mat—
ter of logic, it might make sense to seek to make Metlakatla
eligible for all State municipal aid programs. It seems to me that
the Community and I will need your counsel on this point. A further
complication arises because to the extent that the Community
receives specific appropriations for individual projects (the water
supply dam discussed in the Community®"s proposal, for example), it
may not be necessary to seek to amend the general State statutes. |
am clearly not 1in a position to make a unilateral decision as to
which specific programs should be included.

Because of that uncertainty, the attached position paper is
preliminary 1in certain respects and will probably have to be modi —
fied as the Community"s position becomes more refined. I have no
objections if you wish to distribute the paper and will leave that
to your judgment. In light of the meeting you had last week with
Governor Sheffield, 1 thought 1 should send copies of the paper to
Representatives McBride and Wendte. I will ask them to consult with
you as to whether they think the paper should be kept confidential
at this point. I am also taking the liberty of sending a copy to
Governor Sheffield"s Aide for Indian Affirs, Sandra Borbridge, who
has called me several times for briefing on the Community"s posi—
tion. JdJ will also ask her to withhold distribution of the paper.
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I would like to have another meeting along with a Metlakatla
delegation with you, Representative KcErj.fr and Wendte and Wally
Kubley. I will be available to come back to Juneau at your con-—
venience and will, of course, be happy to testify 1in any hearings or
provide any other assistance | can 1in attempting to secure these
amendments. In addition, I am sure that Mayor Casey Nelson and the
members of the Council and staff will be available to testify or
help if that becomes useful.

Once again, 1 would want to express my thanks and the
Community"s thanks for your assistance and advice.

Very truly yours,

ZIONTZ, PIRTLE, MORISSET
ERNSTOFF & CHESTNUT

Steven S. Anderson

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

Enclosure
SSA:asr/mm/mk

MK/3483
F2/MIC/ZIE/L
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SB 228

IV. ANALYSIS:

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

Assumptions: I assume the substitution of the v/ord "municipalities”™ in
place of "organized boroughs and cities of any class" does not further
broaden the field of eligible recipients of municipal assistance.
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ROBERT H. ZIEGLER. SR SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
307 DAWDEN STREET

KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 99901 VBER

ME
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

While In Juneau

POUCH YV
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99611 Y RORESTRY TASK FORCE

V/ESTERN CONFERENCE COUNCIL
OF STATE GOVERNMENTS

April 26, 1983

Nr. G. Thomas Koester,
Assistant Attorney General
Department of Law

Pouch K

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Tom:

I had anticipated that SB 228 would require careful handling aionc the
way .

I have taken the liberty of furnishing copies of your April 21st letter
to all those people who are actively involved in the legislation. At
the moment, Tamara Cook,in-house counsel, 1is working with us and
Metlakatla counsel to get ihe bill in order before 1 endeavor to prevail
upon Senator Ferguson to movre the bill.

Accordingly, at such time as Ms. Cook has had the time to digest the
contents of your letter, we can put together our proposed committee
substitute and run it by your office for your review and comments.

Very truly yours,

Robert H. Ziegler, Sr
KHZ :1k

cc: Billy Berrier w/enc.
Tamara Cook w/enc.
Steve Anderson w/enc.



Bill Sheffield, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF LAW

POUCH K - STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU, ALASKA
OFFICE OF THEATTORNEY GENERAL PHONE: 190;i 465-3600

April 21, 1983

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

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

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

Dear Senator Ziegler:

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

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

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

As you may know, there 1is considerable uncertainty
regarding those terms and concepts in Alaska. However, everyone
seems to agree that the Metlakatla Indian Community qualifies as
an "Indian tribe Jlocated on a federally established Indian
reserve." Accordingly, 1if it is your intent to ensure that the
Metlakatla Indian Community may receive state aid, we believe it
would be desirable to amend the bill to reach only the Metlakatla

Indian Community. We recognite that this may present some
problem under the prohibition on local and special legislation in
Art. 1l, sec. 19 of the Alaska Constitution. However, that

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

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



21, 1983

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

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

Sincerely,

NORMAN C. GORSTJCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By: ~

G. Thomas Koester
Assistant Attorney General

GTK/rm

cC: Billy G. Berrier
Larry D. Wood
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Dill Sheffield, Governor
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May 16, 1933

The Honorable Donald E. Gilman
Senator

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: CSSB 223
Dear Senator Gilman:

At your request we have reviewed the proposed CSSB 223.
You asked whether the bill would affect the State®s relationship
with unincorporated communities or Native village governments.
The bill amends the revenue sharing (AS 29.88 and AS 29.89) and
municipal assistance (AS A3.20.016) programs to 1include Indian
tribes located on federally established reserves which were not
?evoked by the Alaska Natives Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA),
A3 U.S.C. 1601-1623. The only community which fits this descrip—
tion is the Metlakatla Indian community.

We see no legal problem with including Metlakatla as a
recipient of the various programs established to benefit local
governments. However, we believe that the use throughout the
bill of the term "Indian tribe"™, and the omission of any refer—
ence to Metlakatla, may suggest to a reader not intimately fam—
iliar with AS 29 and ANCSA, that the effect of the bill 1is much
broader. This effect could be avoided by replacing all refer—
ences to "Indict tribe"™ with "the Metlakatla Indian community."
We believe that the specific reference to Metlakatla would not
cause the bill to be viewed as a local or special act in vio-—
lation "-f Alaska Const, art. Il. & 19, because it would have pre—
cisely the same effect as the use of the term "Indian tribe" as

defined in CSSB 228 -- that is, "Indian tribe"” as defined 1in the
bill is a class of one, Metlakatla being the only federally es—
tablished Indian reserve in Alaska not revoked under ANCSA. In

order to simplify the statute and avoid confusing the reader we
suggest referring to Metlakatla specifically, as well as identi—
fying it as the only federally established |Indian reserve in
Alaska.

We note that AS 29.89.050 "State All to Native Village
governments"™ 1is amended in the bill, to clarity LuaL Metlakatla
may not qualify both as a local government and as a Native vil—
lage government. We have advised in the past that AS 29.59.050
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coaid be challenged on equal protection grounds by an unincor—
porated community which is not a Native village. We suggest re—
pealing AS 29.89.050, and supplanting it with a provision for aid
to unincorporated communities generally.

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

Ue hope that this brief response i! helpful 1in your
consideration of CSSB 228.

Very truly yours,

NORMAN C. GORSUCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Assistant Attorney General
LLD:dim

cc: Tam Cook
Legislative Affairs Agency
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It is my position that it makes the most sense to
approach the auestion of Metlakatla's inequality of treatment
first and then approach the problems of state treatment of
other Native communities on an ad hoc basis. As | emphasized
in the paper, it is important to realize that other Native
communities, as well as the Metlakatla Indian Community,
receive suDstantial federal aid. They qualify under federal
statutes for Indian Self-Determination Act funding and most
other federal programs made available to Indian tribes
generally. It is also important to recoqgnize that most
Alaska Natives residing in communities of a size comparable
co Metlakatla are either at or near a state municipality.
Such communities, of course, are eligible for state municipal
aid, and the individual Natives who live there receive the
indirect benefits of such aid.

The only Natives who would net receive indirect benefits
on a scale comparaole to Metlakatla, if the reauested amend-
ments are enacted, would be those Natives in the unorganized
borough who live in smaller communities which are not organ-

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

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

My greatest concern is that the problems that Metlakatla
faces should not be ignored simoly because it is difficult to
deal with the problems concerning the treatment of other
Alaska Natives. Metlakatla's situation 1is not controversial
- its governmental status and the extent of its responsibil-
ities are quite clear.
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I will be happy to discuss this matter with you Tfurther
at your convenience. Thank you again for your attention to
Metlakatla®s concerns. *

Very truly yours

ZI0ONTZ, PIRTLE, MORISSET
ERNSTOFF & CHESTNUT

Steven S. Anderson
SSA:mk

Snclosure

cc: Senator Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.

Representative Ron "Wendte
Representative Jack McBride
Mayor Casey Nelson,

Metlakatla Indian Community
Council Members,

Metlakatla Indian Community
Gordon Thompson
Wally Kubley

MK/3483
F2/MIC/BOR/L
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INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

Unlike the so-called "unincorporated communities,"” the Met—
lakatla Indian Community operates a "municipal” government and
provides governmental services to the more than 1,300 residents
of the Annette Islands Reserve. These services 1include police
and fire protection, water, sewer and electrical service, as well
.as general government. Like other 1local governments, the Commun—

ity enacts and enforces laws and has an established judicial

system. For these reasons, classification of the Metlakatla



Indian Community as an "unincorporated community"™ ignores the
realities of Metlakatla®s extensive governmental operations and
the needs it has for funding the services it provides. This
paper will discuss 1in some detail the Community®s status under
federal and state law, the need for state revenues, and the rea-—
sons that Metlakatla®s unique status justifies its inclusion
within these state municipal aid programs.

