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FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

1 "An Act establishing a capital project matching grant program for municipalities and a

2 capital project matching grant program for unincorporated communities."

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

4 * Section 1. PURPOSE, (a) The legislature recognizes the continued need for wholly state funded

5 capital projects (1) that are of regional or statewide significance, (2) which meet basic needs, such as

6 education projects constructed under AS 14.11 and village safe water projects, or (3) for which costs will

7 exceed the amount available to a municipality or community under the capital project matching grant

8 programs. The legislature also recognizes the continued need for legislatively directed funding of other

9 capital projects.

10 (b) It is the purpose of this Act to provide a capital project funding system that is equitable to

11 municipalities and communities throughout the state, particularly for small projects of a local nature, and

12 to provide a mechanism for local government to initiate and prioritize the construction of capital projects

13 and to participate in funding those projects.

14 * Sec. 2. AS 29.60 is amended by adding a new section to read:
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ARTICLE 7. CAPITAL PROJECT MATCHING GRANTS.

Sec. 29.60.500. MUNICIPAL CAPITAL PROJECT MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM,

(a) The municipal capital project matching grant fund is established in the Department of 

Administration consisting of appropriations to the fund. Appropriations do not lapse except as 

provided under (f) of this section. Interest earned on money in the fund shall be deposited by 

the department into the general fund. Appropriations shall be allocated by the department each 

fiscal year to individual grant accounts within the fund for each municipality. The amount 

allocated to a grant account is determined by multiplying the total amount appropriated to the 

fund during a fiscal year by a fraction,

(1) the numerator of which equals

(A) for a municipality with a population under 1,000, the amount equal 

to that population multiplied by 1.5;

(B) for a municipality with a population of at least 1,000 but less than

5,000, the amount equal to that population multiplied by 1.4;

(C) for a municipality with population of at least 5,000 but not greater 

than 10,000, the amount equal to that population multiplied by 1.2; or

(D) for a municipality with a population of over 10,000, the amount equal 

to that population; and

(2) the denominator of which equals the sum of the numerators calculated for all 

municipalities under (1)(A) - (D) of this subsection.

(b) The minimum amount allocated to the grant account of a municipality each fiscal 

year under (a) of this section equals $25,000. The department shall reduce allocations under (a) 

of this section on a pro rata basis based upon the population of the municipalities if necessary 

to fund the minimum amount for each municipality. If appropriations are not sufficient to fully 

fund minimum amounts, the amount available shall be equally allocated to each municipality.

(c) Subject to (d) and (e) of this section, each municipality may draw amounts from its 

grant account within the municipal project matching grant fund for planning, design, and 

construction of capital projects or capital improvements, as defined in AS 37.07.120. In 

accepting a draw, the municipality covenants with the state that it will operate and maintain the 

capital improvement for which the draw is used for the practical life of the capital improvement, 

and that the municipality will not rely on the state to operate or maintain the capital improvement

WORK D R A FT
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or pay for its operation or maintenance. This requirement does not apply to use of money from 

a draw for repair or improvement of an existing facility that is operated or maintained by the 

state at the time that the draw is made if the repair or improvement for which the draw is used 

will not substantially increase the operating or maintenance costs to the state. The municipality, 

its agents, contractors, and subcontractors shall comply with the hiring preferences under 

AS 36.10 in hiring employees to be paid wholly or in part with money from a draw.

(d) For each draw made under (c) of this section, the municipality shall contribute a local 

share of the cost of the capital projects or improvements for which the draw is made. The 

amount of the locai share equals the local share factor multiplied by the amount of the draw. 

For purposes of this subsection, the

(1) local share factor equals the local share percentage divided by the state share 

percentage, except that_________________________________ __ ____________________________

(A) if the product of the population factor and the local wealth factor is 

greater than or equal to 1.0, the local share factor equals 3/7th before July 1, 1994, and

1.0 after June 30, 1994; or

(B) if the local wealth factor is 0, the local share factor equals 5/95th for 

draws made before July 1, 1994, and l/9th for draws made after June 30, 1994;

(2) local share percentage equals the population factor multiplied by the local

(3) state share percentage equals one minus the local share percentage;

(4) population factor equals

(A) 0.1 if the population of the municipality is less than 1,000;

(B) 0.3 if the population of the municipality is at least 1,000 but less than

5,000;

(C) 0.7 if the population of the municipality is at least 5,000 but not more 

than 10,000; or

OD) 1.0 if the population of the municipality is more than 10,000;

(5) local wealth factor equals the amount obtained by dividing the per capita 

taxable real and personal property valuation of the municipality by the statewide average per 

capita taxable real and personal property valuation of all municipalities in the state.

(e) The amount of the local share calculated under (d) of this section shall be adjusted

WORK D R A F T  WORK D R A F T  WORK D R A F T

wealth factor;
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1 if necessary so that (1) it does not exceed 30 percent of the amount of the project for which the

2 draw is used and is not less than five percent of the amount of the p ro jec t^ th e  draw is made 

before July 1, 1994; or (2) it does not exceed 50 percent of the amount of the project for which 

the draw is used and is not less than 10 percent of the amount of the project if the draw is made

WORK D R A F T  WORK D R A FT  WORK D R A FT

5 y after June 30, 1994. The local share may be satisfied with federal or municipal funds, locally

6 contributed labor, materials or equipment the value of which shall be determined by the

7 department, or money from another nonstate source. The local share may not be satisfied with

8 money from appropriations, allocations, entitlements, grants, or other payments from die state.

9 (f) A municipality shall repay to the department money drawn from a grant account if

10 substantial, ongoing work on the project or improvement is not started within five years after the

11 effective date of the appropriation from which the draw is funded. Money repaid shall be

12 deposited into the general fund. Money from an allocation to a grant account that has not been

13 drawn out by the municipality within five years after the effective date of the appropriation from

14 which the allocation is funded lapses into the general fund.

15 (g) The department may adopt regulations under the Administrative Procedure Act

16 (AS 44.62) that impose additional requirements or procedures to implement, interpret, make

17 specific, or otherwise carry out the provisions of this section. The department shall adopt

18 regulations providing for periodic audits of the use of grant money under this section. The audits

19 must include a review of the department’s determination of the value of locally contributed labor

20 under (e) of this section and a review of the adequacy of the department’s verification of the

21 actual use of locally contributed labor on a project. Regulations adopted under this subsection

22 shall comply with this section, AS 37.07 (Executive Budget Act), and requirements of the federal

23 government for participation in federal programs.

24 (h) For purposes of this section, the population of a borough shall exclude the population

25 of each city in the borough and the per capita taxable real and personal property valuation of a

26 borough shall exclude the property valuation of each city in the borough. The determination of

27 population and per capita taxable real and personal property valuation for a municipality shall

28 be based upon data used by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs under

29 AS 14.17.140, AS 29.45.110, and AS 29.60.140 - 29.60.150.

30 (i) In this section,

31 (1) "appropriation" has the meaning given in AS 37.07.120;
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(2) "department" means the Department of Administration.

* Sec. 3. AS 44.47 is amended by adding a new section to article 3 to read:

Sec. 44.47.195. UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY CAPITAL PROJECT MATCHING 

GRANT PROGRAM, (a) The unincorporated community capital project matching grant fund 

is established in the department consisting of appropriations to the fund. Appropriations do not 

lapse except as provided under (d) and (f) of this section. Interest earned on money in the fund 

shall be deposited by the department into the general fund. Appropriations shall be allocated by 

the department each fiscal year to individual grant accounts within the fund for each 

unincorporated community that is entitled to receive state aid under AS 29.60.140 during that 

fiscal year. The amount allocated to a grant account is determined by dividing the total amount 

appropriated to the fund during a fiscal year by the number of communities eligible for 

allocations during that fiscal year.

(b) By February 1, the department shall determine the amount of appropriations needed 

to provide an allocation of $25,000 under (a) of this section for each unincorporated community 

for the next fiscal year. The department shall request the legislature for an appropriation to the 

unincorporated community capital project matching grant fund of at least that amount.

(c) Subject to (d) and (e) of this section, an incorporated nonprofit entity or a 

Native village council may on behalf of each unincorporated community draw amounts from that 

community’s grant account within the unincorporated community capital project matching grant 

fund for planning, design, and construction of capital projects or capital improvements, as defined 

in AS 37.07.120. In accepting a draw, the incorporated entity or council covenants with the state 

that it will operate and maintain the capital improvement for which the draw is used for the 

practical life of the capital improvement, and that the incorporated entity or council will not rely 

on the state to operate or maintain the capital improvement or pay for its operation or 

maintenance. This requirement does not apply to use of money from a draw for repair or 

improvement of an existing facility that is operated or maintained by the state at the time that 

the draw is made if the repair or improvement for which the draw is used will not substantially 

increase the operating or maintenance costs to the state. The incorporated entity or council, its 

agents, contractors, and subcontractors shall comply with the hiring preferences under AS 36.10 

in hiring employees to be paid wholly or in part with money from a draw.

(d) The department, with advice from the Department of Law, shall determine whether

WORK D R A F T  WORK D R A FT  WORK D R A FT
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1 there is in each unincorporated community an incorporated nonprofit entity or a Native village

2 council that will agree to receive and spend money allocated to the community under (a) of this

3 section. If there is more than one qualified entity in the community, the department shall

4 authorize the entity that the department finds most qualified to make draws from the allocation

5 and spend the money. The department may not pay the money to a Native village council unless

6 the council waives immunity from suit for claims arising out of activities of the council related

7 to the draw. A waiver of immunity from suit under this subsection must be on a form provided

8 by the Department of Law. If there is no qualified incorporated nonprofit entity or Native village

9 council in an unincorporated community that is willing to receive money from an allocation

10 under (a) of this section, draws may not be made from the allocation for that unincorporated

11 community and the amount allocated lapses into the general fund. Neither this subsection nor

12 any action taken under it enlarges or diminishes the governmental authority or jurisdiction of a

13 Native village council.

14 (e) For each draw made under (c) of this section, the incorporated nonprofit entity or

15 Native village council shall contribute a local share of the cost of the capital projects or

16 improvements for which the draw is madej~The local share equals'!, i j  nve~percent of the amount"'
  —    --------------------------

17 of the project for which the draw is used if the draw is made before July 1, 1994; or (2) 10

18 percent of the amount of the project for which the draw is used if the draw is made after June 30,----------------------------------------  -------------- -------------— —------------------------------ _ J
19 1994. The local share may be satisfied from federal or local money, locally contributed labor,

20 materials or equipment the value of which shall be determined by the department, or money from

21 another nonstate source. The local share may not be satisfied with money from appropriations,

22 allocations, entitlements, grants, or other payments from the state.

23 (f) An incorporated nonprofit entity or a Native village council shall repay to the

24 department money drawn from a grant account if substantial, ongoing work on the project or

25 improvement is not started within five years after the effective date of the appropriation from

26 which the draw is funded. Money repaid shall be deposited into the general fund. Money from

27 an allocation to a grant account that has not been drawn out by an incorporated nonprofit entity

28 or Native village council within five years after the effective date of the appropriation from

29 which the allocation is funded lapses into the general fund.

30 (g) The department may adopt regulations under the Administrative Procedure Act

31 (AS 44.62) that impose additional requirements or procedures to implement, interpret, make

< WORK D R A F T  WORK D R A FT  WORK D R A FT
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1 specific, or otherwise carry out the provisions of this section. The department shall adopt

2 regulations providing for periodic audits of the use of grant money under this section. The audits

3 must include a review of the department’s determination of the value of locally contributed labor

4 under (e) o f this section and a review of the adequacy of the department’s verification of the

5 actual use of locally contributed labor on a project Regulations adopted under this subsection

6 shall comply with AS 37.05 (Fiscal Procedures Act), AS 37.07 (Executive Budget Act), and

7 requirements of the federal government for participation in federal programs.

8  (h) The limitations of AS 44.47.140 do not apply to grants made under this section.

9 * Sec. 4. Notwithstanding AS 29.60.500(c), enacted in sec. 2 of this Act, a municipality may not

10 make a draw from its grant account within the municipal project matching grant fund until after June 30,

11 1992. Notwithstanding AS 44.47.195(c), enacted in sec. 3 of this Act, an incorporated nonprofit entity

12 or a Native village council may not make a draw from an unincorporated community’s grant account

WORK D R A F T  WORK D RA FT WORK D R A FT
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A M E N D M  E N T

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 141 (FINANCE)

BY SENATOR ADAMS

Page 4, lines 5 and 6:

Delete "or"

Delete The"

Insert ", or money received by the municipality under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375. Except for 

money received under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375, the"

Page 5, lines 30 and 31:

Delete "or"

Delete ". The"

Insen ", or money received by the municipality under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375. Except for 

money received under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375, the"

Page 7, line 19:

Delete "or"

D elete". The"

Insen ", or money received by the municipality under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375. Except for 

money received under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375, the"

Page 8, lines 13 and 14:

Delete "or"

Delete The"

Insert ", or money received by the municipality under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375. Except for 

money received under AS 29.60.010 - 29.60.375, the"
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STATE OF ALASKA WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

P.O. BOX AM
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0199 
PHONE: (907)-465-3658
FAX: (Q07)-465-2090

April 18, 1991

Senator Steve Frank
Chairman, Community and Regional Affairs Committee 
Alaska State Legislature 
P.O. Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Frank:
In response to your request for clarification, the purpose of this letter is to reiterate that 
the capital project matching grant program proposed by Governor Hickel in Senate Bill 
No. 141 (SB 141) is not intended to supplant any existing State grant program used for 
the funding of capital projects.

As explained informally as well as in our committee testimony to date, neither the intent 
nor the provisions of SB 141 call for the repeal or abandonment of any existing grant 
programs.
The intent of SB 141 is to provide a sensible program approach to supporting the kinds 
of community-based capital projects that traditionally have appeared on communities' 
annual "wish" lists; and to support them in a manner consistent with Governor Hickel's 
desires for local selection of such projects, community and State sharing in their costs, 
and effective leveraging of State capital project funds.
I trust that this makes clear Governor Hickel's intent regarding SB 141. Please let me 
know if you or other members of the Senate Community and Regional Affairs 
Committee have additional questions or would like any additional information.
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R eferred :

7-G S 0073 \L /
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Sponsors): SENATE RULES/GOVERNOR

A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

1 "An Act establishing a capital project matching grant program for municipalities and a

2 capital project matching grant program for unincorporated communities; relating to the

3 adoption of regulations involving the administration of certain grants; and providing for

4 an effective date."

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

6 ‘ SECTION 1. PURPOSE, (a) The legislature recognizes the continued 
need for wholly state funded capital projects that are (1) of regional

7 or statewide significance, (2) which address basic needs, such as
8 education projects constructed under AS 14.11 and village safe
9 water projects, or (3) for which costs will exceed the amount 

available to a municipality or community under the capital project
10 matching grant programs. The legislature also recognizes the need

for continued legislatively directed funding of other projects in 
municipalities and unincorporated communities in addition to that

12 available under the capital project matching grant programs.
13 (b) It is the purpose of this Act to provide a capital project funding system diat is equitable to

14 municipalities and communities throughout the state, particularly for small projects o f a local nature, and
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1 to provide a mechanism for local government to initiate and prioritize the construction of capital projects

2 and to participate in funding those projects.

3 * Sec. 2. AS 29.60 is amended by adding a new section to read:

4 ARTICLE 7. CAPITAL PROJECT MATCHING GRANTS.

5 Sec. 29.60.500. MUNICIPAL CAP ’.TAL PROJECT MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM.

6 (a) The municipal capital project matching grant fund is established in the Department of

7 Administration consisting of appropriations to the fund. Appropriations do not lapse except as

8 provided under (f) of this section. Interest e.irned on money in the fund shall be deposited by

9 the department into the general fund. Appropriations shall be allocated by the department each

10 fiscal year to individual grant accounts within the fund for each municipality. The amount

11 allocated to a grant account is determined by multiplying the total amount appropriated to the

12 fund during a fiscal year by a fraction,

13 (1) the numerator of which equals

14 (A) for a municipality with a population under 1,000, the amount equal

15 to that population multiplied by 1.5;

16 (B) for a municipality with a population of at least 1,000 but less than

17 5,000, the amount equal to that population multiplied by 1.4;

18 (C) for a municipality with population of at least 5,000 but not greater

19 than 10,000, the amount equal to that population multiplied by 1.2; or

20 (D) for a municipality with a population of over 10,000, the amount equal

21 to that population; and

22 (2) the denominator of which equals the sum of the numerators calculated for all

23 municipalities under (1)(A) - (D) of this subsection.

24 (b) The minimum amount ailocated to the grant account of a municipality each fiscal

25 year under (a) of this section equals $25,000. The department shall reduce allocations under (a)

26 of this section on a pro rata basis based upon the population of the municipalities if necessary

27 to fund the minimum amount for each municipality. If appropriations are not sufficient to fully

28 fund, minimum amounts, the amount available shall be equally allocated to each municipality.

29 (c) Subject to (d) and (e) of this section, each municipality may draw amounts from its

30 grant account within the municipal project matching grant fund for planning, design, and

31 construction of capital projects or capital improvements, as defined in AS 37.07.120. In

CSSB 141(FIN) -2-
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1 accepting a draw, the municipality covenants with the state that it will operate and maintain the

2 capital improvement for which the draw is used for the practical life of the capital improvement,

3 and that the municipality will not rely on the state to operate or maintain the capital improvement

4 or pay for its operation or maintenance. This requirement does not apply to use of money from

5 a draw for repair or improvement of an existing facility that is operated or maintained by the

6 state at the time that the draw is made if the repair or improvement for which the draw is used

7 will not substantially increase the operating or maintenance costs to the state. The municipality,

8 its agents, contractors, and subcontractors shall comply with the hiring preferences under

/(/I: t/uifi-nt 9 AS 36.10 in hiring employees to be paid wholly or in part with money from a draw.

10 (d) For each draw made under (c) of this section, the municipality shall contribute a local

11 share of the cost of the capital projects or improvements for which the draw is made. The

12 amount of the local share equals the local share factor multiplied by the amount of the draw.

13 For purposes of this subsection, the

14 (1) local share factor equals the local share percentage divided by the state share

15 percentage, except that

16 (A) if the product of the population factor and the local wealth factor is

17 greater than or equal to 1.0, the local share factor equals 3/7th; or

18 (B) if the local wealth factor is 0, the local share factor equals 5/95th;

19 (2) local share percentage equals the population factor multiplied by the local

20 wealth factor;

21 (3) state share percentage equals one minus the local share percentage;

22 (4) population factor equals ~ "

23 (A) 0.1 if the population of the municipality is less than 1,000;

24 (B) 0.3 if the population of the municipality is at least 1,000 but less than

25 5,000;

26 (C) 0.7 if the population of the municipality is at least 5,000 but not more

27 than 10,000; or

28 (D) 1.0 if the population of the municipality is more than 10,000;

29 (5) local wealth factor equals the amount obtained by dividing the per capita

30 taxable real and personal property valuation of the municipality by the statewide average per

31 capita taxable real and personal property valuation of all municipalities in the state.