THE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY®*S ELIGIBILITY FOR -

STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE UNDER EXISTING ALASKA LAW

The State of Alaska now makes substantial sums of money
available to local units of government throughout the stat'e.
This occurs not only through the State®"s revenue sharing programs
but also through state statutes that make monies available to
local governments for specific projects within local government
responsibility. The primary revenue sharing programs 1include the
Municipal Assistance Fund administered by the Department of Reve—
nue, AS 43.20.016 and the Municipal Tax Resource Equalization
Program found in AS 28.88.010 et sea. The examples of state aid
for miscellaneous municipal purposes are numerous 1including such
programs as state aid to municipalities seeking to build or im—
prove water and sewer systems, AS 46.03.030, as well as the state
program found in AS 29. 89.030 et sea. providing aid for munici—
palities maintaining roads, operating health facilities, and
maintaining volunteer fire departments.

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

eligible for these programs because it is not a "municipality"”



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

and the Attorney General, on July 28, 1982, 1issued an opinion
noting that the Metlakatla Indian Community was an Indian tribe
organized under &8 16 of the Indian Reorganization Act, 25 U.S.C,

8 476 and was "not 1incorporated as a city or organized as a bor—
ough under the laws of the State of Alaska."” As a result, the
Attorney General ruled, Metlakatla was not a "municipality” with—
in the meaning of the statute and was not eligible for state aid.
The Attorney General went on to note, however, that there was no
legal prohibition on the Legislature making grants available to
the Metlakatla Indian Community if the Community were designated
as eligible. A copy of the Attorney General®s Opinion 1is at—
tached.

On the other hand, the Metlakatla Indian Community has qual—
ified for state aid in certain circumstances, either because the
statute makes state aid available to persons or organizations
other than "municipalities,” or in the case of a number of state
.programs, because the aid has been made available to "unincorpor—
ated communities." For the most part, the amounts made available

to the "unincorporated communities"™ are substantially less than



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

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

Altnough the Metlakatla Indian Community is organized under

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



cipality” than it does an "unincorporated community.” IT the
State of Alaska were to make its revenue sharing programs avail —
able to the Community, it would be assured that the money would
be utilised responsibly by the Community in helping to meet its
very substantial governmental responsibilities. It would result
in permanent benefit to" the State citizens who reside on the
Annette Islands Reserve, both members and nonmembers of the
Community.
THE UNIQUE LEGAL STATUS OF THE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY
IN ALASKA

The Metlakatla Indian Community 1is the governing bodv of the
only remaining federal Indian reservation in Alaska, the Annette
Islands Reserve. The Reservation was established by Act: of Con—
gress 1in 1891 and a stable council-form tribal government has
been in effect continuously since that date. In 1944, the Metla—
katla Indian Community adopted a Constitution under 8 16 of the
Indian Reorganization Act, 25 U.S.C. & 476, which provided a new
federal framework for Indian tribal government. The form of the
Community®s government, however, remained essentially the same.

The Community®"s chief executive officer 1is the Mayor; it has
a Secretary and Treasurer and 1its legislative body is a 12-person
Council. The Community also has a judicial system headed by a
federally-trained Magistrate. As a federally recognized Indian
tribe the Metlakatla Indian Community enjoys the legal power to
perform traditional local government functions. Like other

tribes, it enacts and enforces civil and criminal Jlaws and has



power to levy taxes, although its tax base is very limited.
While Indian tribes enjoy a status 1in American law that 1is
unique, Tfor present purposes the Metlakatla Indian Community can
be described as a federally chartered municipal corporation
because it carries out the same types of governmental Tfunctions
as do state-chartered municipal governments.

In Alaska, after the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act was
passed by Congress in 1971, Metlakatla®s situation became unique.
Under &8 19(a) of ANCSA, all Indian reservations in Alaska, with
the sole and express exception of the Annette Islands Reserve,
were abolished. In addition, & 19(a) provides that no person
enrolled 1in the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is eligible for bene—
fits under the Act.

The unique status of the Metlakatla Indian Community was ex—
plicitly recognized by Congress in the Indian Tribal Governmental
Tax Status Act of 1982. That statute provides that for certain
federal tax purposes, Indian tribal governmentsshall be treated
as states. The legal effect of the statute was to provide that
Indian tribes, 1like state and local governments, would receive
favorable tax treatment under the Internal Revenue Code. Thus,
contributions made to Indian tribes are now tax deductible as are
contributions made to state and local governments. Indian tribes
are now entitled to immunity from certain federal excise taxes.
And Indian tribes, like state and local governments, can now 1is—

sue certain kinds of bonds,, the interest on which is exempt from



federal 1income tax. The definition section of the statute

provides that
The term “"lIndian tribal governmentl means
the governing body of any tribe, band, com-—
munity, village, or group of Indians which
is determined.by the Secretary, after consul —
tation with the Secretary of Interior, to
exercise substantial governmental functions
and in Alaska shall include only the Metla—
katla Indian Community.

Section 203.

Consistent with its clear governmental status, the responsi—
bilities of the Metlakatla Indian Community for the governance of
the more than 1,300 people resident on the Annette Islands
Reserve are substantial. For the fiscal year ended September 30,
1982, the Metlakatla Indian Community had total expenses of more
than 1.7 million dollars. Of this sum, approximately one million
dollars are associated with general government operations includ—
ing expenses for building operations, road and street maintenance
as well as the expenses of general accounting and administration.
The other single most important expense was the Community's
Police Department which accounted for 16.4% of the total budget.

The following chart shows the breakdown of expenditures by the

Metlakatla Indian Community on a dollar and percentage basis.



Percent of

ExDenditures Total
General Government $1 ,029,882 57.4%
Fire Department 5 55,284 3.1%
Rental Expenses * $ 144 ,683 8.1%
Public Health and S;:itation $ 32,263 1.8%
Department
Sewer Systenm $ 6,088 0.3%
Police Department $ 294 ,368 16.4%
Water Department $ 30,928 1.7%
Garbage Department $ 52,730 2.9%
Cable Television Department $ 69,743 3.9%
Forestry Project $ 76,853 4._4%

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

In sum, although the Metlaxatla Inoian Community 1is organi—
zed under federal 1law, not under the laws of the State of Alaska,
it nevertheless performs governmental functions and has govern—
mental responsibilities that are every bit as extensive as the
municipalities of the State of Alaska serving similar population
bases. It has a corresponding need for revenues to meet these

expenditures.



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

It is important to- remember that the residents of the
Annette Islands Reserve, both members and nonmembers of the
Metlakatla Indian Community, are state citizens. As such they
qualify for any distributions of Alaska"s wealth made available
on a per capita basis to state citizens. Rather than distribut—
ing money directly to state citizens on a per capita basis, the
Legislature has determined that state revenues should be shared
with state citizens indirectly, through grants to individual mu-—
nicipal governments. The best example of this is the Municipal
Assistance Fund, AS 43.20.016, under which 30% of the oil and gas
corporate 1income tax revenues are distributed to state municipal —
ities, the amount of the grant being directly proportional to the
population of each municipality.

Metlakatla fully supports the substantial policy justifica—
tion for distributing state wealth through this method. By
giving the money to stable local governments, the Legislature is
assured that the money will be spent responsibly. The Legisla—
ture can reasonably expect that the monies so distributed will
be invested in ways that will be of lasting benefit to the citi—

zens of the State, as when the local governments utilize the

state grants to build public facilities used by state citizens.



But if the rationale for distributing state wealth to units
of local government is that the Legislature wants to see substan-—
tial portions of the money permanently invested by responsible
governments in a way that will be of lasting benefit to state
citizens, there 1is no reason to distinguish the Metlakatla Indian
Community. Although the Metlakatla Indian Community is chartered
under federal, not state law, it exercises governmental functions
just as state municipalities do. The Metlakatla Indian Community
has had a stable and continuous tribal government for more than
eight continuous decades. The Legislature can be assured that
money distributed to Metlakatla will be applied in a responsible
fashion and in ways that will provide lasting benefit to the
state citizens who reside there. To deny Metlakatla participa—
tion 1in state revenue sharing and other municipal aid programs,
is to deny Alaska state citizens residing at Metlakatla substan—
tial benefits other citizens enjoy.

2. Because of the Very Substantial Cutbacks 1in Federal

Aid to Indian Tribes, the Metlakatla Indian Communi —
ty Is in Substantial Need of State Assistance.

Although 1in the past the Metlakatla Indian Community has re—
ceived substantial federal aid, the situation has changed drama—
tically for the Metlakatla Indian Community, as for other Indian
tribes, under the Reagan administration. On a national level, it
is estimated by the National Tribal Chairmen®s Association in
Washington, D.C. that with the budget cuts of October, 1982,
there has been a 45% reduction 1in federal dollars made available

to Indians and Indian tribes on the various reservations through—



out the country. Even the Bureau of Indian Affairs concedes tha
there has been at least a one-third cutback in federal dollars
made available to the tribes.

By way of illustration, on the Annette Islands Reserve, the
following programs have received the following cutbacks:

Fiscal Year 1982 Fiscal Year 1983 Percentage

Program Entitlement Entitlement Reduct ion
CETA $326,000 $162,000 50%
Indian $ 80,000 $ 55,000 31%

Community
Health Program

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

Assistance

The Metlakatla Indian Community has had very substantial
difficulties in making up for these federal cutbacks. At the
present time, the level of unemployment on the Annette Island Re
serve 1is 61%. Employment does vary seasonally, but the primary
reason for the extraordinarily high level of unemployment now is
that the sawmill run by Louisiana-Pacific has closed.