* WORK D R A FT  WORK D R A FT WORK D R A FT
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1 (e) The amount of the local share calculated under (d) of this section shall be adjusted

2 if necessary so that it does not exceed 30 percent of the amount of the project for which the draw

3 is used and is not less than five percent of the amount of the project. The local share may be

4 satisfied with federal or municipal funds, locally contributed labor, materials or equipment the

5 value of which shall be determined by the department, or money from another nonstate source.

"•/ •iV.'-wn r 6 The local share may not be satisfied with money from appropriations, allocations, entitlements,

7 grants, or other payments from the state. •

8 (f) A municipality shall repay to the department money drawn from a grant account if

9 substantial, ongoing work on the project or improvement is not started within five years after the

10 effective date of the appropriation from which the draw is funded. Money repaid shall be

11 deposited into the general fund. Money from an allocation to a grant account that has not been

12 drawn out by the municipality within five years after the effective date of the appropriation from

13 which the allocation is funded lapses into the general fund.

14 (g) The department may adopt regulations under the Administrative Procedure Act

15 (AS 44.62) that impose additional requirements or procedures to implement, interpret, make

16 specific, or otherwise carry out the provisions of this section. The department shall adopt

17 regulations providing for periodic audits of the use of grant money under this section. The audits

18 must include a review of the department’s determination of the value of locally contributed labor

19 under (e) of this section and a review of the adequacy of the department’s verification o f the

20 actual use of locally contributed labor on a project. Regulations adopted under this subsection

21 shall comply with this section, AS 37.07 (Executive Budget Act), and requirements of the federal

22 government for participation in federal programs.

[ 23 (h) For purposes of this section, the population of a borough shall exclude the population

: <v, i( 24 of each city in the borough and the per capita taxable real and personal property valuation of a
I
j 25 borough shall exclude the property valuation of each city in the borough. The determination of

26 population and per capita taxable real and personal property valuation for a municipality shall

27 be based upon data used by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs under

28 AS 14.17.140, AS 29.45.110, and AS 29.60.140 - 29.60.150.

29 (i) In this section,

30 (1) "appropriation" has the meaning given in AS 37.07.120;

31 (2) "department" means the Department of Administration.

• WORK D R A F T  WORK D R A FT WORK D R A FT
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1 * Sec. 3. AS 29.60.500(d) is amended to read:

2 (d) For each draw made under (c) of this section, the municipality shall contribute a local

3 share of the cost of the capital projects or improvements for which the draw is made. The

4 amount, of the local share equals the local share factor multiplied by the amount of the draw.

5 For purposes of this subsection, the . ••; •

6 (1) local share factor equals the local share percentage divided by the state share

7 percentage, except that

8 (A) if the product of the population factor and the local wealth factor is

9 greater than or equal to 1.0, the local share factor equals L0 [3/7TH]; or

10 ...............- (B) if the local wealth factor is 0, the local share factor equals l/9th

11 [5/95TH];

12 (2) local share percentage equals the population factor multiplied by the local

13 wealth factor;

14 (3) state share percentage equals one minus the local share percentage;

15 (4) population factor equals

16 (A) 0.1 if the population of the municipality is less than 1,000;

17 (B) 0.3 if the population of the municipality is at least 1,000 but less than

18 5,000;

19 (C) 0.7 if the population of the municipality is at least 5,000 but not more

20 than 10,000; or

21 (D) 1.0 if the population of the municipality is more than 10,000;

22 (5) local wealth factor equals the amount obtained by dividing the per capita

23 taxable real and personal property valuation of the municipality by the statewide average per

24 capita taxable real and personal property valuation of all municipalities in the state.

25 * Sec. 4. AS 29.60.500(e) is repealed and reenacted to read:

26 (e) The amount of the local share calculated under (d) of this section shall be adjusted

27 if necessary so that it does not exceed 50 percent of the amount of the project for which the draw

28 is used and is not less than 10 percent of the amount of the project. The local share may be

29 satisfied with federal or municipal funds, locally contributed labor, materials or equipment the

30 value of which shall be determined by the department, or money from another nonstate source.

31 The local share may not be satisfied with money from appropriations, allocations, entitlements,

-5-
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1 grants, or other payments from the state.

2 * Sec. 5. AS 44.47 is amended by adding a new section to article 3 to read:

3 Sec. 44.47.195. UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY CAPITAL PROJECT MATCHING

4 GRANT PROGRAM, (a) The unincorporated community capital project matching grant fund

5 is established in the department consisting of appropriations to the fund. Appropriations do not

6 lapse except as provided under (f) of this section. Interest earned on money in the fund shall be

7 deposited by the department into the general fund. Appropriations shall be allocated by the

8 department each fiscal year to individual grant accounts within the fund for each unincoiporated

9 community that is entitled to receive state aid under AS 29.60.140 during that fiscal year. The

10 amount allocated to a grant account is determined by dividing the total amount appropriated to

11 the fund during a fiscal year by the number of communities eligible for allocations during that

12 fiscal year.

13 (b) By February 1, the department shall determine the amount of appropriations needed

14 to provide an allocation of $25,000 under (a) of this section for each unincorporated community

15 for the next fiscal year. The department shall request the legislature for an appropriation to the

16 unincorporated community capital project matching grant fund of at least that amount.

17 (c) Subject to (d) and (e) of this section, an incorporated nonprofit entity or a

18 Native village council may on behalf of each unincoiporated community draw amounts from that

19 community’s grant account within the unincorporated community capital project matching grant

20 fund for planning, design, and construction of capital projects or capital improvements, as defined

21 in AS 37.07.120. In accepting a draw, the incorporated entity or council covenants with the state

22 that it will operate and maintain the capital improvement'for which the draw is used for the

23 practical life of the capital improvement, and that the incorporated entity or council will not rely

24 on the state to operate or maintain the capital improvement or pay for its operation or

25 maintenance. This requirement does not apply to use of money from a draw for repair or

26 improvement of an existing facility that is operated or maintained by the state at the time that

27 the draw is made if the repair or improvement for which the draw is used will not substantially

28 increase the operating or maintenance costs to the state. The incorporated entity or council, its

29 agents, contractors, and subcontractors shall comply with the hiring preferences under AS 36.10

30 in hiring employees to be paid wholly or in part with money from a draw.

31 (d) The department, with advice from the Department of Law, shall determine whether

• WORK D R A FT  WORK D R A FT  WORK D R A FT
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there is in each unincorporated community an incorporated nonprofit entity or a Native village 

council that will agree to receive and spend money allocated to the community under (a) of this 

section. If there is more than one qualified entity in the community, the department shall 

authorize the entity that the department finds most qualified to make draws from the allocation 

and spend the money. The department may not pay the money to a Native village council unless 

the council waives immunity from suit for claims arising out of activities of the council related 

to the draw. A waiver of immunity from suit under this subsection must be on a form provided 

by the Department of Law. If there is no qualified incorporated nonprofit entity or Native village 

council in an unincorporated community that is willing to receive money from an allocation 

under (a) of this section, draws may not be made from the allocation for that unincorporated 

community and the amount allocated lapses into the general fund. Neither this subsection nor 

any action taken under it enlarges or diminishes the governmental authority or jurisdiction of a 

Native village council.

(e) For each draw made under (c) of this section, the incorporated nonprofit entity or 

Native village council shall contribute a local share of the cost of the capital projects or 

improvements for which the draw is made. The local share equals five percent of the amount 

of the project for which the draw is used. The local share may be satisfied from federal or local 

money, locally contributed labor, materials or equipment the value of which shall be determined 

by the department, or money from another nonstate source. The local share may not be satisfied 

with money from appropriations, allocations, entitlements, grants, or other payments from the 

state.

(f) An incorporated nonprofit entity or a Native village council shall repay to the 

department money drawn from a grant account if substantial, ongoing work on the project or 

improvement is not started within five years after the effective date of the appropriation from 

which the draw is funded. Money repaid shall be deposited into the general fund. Money from 

an allocation to a grant account that has not been drawn out by an incorporated nonprofit entity 

or Native village council within five years after the effective date of the appropriation from 

which the allocation is funded lapses into the general fund.

(g) The department may adopt regulations under the Administrative Procedure Act 

(AS 44.62) that impose additional requirements or procedures to implement, interpret, make 

specific, or otherwise carry out the provisions of this section. The department shall adopt

WORK D R A F T
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1 regulations providing for periodic audits of the use of grant money under this section. The audits

2 must include a review of the department’s determination of the value of locally contributed labor

3 under (c) of this section and a review of the adequacy of the department’s verification of the

4 actual use of locally contributed, labor on a project. Regulations adopted under this subsection

5 shall comply with AS 37.05 (Fiscal Procedures Act), AS 37.07 (Executive Budget Act), and

6 requirements of the federal government for participation in federal programs.

7 (h) The limitations of AS 44.47.140 do not apply to grants made under this section.

8 * Sec. 6. AS 44.47.195(e) is repealed and reenacted to read: . .
Pbr eaciA- dxnjuo piv^ua>cf- +» (c) o f  4-vuS Xedh'ovv/TVic-

9 (e) ^Sw^ncorporated nonprofit entity or Native village council shall contribute a local
of fUe. cosh of-4-W. 4-We~<

10 share to «fe<moed oinoach capital projector improvementsfor which A draw is made. The local j r
£ >

11 share equals 10 percent of the amount of the project for which the draw is used. The local share £;

12 may be satisfied ffom federal or local money, locally contributed labor, materials or equipment

13 the value of which shall be determined by the department, or money from another nonstate

14 source. The local share may not be satisfied with money from appropriations, allocations,

15 entitlements, grants, or other payments from the state.

16 * Sec. 7. Sections 1, 2, and 5 of this Act take effect July 1, 1992.

17 * Sec. 8. Sections 3, 4, and 6 of this Act take effect July 1, 1994.
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A M E N D M E N T

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 141 (FINANCE)

BY SENATOR ADAMS

Page 2, line 25, after "$25,000":

Insert "plus an area cost-of-living differential calculated under AS 29.60.290(b)"

Page 6, line 14, after "$25,000":

Insert "plus an area cost-of-living differential calculated using the method under AS 29.60.290(b) 

for determining the area cost-of-living differential for municipalities"
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Office of the Governor 
State of Alaska

5/1/92

CAPITAL PROJECTS MATCHING GRANTS PROGRAM 

(CSSB 141 - Finance)

RESPONSES TO CONCERNS

G eneral

• The current sy stem  for funding d iscretionary cap ita l pro ject grants 
works fine, and In many ca se s a lready In c ludes lo ca l financial 
participation.

While some capital projects proposed by communities do include local 
financial participation, State funding dollars would go much farther if all such 
projects included local matching funds. Also, it is not true to say that the 
current system for funding discretionary projects works fine. The process is 
frequently haphazard, with projects selected as often for political reasons as 
for their merit or real need, and makes it difficult for communities to conduct 
effective planning.

• The p roposed program takes d iscretion away from leg is la to rs and g ive s 
It to the Adm inistration (through Its  ab ility  to promulgate regulations).
The proposed program limits legislative discretion only in the narrowest 
sense; i.e., on relatively small and routine projects, the planning, prioritization 
and timing of which are most efficiently and effectively undertaken at the local 
level. As specified explicitly by the Legislature itself (in the opening intent 
section of CSSB 141-Finance), appropriations for major capital projects for 
communities and regions would continue to be identified and prioritized by 
the Legislature.

• What commitment Is  there from the Governor that th is matching grant 
proposa l w ill work, when other program s p red icated on loca l 
participation are not be ing adequate ly funded or are being cu t back 
(e.g., education foundation formula, m unicipa l a ss is tan ce , revenue 
sharing, etc.)?

1



The proposed matching grant program is one of the highest priorities of this 
administration. While funding for all programs is subject to the availability of 
revenue for appropriation, funding for this program will be strongly supported 
by the Governor because of the program's evident effectiveness in optimizing 
local capital development decisions and leveraging of State development 
funding.

Formula Programs 

• The proposed program would create ye t another formula program, at a 
time when formula-driven co s ts  are Increasing and needs for existing 
formula program s are not being met.

The proposed matching grant program is different from other "formula" 
programs because its funding level would be completely discretionary, 
subject to the desires of the Legislature and the Governor. It therefore would 

, not establish a cost center which would grow in uncontrolled fashion, like
other, less tractable formula programs. To the contrary, the proposed block 
grant program would maximize both the efficiency of State funding as well as 
the efficiency of capital project planning, and in this sense actually help to 
reduce, rather than compound, the State's growing formula programs 
"problem".

• Of her form ulas w ill be affected b y  the p ro jec ts bu ilt with matching grant 
funds.

Projects built with matching grant funds will not affect other formula programs 
any more or less than projects undertaken through the current discretionary 
approach. If anything, the improved planning made possible through the 
proposed matching grant program will help to reduce the extent and 
magnitude of unintended and unforeseen impacts of capital projects on other 
formula programs.

Fairness 

• Basing gran t amounts on population overlooks d isparitie s among 
communities' needs, e spec ia lly  between urban and rura l communities.

Grant amour,. ? in the proposed program are not based solely on population. 
Rather, community populations are adjusted through the use of a set of 
numerical factors in the grant allocation formula, specifically to account for:
(1) the generally higher unit costs of capital projects in smaller and more rural 
communities: (2) the relatively smaller debt capacity of smaller communities, 
compared to larger communities: and, (3) the relatively limited ability of

2



Very small, unincorporated communities do receive a fixed grant allocation 
amount under the proposed program. It is important to note, however, that 
the proposed program is not designed or intended to address the larger set 
of unmet major community and regional capital development needs in the 
state, either in incorporated or unincorporated areas. The need for using 
other mechanisms to address these larger needs is, at the Legislature's 
request, specifically noted in the intent section of the enabling legislation for 
this program (CSSB 141-Finance, Section 1).

smaller communities to enjoy the economies of scale enjoyed by larger
communities in undertaking capital projects and improvements.

• The proposed program w ill be unfair to those communities which 
a lready have bonded to meet their cap ita l needs.
To some degree this may be true. How much of a real problem it may be, 
however, is debatable. For the most part, the proposed program would fund 
relatively small community capital projects, of the type for which a community 
would not likely undertake bonding anyway.

• The proposed m inimum lo ca l matching share requirement for 
unincorporated communities is  too low, and thus Is  unfair to larger 
communities.

The administration does not agree with this criticism of the proposed 
program. As a class, unincorporated communities fail to enjoy many of the 
advantages of larger communities, especially those deriving from the benefits 
of economies of scale and access to capital (both human as well as 
financial). Those in rural areas of the state also face notably higher unit costs 
for construction and development projects.

Fiscal Capacity

* The proposed program Is  another ca se  (like the Governor's veto of the 
municipal pooling proposal) where the fisca l capacity o f loca l 
communities I s  be ing Ignored b y  the Adm inistration; we are push ing  
more responsib ilitie s down to lo ca l governments, bu t not doing 
anything to enhance their fisca l capacities.

Community differences regarding fiscal capacity are explicitly addressed in 
the proposed program, both in the program's grant allocation formula as well 
as in its matching grant requirement formula. It is difficult to see how such 
explicit consideration, within the overall context of a block grant program 
which not only provides capital project funding to communities but also 
allows them to direct those funds to areas and projects where they



themselves feel their needs are greatest, constitutes "not doing anything" to 
enhance community fiscal capacities.

• The proposed b i l l’s  p rov is ion s p rec lud ing the u se  o f any State-provided 
fund s a s  lo ca l match funds (except for m unicipal a ss is tan ce  and  
revenue sharing appropriations) Ignores the fact that many lo ca l 
governments receive money from the State that shou ld  not be thus ly  
restricted (e.g., re im bursements for cash  payments for schoo l 
construction, re im bursem ents for schoo l construction debt, shared  
taxes such  a s  the fisheries and aviation fue l taxes, national forest 
receipts, et a I.).

Identification of these sources of funds, which arguably may be viewed as 
communities' "own" money, is neither difficult nor necessarily an impediment 
to establishing the proposed program. As in the case of allowing land to be 
used as an in-kind item for meeting the local match requirement, the 
administration will propose an amendment to CSSB 141 - Finance to allow 
the use of such shared taxes and reimbursements of funds as matching 
funds sources.

* Using a s se s s e d  valuation a s  a m easure o f lo ca l ab ility  to pay often 
overestim ates the ab ility  o f a  community to provide m atch ing funds, 
espec ia lly  In sm a lle r rura l communities.

To some degree this is true. That is why the proposed program allows the 
use of in-kind items (e.g., labor, materials, equipment, and also, as will be 
proposed, land, shared taxes and reimbursements) as allowable sources or 
types of matching funds.

• Grant-recipient communities w ill not be a llow ed to retain In terest 
earn ings on their gran t money.

This is true undercurrent provisions of the proposed program; however.the 
administration will propose an amendment to CSSB 141 - Finance to allow 
communities to retain the interest.

.Eligibility

• Small communities and  v illa ge s that do no t pi irtlc lpate In revenue 
sharing w ill no t be e lig ib le  for matching grsn'iS.
Revenue sharing is extended to all communities in the state comprising more 
than 25 individuals. All of these communities would receive block grant 
funding under the proposed program. Communities who elect not to



participate in revenue sharing (and thus, in the proposed grant program), 
would enjoy the same access to the Governor arid the Legislature for 
soliciting funding or assistance which they enjoy at present.

• The leve l o f funding proposed for the program determ ines whether a 
given p ro ject Is  e lig ib le for the program.
Under any block grant program, unless other specific eligibility provisions 
apply, a project is neither "eligible" or "ineligible" for funding; it is simply either 
affordable or not - - if not, supplementary funding must be found. The 
proposed program proposes no such eligibility criteria for projects; rather it 
allows funding to be used for any type of capital project, as currently defined 
in law.

Matching Requirements 
• Small rura l communities, in particular, w ill have d ifficu lties In meeting 

their match requirements, even with the use of In-kind contributions.
This should not be the case, at least not often. The proposed program is 
intended for relatively small capital projects (not for larger area-wide or 
regional projects), so meeting the matching requirements should not be 
overly difficult, even for small rural communities. This is especially true if the 
program's in-kind match provisions are taken into consideration, and all the 
more true if land or other forms of shared state revenues (shared taxes, 
school debt reimbursement, etc.) were to be allowed as an in-kind match.

* The proposed b ill does not a llow  the u se  o f land to sa t is fy  loca l 
matching requirements; even I f  It did, however, many sm a ll 
communities and v illage s do not have land which they can use  to meet 
their match requirements.

This is true at present (4/27/92); however, the administration will propose an 
amendment to allow land to be used as an in-kind matching contribution.