Metlakatla also suffers substantially because of the de—
pressed salmon market. Although the Community itself has had no
salmon recalled from its Community operated cannery, the botulis
scare has had a substantial impact. This directly impacts fund-—
ing of the Community"s government because profits from the Com-—

munity cannery and cola storage enterprise are traditionally



applied to the Community"s governmental operating expenses rather
than being distributed on a per capita basis to the members of
the Community.

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

3. The Metlakatla Indian Community Functions More

Like a "Municipality” Than an "Unincorporated
Community™ and Should 3e Punaed Accordinalv.

As explained above, the Metlakatla Indian Community, like
municipalities organized under state law, has considerable gov—
ernmental functions and responsibilities. It provides a stable
government, substantial municipal services such as water, sewer,
and electricity, and police and fire protection to name only a
few examples. It also provides substantial social services to
the members and nonmembers of the Community who reside on the
Annette Islands Reserve.

Unlike the "unincorporated communities®™ i \ the unorganized
borough, the Metlakatla Indian Community has a need for revenue
that 1is parallel to the governmental services it provides. The
mere fact that its charter derives from federal law rather than

state law is not a reasonable basis for disqualifying Metlakatla

from state revenue sharing programs and other tyes of state



municipal aid. Amendment of the State statutes to cive Metlakat—
la entitlement will substantially help to equalize the treatment
of citizens of the Metlakatla Indian Community and other citizens
resident 1in comparable communities throughout the State.

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

Although the Metlakatla Indian Community does have a unicue

legal status in Alaska because it is a reservation and because

it is excluded from the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, the
Comimunity believes that its residents would not receive any undue
advantage over other Alaska Natives 1if state laws were amended to
make Metlakatla eligible for municipal revenue sharing. First,
although the Metlakatla Indian Community gets federal aid because
of its status as a Tfederally recognized Indian tribe, it 1is
important to recognize that the other Indian Reorganization Act
entities and traditional councils in Alaska also receive the same
aid. For example, the Indian Self-Determination Act of 1975
provides that the United States can contract with Indian tribes
to allow the tribes to perforin various functions that were form—
erly performed by the Bureau of Indian Affairs or other United
States entities. Substantial federal funds, usually referred to
as 638 funds, are provided to the Metlakatla Indian Community and
other tribes under this program.

But Metlakatla enjoys no special benefit here because the

Act defines "Indian tribe" to include not only the Metlakatla



Indian Community but also other Native groups 1in Alaska. The
statute provides that the word "tribe" includes "any Alaska
Native village or regional or village corporation as defined 1in
or established pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act which is recognized as eligible for the special programs and
services provided by the United States to Indians because of
their status as Indians.” Similarly, the Indian Financing Act of
1974, 25 U.S.C. & 1451 tt sec. , the Indian Health Care Amendments
of 1980, 25 U.S.C. & 1601 et sea., the Triballv Controlled Com—
munity College Assitance Act of 1978, 25 U.S.C. & 1801 et sec.,
and the Indian Child Welfare Act of 1978, 25 U.S.C. 8 1901 et
reo., have all been extended to include other Native communities
in Alaska.

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

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

It is also important to realize that as to Natives who re—
side in communities of substantial size, similar to Metlakatla,
state benefits are extended to them because, in most if not all
situations, there 1is a municipality, either a first or second
class city or a borough, located there. Attached to this paper
is a document prepared by the Tribal Operations Office of the

- 14 -



Bureau of Indian Affairs showing the status of the various Native
communities in Alaska. As can be seen, a very substantial number
of the communities determined to be eligible by the BIA for fed-—
eral assistance Qecause of their "Indian" status are also
incorporated under state law as a first or second class city.

The Natives who reside®"in such communities, therefore, like other
state citizens generally, are eligible foi t>- benefits of state
revenue sharing.

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

ities are substantial. A few examples will suffice:

Fiscal Year
Mun icipal itv Populat ion 1982 Entitlement

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

m Even communities with relatively small populations are

receiving substantial amounts of state money. The community of



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

for $98,540 ia revenue Sharing for fiscal year 1982.

STATE

PROGRAMS FOR WHICH THE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY
DOES NOT QUALIFY

Revenue Sharing- Measures.

The most importanteprograms Tfor which the Metlakatla Indian

Community

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

nue sharing programs. There are now two rich primary programs 1in

existence:

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

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

variable are population and the "millage rate equiva-

- 16 -



lent”™ which 1is determined according to the assessed
property values 1in the locality. Metlakatla 1is not
eligible for the revenue sharing program because it 1is
not a municipality under the statute. AS 2S5.85.C50
does provide, however, that Native Village governments,
including local governing bodies organized under the
Indian Reorganization Act, are eligible for a $25,000
payment. Under the Revenue Sharing Program, however,
$25,000 is the minimum, not the maximum payment.

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

Other State Programs for Aid to Municipalities.

1. State Aid for Miscellaneous Municipal Purposes. AS
29.85 provides for additional state aid to municipali—
ties for various purposes. AS 29.89.020 provides for
state aid to municipalities for road maintenance.

Metlakatla does not qualify for this program. The same



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

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

Water, Sewer and Solid Waste Aid. AS 46.03.030 pro—
vides that the Department of Environmental Conservation
may make grants up to 50% of the eligible costs for
water supply, sewerage and solid waste facilities. On—
ly municipalities are eligible. The State has also
established a village safe water program, but Metlakat-
la does not qualify for this program either because;
only unincorporated communities with populations less
than 600 persons are eligibile.

Qutdoor Recreational, Open Space and Historic Proper—

ties Development. AS 41.22.010 provides for a grant



program to municipalities to acquire, preserve 0Or pro—
tect historic sites, buildings and monuments. Only
municipalities qualify.

5. AS 41.20.355 established a program for the establish—
ment of public ways for trails and footpaths. Again,
only municipalities qualify.

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

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

This list may not be exclusive,

CONCLUSION

This paper has been designed to provide general background
concerning the State of Alaska®"s treatment of the Metlakatla In—
dian Community with respect to state municipal aid programs. It
has demonstrated that although the Metlakatla Indian Community is
organized under federal, not state law, it nevertheless performs
governmental functions and has governmental responsibilities that
are every bit as extensive as the municipalities in the State of
Alaska serving similar population bases. The Community believes
that 1its disqualification from participation 1in such programs,
particularly the revenue sharing programs, discriminates against
Alaska citizens residing on the Annette Island Reserve compared

to state citizens 1in other similar communities. This disparate

- 19 -



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

amendment of the State statutes.

MK/3483
F3/MIC/ELJG/P

20



Vi 1]age

Name

Alognak

Akb iok

Ak iacliak

Akiak

Akutan

Alnkanuk

Alnlita

A lckiiag ik

Aleutian Pribilofs
Alexander Creek

A1 w78 (S|L. Hai*y"s)
A 1lakakel

Aml>1rr

Anaktimik Pa*:;
Andiva 1l ky (Andre(r.ry)
Angnon

An iak

Anvi k

Aret it Vi ljage

618
GRANTS

ANCSA
VILLAGE

TRIBAL OPERATIONS OFFICE - JAO

Alaska Tribal

DETERMINED JRA
ELIGIBLE BY 81A COUNCIL

Status

TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL

JULY 1082

BIA MARCH HOME
72 LIST RULE CITY

1ST CLASS

t

2ND CLASS
CITY



Vi 11} fi.TA ANCSA DF.TKRM INCI) litA TRADITIONAL IUA MARCH 1 10MK 1ST CI.AS!} 2ND CLASS

Name CHANTS V 11.1.ACK FLIC 1HIK 1Y HIA COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY C1TY
At.k,i X X X X X

Alknsook (Alquasuk) X X X X

At m.iwl 1.ink X X X X x X
Aynknlik .

ILirrow X X X X X

Henvor X X X X X

Roe ko fs ky X X X X

Rolls Flats X ,

Hot hol (OrnLsn rnninil) X X X X X x
Roo llies (Kot lies Field) x X X X

W11 e s x x

i, kn x

St C ook x X x x x

Dliowiis W oissian X X X x x
s el Wy x

Hutkland X x X X X x
(land le X X

Cantwell X X x X X

Canyon Village X x

Clialkyitsik X X X x x



Vil] foa ANCSA DF.TKRM INF.D 1DA TRADITIONAL IFA MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS

N.nin® CHANTS VILLAGE ELIGIBLE MY HIA COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY CITY
Cli.i lo .ijitw itk X X X

Clinne link X

Clian i1l X

Cliofi)runk (Cher fornak) X X X X X X
Clhmh *»i X X X X

Chevnk X X X X X X
Cliick.i 1non X X X 4

chi pnilt X X v X X /

Cliipnik Lap.onn X X X X X

Chipnik Lake X X X X X

CliilkaL (Kliikwnn) X X X X X

I'lin1m #inl X X X X X

Cli it init X X X X

Cliiid Llilia Iwk X X X X
Clmkwiikl iiliiiimle X

Cliniailiilik (Km;:; ian Il ;;ion-Knskokwim) X

Cire 1 X X X X X

Clark®s Ifiinl X X X X X
Cook Inlet X

Cop|ter Center X X X X X

I'-ijir 3 (1 IA



Villaj>c r.jrR ANCSA DETERMINED IRA TRADITIONAL 1A MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS

Name GRANTS VILLAGE ELIGIBLE HY 111A COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY CITY
Cordova X X

Count: i ] X

orasB ... .. .. _ X X X X X X

Crooked Creek X X X X X

Dee ri iir X X X X X X
Della Junction X X
Dill ingliain X X X X X X

Dot Lake X X X X X I°

pour las X X °

["™1F.le X X X X X

Kek X X X X X X
IPKMRik X X X X X

I.k1ul na X X X X X

Kkuk X X X X

I"kwo k X X X X X
11 i mi X X X X X
Kmiiionak X X X X X
Kiirlisli Hay X X X X X

I-lyek X X K



Vi 11;ij;0
N .uni*

lilnr Pass
Fa iewe 11
Flat

I"orl Yukon
Gaknna
Falcna
Gnmbell
Georgetown

Go lovin

Goodiu s Day

Gray liuw, (Hoi ikaclnik)

Gulkana

lHlainor. (Cliilkoot)

flanillon
Hr;aly Lake
Holy Cross
Iloonali
Hooper 1Liy
Huylies

liti lia

(.38
GRANTS

>

ANCSA
VILLAGE

111-TERMINI-11
FL.IGHITL.F HY

1DA
COGNCIT.

THADITIOHAT.
COUNCIL

niA MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS
72 LIST RULE CITY

2ND CLASS
CITY



3

3

Vi 1lape
Name

Ilydaliurg

iRi "iRip.

I 1ianina

Inali k (Diomede)
limp iat CAS
Ivanof Hay
Juneau

Kagiivak

Kake

Knktovik

Kalskap, (Upper Kalskag)

Kaltag
Kailatak
Kailuk
Has aan
Kaslgliik
Kenaitze
Kenai

Kel cli ikau

Kiana

63R
GRANTS

X

ANCSA
VILLAGE

X

DETERMINED
ELIGIBLE BY niA

X

IRA TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL COUNCIL

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

IR 6 O( 1)

11A MARCH
72 LIST

X

HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS
RULE CITY CITY

X



Vi 1] Ke AIR ANCSA DF.TKRM INCI)
N.HHU* GRANTS \ Ir A FE.IGIIU.E 1Y
K tup Covt: X X

Kiiij; Island X X

K ipunk X X X

Kivi]ini X X X

KI . iwock X X X

Kni k X

Kolmk X X

Kod i,ik X X X

Knkh.mo k X X

Ko 11i];,ni(d( X X X

Kmi|; ijj-m.ik X X X

Kni 1ik X X X

Kni zrimc X X X

Koynk X X

Koyuknk X X X

Kwet ItLiik X X X

Kwij>i 11iiifjnk X X X

I..irscn Ity (Anton) X X X

L.rlid.i

I,eve lin k X X ) S

IRA
COUNCIL

TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL

A MARCH HOWF. 1ST CLASS
72 LIST RULE CITY

2ND CLASS
CITY



Villnpe
N_itiif

Limo Vi 1]ago
i.i(nik
Loudon
Lower Kalskag

McGrath

Makok

Manley Hot Springs

Manokotak

638
GRANTS

Marshall (Fortuna LedgejX

Mary*®s Ip,loo
M.il aniiska

Motif ra

Mt korytik
Metlakatla
Monlasta (hahr)
fliiii"Imiiiina Lake
Mi iito

MI. Vi 1ago

ANCSA
VIM.AGE

DETERMINED
EI.IGUILE 1Y RIA

TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL

bia march HOME
72 LIST RULE

1ST CLASS

2ND CLASS
CITY



Vi|Jage .
Name

N.i]>n funit r
N.ijuliin K
Napankj nk
Nelson 1,..goon
Nennnn

Newlia lon

Now Sliiyalmk
Nowlok

N iglilmu to
Nikolski

Mini lcliik

No at all

Nilto ai

Nome (Eskimo Comm.)

Noiifla 11 i
Nonrv ik
Nor tinzas I Capo

Nm 1liway

Nil i<fnil (Non jksul )

Nu lat@

638
CHANTS

ANCSA
VILLAGE

X

DE"IERMINEI) IHA
EL IGUILE IIY 1A COUNCIL

X

Iigo J ol

TRADITIONAL
COUNCIL

1A

IHIA MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS
72 LIST RULE CITY

2ND CI.ASS
CITY



Vi 1lige 638 ANCSA DETERMINED IRA TRADITIONAL RIA 1fARCH NOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS

U."inir GHAUTS VI LLAF. HILIGITIT.K Y HIA COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY c1irv

Nuu.ip ilclmk X X X X

Olim.iniu it X X X

0ld Ilinrhor X X X X X X

Oscarvillc X X ) X X

Oil/, ink if X X X X X X

Pa 1imto X

12 liner X '

Pamil iso X

Paul of f ILiihor (Snnak) X X X

13dro Hay X X X X X

Peli ran X X X X

Periyville X X X X X

Pel erslnir/s5 _ X X X X

Pi 1ol Poinl X X X X X

Pi lot Sl at ion X X X X X X
*

Pi Ilia"s Point X X X X

Pl .it imini X X X X X »

Point Hope X X X X X

Point l.ay X X X X X

Pot lago Creek X X X X

Nij; ID ol IA



Villaj g~ (i38 ANCSA (IF.TERNINI-P IRA TRADITIONAL 111A MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CLASS

N.niif GRANTS V 11.LAGS iZi.igj uik hy A COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY CITY
1arL  Cralinni “ X X X X X

I13r1 Hoi don X X X X X X
Port 1l.ions X X X X X
Foirl Willi ain X

QninlioRok (KwinlImnok) X X X X X
Rampart, X X X X X

Red Ilfvil X X X X

Unity X X X X X / X
Russian Mission (Knskokwim) X X

Russ i.in Mission (Yukon) X X X X X
SI . Geor>.<- X X X X X

St. Mic/ioel X X X X X
Si. Il X X X X X X
fut lainalitf X X X

Soml Ii»I X X X X X X

Savonoski X

Sovomifto X X X X X X
Sasinau X X X X X X
Sc.minion Hay X X X X X

ficl.iwi k X X X X



Vi 1Lij28 AIR

N. imr GRANTS
So ldov ii - X
Shi.igo luk X

Sli.igtnol ik (Slinktool ik)
Sheldons Point_

Shiigfinirr f_ X
Siiungn.ik___ X
Silki X
Skngw. 1y

Sl.inn

Slrcilmute_

50 Iniiiuil

Soul 1 N.iknrk

Sipi.iw i Imr

51 eld*i us

S riling

Si ivrnsVillage X

Slony Rivet

Toko In;i X
T.iiiimoss X
Tan.inn X

ANCSA
VILLAGE

X

JL

DETERMINED
ELIGIItI.E HY

X

Pago 12 ol A

IRA TRADITIONAL  I'TA MARCH
COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST
X
X
_X.
X X
X
X X.
1
X X
X X
X X
X- X.

HOME
RULE

1ST CLASS
CITY

X

2ND CLASS
CITY



Village Gin ANCSA DF.TKRM INCH IRA TRADITIONAL nrA MARCH HONK 1ST CLASS 2ND CI.ASS

N.imc > GHAUTS VIM_AGF. KLIGHU.K 1Y HIA COUNCIL COUNCIL 72 LIST RUI.K CITY CITY *
T.ili licit X X X X X

la/ lin.i X X X X

Tr1iCi X X X X X
Trliila X X X X

Tenakre (Springs) X X X
Tell in X X X X X

Tigara X B

Togiak X X X X X - X
Tok X X X

Toksook Hay X X X X X X
Tnliiksak X X X X X X
I'm tn( Hiliak X X X X X

Tuii.i?- ik X X X X X X
Twin Mills X X X X X

Tyoiu"k X X X X X

Ilgan ik X

Ug.tsli ik X X X X

Hiiidnii inl ¢ (lImlitiml r) X

Unil,izki X X X X <

lin.i .l Ici>l X X X X ) X X

rice it < il



Vill.ijjc 6.in ANCSA DETERMINED IKA TRADITIONAL H1A MARCH HOME 1ST CLASS 2ND CL/tSS

N.iiiii’ GRANTS VIM.ACE hi.i: my nia COLINCIHI, COUNCIL 72 LIST RULE CITY CITY

Uyak X X

lnjj.i X X

Vii lilcz X

Vpnrt.ir X X X X X

WainurirliL X X X X X X

WAlts X X X X X

*

WIliitt Mountain X X X X X X
/

Woody Island X /

WraiiRe 11 X X X X

Yakut at. X X X X X X

rofAi.fi 50 219 222 71 142 217 100



FY 1902 STATE REVENUE

FOR MUNITCIPALITIES

Fedruary 22, 1982
(REPLACES 2/19/82 COMPUTER RUN)

STATE OF ALASKA
DEPARTMENT OT COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS
DIVISION CF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
POUCH (1L

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

(907) 465-4733 or 465-4736

SHARING

ENTITLEMENTS



TOTAL APPROPRIATION -
CHAPTER 08 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 03 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

KEY MUNICIPALITY

QGRGIJGHS AND SERVICE A
0010 ANCHORAGE A.UJ.

255,707,600

233,913,800
311A, 047,800
S0,7A 6,000

OOEO CITY S.A.
0030 EAGLE RIVER
0030 CHUG IAK
0060 GIRDWOOQ
9070 GLEN ALPS
9000 EIRE S.A.
9090 ROADS & DRAINAGE
TO95 LIMITED ROAD 5 .A.