• It  i*f not rea lis tic  to a ssum e that sm a ll communities and  v illages w ill be 
ab le  to coun t on contributed labor a s  a means o f meeting their match 
requirements.
The program does not assume that small communities and villages will be 
able to depend on a steady supply of manpower. It does assume, however, 
that, no matter how small, communities will be able to provide a mix of cash, 
contributed materials, equipment and supplies, and contributed manpower, 
sufficient to meet their matching funds requirements. Considering that (1) 
smaller projects are the focus of the proposed program, (2) matching funds,
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like the State grant funds themselves, can be accumulated over time, (3) a 
variety of forms of in-kind contributions can be used, and (4) the match 
requirements for the smallest communities is initially only 5 percent, the 
proposed program's match requirements should not be viewed as especially 
burdensome.

• The State (DOA, DCRA) w ill encounter major d ifficu ltie s in attempting to 
p lace a value on manpower, materials, etc., which may be contributed 
b y  communities to meet their match requirements.

The departments of Administration and Community and Regional Affairs 
anticipate no major difficulties in assigning such values, as valuations of in- 
kind contributions for grant projects are routinely conducted by state 
government. There should be no difficulty in adopting or adapting statewide 
or regional prevailing wage standards through (e.g.) the Department of 
Labor, or materials cost standards through (e.g.) the Department of 
Transportation and Public Facilities for such purposes, or other such 
benchmarks.

Borouqh/Munlclpal Powers

• The d iffering powers and  lim itations o f boroughs and m unicipa lities w ill 
make It d ifficu lt to decide whether one or the other, or both, shou ld  be 
the proper gran t recipient.

There is some truth to this, as boroughs and municipalities of different 
classes do possess different powers and limitations. It should be 
remembered, however, that one of the most important aspects of the 
proposed program is to permit local selection of capital projects - - primarily, 
on the basis that communities know best their own needs and development 
requirements, and a rt in the best position to choose the timing of their 
projects as well as the best manner of utilizing their financial and human 
resources to develop those projects. Part of this increased freedom of choice 
is, of course, the responsibility of having to make those choices.
If communities want this freedom of choice (they say they do), then they will 
need to work out for themselves the best approaches to cooperatively 
developing their projects. Certainly, nothing in the proposed program limits 
communities or boroughs in their freedom to make these choices, or in their 
flexibility regarding methods of working together for such purposes. (The 
Alaska Constitution is actually quite permissive in this regard - - see Article X, 
Section Thirteen: Agreements, Transfer Of Powers.) Additionally, the State 
will be available to assist communities and boroughs in formulating such 
cooperative agreements and approaches, if requested.



Some boroughs and m unicipalities may be restric ted in the manner of 
pro jects or procurements which they are ab le to undertake.

It is not clear whether any such restrictions may exist or not. In the event that 
they may, however, the administration will propose an amendment to CSSB 
141 - Finance stipulating that (as proposed by the Alaska Municipal League) 
monies received by a borough under this program may be spent on any 
capital project or capital improvement related to functions that a borough is 
legally empowered to exercise.

The proposed program may put too much power Into the hands of the 
State’s  municipalities.

This is unlikely, as the proposed program deals primarily with relatively 
smaller capital projects. Given that major capital projects would be funded 
through other mechanisms, and that boroughs and municipalities would be 
encouraged under the program to work together in the selection, planning 
and implementation of projects, it seems more likely that the proposed 
program would tend to engender or reinforce an equitable sharing of local 
roles and responsibilities.

The po ss ib ility  e x is ts  that, In any g iven year, Inadequate funding leve ls 
for the program may resu lt In no p ro jects a t a ll getting bu ilt; I.e., 
communities may have to "bank” their gran t aw ards un til su ffic ien tly  
large amounts o f funding can be accumulated.
The possibility of inadequate funding levels for capital projects, such as it is, 
is neither increased nor diminished by the proposed program.

The amount of funding proposed for unincorporated communities Is  
too little  to be u se fu l (I.e., minimum gran t o f $25 thousand apiece).

The administration will propose an amendment to CSSB 141 - Finance 
changing the proposed minimum grant amount from $25 thousand to $50 
thousand.

The adm in istrative co s ts  of the proposed program w ill be excessive .

There is nothing in the background discussions surrounding this program, or 
in the preparation of the program's fiscal notes, to indicate that administrative



costs will be "excessive". Current estimates by the departments of 
Administration and Community and Regional Affairs indicate an annual 
administrative cost level of less than $300 thousand. (See fiscal notes to 
CSSB 141-Finance.)

• Funding gran t p ro jects in a ll m unicipalities and unincorporated 
communities w ill create a large deferred maintenance problem, 
statew ide, because communities w ill not have enough money to 
provide maintenance.

It is not expected that the proposed program will either d, -finish or 
exacerbate existing problems of deferred facilities maintenance. Since 
communities will be contributing their own money to projects under this 
program, however, and since the program will enhance communities' abilities 
to adequately plan for projects, it is expected that the maintenance costs of 
new facilities will tend to receive their proper attention before construction is 
undertaken.
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PURPOSE:

KEY ELEMENTS:

Governor Hickel's Proposed 
Capital Project Matching Grants Program 

(Senate Bill 141)

HIGHLIGHTS

• Establishes a statewide community-based block grant program for 
local capital projects, whereby communities provide matching funds.

• Allows local selection of capiial projects, based on local understanding 
of needs and preferences regarding the commitment and utilization of 
resources.

• Encourages the selection of high-quality capital projects by establish­
ing a local stake in their success.

• Leverages the effectiveness of State funds by making limited capital 
budget dollars go farther.

• Grant funds are allocated annually to communities according to 
population, with weighting for cost of living differences and for differ­
entials in economies of scale (based on community size).

• Community local financial share requirements are based on population 
and per capita local wealth (assessed valuation), with weighting for 
differentials in fiscal capacity and access to financial resources (based 
on community size).

• The maximum local financial share required is 30 percent of total 
project cost, rising to 50 percent after two years.

• The minimum local financial share required is 5 percent of total project 
cost, rising to 10 percent after two years.

• The minimum grant allocation for a community is $25,000.
• Communities may carry their annual grant amounts forward for five 

years, to accumulate funds for larger projects.
The program applies to all municipalities in Alaska and to all unincor­
porated communities participating in the State's revenue sharing 
program.



Municipal Appropriation ($000): 58,192.173 P o p u l a t i o n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Mnlmum S ide Share ($000): 60.000 F t d o n : 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000
Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 6% F o r  L o c a l  S h a m  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.C

(A) (B) (C) . . . . .  (21 . (El ... (F) (G| (H) ID (J) (K) (L) IM)
Allocation Local Share 1 DCflA Per Local Locally
Population Population A u m id Capita Wealth Generated :P LOCAL SHARt 1 Leverage

Ifcn k to a tty PopUdfcia Factor Factor Full Value ($) Factor Revenue($) !j!|$W»i|:j HiiiiijSjiKHli! iiw M iiii; Ratio
AM* 206 1.5 .1 10,280,306 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Aiakanuk 644 1.5 .1 10,641,060 36,105 0.507 5.1% 4.079 94.9% 76.434 1.05
Alafcnagik 185 1.5 .1 6,679,408 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
A l e u t i a n s  E a s l  B o r o u g h : -30 1.6 .1 5,387,400 -170,580 -2.520 2,923,065 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05

Aktfan 580 1.5 .1 8,416,200 14,280 0.201 374,225 5.0% 4.356 95.0% 82.757 1.05
Cold bay 148 1.5 .1 4,200,500 28,443 0.399 29,094 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Falsa Past 68 1.5 .1 1,680,800 24,850 0.349 4,275 5.0% 2632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
King Cove 811 1.5 .1 26,556,600 32,745 0.460 1,015,452 5.0% 5.997 95.0% 113.949 1.05
Sand Point 878 1.5 .1 37,039,600 43,211 0.606 1,454,111 6.1% 7.963 93.9% 123.362 1.06

Alakakd 170 1.5 .1 6,137,834 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Anchorage, Municipality ol 237,007 1.0 1.0 10,266,017,460 43,155 0.606 30.0% 9,440.504 70.0% 22,027.842 1.43
Angoon 600 1.5 .1 24,012385 36,105 0.507 5.1% 5.174 94.9% 96.948 1.05
Ani* 540 1.5 .1 10,496,640 36,105 0.507 5.1% •540 94.9% 75.872 1.05
Anvik 82 1.5 .1 2,960,602 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Alka 87 1.5 .1 3,141,127 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% £0.000 1.05
Bethel 4,674 1.4 .3 180,576,300 38,634 0.542 16.3% 116.858 83.7% 611.925 1.19
Betties 36 1.5 .1 1,290,777 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Bravig Mission '  108 1.5 .1 7,148,771 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
B r i s t o l  B a y  B o r o u g h : 1,410 1.4 .3 160,700,800 113,972 1.599 30.0% 79.114 70.0% 184.599 1.43
Chetomak 320 1.5 .1 11,553,570 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2666 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Chev* 508 1.5 .1 21,500,733 36,105 0.507 5.1% 4.484 94.9% 84.021 1.05
Chuathbaluk 07 1.5 .1 3,502,176 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Clark's point 60 1.5 .1 2,166,284 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Coliman cove 186 1.5 .1 6,715,512 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Cordova 2504 1.4 .3 148,800,860 59,425 0.834 25.0% 109.375 75.0% 327.826 1.33
Craig 1,637 1.4 .3 50,794,100 31,029 0.435 13.1% 32.202 86.9% 214.318 1.15
Deka Junction 736 1.5 .1 31,081,000 42,230 0.593 5.9% 6.514 94.1% 103.411 1.06
D e n a l i  B o r o u g h : 1,155 1.4 .3 59,601,400 51,672 0.725 36,885 21.8% 42.039 78.2% 151.214 1.28

Anderson 628 1.5 .1 9,852,400 15,689 0.220 120,840 5.0% 4.644 95.0% 88.236 1.05
Dillingham 2,017 1.4 .3 123,842,000 61,399 0.862 25.8% 92.050 74.2% 264.068 1.35
Diomode 178 1.5 .1 6,426,673 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Eagle 168 1.5 .1 7,972,800 47,457 0.666 6.7% 3.567 93.3% 50.000 1.07
Eek 284 1.5 .1 10,253,793 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05

1



CSSB 141 (Fin)
Capital Project Matching Grant Program

3/19/92

TABLE 1 - MUNICIPALITIES

PROGRAM FUKOING LEVEL: $42,092,173 MINIMUM GRANT: $50,000
a

Municipal Appropriation ($000): 68,102.173 P o p u l a t i o n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Minimum Stale Share ($C00): 50.000 F a c t o r s : 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000
Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 5% F o r  L o c a l  S h a r e  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) _ (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) lL) (M)
Allocation Local Share* DORA Par Local Locally
Population Population Aaeeeeed Capta Wealth Generated LOCAL SHARE leverage

Municlpatty PopuiuAfu Factor Factor Full Value ($) VMue(f) Factor Revenue ($) $000 *:W0a*!: Ratio
Ekwok 77 1.5 .1 2,780,078 36,106 0.507 5.1\ 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
EUm 264 1.5 .1 9,531,695 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.666 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Emmonak 642 1.5 .1 23,179,349 36,105 0.507 5.1% 4.814 94.9% 90.203 1.05
F a i r b a n k s  N o r t h  S t a r  B o r o u g h : 45,421 1.0 1.0 1,975,019,110 43,483 0.610 39,212,148 30.0% 1,802.373 70.0% 4,205.537 1.43

Fairbanks 30,643 1.0 1.0 1,029,263,200 33,372 0.468 8,213,332 30.0% 1,223.896 70.0% 2,855.758 1.43
North Pole 1,456 1.4 .3 170.861.800 117,350 1.647 1,444,538 30.0% 81.695 70.0% 190.621 1.43

Fort Yukon 716 1.5 .1 25,923,322 36,106 0.507 5.1% 5.384 94.9% 100.882 1.05
Galena 833 1.5 .1 19,965,100 23,968 0.336 5.0% 6.160 95.0% 117.040 1.05
Gam bed 525 1.5 .1 18,965,075 36,105 0.507 5.1% 3.937 94.9% 73.764 1.05
Golovin 142 1.5 .1 5,126,897 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
GoodnewtBay 241 1.5 .1 8,701,282 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Grayling 206 1.5 .1 7,509,820 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
H a i n e s  B o r o u g h : 947 1.5 .1 61,219,700 64,646 0.907 774,994 9.1% 13.275 90.9% 133.057 1.10

Hainaa 1,265 1.4 .3 58,207,400 46,014 0.646 1,471,595 19.4% 39.786 80.6% 165.615 1.24
Holy Crou 277 1.5 .1 10,001,069 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Hoonah 795 1.5 .1 22,813,100 28,696 0.403 5.0% 5.879 95.0% 111.701 1.05
Hooper Bay 645 1.5 .1 5,618,100 6,649 0.093 5.0% 6.249 95.0% 118.726 1.05
Hughaa 66 1.5 .1 2,382,024 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Hu ilia 224 1.5 .1 8,087,499 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Hyriaburg 384 1.5 .1 5,736,3*0 14,938 0210 5.0% 2.840 95.0% 53.953 1.05
J u n e a u ,  C i t y  a n d  B o r o u g h  o f 28,965 1.0 1.0 1,479,741,100 51,087 0.717 30.0% 1,149.374 70.0% 2,681.873 1.43
Kake 700 1.5 .1 16,951,200 24,216 0.340 5.0% 5.176 95 0% 98.353 1.05
Kakag 240 1.5 .1 8,665,177 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Kasaan 54 1.5 .1 1,949,665 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
K e n a l  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h : 23,676 1.0 1.0 2,579,297,890 108,941 1.529 55,852,460 30.0% 939.499 70.0% 2,192.1 b4 1.43

Homer 3,937 1.4 .3 238,375,000 60,547 0.850 5,944,659 25.5% 176.327 74.5% 515.436 1.34
Kachemak 365 1.5 .1 19,117,400 52,376 0.735 0 7.3% 4.068 92.7% 51.284 1.08
Kenal 6,327 1.2 .7 291,192,200 46,024 ' 0.646 4,339,958 30.0% 303.033 70.0% 707.078 1.43
Seldovia 316 1.5 .1 19,007,900 60,152 0.844 342,428 8.4% 4.610 91.6% 50.000 1.09
Seward 2,699 1.4 .3 169,597,100 62,837 0.882 6,381,609 26.5% 127.096 73.5% 353.356 1.36
Sol dot na 3,462 1.4 .3 208,294,200 59,820 0.839 4,283,571 25.2% 153.446 74.8% 455.867 1.34

K e t c h i k a n  G a t e w a y  B o r o u g h : 5,196 1.2 .7 415,626,500 79,990 1.122 9,816,669 30.0% 248.864 70.0% 580.682 1.43
Ketchikan 8,263 1.2 .7 486,242,200
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C S S B  141 (Fin)

Capital Project fe tch in g  Grant Program

3/19/92

TABLE 1 - MUNICIPALITIES

PflOGRAM FUNDING LEVEL: (62,092,173 MINIMUM GRANT: (50,000

Municipal Appropriation ($000): 
Minimum State Share ($000): 
Maximum Local Share (%): 
Minimum Local Share (%):

60,192.173 P o p o l M h n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
60.000 F s c t o r t : 1,000 4.999 10,000 10,000

30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
6% F o r  L o c a l  S h a m  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(B) (C) IP) ... (E) (F) (G) (H) II) (J) (*<l (4 (M)
Allocation Local Share % DORA Par Local Locally
Population Population /iiM —ir i Capita Wealth Genarated Leverage

Munkhfetty Population Factor Factor Full V alued) VMue(« Factor Revenue d ) i&hiSi&iiiii: iiriWOO:;:;! Ratio
Sax man ------ 1.6 .1 13,946,300 37,796 0.530 475,069 5.3% 2.904 94.7% 51.846 1.06

Klawock 756 1.5 .1 11,993,800 15,823 0.222 5.0% 5.605 96.0% 106.502 1.05
K o d i a k  I s l a n d  B o r o u g h : 7,367 1.2 .7 251,560,700 34,147 0.479 11,181,091 30.0% 352.844 70.0% 823.303 1.43

AW** 77 1.5 .1 662,700 8,606 0.121 4,691 5.0% 2632 95.0% 50.000 1.06
Kodiak 7,228 1.2 .7 465,395.500 64,379 0.903 9,156,664 30.0% 346.235 70.0% 007.881 1.43
LanenBay 147 1.5 .1 4,466,500 30,384 0.426 24,706 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Cid Harbor 264 1.5 .1 4,624,800 16,285 0.226 26,806 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
OtalnWe 200 1.5 .1 2,609,200 12,484 0.175 26,412 5.0% 2632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
PortUons 222 1.5 .1 8,149,100 36,706 0.515 56,562 5.2% 2715 94.8% 50.000 1.05

Kotlik 499 1.5 .1 16,016,348 36,105 0.507 5.1% 3.742 94.0% 70.111 1.05
Koyuk 263 1.5 .1 9,134,541 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Koyukuk 126 1.5 .1 4,549,218 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.666 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Kupreanol 23 1.5 .1 830,413 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Kwethkh 666 1.5 .1 20,146,537 36,105 0.507 5.1% 4.184 94.9% 78.401 1.05
L a k e  a n d  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h : 1,023 1.4 .3 44,049,500 43,059 0.604 170,606 18.1% 29.654 81.9% 133.932 1.22

Chlgnlk 186 1.5 .1 12,649,800 67,266 0.944 45,062 9.4% 5.213 90.6% 50.000 1.10
Newhalen 160 1.6 .1 3,343,300 20,696 0.203 14,648 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Non dalt on 178 1.5 .1 3,538,900 19,681 0.279 28,470 5.0% 2632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Port Held en 119 1.5 .1 2,770,500 23,262 0.327 2,250 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05

Lower Kalakag 300 1.5 .1 10,831,472 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Manototak 404 1.5 .1 14,586,382 36,105 0.507 5.1% 3.029 94.9% 56.764 1.05
Marshall 273 1.5 .1 9,856,639 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a  B o r o u g h : 33,946 1.0 1.0 1,454,712,620 42,854 0.601 22,124,058 30.0% 1,347.028 70.0% 3,143.065 1.43

Houston 815 1.5 .1 32,912,700 40,384 0.567 36,748 5.7% 6.879 94.3% 114.511 1.06
Palmer 3,006 1.4 .3 108,007,400 35,907 0.504 3,019,489 15.1% 70.130 84.9% 393.811 1.18
Watilla 4,026 1.4 .3 229,966,200 57,092 0.801 1,043,694 24.0% 166.850 76.0% 527.350 1.32