1100 POLICE 5 .A.

> 10 PARKS h RFC

JIEO P & R/CHIJGIAK

)130 SOLID WASTE 5 ,A.

)130 CHUG IAK/SOL ID WASTE
>150 BUILDING SAFETY

+160 CITY SA ROADS IV DRAINAGE
'170 SERVICE AREA 35

175 UPPER O'MALLEY

100 PORT OF ANCH.

IBS ROADS

190 AIRPORT S.A.

195 PUBLIC TRANSIT

EOO PARKING S.A.

TOTAL

E10 BRISTOL BAY 1108(11 JGH
EDO FAIRBANKS BORHIJGII

240 ESTER F.T.

1,0 NORTH STAR P.P.

TO UNIVERSITY F.P.

BE

POPULATION

180,730 6
53,310 O
7,639 0
5,105 0
539 1

E35 E
130,761 1
130,035 1
5,17E o
136,003 1
130,710 0
13,709 0.
149,215 0
13,709 0
130,676 O
53,310 O
77,335 0
1 0
100,730 O
1 0
100,730 O
100,730 0
100,730 O

11 1£12 26.
51,659 8.

933 O
5575 I
6, 156 1.

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL .REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

MILL
RATE
EQV.

.E5
.30
70
.76

13

.13
.EO
.10
. nr
.07
57

60

3E
.16
A7
.08
.50
.00
.35
.00
01
.09
. 13

97
21

.76
.05

39

PAGE 1
FEBRUARY EE, 1907
CHAPTER 00 PRORATION FACTOR =6.33307506030690
CHAPTER 09 PRORATION FACTO"7 =0.92065022020026
CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTt =0.B3153338099033
MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION EAC R= 0.96709753619331
HOLD HARMLESS PRDRATION FACTOR = 0.99905232582675
CHAPTER 00 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE._  HARMLESS FY 1902
ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLF.
26,005,670 27,565,322 20 20 3313,570,99
95161 606 20 20 2157,338 35319,05
237,303 260,E01 950 20 297,66
223,3 16 20 20 211,951 236,33
23,010 223,336 20 20 35EQ, S(=1
23,235 9523,562 20 20 227,00
21,109,203 20 20 286,31E 3H1,E75 ,51
2962,363 20 20 9.0 3596E, 36-
225,002 20 7.0 7.0 225,00
21,699,331 20 20 2313,200 35E, 113,53,
2531 3E.9 20 20 233?2.73 1 35873, 11
251,969 20 20 210 ,EDO 356E,EG (
95299,716 950 950 20 2299,7 H
213,332 20 20 20 213,33.
2157,029 20 20 20 2157, Ok
226,958 20 20 %1, EEC II5E0, 10r
2202,266 950 9.0 7.0 2202, EG.
20 233,863 950 950 233,06
2397,677 20 20 20 2397,67.
20 2193,897 20 20 31133 ,139 <
217,127 20 950 7.0 11517,1E 1
95108,833 950 9.0 950 2100,033
2150,293 20 950 20 2150,293
212,150,538 27,833,375 3HE1,010,06*
2190,205 259,091 950 950 siss 7.5
22,613,783 2,'61 56 1 9.0 950 2P, 5, I
93,368 20 20 950 23 ,3CH
2516,326 20 20 219,696 756,0(V
267,199 20 70 13 feiznf1l, — Y «



B

TOTAL APPROPRIATION #

CHAPTER BO APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 09 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

KEY

MUNICIPALITY

$55,707,600

$34,913,800

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

IORGIJCI IS AND SERVICE AREAS

>570 HAINES BOROUGH
TIRE DISTRICT

>580

590
300
310
350
330
340
350
160
370

380
385
190
195
100
10

50 KETCHIKAN BOROUGH

30

TOTAL

TOTAL

JUNEAU BOROUGH A .M.

S.A.

1
5
3
4
6
7
8

w oo n
>>>>>> >

KENAI

CLNIRAI
NIK I SKI

BOUril

P.P.

NOR 111 KEIMAI
REAR CREEK E.P.

REG.

SI((IREl IME S.A.

TOTAL

PENIMSIJ A BOROUGH
Pl MIMSUI A HOSPITAL

IMINI MSI ' A HOSPITAL

TOI'Al

POPULATION

1,715
394

51,0R0
4,883
1,378
14,819
1,848
10,852
855
356
695

56,550
15,951
3, 136

6,057

5,344

674

11,373
504

MILL

KAT]
EQV

5.85
1.89

14.81
15.35
6.60
1.1H
0.56
1.57
1.01
0.76
0.58

5.60
1.53
1.33

CHAPTER 00
ENTITLEMENT

$2,711,877

$62,294
$4,635

$66,926

$1,932,690
$374,886
$56,586
$109,615
$6,482
$106,534
$5,406

$1 ,554
$1,2)9

$5.594,675

$649,435
$257,865
$59,891
$50,135
SB,571
$11,830

$1,007,759

$643,1 74
$3,158

FY 1902 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

CHAPTER 00 PRORATION FACTOR
CHAPTER 09 PRORATION FACTOR
CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR
MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR - 0.96709754619341

EIGLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR

CHAPTER 09
AND 90
ENTITLEMENT

$551,551

$0
$0

$0

$454,736
$33,005
$11,702
$89,692
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$559,217

$6,965
$549,665
$0
$(749,66,5
$0

$0

$506,591

$0
<10

MINIMUM
ENTITLE.
ADD ON

$0
$0

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

$0
$0

L7

$0
$0
$0

$0

<m

PVIE

FEBRUARY PR,

=6.43407506040690
-0.95065055050026
-0.33153340099043

HOLD
HARMLESS
ENTITLEMENT

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$5,450
$0
$338
$0
$3,077

$0
$0
$0
$0
$11,971
$0

$0

a
1905

- 0.93905235585675

TOTAL
FY 1902
ENTITLE.

$2,987,761

$62,29'
$4,63c

$66,956

$2,357,457
$407,85,"
$68,70;
$199,307
$11,933
$106,574
$5,746
$1,554
$4,597

$3,162,759

$656,401
$507,558
$,79,891
$599,798
$50,54 7
$11,830

$1 ,556, '
$643,174



TOTAL APPROPRIATION -

CHAPTER 00 APPROPRIATION =
CHAPTER 09 APPROPRIATION =
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION =

KEY MUNICIPALITY

OOROUGMS AMD SERVICE AREAS
TOTAL

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
FIRE DISTRICT |
SERVICE DISTRICT
ROAD DISTRICT

0440
0450
0455
0460

TOTAL

MAT-SIJ BOROUGH
WASILLA E.P.
BUTTE E.P.
GREATER PALMER F.P.
SUTTON E.P.
NON AREA-WIDE
TALKEETMA FLOOD S .A.
TAt KCEIMA E .P.
GARDEN TERRACE
MIDWAY
LAKES E.P.

3470
)400
>490
)500
)510
>520
)525
'530
540
541
550

TOTAL

NORTH SI dpi: BOROUGH
SITKA nOROIJCII

560
570

IROT Cl ASfj CIIIES
000 HARROW

0 10 cnwoi IVA

0.0 CRAIG

$55,707,600

PACE 3

FY 1902 MUNICIPAL REVENUE OMARINC 'ENTITLEMENTS FEBRUARY 22, 190.
CHAPTER 00 PROPATIDM FACTOR =6.43407506040690
$34,913,000 CHAPTER 0 ) PRGRATIDM FACTOR =0.92B6502202.0026
$14,047,000 CHARTFR 90 PRORAT KIM FACTOR s0.03123340099043
$6,746,000 MINIMIJM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR ~ 0.96709754€19341
HOLD HARMLESS PROBATION FACTOR = 0.99905232502675
MILL  CHAPTER 80 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
RATE  ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE. HARMLESS FY 1902
POPULATION  EQV. ENTITLEMENT ADI) ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE.
$646,302 $0 $648,44
8,358 6.84 35355,490 $375,493 $0 $0 $730,98
1,480 2.01 111B,560 $0 SO $0 $18,56
1,207 1.16 3)8,748 $0 $0 $0 $8,74
230 4.00 $5,727 $37,449 3)0 o) $43, 17
$388,527 $412,942 $801,46
19,123 7.42 3)PT 1,340 $0 SO 3)0 $831,34
3,201 0.50 310,019 $0 3)0 $20,J63 $30,18
2,068 0.68 3)8,839 $0 310 S10,659 S 19, 49
2,498 0.49 3)7,635 iro 3)0 $20,182 $27 R1
675 2.32 3)9,754 $0 3)0 n:o 3)9, 75.
14,695 0.51 3147,458 3)0 SO 3)0 $47,45;
254 1.21 31,912 SO $0 $0 s1.91
3717 0.61 1,420 o) SO o) 31 ,4c 3
65 1.62 $654 SO SO o) $65-
1 0.00 a0 $1.,417,588 SO so $1,417,58!
1,485 1.35 3)12,551 SO 3)0 o) $12,55"
3)931 ,588 S1,417,588 $2.,400, 18-
7,098 9.7J 3)428,8 ) $258,665 +D o) 3)687,4")
7,927 13.58 $669,578 '$311,990 SO SO S981,5( =
2539 5.98 1% 458 3)0 SO <D $94,451!.
2,223 29.61 3)409r286 3)317,530 SO SO $726,817
560 31 .15 ID108,455 $33.654 SO in e tons



PACE

FY 1985 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS FERRI), . Erl, 198c
TOTAL APPROPRIATION ~ $55,707,600 CHAPTER BB PRORATION FACTOR =6.43407506040690
CHAPTER SB APPROPRIATION = $34,913,B0O CHAPTER 89 PRORATION FACTOR =0.95865055050026
CHAPTER 89 APPROPRIATION = $1A,047,B00 CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR =0.83153343099043
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION = $6,746,000 MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR - 0.96709754619341
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99905535532675
MILL  CHAPTER 80 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
RATE  ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE. HARMLESS FY 1982

KEY MUNICIPALITY POPULATION  EQV. ENTITLEMENT ATD Gl ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE
1030 DILLINGHAM 1,670 54.03 35549,506 $53,318 $0 $0 $575,82-
1040 FAIRBANKS 55,568 15.G7 355,495,155 $1,850,514 $0 $0 $4,345,66'
1050 CAt.ENA 805 55.08 35110,500 $58,363 $0" $0 $136,19°
10G0 HAINES ViTOFD 53.97 $151.,555 $56,064 $0 $0 $177,61
1070 HOMER 5,588 13.57 $513,571 $45,188 $0 $0 $558,76"
10RO HOONAH 799 5.38 3526,768 $9,995 $0 9.58,315 $65,07
1090 HYDAI31 IRC 35G  4.79 3)10,655 $7,355 $6,421 $0 $54,331
1100 KAKE 5B3 1G.7B 3560,859 $15,441 $0 $0 $73,571
11 10 KFNAt 4,558 53.13 35655,599 $130,498 $0 $0 $786,031
| 150 KETCHIKAN 7,500 2B.59 IEI,266,560 $348,515 $0 $0 $1.,614,77"
.140 KING COVE 513 21.13 $67,388 $18,906 $0 $0 $86, PS/
.J50 KLAWGCK 339 5.93 357,094 $11 ,341 $6,00: ¢ %0 $54 55"
,ICO KODIAK 4,678 17.83 $518,595 $36,650 $0 $0 $555,54
170 NFNANA 595 51.7G 3580,097 $41,589 $0 $0 $151 3Rt
100 NOME 3,039 1G.9G 35350,508 $41B,954 $0 $0 $739,43"
190 NORTH POl E OD5LD 8.19 $47,305 $58,810 $0 $0 $76, 11,
500 PAI HER 5575 17.10 3541,893 $5.57,558 $0 $0 $559,12l
510 PEL ICAN 175 55.30 3553,855 $10,735 $0 $0 $34,58 i
550 PETERRBIIRC 3,001 55.G5 $455,058 $536,554 $0 $0 $708,58
530 SANO POINT GO7 55.08 $95,G7G $34,632 $0 $0 $130,301
ad40 SAINT MARY'S 435 PM.3G $76,165 $53,732 $0 $0 $15v, 891
550 SELDOV1A 505 15.15 $47,585 $53,745 $0 $0 $71,35-
5G0 SEWARD 1,943 16.45 $198,785 $439,281 a0 $0 $638,067
570 SKAGWAY 819 15.30 $65,654 $31,707 $0 $0 $94,361
5BO SOl DOTNA 5,445 15.43 $534,580 $61,866 $0 $0 $596,4 4
590 UMAIL AFiKA 1,944 36.39 $439,880 $154,905 $ 0 $0 $564 ,716
100 vai ni:/ 3,579 6.38 3130, 10) $331 ,7)3 $0 $0 $461,89/
130 WRAMCI. I |. 5,345 53.04 $335,935 $573,193 $0 $0 $609,131
3GO YAKIITAT 430 16.95 3545,533 $16,553 $0 $0 $61 48"

COND CLASS CIT!HIS



PACE S

FV 1982 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS FEBRUARY 22, 19BE

CHAPTER 00 PRORATION FACTOR =6.43407506040690
CHAPTER 89 PRORATION FACTOR *0.92865022020026
CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR =0.03123348099043
MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.96709754619341
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.9990523.3502675

3.55,707,600

334,913,800

$1A,047, BOO
56,746,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATION -
CHAPTER 88 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 09 APPROPR I AT ION
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIAT ION

MILL CHAPTER 08 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL

RATE ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE. HARMLESS FY 1902
KEY MUNICIPALITY POPULATION EQV. ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE.
SO10 AKIACI-IAK 435 3.23 38,763 331,760 30 31,115 339, 15-
5020 AKIAK 197 0.00 n;o 39,964 322,790 30 332,75
5030 AKOLMIUT 635 4.30 IF18,600 3103,534 30’ 30 3111,79”
5040 AKUTAN 189 1if. 1 35151 ,277 30 30 30 3151,27
5050 ALAKANUK 534 14 .26 3547,349 337,365 30 30 384 ,71'
5060 ALEKNAC. IK 152 0.00 350 39,603 321,965 30 331 ,56'
5070 ALLAKAKFT 158 0.00 3.9 38,722 325,207 30 333,92'
.080 AMS8LER 198 8.05 39,919 327,200 30 30 337, 12i
.090 ANAKTUOI IK PASS 235 0.00 m ISO 30 30 3f
.100 ANDERSON 500 3.75 ¥l 1,659 316,152 36,962 30 334, 17
.1 10 ANGOGN 445 1.43 33,983 312,476 39,034 319,274 338,765
.120 ANIAK 338 5.28 3»11,100 393,36t 30 m 30 3104,46.
130 AMVIK 110 3.94 32.698 310,337 320,946 30 333,98,
140 ATNAIITLI 1A 226 1.13 1,598 39,973 321,214 39,615 335,61'
150 HETHFL 3,549 23.43 3516,963 3255,489 30 30 3772,45*
160 DREV1IC N1SSIDN 149 7.11 36,590 310,397 317,054- 30 339,98.
170 DUCKLAND 211 F-03 37,917 30 325,724 30 333,647
180 CI-IFFORMAK 230 7.61 ill10,887 39,964 311,909 30 332,75
190 CHEVAK 491 2.55 37,811 Sit 1,521 319,479 30 332,80
200 CHUATHDAI UK 104 15.72 ili3,700 334,889 30 30 324,70
210 CLARK'S POINT 78 12.74 36,177 39,609 315,788 30 391 ,56'
220 DEER INC. 155 18.80 318, 118 310,397 35,526 30 332,597
230 DELTA JUNCTION 245- 0.00 30 337,876 50 34,987
240 DIOMEDE 149 2.35 352,181 30 329,071 30 ani,25
250 EAGLE 186 2. 11 32,450 36,423 319,925 30 328,19
260 EEK 226 0.00 30 30 30 30 30
270 EKHDK 76 0.00 30 30 30 30 3(
280 EL Il 228 3.93 355,57 | 315,507 319,076 30 390,754
290 ENMOMAK 568 6.32 322,318 334,594 30 30 356,91 1
TOO EfIRT YUKON 599 10.86 340,465 343,611 30 30 384,07 1

249 3.87 35,856 i .

310 FDR 1LIMA IFDCE



TOTAL APPROPRIATION -
CHAPTER PR APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER E9 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIAT ION

KEY MUNICIPALITY

I[ECOMO CLASS CITIES
>350 GAMBELI.
>330 GOLOVIN
,340 GOODNEWS RAY
.350 GRAYLING
,360 HOLY CROSS
.370 HOOPER BAY
300 HOUSTON
390 1INCHES
400 IIIJSLIA
410 KACI ICMAK
450 KAKTOVIK
430 KALTAG
‘140 KASAAM
'160 I<I ANA
170 KIVAIL IMA
iBO KOIIIJK
190 KDTLIK
00 KOr/ERUF
.10 KUYIIK
.50 IkUYIJI<UIL
.30 KUPHEANOF
40 KWE 11II. UK
50 LARSEN BAY
55 LOWER KAI.SKAG
60 MANOKOTAK
70 MCGRATH
SO MFKORYI IK
90 MOIJNIA IM VII.1AGE
00 NAPAKIAK
10 MAPASK IAK
50 MFI/111ALPM

FY 1905 MUNICIPAL REVFMUE SNARING ENTITLEMENTS

$55,707,600

$34,9)3,800
$14,047,800
$6,746,000

POPULATION

480

94
167
505
533
654
503

71
530
455
501
539

64
356
549

64
339

5,550

503
95
49

451

167

54 4

590

343

176

580

5S3

545

135

MILL
PATE
EQV.

91
.93
.00
.00
16
45
11
.00
.00
.06
.55
.00
.10
.64
. 16
.00
48
.66
.40
75
.00
.00
.00
81
51
71
.90
.89
.55
0.00
0.39

\lw\l—HU'IOOOOOU'I-hCA)O-hU‘IOOOU'IOOOU‘IU‘IOOCDOO

CHAPTER S3
CHAPTER 09
CHAPTER 90
MINIMUM ENT.