McGrath 528 1.5 .1 19,063,390 36,105 0.507 5.1% 3.959 94.9% 74.186 1.05
Mekoryuk 177 1.5 .1 6,390,568 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Mollakatla 1,469 1.4 .3 0 0 0.000 5.0% 10.122 95.0% 192.323 1.05
Mountain Village 674 1.5 .1 24,334,706 36,105 0.507 5.1% 5.054 94.9% 94.700 1.05
Napaklak 323 1.5 .1 11,661,884 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Napasklak 328 1.5 .1 11,842,409 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Nonana 504 1.5 .1 15,150,700 30,061 0.422 5.0% 3.727 95.0% 70.014 1.05
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TABLE 1 - MUNICIPALITIES

C S S B  141 (Fin)

Capital Project Matching Grant Program

PROGRAM FUNDING LEVEL: <42,092,173___________________________________MINIMUM GHAUT: V- ,SC0

3/19/92

Municipal Appropriation ($000): 58,192.173 P o p u l t l l o n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Minimum Staia Share ($000): 50.000 F t c t o r r . 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000
Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 6% F o r  L o c a l  S h a m  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) .. R (H) , Cl , fJl ..(K>... (L) . (M)
Allocation Local Share % DCftA Par Local Locally
Populstion Population Capr.a Wealth Generated l iW ilW lt Leverage

MunicfeaMy PcpulaNtm Factor Factor Full Value ($) Valued) Factor R evered ) HOMO*! it:90QQ:;:;i Ratio
NewStuyahok 301 1.5 .1 14,117,018 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.932 94.9% 54.937 1.05
dghtmuta 153 1.5 .1 5,524,065 32,642 0.458 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Nikolai 100 1.5 .1 3,035,435 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Noma 4,550 1.4 .3 130,773,500 28,685 0.403 12.1% 81.976 87.9% 596.869 1.14
N o r t h  S l o p e  B o r o u g h : 2,635 1.4 .3 12,380,873,060 4,706,834 66.036 172,065,500 30.0% 147.847 70.0% 344.977 1.43

AnaHuvuk Pass 250 1.5 .1 2,381,200 9,194 0.129 5,350 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Alqasuk 216 1.5 .1 1,534,200 7,103 0.100 4,136 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Barrow 3,460 1.4 .3 68.662.200 19,793 0.278 585,653 8.3% 41.284 91.7% 454.165 1.09
KaMovik 224 1.5 .1 2,706,300 12,032 0.170 657,249 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Nulqaut 354 1.5 .1 11,217,100 31,687 0.445 76,615 5.0% 2618 95.0% 49.738 1.05
Point Hope 630 1.5 .1 3,504,500 5,484 0.077 132,571 5.0% 4.725 95.0% 89.782 1.05
Waimwighl 402 1.5 .1 3,740,100 7,602 0.107 106,877 5.0% 3.638 95.0% 69.128 1.05

N o r t h w e s t  A r c t i c  B o r o u g h : 00 1.5 .1 236,150,000 2,623,880 36.621 1,292,269 30.0% 21.429 70.0% 50.000 1.43
Amblar 311 1.5 .1 3,460,100 11,155 0.157 60,456 5.0% 2632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Bucttand 318 1.5 .1 3,145,300 9,891 0.139 100,467 5.0% 2632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Dee ring 157 1.5 .1 1,867,700 11,896 0.167 129,400 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Klana 385 1.5 .1 5,065,900 13,132 0.184 74,518 5.0% 2.847 95.0% 54.094 1.05
KNtlna 317 1.5 .1 3,388,600 10,600 0.150 421,744 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Kobuk 110 1.5 .1 1,102,900 10,026 0.141 64,600 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Kotzebue 3,075 1.4 .3 79,650,100 25,902 0.363 1,883,130 10.9% 49.273 89.1% 402.582 1.12
Nootvik 531 1.5 .1 6,457,500 12,161 0.171 147,264 5.0% 3.927 95.0% 74.608 1.05
CnlWbvXMWIn 506 1.5 .1 7,930,700 13,307 0.187 108,580 5.0% 4.407 95.0% 83.740 1.05
Shungnak 223 1.5 .1 2,963,300 13,288 0.186 98,974 5.0% .'.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05

Nulato 350 1.5 .1 12,961,661 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.692 94.9% 50.441 1.05
Nunapfcchuk 378 1.5 .1 13,647,654 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.834 94.9% 53.110 1.05
Pelican 265 1.5 .1 13,651,000 51,513 0.723 7.2% 3.896 92.8% 50.000 1.08
Petersburg 3,680 1.4 .3 180,170,200 48,959 0.687 20.6% 125.083 79.4% 481.789 1.26
Pilot Station 470 1.5 .1 16,969,306 36,105 0.507 5.1°/ 3.524 94.9% 66.037 1.05
Platinum 64 1.5 .1 2,310,714 36,105 0.507 51% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Port Alexander 119 1.5 .1 4,296,484 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Quinhagak 501 1.5 .1 18,088,558 36,105 0.507 5.1% 3.757 94.9% 70.392 1.05
Ruby 170 1.5 .1 6,137,834 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Russian Mission 246 1.5 .1 8,881,807 36,105 0.50-1 5.1% 2668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
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CSSB 141 (Fin)
Capital Project Matching Grant Program

3/19/92

TABLE 1 - MUNICIPALITIES

PROGRAM FUHOIRQ U.1/EI: $82,092,173 MINIMUM GRANT: $50,000

Municipal Appropriation (*COO): 56,102.173 P o p u l a t i o n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Minimum Stale Share ($000): 50.000 F a c t o r * : 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000
Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 5% F o r  L o c a l  b h a r a  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M)
Allocation Local Share* DORA Per Local Locally
Population Population Capita Wealth Generated ^■LOCALSKARf:;: Leverage

IfanfcfcaMy PapuMHan Footer Factor Fuil Value ($) Value (|) Factor Revenue($) 1*000*! ' $000 -i: Ratio
Savoonga 545 1.6 .1 10,677.174 36,106 0.507 5.1% 4.087 94.9% 76.575 1.05
Scam mon Bay 343 1.5 .1 12,383.083 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Shageiuk 130 1.5 .1 5,018,582 36,106 0.507 5.1% L.S68 94.9% 50.000 1.05
ShaMoollk 204 1.5 .1 7,365,401 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Sheldon Point 100 1.5 .1 3,035,435 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Shkhmarel 456 1.5 .1 16,463,837 36,106 0.507 5.1% 3.419 94.9% 64.070 1.05
SHka, City and Borough ol 8,566 1.2 .7 402,608,800 57,371 0.805 30.0% 411.324 70.0% 959.757 1.43
S ieve ay 602 1.5 .1 63,040,300 61,000 1.278 12.8% 14.251 87.2% 97.229 1.15
St. George 178 1.5 .1 6,426,673 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
St. M aiyt 441 1.5 .1 4,450,300 10,112 0.142 5.0% 3.261 95.0% 61.962 1.05
St. Michael 295 1.5 .1 10,650,947 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
St. Paul 763 1.5 .1 27,548,043 36,106 0.507 5.1% 5.721 94.9% 107.204 1.05
Stebhine 442 1.5 .1 15,058,368 36,106 0.507 5.1% 3.314 94.9% 62.103 1.05
Tan ana 407 1.5 .1 11,245,600 27,630 0.388 5.0% 3.010 95.0% 57.185 1.05
Teller 151 1.5 .1 5,451,841 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Tenakee Springe 04 1.5 .1 3,393,861 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Thome Bay 581 1.5 .1 20,076,950 36,106 0.507 5.1% 4.357 94.9% 81.633 1.05
Togbk 738 1.5 .1 26,645,420 36,105 0.507 5.1% 5.534 94.9% 103.692 1.05
ToksookBay 420 1.5 .1 15,164,060 36,106 0.507 5.1% 3.149 04.9% 59.012 1.05
Tulukeak 358 1.5 .1 12,925,556 36,106 0.507 5.1% 2685 94.9% 50.300 1.05
Tununak 315 1.5 .1 10,282,230 32,642 0.458 5.0% 2.632 95.0% 50.000 1.05
Unalakleet 714 1.5 .1 25,778,903 36,106 0.507 5.1% 5.354 94.9% 100.320 1.06
lhalaska 3,450 1.4 .3 256,060,843 74,221 1.042 30.0% 193.576 70.0% 451.678 1.43
Upper Kaltkag 172 1.5 .1 6,210,044 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Valdez 4,360 1.4 .3 1,213,710,678 278,374 3.906 30.0% 244.635 70.0% 570.816 1.43
Walec 161 1.5 .1 5,812,890 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.668 94.9% 50.000 1.05
White Mountain 180 1.5 .1 6,498,883 36,105 0.507 5.1% 2.6E8 94.9% 50.000 1.05
Whittier 279 1.5 .1 19,803,750 70,681 0.996 10.0% 5.531 90.0% 50.000 1.11
Wrangell 2,479 1.4 .3 134,546,700 54,275 0.762 22.8% 96.118 77.2% 324.553 1.30
Yakutal 534 1.5 .1 21,548,100 40,352 0.566 5.7% 4504 94.3% 75.029 1.06
TOTAL: 162 551,252. $39,282,997,717 $381,136,403 26% 20,741.591 74% 58,192.173 1.36

STATEWIDE AVERAGE: *71,261



TABLE 1 - MUNICIPALITIES

C S S B  141 (Fin)

Capital Project Matching Grant Program

PROGRAM FUNDING LEVEL: <62,092,173___________________________________MINIMUM GRANT: <50,000

3/19/92

Municipal Appmprialion ($000): 
Minimum Stale Sharo ($000):

58,192.173
50.000

P o p u l a t i o n  Undor 
F a c t o r s :  1,000

1,000-
4,999

5,000-
10,000

Over
10,000

Maximum Local Share (%): 
Minimum Local Sharo (%):

30%
5%

F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n :  1.5 
F o r  L o c a l  S h a r e  % :  0.1

1.4
0.3

1.2
0.7

1.0
1.0

(A) (B) _ . 1PJ (PI (E) (F) (6) (H) ID U) (K) (L) (M)

Municipality Population

Allocation
Population

Factor

Local Share \  

Population 
Factor

DCRA
Aeaataad

Full V alued)

Par 
Capita 

Value ($)

Local
Wealth
Factor

Locally 
Generated 
Ravenua($)

ijjjjjLOCALSHARE •if: state , sh are I . iiii 
i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i^ i i

Leverage
Ratio

NOTES:

CoL A - Exclude* unincorporated communities outside boroughs, and five incorporated communities of uncertain dissolution status (AWaehak,
Almairtluak, Kaslgluk, Newlok, and Platinum).

CoL B - Population figures shown are those used by DORA tor the FY 91 State revenue sharing program.

CoL E - Taxable property fu l and true value, Including oil and gas property, as established by DCRA (State Assessor).

Communities shoeing a per capita value of $32,642 are communities with population less than 750 people whose fu> value (Col. E) has not been 
assessed. DCRA establishes fu i values fa  these communities by calculating a weighted average per capita fu l valuation la  all communities of less 
than 750 pocula'.ion fa  which assessments have been made, and multiplying that p a  capita full valin  by the populations ol Ihe forma sel of 
unassessed communities lo produce lu l values fa  them. Generally, but not exclusively, these unassessed communities lie within Ihe Unorganized 
Borough, while the set of assessed common!let of population less lhan 750 lies within organized boroughs.

Col. G- Equals per capita value (Col. F) divided by statewide average p a  capita value.

Col. H • Locally generated revenues used by DCRA tor FY 93 revenue sharing program.

CoL I • Equals product o l local 6hare population factor (Col. D) and local wealth facta (Col. G). The minimum and maximum local shares 
(percentages) ol project cost are shown with the assumptions above Ihe table.

Col. K - Equals 1 minus Ihe local share (Col. I).

Col. L - Equals pro rata share Oi Municipal Approprialkn (shown above table), based on local population, ahor application ol Mnlmum Stale Share requirement 
(also abovo table).

Col. M - Equals sum ol local sharo (Col. I) and Stale sharo (Col. K), divided by Slato sham (Col. K).

S o u r c e :  O l l i c a o f l h o  G o v e r n o r .  O M B / J F  Filo: CSSB 141 (Fin)



 ______________________________________________________________________________3/13A2
CSS6141 (Fin)

Capiat Protect Matching Grant Program

TABLE 2 - UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES

TOTAL APPROPRIATION: M3.377.183_______________ I1HIMUM OflAWT: IM.OOO

Allocation (State Share): $50,000

Beaver..

Chalky itsik.........
Chenega............
Chicken.............

Chlstochlna........
Chitlna................
Chuloonawik......
Circle .
Copper Center...
Council................
Crooked Creek.-
0 ett an a...............
Dot Lake.............

Dry Creek...

Edna Bay...
Ekuk..........
Elfin Cove.. 
Evansville..

Glen alien.. 
Gulkana.... 
Gustavus.. 
Hamilton...

Hollis.............
Hyder.............
Kenny Lake...

w

Wpnuh......
Nukwan. .
Kotganek.
KongJganak..
u .ju a t l.nwymnyyiL.
UmaVllaga.
Lhrangood .
Manley Hot Springs ........................................................  50,000
McCarthy.....
Mendaltna....
Mentaata.....
Minchumina.
Minto............

Nikokkl.....
Northway...
OscarviHe..

State
S tun

Lee at 
S tu n

Local 
Match %

$50,000 $2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
30,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2,632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%
50,000 2632 5.0%

1



Share Shan Match %
Panguingue Creek.......................................... $2,632 5.0%
Paxson............................................................. 2.632 5.0%
Pitka's Point..................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Point Baker...................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Port Protection................................................ 2,632 5.0%
Portage Creek................................................. 2,632 5.0%
Rampart........................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Red Devil......................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Slana................................................................ 2,632 5.0%
Sleetmute......................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Solomon........................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Stevens Village............................................... .................................  50,000 2,632 5.0%
Stony River...................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Takotna............................................................ 2,632 5.0%
Tanacrow ..................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Talitlek............................................................. 2,632 5.0%
Tazlina.............................................................. 2,632 5.0%
Teiida.............................................................. 2,632 5.0%
Tetlin................................................................. 2,632 5.0%
Trk.................................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Tolsona............................................................ 2,632 5.0%
Tonslna............................................................. 2,632 5.0%
Tuntutuliak....................................................... ................................. 50,000 2,632 5.0%
Twin Hills.......................................................... 2,632 5.0%
Venetle............................................................. 2,632 5.0%
Whale Pass..................................................... ................................. 50,000 2,632 5.0%
Wiseman........................................................... 2,632 5.0%

Total: $3,900,000 $206,263

O ffice o f the Governor, OMB/JF



May 16, 1991

217 Second Street, Suite 200 "Juneau, Alaska 99801 "Tel (907)586-1325, Fax (907)463-5480

The Honorable Walter J. Hickel

Governor
State of Alaska

P.O. Box A

Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Governor H i c k e l :

The Alaska Municipal League has reviewed your community matching capital 

grants and debt retirement fund legislation - SB 140, SB 141, HB 251, HB 

252, and HJR 38. The legislation would directly affect municipalities and

the AML supports some of the concepts contained in the legislation.

However, the AML will need additional time to review the proposals, to 

provide comments or suggest amendments, or to take a formal position. The 

AML Board of Directors also voted to make the review of the concepts 

embodied in these legislative proposals a priority of the Task Force on 

Governmental Roles assuming HCR 17 passes and is adequately funded.

For your information, I have enclosed a copy of some initial comments given 

to the AML Board by the AML Legislative Committee on the matching grant and 

debt fund proposals. I have also enclosed a copy of a letter from the 

Alaska Municipal Management Association (AMMA) regarding SB 141.

The matching grant and debt fund proposals address several AML policies 

outlined in our 1991 Policy Statement. The community matching capital grant 

program coincides with A M L’s support of block grants for a portion of state 

funding of local capital projects [1991 Alaska Municipal League Policy 
Statement, I.A.4). To-the extent that it would enable decisions regarding 

local capital project priorities to be made at the local level and thus 

allow better coordination and increased efficiency i n'the use of these 
funds, AML supports the general concept.

AML is quite concerned, however, that this program not be considered, either 

now or in the future, as a replacement for existing programs that fund major 

capital projects, among them schools, water and sewer systems, hospitals, 

harbors and ports, airports, and roads. Because of their magnitude, these 

types of needs cannot, and should not, be addressed by the matching grant 

program your administration has proposed. Nor should such a program be the 

sole source of funds for vital projects in A l a s k a’s small cities, which 

would be unable to accumulate enough funds for such projects under the terms 

of this program. There ctre other concerns and questions raised by the 
proposals.

AML supports thejiebt retirement fund proposal to the extent it addresses 

the s t a t e’s obligation to fund outstanding school debt. As you and your 

administration are aware, the s t a t e’s share of debt incurred by municipal 

governments for the construction of schools under the debt reimbursement 

program in effect until the passage of HB 37 during 1990 amounts to over 

$800 million from FY 1991 through FY 2005. The Alaska Debt Retirement Fund,

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties



TAXATION AND FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT 
APRIL 10-11, 1991

REPORT ON PENDING LEGISLATION

Members in attendance: Raymond Stoney, Assembly Member, Northwest
Arctic Borough 

Kevin Walker, Council Member, City of
Kenai

Craig Duncan, Treasurer, City and Borough 
of Juneau

Brian Porter, Assembly Member,
Municipality of Anchorage 

Nathan Kotch, Council Member, City of
Kotzebue

Alvin Hall, Director of Accounting,
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 

Judi Slajer, Chief Financial Officer,
Fairbanks North Star Borough

Senate Bills 141 & 142: Capital Projects Matching Grants

The Subcommittee reviewed the data presented by Shelby Stastny,
Director of Management and Budget, and the comments/reactions of
members of the Legislative Committee. The Subcommittee supports
the concept of sharing the cost of construction for certain capital 
projects with the State of Alaska. The premise that.the community 
which contributes will be more responsible, in both setting 
community-wide priorities and providing on-going operations, is a 
concept that is generally accepted as "good". It is noted, 
however, that these funds should not be expected to be a 
replacement funding source with which to construct state facilities 
—  those facilities for which there is clear responsibility for the 
state to construct and maintain.

In keeping with the AML policy to support a block grant approach to 
capital project funding, it is the opinion of the Subcommittee that 
the AML should work with the Legislature to shape these bills so 
that the program meets- the concerns raised by local government. 
The following is a list of "pros" and "cons" which need to be 
considered in shaping this legislation to be useful.

PROS: Provides an opportunity for local government to leverage 
local and federal dollars

Provides local control on how capital funds are spent

Local communities can decide priorities

Takes the establishment of priorities out of the hands of 
the Legislature, which occasionally responds to special 
interest pressures



Taxation and Finance Subcommittee Report 
SB 141 & SB 142 
page 3

for capacity to pay the local match. No recognition is 
given to ’'need", either on a regional or statewide basis.