CHAPTER 88
ENTITLEMENT

$11,681
$4,050
$0

$0
$7.477
$9,513
$4 16

$0

$1
$5,461
$353

$0

$4 3
$5,856
$6,441
$0
$7,339
$505,155
$6,817
$5,167
Ii;o

$0

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

$138

PRORATION FACTOR
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR =

CHAPTER 89
AND 90
ENTITLEMENT

$0
$10,337
$0
$0
$53,559
$0
$73,996
$0
$.67,517
$0
$0
$0
$7,455
17,4 44
$0
$0
$9,964
$56,856
$16,150
$13,568
ii;0
$0
$.0
$ 100,319 -
$.10,894
«$45,711
$9,964
$54,495
$17,686
$9,964
$9,609

PACE

FEBRUARY 55,

PRORATION FACTOR -6.43407S06040690
PRORATION FACTOR =0.95065055050056
PRORATION FACTOR -0.03153340099043

MINIMUM HOLD
ENTITLE. HARMLESS
ADD ON ENTITLEMENT
$51,960 $0
$19,594 $0
$0° $0
$0 $0
$3,670 $0
$55,913 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$50,538 $0
$33,318 $0
$0 $0
$16,933 $0
$10,915 $0
$57,500 $0
$0 $0
$15,451 $0
$0 $0
$1 1,535 $0
$ 15,355 $.0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$55,999 $0
$.0 $0
$17,980 $0
$0 $0
$ 14,1 44 $0
$0 $.0
$5,558 $0
$55,79 1 $0
$51 ,610 m

6
19BB

N 0.96709754619341
0.99905535585675

TOTAL
Fy 1902
ENTITLE.

$33,647
$35,0 \(

$C

$C
$34.,407
$35,457
$74.,417

$0
$67,519
$55,999
$33,645

$.0
$54,398
$34,516
$30,994

$0
$35,755
$561,981
$34,175
$34,088

$0

$6,
$55,999
$98,540
1131 ,61 1
$49,378
$35,5 5
$104,601
$3 1,009

$75,755
ifii r{ m



TOTAL APPROPRIATION

IHAPTER 88 APPROPR LAT ION
IMAP TER 80 APPROPRIATION
iHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

KEY

MUNICIPALITY

IND CLASS CITIES
630’

NEW STUYAHfIK

640i NFWTOK

650

NIGHTMUTE

6601 NIKOLAI
6701 NGIMPALTON

680
690
700
710
720
730
740
750
760
770
780
790
100
N O
120
130
140
:50
go
;70
:no
90
00
10
20

10

NODRVIK
NULATO

NIJ1QSI IT

01.0 1IARBCIR
01lIZ INK IE

PIl OT STATION
Pl AT INI '
POINT HOPE
PORT ALEXANDER
PORT HEIPEN
PORT LIONS

Gil INI' IAGAK
RUIIY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAIN | MIC MALI
SAINT PAIJI
SAVOGNGA
SAXNAN
SCANNUM HAY
GELAWIK

SI IAGFI UK
SITAKTHHIE . IK
SUIT DON PII 1IO'
SIS HAKILT

SI IIMGITAK

SIT I'll IMS

*

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SNARING ENTITLEMENTS

$55,707,600

3594,913,800
$14,047,800
$6,746,000

POPULATION

327
175
135
88
171
SOS
338
271
334
170
323
55
531
90
91
218
409
190
168
258
591
530
276
249
372
127
177
103
425
208

8
3
0
0
2
8
6
0
2
0
0
2
5
3

0
0
7
0
0
2
2
0.00
0
1
5
9
t
5
1

MILL
PATE
EQV.

.00
.81
12
.00
.18
.89
.07

. 18
.39
17
.59
.03
59
.08
>0
.01
.60
.00
.33
45
59
.00
.36
.00
92
.88
67
.06

1.96

PAGE 7

e o

FEBRUARY 22, 1982
CHAPTER 88 PRORATION FACTOR =6.43407506040690
CHAPTER 89 PRORATION FACTOR -0.92865022020026
CHAPTER 90 PRORATION EACTOR —0.83123948099043
MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR « 0.96709754619941
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR * 0.99905232582675
CHAPTER 88 CHAPTER 89 MINIMUM HOLD TOTAL
ENTITLEMENT AND 90 ENTITLE. HARMLESS EY 1902
ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT ENTITLE.
$0 $9,603 $217965 $0 $30,819
$891 $9,964 $21,899 $0 $32,755
$5,977 $9,964 $16,81K $0 $32,755
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$197 $14,105 $17.,4 14 $0 $3t,717
$9,152 $18,155 $6,932 $0 $34,239
$4,362 $29,074 $1,162 $0 $34,599
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$387 $11,110 $14,867 $0 $26,365
$1,473 $7,739 $17.041 $.0 $26,254
$10,398 $6,227 $16,005 $0 $32,639
$4,653 $0 $27,805 $1 ,'294 $33,769
$3,412 $0 $30,229 $.0 $33,642
$1,450 $0 $23,609 $0 $25.060
$6 13 $89,432 $,0 $0 $90,046
M12, 189 $8,463 $5,G.24 $0 $26,270
$7,660 $13,856 $1 1,366 $0 $28,379
$715 $0 $32,927 $,0 $33,642
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$3,750 $10,337 $19,894 $.0 $33,987°
$31,051 $112,541 $0 $.0 $143,592
$21 .7 14 $10,337 $1,9 10 $0 $3.3,902
$0 $,7,422. $16,976 $0 $24,398
$3,667 $3,892 $24,995 0 $32,555
ii;0 $0 $.0 $0 $0
$7 10 $6,460 $26,66 | $0 $33,86".
$3,172 $56,5 13 $0 $0 $59,705
$3,636 $9,964 $19,154 $0 $32,75".
$8,092 $.6,396 $19,36 1 $0 $33,859
$2,546 $10, 117 $21 ,0" $0 $32,658



i
I

TOTAL APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 88 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER' 89 APPROPRIATION
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION

SECOND CLASS CITIES

5940
5950
5980
5990
5000
5010
5015
5020
5030
5040
5050
5060
5070
30co
5090
5100

MUNICIPALITY

TANANA
TELLER

TEMAI"EE SPRINGS

TOG IAK

TOKSOOK DAY

TULUKSAK
TUNtJIMAK

UMALAKLEET
UPPER KAI.SKAG
WAINNRIGHT

HALES
WAS ILLA

WHITE MOUNTAIN

WHITTIER

EXT EIRE AREAS
NATIVE VILLAGE GOVT

FY 1982 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

155,707,600

$34,913,800

$14,047,800
3)6,746 ,000

MILL
NATE

POPULATION EQV.

463 3.08
229 7.51
132 2.33
511 2.69
331 6.48
234 2.33
301 1.92
672 6.36
138 2.52
410 0.00
143 1.21
1,928 0.33
'm'135% 10.18
211 33.93
7,443 0.00
1 0.00

PAGE 8
FEBRUARY 2<

=6,43407506040690
- 0-92865022020026
1-0.83123348093043

CHAPTER 88 PRORATIONFACTOR
CHAPTER 83 PRORATIONFACTOR
CHAPTER 90 PRORATIONFACTOR

MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.96709754619341
HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99905232582675
CHAPTER 00 CHAPTER 09 MINIMUM HOLD C
ENTITLEMENT ANN 90 ENTITLE. . HARMLESS F
ENTITLEMENT ADD ON ENTITLEMENT El
SB,866 91102,374 ¢ 910 $0 i
9110,695 9119,027 914,545 $0
$1,912 9112,513 $11,046 $0
918,559 9124,609 $0
9113,351 919,964 919,439 ‘0
914,265 9119,882 $0 $0 $
313,611 $9,964 $19,179 $0
$26,608 941,091 $0 $0
912,007 $36,827 910 $0
910 910 910 $0
a1 .,079 910 $30,174 $0
$4,026 $124,026 910 + 910
918,549 $14,165 $9,004 $0
9144 509 $16,125 $0 $0
910 9169,053 910 $0
A0 9A1,275,683 910 $0 %1 ri1
$32,610,625 9120,774,190 91 147,716 $1,175,067 $55



FY 1981 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS (HE) FEBRUARY &5 J 198.:
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Fr 13131 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS  (Iff?) FEBRUARY 19Bf)
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TOTAL

KEY

3510
3520
3525
3530
35A0
PHA1
3550

)5GO0
3570

"IRST
000
010
020
030
040
050
080
070
OBO
030
100
110
120
17O
150
180
170
1BO
190
03
19(3
20
30
MO
'50

FY 1981 MUNICIPAL RFVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS (HE)

ENTITLEMENT - £55,707,800

COMMUNITY

SUTTON F.P.

NON AREA-HIDE
TALKEETNA FLOOD S.A.
TALKEETNA F.P.
GARDEN TERRACE
MIDHAY

LAKES F.P.