The formula will allow cities within boroughs to receive 
the dollars, as well as the borough receiving the 
dollars. The borough's population excludes the cities. 
In the real world, the population of the borough does not 
exclude the cities as the boroughs have areawide 
responsibilities, even within the cities. Therefore, the 
distribution of funds within a borough may not be 
equitable. This inequitable distribution may be a factor 
in discouraging cooperation among these governments in 
arriving at community-wide project allocations 
(community-wide priorities)

The limitation on powers of a second class borough may 
need to be addressed so that the borough can sub-grant 
dollars for a project which is not within the legal 
authority structure of the borough. An example may be a 
nursing home that needs to be constructed, and the 
borough does not have nursing home or elderly care 
facilities powers. How can the borough pass on these 
capital dollars to the correct agency to build the new 
nursing homo? who is responsible for the.accounting to 
the state if the money can be passed through?

The larger communities, under the formula, are entitled 
to considerable dollars. Will this capital projects 
funding program increase the local government's 
likelihood of constructing unneeded facilities?

Program administration will be a nightmare. The state 
will need to track on each community receiving funds, 
each project which is approved by the community, the 
timing and type of the match, etc. The fiscal note on 
these bills may be considerably light.

Regulations under designated grants have been resisted in 
the past to avoid past problems of unnecessary red tape, 
project delay, and project funding diluted by state 
administrative costs. Section 2 allows for the 
promulgation of regulations with little restriction.

Clarification is needed to allow municipalities to use 
general pass-through dollars (municipal assistance and 
revenue sharing) for local match.

C/91TEST:sb141



/1lASKA/1/Iu [sIIC IP A L/M a NAGEMENT/1s SOCIATION

217 Second Street, Suite 200, Juneau, Alaska 99801, (907) 586-1325

April 30, 1991

The Honorab le Walter J. Hickel
Governor ......
S tate o f A laska
P.O. Box A ' . . .
J uneau , A laska 99811

The Honorab le Dick .Eliason, P res iden t .
A la ska  S tate Senate 
P.O. Box V
Juneau , A laska 99811

The Honorab le Ben Grussendorf, Speaker 
A laska House of Representatives 
P.O. Box V
Juneau , A la ska  99811

Re: OS for Senate Bill No. 141 (An Act e s tab l ish ing  a capital pro ject matching
gran t program for municipalit ies and  un incorpora ted communities)

Gentlemen:

A lthough the conventiona l w isdom  ind ica tes that SB 141 is not expected  to p a ss  through 
the leg is la tu re th is year, the A la ska  Municipal M anagemen t A ssoc ia t ion (AMMA), an 
organ iza t ion of A laska city and borough m anage rs  and adm in istrators , u rges timely 
considera t ion of this bill.

In exp ress in g  ou r support, however, it important to no te that the AMMA v iew s this bill a s  
an equ itab le  m ean s of d istributing certain capita l pro ject funds , not all capita l project funds . 
The fund s appropriated under th is bill sho u ld  supp lem en t other s ta te  capita l fund s u se d  
for la rge s ta te  pro jects and  regional c apital program s.

We suppo it  the concep ts  inc luded  in this leg is la t ion b e c a u se  it wou ld

• Eliminate "free rides" and es tab l ish  som e  econom ic criteria to seg rega te  
"wants" from "needs" in the formulation of local capital improvement p lans;

Enab le  locally e lec ted  officials to e s tab l ish  the priorities for capital projects;

Provide another tool for local gove rnm en ts  to help attract federa l and private 
f inancing for capital projects;

• Implement more equa lity in the d istribution of sta te grants; and

Enab le  our sena to rs  and represen ta t ives to concentra te on more important 
pub lic policy i s su e s ,  rather than con sum ing  so  much time in listening to 
every interest group that wan ts a g ran t and de fend ing d e c is ion s  made in 
a llocating the limited grant do lla rs ava ilab le .



Governor Walter J. Hickel 
Senator Dick E liason 
Representative Ben G ru ssendo r f 
April 30, 1991 
page 3

5. Large Pro ject F inanc ing . Prohibit u s e  of th e se  gran t fun d s  for financing large and 
expens ive  p ro jects s u c h  a s  tho se  for s c h o o ls  and  hosp ita ls . These  p ro jects sho u ld  
be  f inanced  by  sepa ra te  s ta te  ca tego r ica l g ran t programs.

We thank you  for yo u r considera t ion .

Tom Healy 
P res iden t

cc: She lby  J. S tas tny 
^/^Scott A. B u rge ss
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CSSB 141 CRA

TABLE 1

1
MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM

*“  ’  x o ca l Share % = Col. D x Col. Fa
38,050.0 P o p u l a t i o n  Under

25.0 F a c t o n :  1,000
30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n :  1.5
5% F o r  L o c a l  S h a r e  % :  0.1

Total Slate Funds ($000): 
Minimum Stale Share ($000):
Maximum Local Share (%): 
Minimum Local Share (%):

Community___________
Akhlok
Akiak
Akutan
Alakanuk
Aleknagik
Aleutians East Borough
Allakaket
Ambler
Anakluvuk Pass
Anchorage, Municipality ol
Anderson
Angoon
Anlak
Anvik
Alka
Alqasuk
Banow
Bethel
Betties
Brevig Mission 
Bristol Bay Borough 
BuckJand 
Chelomak 
Chevak 
Chignik 
Chualhbaluk 
Clark's point 
Colfman cove 
Cold bay 
Cordova 
Craig

1,000- 5,000- Over
4,999 10,000 10,000

(J) Fi ,

STATE S ARE iLeverage
% $000 Ratio
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.093 1.05
95.0% 41.854 1.05
95.0% 54.739 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 29.937 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
70.0% 14,330.321 1.43
95.0% ■ 61.521 1.05
95.0% 66.365 1.05
95.0% 54.061 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
93.8% 305.334 1.07
82.5% 396.690 1.21
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
70.0% 131.116 1.43
95.0% 29.259 1.05
95.0% 28.968 1.05
95.0% 57.549 1.05
90.4% 25.000 1.11
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
95.0% 25.000 1.05
92.4% 25.000 1.08
80.1% 236.659 1.25
86.2% 1 111.236 1.16

TtuS. iS

i S w J w

a n p c c u r

B) (C) (0) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (I)
DCRA Per iiiL& aliji; iijliiiiiijijiiijii

Pe& jittg r •'Pupmettert A ttested Capita j i i i j i i
jlatlon ji =F»ctoHi! jlliiiftie & iilliii Full Value ($) Value ($) ! m m IliiM M iiii

93 1.5 .1 1,758,000 18,903 0.267 5.0% 1.316
259 1.5 .1 8,454,191 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.321
432 1.5 .1 10,816,600 25,038 0.353 5.0% 2.203
565 1.5 .1 18,442,540 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.881
159 1.5 .1 5,190,025 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316
69 1.5 .1 2,252,298 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316

202 1.5 .1 6,593,616 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316
309 1.5 .1 3,469,100 11,227 0.158 5.0% 1.576
254 1.5 .1 1,588,000 6,252 0.088 5.0% 1.316

222,950 1.0 1.0 9,836,722,410 44,121 0.622 30.0% 6,141.566
635 1.5 .1 20,727,457 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.238
685 1.5 .1 22,359,540 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.493
558 1.5 .1 18,214,049 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.845
89 1.5 .1 2,905,108 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316
90 1.5 .1 2,9*7,750 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316

225 1.5 .1 1,925,000 8,556 0.121 5.0% 1.316
3,379 1.4 .3 49,341,100 14,602 0.206 6.2% 20.102
4,390 1.4 .3 181,980,500 41,453 0.585 17.5% 84.353

45 1.5 .1 1,468,875 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316
197 1.5 .1 6,430,408 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316

1,451 1.4 .3 117,937,900 81,280 1.146 30.0% 56.192
302 1.5 .1 3,145,300 10,415 0.147 5.0% 1.540
299 1.5 .1 9,759,858 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.525
594 1.5 .1 19,389,149 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.029
128 1.5 .1 8,709,200 68,041 0.959 9.6% 2.653
127 1.5 .1 4,145,491 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316
87 1.5 .1 2,839,825 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316

195 1.5 .1 6,365,125 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316
158 1.5 .1 8,482,400 53,686 0.757 7.6% 2.047

2,619 1.4 .3 122,992,900 46,962 0.662 19.9% 58.668
1,231 1.4 .3 40,178.500 32,639 0.460 13.8% 17.818

1



CSSB 141 (CRA) S/16/91

TABLE 1

MUNICIPAL MATCrNG GRANT PROGRAM
Local Shsre % = Col. D x Col. Fa

Total Slate Funds ($000): 38,050.0 P o p u l a t i o n  Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Minimum Stale Share ($00ty 25.0 F a c t o n :  1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000

Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 5% F o r  L o c a l  S h a m  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L)
ijtt&Si&jr Local Shave % DCRA Per
h^HiJai'ipr A ssessed Capita m m ;||i|il& ja£gHWE;j;j STATE SHARE Leverage

Community Population ijlFectdrii: i& ii& if iii Full Value ($) Value ($) iililiiSfiillilili iiiiiftWiiii % $000 Ratio
Deering 165 1.5 .1 1,867,700 11,319 0.160 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Delta Junction 1,185 1.4 .3 27,731,800 23,402 0.330 9.9% 11.765 90.1% 107.079 1.11
Denali Borough 1,346 1.4 .3 74,435,000 55,301 0.780 23.4% 37.141 76.6% 121.628 1.31
Dillingham 2,232 1.4 .3 118,601,000 53,137 0.749 22.5% 58.480 77.5% 201.689 1.29
Diomede 184 1.5 .1 6,006,066 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Eaglo 174 1.5 .1 8,388,300 48,209 0.680 6.8% 1.823 93.2% 25.000 1.07
Eek 279 1.5 .1 9,107,024 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.423 95.0% 27.031 1.05
Ekwok 122 1.5 .1 3,982,283 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Elim 294 1.5 .1 9,596,649 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.499 95.0% 28.484 1.05
Emmonak 675 1.5 .1 22,033,123 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.442 95.0% 65.397 1.05
Fairbanks 28,251 1.0 1.0 1,071,624,900 37,932 0.535 30.0% 778.226 70.0% 1,815.860 1.43
Fairbanks North Star Borough 42,500 1.0 1.0 2,142,124,000 50,403 0.711 30.0% 1,170.740 70.0% 2,731.727 1.43
False Pass 69 1.5 .1 2,252,298 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Fort Yukon 642 1.5 .1 20,955,948 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.274 95.0% 62.199 1.05
Galena 928 1.5 .1 19,585,100 21,105 0.298 5.0% 4.732 95.0% 89.908 1.05
Gambetl 520 j 1.5 .1 16,973,665 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.652 95.0% 50.380 1.05
Golovin 154 ; 1-5 .1 5,026,816 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Goodnows Bay 230 ' 1.5 .1 7,507,583 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Grayling 228 1.5 .1 7,442,299 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Haines 1,160 1.4 .3 51,001,500 43,967 0.620 18.6% 23.949 81.4% 104.820 1.23
Haines Borough 1,685 1.4 .3 52,886,703 31,387 0.443 13.3% 23.311 86.7% 152.260 1.15
Hoty Cross 276 1.5 .1 9,009,091) 32,642 0.46C 5.0% 1.407 95.0% 26.740 1.05
Homer 4,338 1.4 .3 205,761,300 47,432 0.669 20.1% 98.394 79.9% 391.992 1.25
Hoonah 894 1.5 .1 21,586,000 24,145 0.340 5.0% 4.559 95.0% 86.614 1.05
Hooper Bay 807 1.5 .1 5,203,800 6,448 0.091 5.0% 4.115 95.0% 78.185 1.05
Houston 738 1.5 .1 33,028,500 44,754 0.631 6.3% 4.816 93.7% 71.500 1.07
Hughes 75 1.5 .1 2,448,125 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Huslia 225 1.5 .1 7,344,374 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Hydaburg 457 1.5 .1 9,024,100 19,746 0.278 5.0% 2.330 95.0% 44.276 1.05
Juneau, City and Borough ol 29,946 1.0 1.0 1,247,450,700 41,657 0.587 30.0% 824.917 70.0% 1,924.807 1.43
Kachemak 418 1.5 .1 17,954,400 42,953 0.606 6.1% 2.611 93.9% 40.497 1.06
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C S S B  141 (CRA) 5/16/91

TABLE 1 

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = Col. D x Col. Fa

Tolal Stale Funds ($000): 38,050.0 P o p u l a t i o n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Minimum State Share ($000): 25.0 F a c t o n : 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000
Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 5% F o r  L o c a l  S h a m  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (0) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (1) (J) (K) (I)

Community PopuWlon

M k WJW
fepUttflQI
Hifiiciiiijii

Lw*J.Stw*:‘
i M M
ilililjFae&riiHi

DCRA 
A sm M d 

Full Vatu* ($)

P*r 
Capita 

Valu* ())

ii&t&iiliii
j i i j i i i
iifrctoii!! i i l i i i i i i i i i i iS i i i

STATE SHARt 
% $000

Lavarag*
Ratio

Kake 678 1.5 .1 16,843,800 24,843 0.350 5.0% 3.457 95.0% 65.687 1.05
Kaktovik 224 1.5 .1 2,219,300 9,908 0.140 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Kaltag 268 1.5 .1 8,747,966 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.367 95.0% 25.965 1.05
Kasaan 69 1.5 .1 2,252,275 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Kenal 0,543 1.2 .7 281,331,400 42,997 0.606 30.0% 216.814 70.0% 505.899 1.43
Kenal Peninsula Borough 21,886 1.0 1.0 2,419,659,910 110,557 1.569 30.0% 602.890 70.0% 1,406.743 1.43
Ketchikan 7,730 1.2 .7 438,590,300 56,739 0.800 30.0% 256.147 70.0% 597.677 1.43
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 4,592 1.4 .3 367,375,500 80,003 1.128 30.0% 177.833 70.0% 414.944 1.43
Klana 414 1.5 .1 5,051,900 12,203 0.172 5.0% 2.111 95.0% 40.110 1.05
King Cove 790 1.5 .1 29,189,900 36,949 0.521 5.2% 4.207 94.8% 76.538 1.05
Kivalina 298 1.5 .1 3,388,600 11,371 0.160 5.0% 1.520 95.0% 28.871 1.05
Klawock 897 1.5 .1 9,194,000 10,250 0.145 5.0% 4.574 95.0% 86.905 1.05
Kobuk 87 1.5 .1 1,102,900 12,677 0.179 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Kodiak 6,774 1.2 .7 438,936,900 64,797 0.914 30.0% 224.468 70.0% 523.760 1.43
Kodiak Island Borough 7,716 1.2 .7 185,178,500 23,999 0.338 23.7% 185.190 76.3% 596.594 1.31
Kotlik 452 1.5 .1 14,754,032 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.305 95.0% 43.792 1.05
Kotzebue 3,705 1.4 .3 103,226,300 27,861 0.393 11.8% 44.730 88.2% 334.792 1.13
Koyuk 224 '1.5 .1 7,311,733 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Koyukuk 138 1.5 .1 4,504,550 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Kupreanol 52 1.5 .1 1,697,367 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Kwethluk 541 1.5 .1 17,659,140 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.759 95.0% 52414 1.05
Lake and Peninsula Borough 1,198 1.4 .3 41,579,700 34,708 0.489 14.7% 18.629 85.3% 108.254 1.17
LareenBay 149 1.5 .1 3,268,300 21,935 0.309 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Lower Kalskag 273 1.5 .1 8,911,174 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.392 95.0% 26.449 1.05
Manokotak 370 1.5 .1 12,077,416 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.887 95.0% 35.847 1.05
Marshall 294 1.5 .1 9,596,649 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.499 95.0% 28.484 1.05
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 30,917 1.0 1.0 1,447,950,990 46,833 0.660 30.0% 851.665 70.0% 1,987.219 1.43
McGrath 533 1.5 .1 17,398,007 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2718 95.0% 51.639 1.05
Mekoryuk 190 1.5 .1 6,201,916 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Mountain Village 742 1.5 .1 24,220,115 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.784 95.0% 71.888 1.05
Napakiak 315 1.5 .1 10,282,124 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.606 95.0% 30.518 1.05



CSSB 141 (CRA) 5/16/91

TABLE 1 

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % s Col. D x Col. Fa

Total Stats Funds ($000): 38,050.0 P o p u l a t i o n Under 1,000- 5,000' Over
Minimum Stale Share ($000): 25.0 F a c t o n : 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000

Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G  a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 5% F o r  L o c a l  S h a r a  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (0) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L)
Au&Wai DCRA Par ■ iiiiijli
fopulatkir Aaaeeaed Capita j I ty ilj) ; ! STATE SHARE Leverage

Community Population ijlFactotiii jijiliiFiie&fiiiii! Full Value {$) Value ($) i m r n r n % $000 Ratio
NapaskiaK 331 1.5 .1 10,804,391 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.688 95.0% 32.069 1.05
Nenana 555 1.5 .1 16,186,800 29,165 0.411 5.0% 2.830 95.0% 53.771 1.05
NewSluyahok 374 1.5 .1 12,207,982 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.907 95.0% 36.235 1.05
Newhalen 168 1.5 .1 3,602,800 21,445 0.302 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Nikola] 113 1.5 .1 3,688,506 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Nome 4,303 1.4 .3 137,990,000 32,068 0.452 13.6% 61.024 86.4% 388.829 1.16
Nondalton 229 1.5 .1 3,804,400 16,613 0.234 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Noorvik 600 1.5 .1 6,457,500 10,763 0.152 5.0% 3.059 95.0% 58.130 1.05
North Pole 1,610 1.4 .3 184,583,000 114,648 1.617 30.0% 62.350 70.0% 145.483 1.43
North Slope Borough 2,285 1.4 .3 11,883,976,500 5,200,865 73.335 30.0% 88.490 70.0% 206.478 1.43
Northwest Arctic Borough 315 1.5 .1 4,110,500 13,049 0.184 5.0% 1.606 95.0% 30.518 1.05
Nuiqsut 324 1.5 .1 11,996,900 37,027 0.522 5.2% 1.729 94.8% 31.390 1.06
Nulato 362 1.5 .1 11,816,282 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.846 95.0% 35.072 1.05
Nunapltchuk 372 1.5 .1 12,142,699 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.897 95.0% 36.041 1.05
Old Harbor 322 1.5 .1 6,787,400 17,073 0.253 5.0% 1.642 95.0% 31.197 1.05
OuzlnKlo 204 ! 1.5 .1 3,245,100 15,907 0.224 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Palmer 2,988 , 1.-1 .3 104,192,300 34,870 0.492 14.8% 46.718 85.2% 270.003 1.17
Pelican 251 ' 1.5 .1 10,440,800 41,597 0.587 5.9% 1.558 94.1% 25.000 1.06
Petersburg 3,440 1.4 .3 162,441,900 47,221 0.666 20.0% 77.592 80.0% 310.846 1.25
Pilot Station 455 1.5 .1 14,851,957 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.320 95.0% 44.082 1.05
Point Hope 610 1.5 .1 7,034,600 11,532 0.163 5.0% 3.110 95.0% 59.099 1.05
Port Alexander 119 1.5 .1 3,884,358 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Port Holden 121 1.5 .1 2,675,400 22,111 0.312 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Port Lions 300 1.5 .1 6,969,600 23,232 0.328 5.0% 1.530 95.0% 29.065 1.05
Quinliagak 499 1.5 .1 16,288,190 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.544 95.0% 48.345 1.05
Rub'/ 243 1.5 .1 7,931,924 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Russian Mission 266 1.5 .1 8,682,683 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.356 95.0% 25.771 1.05
Sand Point 993 1.5 .1 39,039,700 39,315 0.554 5.5% 5.646 94.5% 96.206 1.06
Savoonga 511 1.5 .1 16,679,890 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.606 95.0% 49.506 1.05
Saxman 308 1.5 .1 13,305,600 43,200 0.609 6.1% 1.936 93.9% 29.840 1.06
ScammonBay 306 1.5 .1 9,988,349 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.560 95.0% 29.646 1.05
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CSSB 141 (CRA) 5/16/91

TABLE 1 

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = Col. D x Col. Fa

Total Slate Funds ($000): 38,050.0 P o p u l a t i o n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Minimum Stale Share ($000): 25.0 F a c t o n : 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000

Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 5% F o r  L o c a l  S h a m  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) <C) (D) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (1) (J) (K) (L)
DCRA Per iiiLoeeliji liiiiiiiiili!

jf$jOj{itjjj! ! PopuUtlerii Aliassed Capita j M i STATE SHARE Leverage
Community Population ;iiFecitiriii iiifciie& iii Full Value ($) Value ($) i iiljJMOiji; % $000 Ratio
Setawik 672 1.5 .1 7,930,700 11,802 0.166 5.0% 3.427 95.0% 65.106 1.05
Setdovia 565 1.5 .1 21,069,400 37,326 0.526 5.3% 3.041 94.7% 54.739 1.06
Seward 2,829 1.4 .3 139,627,200 49,356 0.696 20.9% 67.456 79.1% 255.635 1.26
Shageluk 152 1.5 .1 4,961,533 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
ShaWodik 197 1.5 .1 6,430,408 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Sheldon Point 131 1.5 .1 4,276,058 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Shishmaret 430 1.5 .1 14,035,916 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.193 95.0% 41.660 1.05
Shungnak 214 1.5 .1 2,963,300 13,847 0.195 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Sitka, City and Borough ol 8,257 1.2 .7 448,849,500 54,118 0.763 30.0% 273.610 70.0% 638.424 1.43
Skagway 704 1.5 .1 54,411,100 77,288 1.090 10.9% 8.342 89.1% 68.206 1.12
Sddotna 3,733 1.4 .3 200,457,100 53,699 0.757 22.7% 99.145 77.3% 337.322 1.29
St. George 188 1.5 .1 6,136,633 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
St. Mary's 491 1.5 .1 4,184,700 8,523 0.120 5.0% 2504 95.0% 47.570 1.05
St. Michael 303 1.5 .1 9,890,424 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.545 95.0% 29.356 1.05
St. Paul 586 1.5 .1 19,128,015 32,642 C.460 5.0% 2988 95.0% 56.774 1.05
Stebbins 394 1.5 .1 12,860,816 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2009 95.0% 38.172 1.05
Tan ana 414 1.5 .1 11,511,900 27,807 0.392 5.0% 2111 95.0% 40.110 1.05
Teller 237 1.5 .1 7,736,074 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Tenakae Springs 108 1.5 .1 3,525,303 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Thome Bay 525 1.5 .1 17,136,874 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.677 95.0% 50.864 1.05
Toglak 713 1.5 .1 23,273,507 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.636 95.0% 69.078 1.05
ToksookBay 446 1.5 .1 14,558,182 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2274 95.0% 43.210 1.05
Tuluksak 357 1.5 .1 11,653,074 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.820 95.0% 34.588 1.05
Unalakleet . 740 1.5 .1 24,154,832 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.773 95.0% 71.694 1.05
Unalaska 2,265 1.4 .3 116,125,240 51,269 0.723 21.7% 56.681 78.3% 204.671 1.28
Upper Katskag 149 1.5 .1 4,063,608 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Valdez 7,193 1.2 .7 1,370,370,900 190,515 2.686 30.0% 238.353 70.0% 556.156 1.43
Wainwright 512 1.5 .1 3,692,900 7,213 0.102 5.0% 2611 95.0% 49.605 1.05
Wales 161 1.5 .1 5,255,308 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Wasilla 3,342 1.4 .3 228,384,700 68,338 0.964 28.9% 122797 71.1% 301.991 1.41
White Mountain 180 1.5 .1 5,875,500 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
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TABLE 1 

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = Col. D x Col. Fa

Total State Funds ($000): 
Minimum Stale Share ($000):

38,050.0
25.0

P o p u l a t i o n

F a c t o n :

Under
1,000

1,000-
4,999

5,000-
10,000

Over
10,000

Maximum Local Share (%}: 
Minimum Local Share (%):

30%
5%

F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n :  

F o r  L o c a l  S h a m  % :

1.5
0.1

1.4
0.3

1.2
0.7

1.0
1.0

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L)

Community

i i i j i
U lililij!

Population iijiFaciori:

Local S ta ta*
Population!

DCRA
Aaaataad

Full Vahia ($)

Per 
Capita 

Value ($)

m m

m m

ijii& liiiiiii
w n sssm STATE SHARE 

% $000
Leverage

Ratio
Whitlior
Wrangell
Yakutal

299 1.5 
2,630 1.4 

527 1.5

.1

.3

.1

18,415,600
110,198,000
19,792,100

61,591
41,900
37,556

0.868
0.591
0.530

8.7%
17.7%
5.3%

2.755
51.197
2.855

91.3%
82.3%
94.7%

28.968
237.653
51.058

1.10
1.22
1.06

TOTAL: 158 527,553. $37,413,729,446 26% 13,486.397 74% 38,050.000 1.35

STATEWDE AVERAGE: $70,919 1.000
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CSSB 141 (CRA) 5/16/9!

TABLE 1

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = Col. D x Col. Fa

Total State Funds ($000): 38,050.0 P o p u l a t i o n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Minimum State Share ($000): 25.0 F a c t o r s : 1,000 4,999 10,000 10,000
Maximum Local Share (%): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A l l o c a t i o n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Minimum Local Share (%): 5% F o r  L o c a l  S h a r o  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (1) (J) (K) (L)
jiijfcicitip ii Lcoal Shared DCRA Per iialiijijijiiljilijilillliiiliiilii
j a i l o r jijip fxikaw t'i A'CMMd Capita WMM STATE SHARE Leverage

Community Population lljiRecidii:: Full Value ($) Value ($) liifrjcidii:! % $000 Ratio

NOTES:

Col. A - Excludes unincorporated communities outside boroughs, Metlakalla, and seven Incorporated communities ol uncertain dissolution status (Aklachak,
Almautluak, Kaslgluk, Newlok, Nightmuto, Platinum and Tununak).

Cd. B - Population figures shown are those used by DCRA lor Ihe FY 91 State revenue sharing program.

Col. E - Taxable property lull and true value, Induding oil and gas property, as established by DCRA (State Assessor).

Communities showing a per capita value of $32,642 are communities with population less than 750 people whose full value (Col. D) has not been 
assessed. DCRA establishes full values for these communities by calculating a weighted average per capita full valuation (or all communities ol loss 
than 750 population lor which assessments have been made, and multiplying that per capita full value by the populations of the former set of 
unassessed communities to produce full values for them. Generally, but not exclusively, these unassessed communities lie within Ihe Unorganized 
Borough, while the set of assessed communities ol population less than 750 lies within organized boroughs.

C d.F-

Col. G • Equals local per capita value (Col. E) divided by the statewide average per capita value (bottom of Col. E).

Equals product ol population factor (Col. C) and local wealth factor (Col. F). The minimum and maximum local 6hares (percentages) of project C06t are 
Cd. I - shown with the assumptions above the table.

Cd. J • Equals 1 minus the local chare (Cd. G).

Cd. K - Equals pro rata share of Tdal State Funds, based on local population, net ol Instances where the Minimum Stale Share (shown above table) is applied.

Cd. L - Equals 1 divided by Ihe stale share percentage (Cd. I).

Source: OMB/JF File: CAPITAL4.XLS
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 TABLE 2
UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY 
MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM

Allocation (Stat* Shan): $25,000
7

state Local Local
Share Share Match %

Arctic Village S $25,000 $1,316 5.0%
Beaver a 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Birch Creek | 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Contral j 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Chalkyitslk 1 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Chenega ' 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Chicken I 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Chistochlna I  25,000 1,316 5.0%
China 1 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Chuloonawlk 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Circle 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Copper Center 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Council 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Crooked Creek 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Deltana 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Dot Lake 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Dot Lake Services 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Dry Creek 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Eagle Village 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Edna Bay 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Ekuk 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Elfin Cove 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Evansville 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Four Mile Road Community 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Gakona 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Glenallen 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Gulkana 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Gustavus ■ 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Hamilton 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Healy Lake 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Hollis 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Hyder ! 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Kenny Lake 25,000 1,316 5.0%
King Island 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Klpnuk 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Wukwan 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Kollganek 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Konglganak 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Kwigilllngok 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Ume Village 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Liven good 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Manley Hot Spn'ngs 25,000 1,316 5.0%
McCarthy 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Mendettna 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Mentasta 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Mlnchumlna 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Mlnto 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Myers Chuck 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Nikolski 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Nonhway 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Oscarville 25,000 1,316 5.0%



State Local Local
Share Share Match %

Panguingue Creek *25,000 $1,316 5.0%
Paxson 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Pitka's Point 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Point Baker 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Port Protection 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Portage Creek 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Rampart 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Red Devil 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Slana 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Sleotmute 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Solomon 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Stevens Village 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Stony River 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Takotna 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tanacroes 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Talhlek 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tazllna 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tel Ida 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tetlln 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tok 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tolsona 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tonslna 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Tuntutullak 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Twin Hills 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Venetle 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Whale Pass 25,000 1,316 5.0%
Wiseman 25,000 1,316 5.0%

Total: $1,950,000 $102,632

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  G o v e r n o r ,  O f f i c e  o f  M a n a g e m e n t  a n d  B u d g e t



STATE OF ALASKA
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO. C S S B  141

Revision Date: __________________________
TitJe; C a p i t a l  P r o j e c t  M a t c h i n g  F u n d

_______________P r o g r a m _____________________________

Sponsor:
Requestor:

G o v e r n o r 's Office

Department Affected: Community s Regional Affairs

BRU: Employment/Training/Rural Development

Component: Block Grant CIP_________________________

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 8

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Doflvs)

REVENUE 
FUND SOURCE:

CAPITAL

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY97 FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES 54.7 56.6 58.5 60.4 62.3 64-. 3

TRAVEL 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

CONTRACTUAL .. ..§.,.5 . _
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 68.2 58.6 60.5 .. .5 1 .A  ..

FUNDING: (Thousands of DoBtrs)
GENERAL FUND 68.2 58.6 60.5 62.4 64.3 66 .3

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
FUND SOURCE:
TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 1 1 1 1 1 1
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:_
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

SEE ATTACHED.

Prepared By: Remond Henderson, Director__________________  Phone:_______ 465-4708____________

Division: A dministrative Services   Date: ________12/12/91____________
Approved by Commissioner: /{ssrT ci& 'L f& T ?  /& !________________________________________
Agency: Community & Regional Affairs________ _ ___________   Date: ^ 12/12/91_______

Distribution (by praparar): Log. Fin., Legialativa Sponaor, Raqoaator, OMB/DBR, Gov. Lagia. O fc., & Impactad Agency(iaa).
Rav 10/7/91 Page ^ of 2



Position T it le
G r a n t  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  II

No. of Positions Range / Step
17 A

Barg. Un it
GGU

T im e  Status
F u l l - t i m e

Staff Months
12

Location
J u n e a u

E lec t ion  D istr ict

T Y P E  OP  E X P E N D IT U R E
Salary
Benefits
Prem ium Pay
O ther

Thtal Personal Services
TVavel
Contractual
Commodities
Equ ipm ent
O ther

Thtal Cost
FU N D IN G  S O U R C E  FO R  TOTAL CO ST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
1-A Receipts 1007
C1P Receipts 1061
Other

Amount
39.577

15 .153

Justification
A  G r a n t  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  II is n e e d e d  f o r  t h e  n e w  m a t c h i n g  

b l o c k  g r a n t  p r o g r a m .

This position will:

JL.QQQ-
8..500

1) negotiate, write, and administer grant agreements 

which includes identifying specific project 

requirements (permits, site control, match, etc.);

68,230
2) prepare grant closures and ensure that the terms 

and conditions of the grant agreements and match 

have been m et and that all funds are expended in 

accordance with state law and departmental policy;

68,230 3) conduct in-depth review of progress and financial 

reports submitted by grantees and resolve any 

problems;

4) travel on-site to conduct programmatic and fiscal 

monitoring;

5) train and conduct workshops on local administration 

of grants and assist with fiscal accountability.

Request For 
New Position

A G EN CY  C o m m u n i t y  a n d  R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s _________

R R l f  E m p l o y m e n t / T r a i n i n g / R u r a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  

C O M P O N E N T  B l o c k  G r a n t  C I P ______________________________

Page 2 nf 2

Revised Date:



FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date: _______________

STATE OF ALASKA
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO. C S S B  141

Department Affected: Community & Regional Affair

Tide: Capital Project Matching Fund BRU: Administration and Support

____________ Program__________________________ Component: A dministrative Services

Sponsor:
Requestor:

Governor's Office

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
EXPENDmiRES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dolarsj

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES 17.0 17.5 18.1 18.5 19.1 19.6

TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL 1.5

SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 18.5 17.5 18.1 18.5 19.1 19.6

CAPITAL

REVENUE 
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dolars)
GENERAL FUND 18.5 17.5 18.1 18.5 19.1 19.6

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
FUND SOURCE:
TOTAL •

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME 1 1 1 1 1 1
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:_
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

SEE ATTACHED

<^°r  Phnno.Prepared By: 
Division: _

Remond Henderson, Dire

A dministrative Services
Phone: 
Date:

465-4708

12/12/91

Approved by Commissioner
Agency: Community. & Regional Affairs * S  7 77777Date: T 12/12/91

D b t r ib u t io n  ( b y  praparar): Lag. F in . ,  Lagb lativa Sponsor, Requestor, OMB/DBR, Gov. Lagb. O fc., & Impacted Agency(loa). P & 9 e   ̂
Rav 10/7/91



Position TiUe
Accounting Clerk III

No. of Positions 
1

flange / Step
10A

Barg. U n it
GGU

T im e Status
Part-time

Staff Months Location
Juneau

E lec t ion  D istrict

T Y P E  O F  E X P E N D IT U R E
Salary
Benefits
Prem ium Pay
O ther

'Havel
Thtal Personal Services

Contractual
Commodities
Equ ipm ent
O ther

Tb la l Cost
FU N D IN G  SO U R C E  FO R  TOTAL CO ST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund  1004
l-A Receipts 1007
C IP  Receipts 1061
Other

Amount
12,543

4 .487

1.5QO

18.530

18.530

Justification

A half-time Accounting Clerk III is needed for the new 

matching block grant program. Careful and close 

monitoring of all grants will be vital to ensure that 

all activities and expenditures are in agreement with 

the grant language and expenditure plan.

The position will process encumbrances and payments for 

grants. New grants will be examined to ensure that 

they are in compliance with state rules and regulations 

and that required documentation is provided. Funding 

codes will be determined and verified in AKSAS to 

ensure that funds are available, that staff are using 

the correct collocation c o d e s , and that submitted grants 

fall within the cost limitation of programs set up.

Request For 
New Position

A G EN CY

BRU

C O M P O N EN T

Community and Regional Affairs 

Administration and Support

Administrative Services



1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
STATE OF ALASKA

t o  / 3  /'?~<7S r t f * / J s  -JLJE/ A / J ^
BILL NO. CSSB 141 FIN

Revision Date: Decem ber 9. 1991 
Title: Capital project m atching grant
program - regulations________________
Sponser: Rules
Requestor: Governor
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

D epartm ent ALected: A dm instra tion
BRU: A dm inistrative Services_________
Com ponent:' A dm inistrative Services

COMPONENT SERIAL NO: 0 0 4 6

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98
PERSONNEL SERVICES 112.0 166.4 174.7 183.4 192.6 202 .2
TRAVEL 6.0 6.5 6.6 7.0 7.0 7.5
CONTRACTURAL 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2 .8
SUPPLIES .5 .5 .6 .6 .6 .6
EQUIPMENT 12.0 1.5 1.5 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 133.3 177.7 186.2 193.8 203 213.1

CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
. . .  —  ■ — ---

REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 133.3 177.7 186.2 193.8 203 213.1
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 133.3 177.7 186.2 193.8 203 213.1

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 3 3 3 3 3 3
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estim ate of cu rren t year im pact: None
ANALYSIS: (Attach' a  seperate page if necessary.)
The expenditure detail on page one is based  on the addition cf three new positions and 
the upgrading of one of the  two existing positions in the M unicipal G rants Section.

CONTINUED ON ATTACHED PAGE

Prepared by: K e/in Brooks 1 Phone:465-2277
Division: A dm inistrative Services I Date: 1 2 /9 /9 1

Approved bv Com missioner: Nancv Bear Usera I
Agencv A dm inistration L/li Date: 1 2 /9 /9 1  •

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance. Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 1 0 /90  Page 1 of 2



The th ree  new  positions are an  In ternal A uditor III, a  G ran t 
A dm inistrator II, and an  Accounting Clerk III. The existing 
A dm inistrative Officer II would be upgraded to a n  A dm inistrative Officer 
III.

The M unicipal G rants Section currently  is responsible for the 
adm in istra tion  of all the gran ts appropriated u n d er AS 37.05 .315. The 
work of th e  section includes m aking g ran t paym ents an d  keeping track  of 
grantee expenditures. Currently, no au d it work is being done by the 
section.

This bill proposes to create a  new  gran t program  and  adopt and 
im plem ent regulations for the new  program . In order to carry  o u t th is 
m ission, th e  M unicipal G rants Section would need a  position to do aud it 
work an d  additional adm inistrative personnel to hand le  th e  m ore 
complex g ran t contracts and  reports. W riting the  regulations called for 
in the bill would also be the responsibility of the M unicipal G rants 
Section.

It is n o t anticipated th a t the to tal of capital appropriations will be 
affected by the bill. There will likely be a  significant im pact on local 
governm ents and  economies because of th e  m atching requ irem ents th a t 
are a p a r t of the bill.

Personal services funding in FY 93 reflects only 3 m on ths for the  Internal 
A uditor position. It is no t anticipated th a t  au d its  will be required until 
the 4 th  q u arte r of the fiscal year.