NORTH ELOPE BOROUGH
SITKA BORCIUCH

CLASS CITIES
BARROW
CORDOVA
CRAIG
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA
HAINFS
HOMER
IHTUNAH
HYDAFIURG
KAKE

KENAI
KETCHIKAN
KING COVE
KLAWQCK
KODIAK
NENANA
NOME

NORTH PULE
PAI MLR

PEI 1CAM
PC 1:RSI 1LIRC
SAM13 PHINT
SAINT MARY'S
SFIDOVtA

PUBLIC ROAD
MILES

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.89
.00

et YeoNoloNeNe)

54 47
16.05

.00
.55
91
a7
.20
.58
44
.70
.00
A7
A7
87
.60
10
.69
14.68
13.26
13.60
10.72
19.36
1.10
9.48
8.34
7.93
6791

b=

[EEGEN SN
P Woo O Owh -—_ OO ygy~NphoooO

ICE ROAD
MILES

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0(3
12.00
0.00

0.00
.00

o

0.00
0.00
0.(30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
(3. (30

0. (30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0(3
0.13
(3.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

10.21
n on

HOSPITAL

ENTITLEMENT

‘no
n:o
;0
li;0
£0
£110
£0

£0
£2 9,640

£0
£268,751
£0
£0
£268,751
£0
£0
£0
£0
<i;0
n;o
£0
£231,942
£0
£0
£0
£0
£323,049
£0
£240,640
£0
£240,640
£0

£0
ur

FEBRUARY 22, 19

82

HEALTH FAC ILITIES HOSPm
ENTITLEMENT CONST. AT
£0 £
£0 &
£0 <
I <
£0 £~
£0 £
£0 £(
/

< £82,700 £(
£32,727 £
£0 £C
£25,800 «C
£22,266 Ii.C
£0 £C
£165,551 £1,181,859
£10,337 £0
£0 £0
£15,978 £0
£0 £0
£0 £()
£0 £0
£15,978 £0
£37,110 £40,659
£9,6.03 £0
£7,422 £0
£0 £9
£0 £0
£51,687 £0
£0 £0
£0 fi:n
£7,98 ) £,.

£2.1,101
£9,603 4id
£9,96.4 £0



FY 1981 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SNARING ENTITLEMENTS (il5)

OTAL ENTITLEMENT *

KEY

EGO
570
580
590
300
330

ECON
000
010
050
030
940
350
)GO
)70
5)80
390
100
110
1.30
130
140
1S0
160
170
180
190
200
10
?50
130
20

COMMUNITY

SEWARD
SKAGWAY
SDLDOTNA
UNALAGKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL

YAKUTAT

D CLASS CITIFiG
AKHIO0K
AKITACHAK

AK 1Alv

AKOLMITJT
AKUTAN
Al.AKAMUK
ALEKNAC. IK
ALLAKAKET
AMBLER

ANATd UVI.I5 PASS
ANDERSON
ANODON

AN ITAt<

ANVIK
ATMATITI.UAK
BETHI 1

riRIIVIG MISSION
DIJCKLAND
CHGFORNAK
CITEVAK

(51111A THITIAL UK

Gl ARK (HTRTTT
DEER INC

DELTA JUNCTION
DIOMEDF

9i55 ,707,600

PUBLIC RDAD
MILES

18.35
9.50
54.78
38-45
15.80
7.13

4 .00
1.59
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.70
.55
.00
.00
. 18
. 10
.00
.00
.85
.00
.00
.00
.50
.00
.00
.00
.88
0.00

OO PO OO0 OOWUI NVWOUTU O N~NOOO

._‘
o

ICE RGAO
MILES

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

9.00
As . T5

0.00
0-00
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.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

n

OCOoocoompooocomwmoohhoo

HOSPITAL
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o
0
3»0
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S BE T SEEEE 888888884

cHEBE

FEBRUARY 55.

HEALTH FACILITIES
ENTITLEMENT
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30
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FY 1931 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS  12) FEBRUARY 22.' 19B2

rOTAL ENTITLEMENT = $55,707,600

PUBLIC RDAD ICE ROAD HOSPITAL HEALTH FACILITIES HOSPITAI

KEY COMMUNITY MILES MILES ENTITLEMENT ENTITLEMENT CONS5T. AIf
250 EAGLE 2.39 0.00 $0 $0 N
26.0 F.EK 0.00 0.00 $0 fl.o 3
270 EKWOK 0.00 0.00 310 3,0 3i(
2B0 FLIM 1.60 0.00 310 $10,3313 H
290 EMMDNAK 3.A1 7.50 $0 $9,96.4 %
300 FORT YUKON 13.50 0.00 $0 $0 $f
310 FORTUNA LEDCE 5.00 0.00 $0 $9,9GA $1
320 CAMBELL 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $f
330 GOLOVIN 0.00 0.00 $0 .$10,337 $c
3 A0 COODMEWS BAY 0.00 0.00 $0 - $0 $6
350 GRAYLING 0.00 0.00 o o} $0 $(
36-0 HOLY CROSS A.00 0.00 $0 $10,337 .aC
370 HOOPER BAY 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $r
330 HOUSTON 30.75 0.00 $0 $0 $C
330 HUGHES 0.00 0.00 n;o $0 P
AGO II1JSLIA 17.70 0.00 $0 $10,337 $c
'e¢10 KACHEUAK 0.00 0.00 mo $0 $0
"120 KAKTOVIK 0.00 0.00 310 $0 $0
130 KALTAT, 0.00 0.00 0 $0 " $0
A0 KASAAN 0.00 0.00 $0 $7,A22 $0
16-0 KI ANA 2.20 0.00 *Nno $10,337 $0
»70 KIVALINA 0.00 0.00 Ti;0 310 $0
*30 KOfll IK 0.00 0.00 li;o 310 3.0
*90 KCITLIK 0.00 0.00 o o) $3,96A a;o
,00 KOTZEBUE 15.50 3.50 $0 $0 $o
.10 KOYI1JK 1.73 0.00 $0 $10,337 $0
.20 KOYUKI IK 1.00 0.00 0 $10,337 $0
.30 KUPRFANOF 0.00 0.00 30 3;0 $0
AO KWETHLIJK 0.00 0.00 3,0 $0 $0

.50 LARSEN BAY 0.00 0.00 3,0 $0 $0

‘55 LOWER KAI.SKAG 3.06. A0.00 310 $10,337 30
6.0 MANOKOTAK 0. A3 0.00 3,0 $9,603 $o

m0 MCGRATH 10.95 0.00 ilio $10,937 -

30 MI KUR A KK 0.00 0.00 mo $9,96A $0

90 MOUNTAIN VILI AGE 3.50 13.00 310 $9,96A 310

00 NAPAK | AK 2. AH 0.00 310 $3,9GA $0



FY 19BI MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

rOlIAL ENT TTLENEIMT

KEY

5610
5CEO
5630
5640
5650
5660
5670
,680
5690
,700
-710
.780
1730
740
750
760
770
780
790
800
910
980
830
340
«350
360
370
380
no
100
)10
180
)30
)40
I1SO
)BS)

COMMUNITY

NAPASK IAK
NEWHALEN

NEW STUYAI-IGK
NEWTOK
NICMTMUTE

NI KOI. Al
NGNDALTON
NOORVIK
NULATO
NUIOSUT

GLO HARBOR
OUZ INK |E
PILOT STATION
PLATINUM
POINT HOPE
PORT ALEXANDER
PORT HE IDEN
PORT LIONS
OUINI-IAGAK
RUBY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL
SAVOONCA
SAXMAN
SCAMMON BAY
SELAWIK
SHAGELI IK
siiakinm.li<
SHELDON POINT
SHISHMAREE

SI TIIMGNAK
STEBB INS
TAI'lANA

TEM. Efi
TLNAKEE SPRINGS

£55,707,600

PUBLIC ROAD

MILES

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.50
.48
-Nno
.00
.45
.10
.00
.00
.00
.00
-60
.33
.85
.00
.00
00
.50
.00
.80
.85
.00
.00
.50
00
.98
.00
.00
31 .69
8.69
8.00

(0]
RPWOCPOCO®MEWRNOUID—0O OO OO o

w
PWoO ygyoO oo

OO — 0o wWomo

(IL 5

ICE RDAD
MILES

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0-00
0-00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0-00
0.00
0-00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1R-00
0.00
0-00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0-00

HOSPITAL

ENTITLEMEI'IT

350
310
310
350
350
£0
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
£0
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
350
3,0
350
£0
350
3.0
350
350
350
350
350
350
350

FEBRUARY 88, T?8C

HEALTH FACILITIES
ENTITLEMENT

359, 964
319,603
359,603
359,96A
359,964
350
359,603
3510,337
3510,337
350
' 350
350
350
350
350
350
359,603
350
359,964
3,0
350
m3510,997
350
3510,997
350
350
350
350
3510,997
359,964
350
3510,937
3510,337
350
3510,337
357,700

HOSPITA

CONST. Al

RREgEnaReraoge

GEBEIBAZRR



TOTAL ENTITLEMENT « 155,707,600

KE'i
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,000
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=040
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=060
=070
=0BO
090
100

FY 1931 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS

COMMUNITY

TOGIAK
TOKSOOK BAY
THLUKSAK
TUNUNAK
UNALAKI EFT
UPPER KALSKAG
WAINWR IGUT
WALES

WASILL A

WHITE. MOUNTAIN
WHITTIER

EXT FIRE AREAS
NATIVE VILLAGE GOVT

PUBLIC ROAD

MILES

OO UUIOUIO O
rNOOONOOOO

>
—-@Oopoocoom

®
o O
onN

0.00
0.00

TOTAL

(112)

0
0

o
w

OCoocoocoococoMmMo o

ICE ROAD
NILES

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.50
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

HOSPITAL

ENTITLEMENT

mo
10
flio
'BO
10
SiO
flio
flio
.0
flio
flio
flio
10

14 ,02B , 354

FI7TBR(JARY EE, 193J

HEALTH FACILITIES
ENTITLEMENT

'D9, GO3
19,964
19,964
19,964
110,337
10

10

10
115,400
/ 19,603
10

10

fllo

12,476,9nS

HOSPITAI
CONST. ATI
K
fly
fly
1(
If
K
AT
if
flic
fic
fic
flic.1,0 tc
fll, 14 t, SEE
17,943,27";
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