Rev is io n  Date : ___________________________________
Tit le : C a p i t a l  P r o j e c t  M a tch in g  Fund
Program______________________________________

Spon so r :  G ove rn o r ’ s  O f f i c e _____________
R equ e s to r :  ________________________________________

Departm en t A ffec ted : Community & R e g io n a l  A f f a i r s
BRU: Em p lo ym en t/T ra in in g/R u ra l D eve lopmen t______
Componen t: B lo ck  G ran t C I P ____________________

C O M PO N EN T  S E R IA L  NO .

STATE OF ALASKA B ILL  NO. SB 141
1991 LEG ISLAT IVE SESSION

E xp end itu re s/R even ue s :  (T h o u s an d s  of Do llars)
O P E R A T IN G FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY  96 FY  97

PE R S O N A L  S E R V IC E S 52.7 54.6 _  5 6 . 7 3 d . I . 60.7 62.8
TR A V EL 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
C O NTRACTUAL 8 . 5
S U P P L IE S
EQ U IPM EN T
LAND & S T R U C T U R ES
G R A N TS , CLA IMS
M ISC ELLA N EO U S
TO TA L  O P E R A T IN G 66.2 56.6 58.7 60,7 . ..6.2,7 64.8

C A P ITA L

R EV E N U E

FUND ING : (T h o u s a n d s  of Do llars)

G E N E R A L  FUND 66.2 56.6 58.7 60.7 62.7 . . .

F E D E R A L  FUNDS
OTHER
TO TA L

PO S IT IO NS :

FULL-T IME 1 1 1 1 1 1 ’
PA RT-T IM E
T E M P O R A R Y - . . .

E s t im a te  of c u r ren t  y e a r  im pac t : .

ANALYS IS : (A ttach a  s e p a ra te  p a g e  if n e ce s sa ry .)

SEE ATTACHED

P rep a red  By: Remond H enderson . D i r e c t o r ________________________  Phone : 465-4708
D iv is ion : A d m in i s t r a t i v e  S e r v i c e s   Date : 5/10/91
App ro ved  b y  C om m is s io n e r :  ---- ____________________________________________________________
A g en c y :  Community & R e g io n a l  A f f a i r s ____________ v j j _________________  Date : 5/ru/91________

D is tr ibu t ion  (by preparer) : L eg is la t iv e  F in an ce , L eg is la t ive  Spon so r , R eq u e s to r ,  OMB , & im p ac te d  A g en cy ( ie s ) .

R e v  10/90 P a g e  J ___ o f _2 _



Position Title
G ran t A d m in i s t r a t o r  I I

No. of Positions Range / Step Barg. Unit
1 17 A GGU

Time Status Staff Months
F u l l - t im e  12

Location * Election District
Juneau 4

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount Justification
Salary 37,687 A G ran t A d m in i s t r a t o r  I I  i s  needed f o r  t h e  new m a tch in g
Benefits • 14,968 b lo c k  g r a n t  p rog ram . i
Premium Pay
Other T h i s  p o s i t i o n  w i l l :

Tbtal Personal Services 1 52,655
TVavel 5,000 (1) n e g o t i a t e ,  w r i t e ,  and a d m in i s t e r  g r a n t  a g re em en ts  

w h ich  i n c l u d e s  i d e n t i f y i n g  s p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t  
r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( p e rm i t s ,  s i t e  c o n t r o l ,  m a tch ,  e t c . ) ;

(2) p re p a re  g r a n t  c l o s u r e s  and e n s u r e  t h a t  th e  te rm s 
and c o n d i t i o n s  o f  th e  g r a n t  ag re em en ts  and match 
h a ve  been  met and t h a t  a l l  f u n d s  a r e  expended i n  i 
a c c o rd a n ce  w i t h  s t a t e  law  and d e p a r tm e n ta l  p o l i c y ;

(3) co n d u c t  in - d ep th  r e v i e w  o f  p r o g r e s s  and f i n a n c i a l  
r e p o r t s  s u b m i t t e d  b y  g r a n t e e s  and r e s o l v e  any 
p r o b le m s ;

(4) t r a v e l  o n - s i t e  to  c o n du c t  p rog ram m a t ic  and f i s c a l  
m o n i to r in g ; '

(5) t r a i n  and co n du c t  wo rkshops on l o c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
o f  g r a n t s  and a s s i s t  w i t h  f i s c a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y .

Contractual 8.500
Commodities
Eouinment .

Other
i Tbtal Cost 66,1.55

FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 6 6 . 1 5 5
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

Request For 
New Position

AGENCY Community and R e g io n a l  A f f a i r s __________

B R U  Em p lo ym en t/T ra in in g/R u ra l Deve lopment 

COMPONENT B lo c k  G ran t CIP____________________________



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA B ILL  NO. SB 141
1991 LEG ISLAT IVE SESSION

Rev is io n  Date : ___________________________________
Title: C a p i t a l  P r o j e c t  M a tc h in g  Fund
Program_______________________________________
Spon so r :
R eq u e s to r :

go v ern o r's  Office.

Departmen t A ffec ted : Community & R e g io n a l  A f f a i r s
BRU: A d m in i s t r a t i o n  and S uppo r t___________________
Componen t: A d m in i s t r a t i v e  S e r v i c e s ___________

C O M PO N EN T  S E R IA L  NO. 6 00 4
E xp end itu re s/R even ue s :  (T h o u s a n d s  of Do llars)

O P E R A T IN G FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY  95 FY 96 FY  97
P E R S O N A L  S E R V IC E S 16.6 16.9 17,2 17,5 17 78 18.1
TR A V EL
CO NTRACTU AL 1.5
S U P P L IE S * ' *

EQ U IPM EN T
LAND & S T R U C T U R E S
G R A N TS , CLA IM S
M ISC ELLA N EO U S
TO TA L  O P E R A T IN G ... l ? , . L  . . . . . 16.9 ... . 1 7 ,2 17.5 17.8 18.1

C A P ITA L •

R EV E N U E .. . 1 . r  :  _ . . .

FUND ING : (T h o u s a n d s  of Do lla rs)
G E N E R A L  FUND 18. 1 • 16.9 17.2 .. 17.5 . 17.8 18.1
F E D E R A L  FU NDS
OTH ER
TO TA L

PO S IT IO N S :
FULL-T IME
PA R T-T IM E 1 1 1 1 1 1
T E M P O R A R Y • -

E s t im a te  of c u r r e n t  y e a r  im p a c t : .

ANALYS IS : (A ttach a  s e p a r a te  p a g e  if n e c e s sa ry .)

SEE ATTACHED

P rep a red  By: Remond H ende rson , D i r e c t o r _________________________  Phone : 465-4708
D iv is ion : A d m in i s t r a t i v e  S e r v i c e s  ___________________________ Da te : _______ 5/10/91
Appro ved  b y  C om m is s io n e r :  — 4:
A n o n p w *  f n m m i  i n  n n r l  P o t f f n n a l  A f  f  m* y* c  — *A gen cy :  Community and R e g io n a l  A f f a i r s __________  1____________________  Date :

D is tr ibu t ion  (by p repare r) : L eg is la t iv e  F in an ce , L eg is la t iv e  S pon so r , R e q u e s to r ,  OMB , & Im p a c te d  A gen cy ( ie s ) .  

R e v  10/90 P a g e j ____of 2



Position TiUe A c co u n t in g  C le r k  I I I No. of Positions Range / Step Barg. Unit
1 10 A GGU

Time Status
P a r t- t im e

Staff Months
6

Location • Election District 1 
Juneau  4

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount Justification j
Salary 11.500 A h a l f - t im e  A c c o u n t in g  C le r k  I I I  i s  needed  f o r  th e  new
Benefits ' 5 , 1 4  5 m a tc h in g  b lo c k  g r a n t  p rogram . C a r e f u l  and c l o s e
Premium Pav m o n i t o r in g  o f  a l l  g r a n t s  w i l l  b e  v i t a l  to  e n s u r e  t h a t
Other a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  and e x p e n d i t u r e s  a r e  i n  ag re em en t w i t h

Tbtal Personal Services 1 ( 3 . 0 4 5 th e  g r a n t  la n g u a g e  and e x p e n d i t u r e  p l a n .

The p o s i t i o n  w i l l  p r o c e s s  encumbrances and payments f o r  
g r a n t s .  New g r a n t s  w i l l  b e  exam ined to  e n s u r e  t h a t  
th e y  a r e  i n  com p l ia n c e  w i t h  s t a t e  r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  
and t h a t  r e q u i r e d  d o cum en ta t io n  i s  p r o v i d e d .  F und in g  
co de s  w i l l  be  d e te rm in e d  and v e r i f i e d  i n  AKSAS to  e n s u r e  
t h a t  f u n d s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e , ,  t h a t  s t a f f  a r e  u s i n g  th e  
c o r r e c t  c o l l o c a t i o n  codes-, and t h a t  s u b m i t t e d  g r a n t s  
f a l l  w i t h i n  th e  c o s t  l i m i t a t i o n  o f  p rog ram s s e t  up . j!

*

*  *

TVavel
Contractual 1.500
Commodities
Eauinment
Other

Tbtal Cost 1 8 . 1 4 5
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 1 8 ,  U S
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

•

Request For 
New Position

AGENCY Community & R e g io n a l  A f f a i r s  

RRII A d m in i s t r a t i o n  and Suppo rt

COMPONENT A d m in i s t r a t i v e  S e r v i c e s ________

FY _92



STATE OF ALASKA (
1991 LEG ISLATIVE SESSION

-  F I S C A L  N O T E  ^ - No- - J —

V  . Version; ^ P ) / V  /

(S) Publish  Date: /

__________________  Department Affected:_Administration____________________________Revision Date:

Title: Capital project matching grant program-requlations. BRU: Administrative Services

Component: Administrative Services

Sponsor: Rules

Requestor: Governor

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars) COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0 0 4 6

OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES 116.1 159.0 161.0 163.0 165.0 167.0

TRAVEL 6.0 6.0 6.5 6.5 7.0 7.0

CONTRACTUAL 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8

SUPPLIES .5 .5 .5 .6 .6 .6

EQUIPMENT 10.0 1.5 0 0 0 0

LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0

GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0

MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL OPERATING 135.4 169.8 170.8 172.9 175.4 177.4

CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 135.4 169.8 170.8 172.9 175.4 177.4

FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0

OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 -  0

TOTAL 135.4 169.8 170.8 172.9 175.4 177.4

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 3 3 3 3 3 3

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year impact: None.

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

The expenditure detail on page one is based on the addition of three new positions and the upgrading of two existing positions in the Municipal 
Grants Section.

Changes in ^  &  U t l (C & A  ) 
CONTINUED ON ATTACHED PAGE reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original

fiscal note. This Jjscal note is appropriate,
Prepared by: Kevin Brooks__________________________________________  Phone: 465-: 2.1 fat f(lcK  Jdl\e

date I CoDivision: Administrative Services Date:

Approved by Commissioner: Millelt Keller 2/ ^  t*\
A n o n n w  AWminJr lro l J/\n R o t o *

Comte Aide (initial)

/1 -

Agency: Administration Date: 02-21-91

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/90
9/1/FNAJS21569.KP/1
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ANALYSIS Continued: Page 2 of 2

The three new positions are an Internal Auditor III, a Grant Administrator II, and a Grant Administrator I. The two existing 
positions, an Administrative Officer II and Accounting Clerk III would be upgraded to Administrative Officer III and Accounting 
Technician I, respectively.

The Municipal Grants Section currently is responsible for the administration of all the grants appropriated under AS 37.05.315. 
The work of the section includes making grant payments and keeping track of grantee expenditures. Currently, no audit work 
is being done.

This bill proposes to create a new grant program and have the Department of Administration adapt regulations for its existing 
grant program, as well as the program being created. In order to carry out this mission, the Municipal Grants Section would 
need a position to do audit work and additional administrative personnel to handle the more complex grant contracts and 
reports. Writing the regulations called for in the bill would also be the responsibility of the Municipal Grants Section.

It is not anticipated that the total of capital appropriations will be affected by the bill. There will likely be a significant impact on 
local governments and economies because of the matching requirements that are a part of the bill.

9/1/FN/0521569.KP/2



Program

Spon so r : G o v e r n o r ' s  O f f i c e

Reque s to r :  __________________________

Component: B l o c k  G r a n t s

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
Expend itu re s/Revenue s : (T hou sand s  of Dollars)

R ev is io n  Date: ______________________________________  Department A ffec ted : Community & Regional Affairs

. Title: C apital Project Matching Fund gpu: Community Development__________________

STATE OF ALASKA 
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY  96 FY 97
PERSO N A L  S E R V IC E S 69.3 71.5 73.9 76.2 78.5 80.9

TRAVEL 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

CONTRACTUAL 10.0

SU P P L IE S
EQ U IPM ENT
LAND & STR U C TU R ES
G R A N TS , CLA IMS
M ISCELLAN EO U S
TOTAL OPERATING 84.3 73.5 75.9 78.2 80.5 82.9

Z]CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING : (T hou san d s  of Do llars)
G E N ER A L  FUND 84.3 73.5 75.9 78.2 80.5 82.9

FED ER A L  FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

POS IT IONS :
FULL-T IME 1 1 1 1 1 1
PART-T IM E 1 1 1 1 1 1
TEM PO R A R Y ”

E s t im a te  of cu r ren t  y e a r  im pac t : .

ANALYS IS : (A ttach a  s e p a ra te  p ag e  if n e ce s sa ry .)  

See attached.

Changes in S £> 14/ (C f? f\-)
reflect NO FISCAL .CHANGE from the original 
fiscal note. This fiscal note iaappropriatjj
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c c
Department of Community and Regional Affairs

FISCAL NOTE: ANALYSIS ATTACHMENT  
Capital Project Matching Fund Program

Assumptions:

This bill would create a new program in the Department, essentially a matching 
block grant program. Eligible participants in this program would be the same 
group of "unincorporated community" entities who are eligible for State Revenue 
Sharing payments as set out in AS 29.60.140.
Each year, subject to appropriation, these unincorporated community entities 
could each receive an "allocation" which would be kept in an account 
administered by the Department. An entity could draw against this account 
based on the provision of a locally-genera.ed match amount of 10%. The law 
provides for the Department to adopt regulations to implement this program.
It is assumed this new program would function administratively in a manner 
similar to the department's Rural Development Assistance program and 
Community Development Block Grant program. This would include an annual 
application cycle with review and appeals periods, and general monitoring of 
expenditure of program funds. Currently, there are about 86 unincorporated 
communities that would be theoretically eligible for this program. It is assumed 
that approximately 60 entities would undertake the effort to "open" a program 
account. Of these, it is assumed that between 25 and 50 entities would have 
active grants drawing against their respective accounts.
Positions:

The case load reflected in the above assumptions would require the addition of 
one Grants Administrator II position (Rural Development Division) and one half- 
time Accounting Clerk III position (Division of Administrative Services).
Other Expenditures:

There would be some start-up costs associated with the technical assistance to 
help communities participate effectively in this new program. These costs would 
include the updating and re-publication of the Department's guidebooks on 
capital project planning which help communities in their local efforts to select 
and plan for needed capital facilities. There would also be costs associated with 
staff travel to present regional or community workshops on capital project 
planning and the new program.
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5/9/91

CSSB 141 (CRA) - SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

SECTION ONE

This section of the bill amends AS 37.05.318 to allow the promulgation of 
regulations and guidelines for existing grant programs for municipalities, 
unincorporated communities and named recipients, as well as for the municipal 
capital project matching grant program established under this bill.

SECTION TWO

Section 2 of the bill establishes the capital project matching grant program for 
municipalities, establishes a fund for the receipt and tracking of grant awards, 
describes how appropriations to the program will be allocated among grantees, 
and sets out the formula for determining grantees' local matching shares.

"Municipality", as referred to in the bill, is intended to include all political 
subdivisions incorporated under the laws of Alaska that are home rule or general 
law cities, home rule or general law boroughs, or unified municipalities, per AS 
29.71.800(13).

Under the approach taken in the bill, incorporated boroughs are the 
instrumentalities for receiving and administering grants for projects affecting 
unincorporated communities that lie within borough boundaries.

Subsection (a)
This section establishes the grant program for municipalities, as well as a fund 
for holding and administering grants to municipalities, within the Department of 
Administration.

EB



The section stipulates that the amount annually appropriated to the municipal 
fund will be allocated to municipal grantees pro rata on the basis of their 
weighted populations (i.e., after each municipality's population has been 
weighted by a set of population-based factors specified in this section), and 
credited to individual accounts for them within the fund. The weighting factors 
are employed to account for: (1) the generally higher unit costs-of capital 
projects in smaller and more rural communities; (2) the relatively smaller debt 
capacity of smaller communities, compared to larger communities; and, (3) the 
relatively limited ability of smaller communities to enjoy the economies of scale 
enjoyed by larger comunities in undertaking capita! projects and improvements.

Annual grant awards will accumulate in the grantees' accounts, subject to the 
limitations in subsection (f). Interest earnings on the amounts included in 
grantee accounts will accrue to the general fund.

The section also establishes the requirement that each time a grantee wishes to 
draw funds against its allocation, for a project or projects which it has identified, it 
must make a matching contribution per the formula set out in subsection (dj.

Subsection (b)
This subsection stipulates that the minimum grant to a municipality under this 
program will be $25 thousand per year, subject to the actual level of 
appropriation for the municipal program.

Subsection (c)
This subsection essentially stipulates that grantees will be responsible for 
providing for the maintenance and operating costs of the projects or facilities 
financed by grants under this program, unless the State already has the 
responsibility and the cost of such will not rise substantially due to the effects of 
the grant project. This is the same requirement used in the State's current 
revenue sharing program.

This subsection also requires grantees and their contractors to adhere to the 
established hiring preferences and requirements for economically distressed or 
disadvantaged individuals, zones and geographic areas set out by the 
Department of Labor under AS 36.10.

Subsection id)
The formula set out in this section calculates the local share, in dollars, required 
to match each draw that the municipal grantee makes on its grant balance. The 
general effect of the fomuia is that the larger a municipal grantee is in terms of 
its population, and the wealthier it is in terms of its per capita real and personal 
property valuation, the larger is its required local share for any draw of its grant 
funds; and vice versa.
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The basic relationship reflected in the formula is that for each project, portion of 
a project, or group of projects - - i.e., for each use to which grant awards are put 
by a municipality - - the municipality should put up a share, and the State should 
put up a share. In practice, the State's share would be the amount of any 
particular draw by a grantee against its outstanding grant balance, and the 
grantee's share for that draw would be the local share defined in this subsection.

The ratio of the local share to the State share, for any given draw, is defined in 
this subsection as the grantee's local share factor. That is:

Local Share (as a %)
Local Share Factor * ------- ---------

State Share (as a %)

The local share factor multiplied by the dollar amount of the given draw therefore 
equals the dollar amount due from the grantee as the local share for that draw, 
as shown below:

Since: Local Share (in $) Local Share (as a %)

State Share (in $)* State Share (as a %)

Local Share (as a %)
Then: Local Share (in $) -  x State Share (in $)*

State Share (as a %)

* State Share (in $) - Draw Amount

Since the State share in dollars is known (the draw amount), and since, the local 
share and the State share must, when expressed as percentages, add up to 1, 
the major part of the local share formula is involved with determining the 
grantee's local share expressed as a percentage of the total proposed outlay - - 
i.e., with determining the grantee's local share percentage.

Calculation of the local share percentage is straightforward: it equals the 
product of the municipal grantee's population factor and its local wealth factor. 
Population factors for municipalities are designated in this subsection, according 
to municipal population sizes. The local wealth factor for a grantee is simply the 
grantee's per capita real and personal property valuation divided by the 
statewide average for all municipalities - - i.e., the grantee's per capita wealth 
relative to that of other municipalities, where the statewide average local wealth 
factor is 1.0.



Subsection, (e)
This subsection stipulates that the effective local share percentage for any 
grantee will not exceed 30 percent or be lower than 5 percent (changing after 
two years to 50 percent and 10 percent, respectively, per Section 3 of the bill 
and the effective date provisions in Section 7 of the bill). It also stipulates that 
contributed labor, material, equipment, etc., as well as money from non-state 
sources, may constsitute the local share.

Subsection (f)
This subsection stipulates that, once a draw has been made, progress on the 
project or projects for which the draw was made must be begun within five years 
of the draw, or else the drawn money must be returned to the grantee's account 
in the municipal grant fund, where it will remain available for later use by the 
grantee. It also stipulates that if a grantee makes no draws against a particular 
annual grant appropriation or allocation for five years, the money lapses into the 
general fund.

Subsection (a)
This subsection allows the Department of Administration to promulgate 
regulations, require reports, conduct audits, etc., for purposes of conducting the 
program and carrying out the provisions of this section of the bill. Specifically, 
this subsection requires that such audits must address the department's method 
used to value any contributed labor used to satisfy the local share, as well as its 
method of confirming that such contributed labor actually was used.

Subsection (h)
This subsection stipulates that if the grantee is an organized borough, the 
population and valuation data used in its local share formula calculation are to be 
H fllfll the population and valuation components attributable to any incorporated 
municipality located within the borough. This reflects the approach taken in the 
design of this program that incorporated boroughs would be the instrumentalities 
responsible for receiving and administering grants for projects affecting 
unincorporated communities which are located within organized boroughs.

This subsection also stipulates that the population data and local valuation data 
used for municipal grantees shall be the same as that compiled and developed 
by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs for the State revenue 
sharing program.

Subsection (i)
This subsection contains defintiions essential for interpreting the provisions of 
Section 1 of the bill.



SECTION THREE

This section of the bill changes the maximum and minimum local share 
percentages from 30 percent and 5 percent, respectively, to 50 percent and 10 
percent. Per the provisions of Section 7 of the bill, the provisions of this section 
become effective two years after the program goes into effect (i.e., two years 
after the effective date of Section 2 of the bill).

SECTION FOUR

Section 4 of the bill establishes the capital project matching grant program for 
unincorporated communities, establishes a fund for the receipt and tracking of 
grant awards, and describes how appropriations to the program will be allocated 
among grantees.

"Unincoiporated Community" is defined in the bill as any place in the 
unorganized borough that is not incorporated as a city and in which 25 or more 
persons reside as a social unit, per AS 29.60.140(b). This is the definition used 
in the Department of Community and Regional Affairs' state revenue sharing 
program.

SubaflctiQn.(a)
This section establishes the grant program for unincorporated communities 
located in the unorganized borough, as well as a fund for holding and 
administering grants to those communities, within the Department of Community 
and Regional Affairs.

The section stipulates that the amount annually appropriated to the 
unincorporated community fund will be allocated to grantees pro rata on the 
basis of the number of unincorporated communities participating in the program, 
and credited to individual accounts for them within the fund. Annual grant 
awards will accumulate in grantees' accounts, subject to the limitations in 
subsection (f). Interest earnings on the amounts included in grantee accounts 
will accrue to the general fund.

Subsection (b)
This subsection requires the Department of Community and Regional Affairs to 
determine the minimum appropriation needs of the program by February 1 of 
each year, and to request an annual appropriation for at least that amount.
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Subsection (c)
This subsection allows nonprofit corporations and Native village councils to 
serve as the grantee for unincorporated communities participating in this 
program. The subsection also essentially stipulates that grantees will be 
responsible for providing for the maintenance and operating costs of the projects 
or facilities financed by grants under this program, unless the State already has 
the responsibility and the cost of such will not rise substantially due to the effects 
of the grant project. This is the same requirement used in the State's current 
revenue sharing program.

This subsection also requires grantees and their contractors to adhere to the 
established hiring preferences and requirements for economically distressed or 
disadvantaged individuals, zones and geographic areas set out by the 
Department of Labor under AS 36.10.

Subsection (d)
This subsection essentially sets out the procedures which the Department of 
Community and Regional Affairs must use in identifying potential grant recipients 
for unincorporated communities. The procedures and limitations entailed are 
those currently required in the State revenue sharing program.

Subsection.^!
This subsection stipulates that the required local share for unincorporated 
communities under this program is 5 percent of the sum of the local share and 
the draw taken (changing after two years to 10 percent, per Section 5 of the bill 
and the effective date provisions in Section 7 of the bill). It also stipulates that 
contributed labor, material, equipment, etc., as well as money from non-state 
sources, may constsitute the local share.

Subsection (f)
Tnis subsection stipulates that if a grantee makes no draws against a particular 
annual grant appropriation or allocation for five years, the money lapses into the 
general fund. It also stipulates that, once a draw has been made, progress on 
the project or projects for which the draw was made must be begun within five 
years of the draw, or else the drawn money must be returned to the grantee's 
account in the unincorporated community grant fund, where it will remain 
available for later use by the grantee.

Subsection (a)
This subsection allows the Department of Community and Regional Affairs to 
promulgate regulation, require reports, conduct audits, etc., for purposes of 
conducting the program and carrying out the provisions of this section of the bill. 
Specifically, this subsection requires that such audits must address the 
department's method used to value any contributed labor used to satisfy the
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local share, as well as its method of confirming that such contributed labor 
actually was used.

Subsection (hf
This subsection stipulates that the program cost ceiling set in AS 44.47.140 does 
not apply to the unincorporated community matching grant program established 
under this bill.

SECTION FIVE

This section of the bill changes the required local share percentage for 
unincorporated communities from 5 percent to 10 percent. Per the provisions of 
Section 7 of the bill, the provisions of this section become effective two years 
after the program goes into effect (i.e., two years after the effective date of 
Section 4 of the bill).

SECTION SIX

This section provides that all sections of the bill carry an immediate effective 
date, except the two sections which increase (after two years) the maximum and 
minimum required local share for municipalities, and the required local share for 
unincorporated communities.

SECTION SEVEN

This section provides that the two sections of the bill which increase the required 
local shares for municipalities and unincorporated communities will take effect 
two years after the rest of the bill - - i.e., that the increases will take effect after 
the programs' first two years.

7



TABLE 1
CS  SB  141 (CRA) S/9/91

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = CoL D x CoL Fa

Total Siala Funds ($000): 
UntmumSuta Shan (1000):
Maximum Local 8hare (%): 
MMmum Local 8han (%):

(A)

56,060.0
25.0
30%
6%

(Oonmunky

Population Undar 1,000- 5,000- Over
Facton: 1,000 4,990 10,000 10.000

Fo r G rant A llocation: 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
For Local Share X : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(E) IF) (Fa) (H) (1) (J) (K) (L)
(JCRA Par iiiil& fti;! mmm

A lM M td C«p>a LOCALSHARE STATE SHARE Lavwaga
FuH Vakw(S) Vafcn($) i:ii!i!*i!!il!ll m m % (000 Ratio

1,758,000 18,003 0267 5.0% 1.316 96.0% 25.000 1.06
8,454,101 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2020 05.0% 38.542 1.05

10,816,600 25,038 0.353 5.0% 3.384 06.0% 64.287 1.05
18,442,540 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4.425 06.0% 84.079 1.06
5,100,025 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1216 06.0% 25.000 1.05
2,262,208 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 06.0% 25.000 1.05
6,503,616 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.582 06.0% 30.060 1.05
3,460,100 11,227 0.158 5.0% 2420 06.0% 45.063 1.06
1,588,000 6,252 0.068 5.0% 1.080 06.0% 37.798 1.06

0,836,722,410 44,121 0.622 30.0% 0,465.637 70.0% 22086.486 1.43
20,727,457 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4.073 06.0% 94.496 1.06
22,350,540 32,642 0.460 5.0% 5.365 06.0% 101.036 1.05
18,214,040 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4.370 06.0% 83.037 1.05
2,006,108 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 06.0% 25.000 1.05
2,037,750 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 05.0% 25.000 1.05
1,025,000 8,556 0.121 6.0% 1.762 05.0% 33.483 1.05

40,341,100 14,602 0.206 6.2% 30.802 83.8% 460.217 1.07
181,080,500 41,453 0.585 17.5% 120.628 825% 600.607 1.21

1,468,875 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 06.0% 25.000 1.06
6,430,408 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.543 06.0% 20.316 1.05

117,037,000 81,280 1.1411 30.0% 86.353 70.0% 201.400 1.43
3,145,300 10,415 0.147 5.0% 2265 06.0% 44.041 1.05
0,750.858 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2342 06.0% 44.486 1.05

19,380,149 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4.652 96.0% 88.304 1.05
8,700,200 68,041 0.956 0.6% 2653 90.4% 25.000 1.11
4,145,491 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 96.0% 25.000 1.05
2,839,825 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
6.365.125 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.527 95.0% 29.018 1.05
0,482,400 53,686 0.757 7.6% 2.047 92.4% 25.000 1.08

122,992,900 46,962 0.662 19.9% 90.158 80.1% 363.681 1.25
40,178,500 32,639 0.460 13.8% 27.382 86.2% 170.940 1.16

AkNok

AJakanufc
AWmaglk
AiaUJana Eaat Borough

Ambitr
AnaMuvukPasa
Anchoraga,Munidpattyo(
Andaman
Angoon
Anlak
Am*
Atka

Bathat

Bravig Minion
BriMol Bay Borough
BucMand
Chafcxnafc
Chawk
Chignlk
Chuahbaluk
C iaitt point
Cottnancova
Cold bay
Cordova
Craig

03
25a
432
566
ISO
60

202
300
254

222,860
636
686

568
80
00

225
3,370
4,300

45
107

1,451
302
200

504
128
127
67

196
158

2,619
1,231

1
1.5
1.5
1 . 6
1.5
1.6
1.5
1 .6
1.5 
1.0
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.4
1.4
1.5
1.5
1.4
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.4
1.4

1.0|
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
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MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share *  = C d  0« Col. F i

For G rant A llocation: 1.5
For Local Share %: 0.1

Eagle
Eak 
Eton*
EMm
Emmonefc 
Fakbanla 
Fabbanka North Star Borough 
F^aPw i?
Fort Yukon
Galana
Gambal
Gotokn
GocdnemeBay
Graying
ttonaa
HMnaa Borough
Holy Owe
» «---rVJfTOi
HooMf.
Hooper Bay
Hoution
HughM
HuaHa
Hydaburfl
Juneau, Cily and Borough ol 
Kachemak

DCRA 
Asm m p Î 

FuM Velue (I)
1,867,700

27.731.800
74.436.000 

118,601,000
6,006,066
8,386,300
0,107,024
3,982,283
9,506,648

22,033,123
1,071,624,900
2,142,124,000

2,252,296
20,966,948
19,586,100
16,973,666
6,026,616
7,507,583
7,442,290

51.001.500 
52,886,700
9.009.099 

206,761,300
21.586.000
5.203.800

33.028.500 
2,448,125 
7.344,374
9.024.100 

1,247,450,700
17.954,400

i M i i i

■

Population Under 
Facton: 1,000

(I)

11,319
23.402 
56,301 
53,137
32.642 
48,209
32.642
32.642
32.642
32.642 
37,932
50.403
32.642
32.642 
21,106
32.642
32.642
32.642
32.642 
43,967 
31,387
32.642 
47,432 
24,145
6,448

44,754
32.642
32.642 
19,746 
41,657 
42,953

1.316] 
18.080 
67.076 
89.868

1.441 
1J 
2.186
1.316 
2303 
5.287

1,199.434 
1,804.394 

1316 
5.028 
7368 
4.073
1.316 
1.801 
1.786

36.804 
35.822 
2162 

151.205 
7.002 
6.321 
7.397
1.316 
1.762 
3.579

1,271.397 
4.010

5/9/91

5,000- Over
10,000 10,000

(J) (K)
STATE SHARE 
* <000

25.000 
164.562 
186.909 
300.942
27.381 
25.893 
41.519
25.000 
43.751 

100.448
2798.678 
4310352

25.000 
66.537

138.008
77.382
25.000 
34.227 
33.929

161.081 
233.984 
41.072 

602386 
133.038 
120.091 
109.823
25.000 
33.483 
68.007

2,966.593 
62.203

1 L

Leverage
Rrtto
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(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) ID (J) (K) (D
DCRA Par ijilii& aliiii m m r n

t m m jlfipirteiriri;: A lftM ttd Capka ! 8TATE SHARE Lavaraga
CMMUnfty Noutattoa i FuN VakMft) Vak»($| : ::taEOT::: iiiit t id iiii % $000 Hallo
Kite 678 1.5 .1 16,843,800 24,843 0.350 5.0% 5.310 06.0% 100.896 1.06
KWfcwfc 224 1.5 .1 2,210,300 0,006 0.140 5.0% 1.754 05.0% 33.334 1.06
Kateg 268 1.5 .1 8,747,066 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2000 06.0% 39.082 1.05
Kaum 60 1.5 .1 2,252,275 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 06.0% 25.000 1.06
Kanai 6£43 1.2 .7 281,331,400 42,007 0.606 30.0% 333.501 70.0% 778.300 1.43
Kami Paninauta Borough 21,866 1.0 1.0 2,410,660,010 110,567 1.550 30.0% 920.100 70.0% 2168.131 1.43
Kalchlten 7,730 1.2 .7 438,500,300 56,730 0800 30.0% 304.110 70.0% 010.500 1.43
teteteanOtewaiy Borough 4,502 1.4 .3 367,375.500 80,003 1.128 30.0% 273.282 70.0% 637.650 1.43
Kiana 414 1.5 .1 5,061,000 12,203 0.172 5.0% 3243 05.0% 61.600 1.06
King Co m 700 1.5 .1 20,180,000 36,040 c .sn 5.2% 6.462 04.8% 117.562 1.05
K M ka 286 1.5 .1 3,388,600 11,371 O.i 60 5.0% 2334 06.0% 44.346 1.05
Maaaock 807 1.5 .1 0,104,000 10,250 0.145 5.0% 7.026 96.0% 133.485 1.06
Kobuk 87 1.5 .1 1,102,000 12,677 0.170 5.0% 1.316 06.0% 25.000 1.05
KodM 6,774 1.2 .7 438,006,000 64,707 0.014 30.0% 345.360 70.0% 805.060 1.43
Kodiak Wand Borough 7,716 1.2 .7 186,178,500 23,800 0.338 23.7% 284.035 76.3% 017.024 1.31
Kotik 452 1.5 .1 14,754,032 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.540 SS.0% 67.263 1.05
Kotzabua 3,705 1.4 .3 103,226,300 27,861 0.393 11.0% 68.738 08.2% 514.406 1.13
Koyuk 224 1.5 .1 7,311,733 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.754 05.0% 33.334 1.05
Koyukuk 136 1.5 .1 4,504,550 32642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 86.0% 25.000 1.06
Kupraanot 52 1.5 .1 1,607,367 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 05.0% 2S.OOO 1.06
Kwathluk 541 1.5 .1 17,660,140 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4237 86.0% 00.507 1.06
Late wtd Panlnaula Borough 1,106 1.4 .3 41,570,700 34,708 0.469 14.7% 28.627 85.3% 166.358 1.17
LafwnBay 140 1.5 .1 3,268,300 21,035 0.300 5.0% 1.316 06.0% 25.000 1.05
Lower Kafckag 273 1.5 .1 8,011,174 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2138 96.0% 40.626 1.06
MenokoUk 370 1.5 .1 12,077,416 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.890 95.0% 55.061 1.05
ktanhal 204 1.5 .1 9,506,649 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.303 96.0% 43.751 1.05
UUanutka-Sutina Borough 30,917 1.0 1.0 1,447,950,900 46,833 0.660 30.0% 1,312.622 70.0% 3,062.785 1.43
McGrath 533 1.5 .1 17.390,007 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4.175 95.0% 79.317 1.05
Mekoryuk 
Mountain Village 
Napakiak

190 1.5 .1 6,201,916 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.488 95.0% 28.274 1.05
742
315

1.5
1.5

.1

.1
24,220,115
10,292,124

32.642
32.642

0.460
0.460

5.0%
5.0%

5.812
2.467

95.0%
95.0%

110.419
46.876

1.05
1.05

3
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TABLE 1 

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = Col D x Cd. F«

Total Staia Funds ($000): 58,060.0 P o p u la t io n Uhdar 1,000- 5,000- Over
Mnknum SUM Shan ($000): 25.0 M o m 1,000 4,000 10,000 10,000
ktednvmLncN »»»(% *: 30% F o r  G r a n t  A llo c a t io n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
Mnknum Local Shan (%£ 5% F o r  L o c a l S h a m  X : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A) (B) (C) (0) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (0 (J) (K) (L)
leeatS tieel

iiiliift& iiiiii

DCRA
A m m ^ i

FuNVaius($)

Par i 
C^Aj  i

Vatua($) !

«l|!|l!!i!|l!!!l|!i!!!i!!!|!|!i:

Coa a u n ty Population
N jPtiH ijt
iiiiS jiii! w m

iiFw w i:
U fcA l SHARE STATE SHARE 

% $000
Lcvartga

Ratio
NspasUafc 331 1.5 .1 10,804,381 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2582 85.0% 49.267 1.05
Nanana 566 1.5 .1 16,186,800 28,166 0.411 5.0% 4.347 86.0% 82581 1.06
NawStuyahok 374 1.5 .1 12,207,882 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2829 96.0% 55.666 1.05»■- -i.-i—NNffNMn 168 1.5 .1 3,602,800 21,445 0.302 5.0% 1.316 96.0% 25.000 1.05HU—i-i 113 1.5 .1 3,688,508 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 86.0% 25.000 1.05
Noma 4,303 1.4 .3 137,800,000 32,068 0.452 13.6% 83.778 86.4% 587.526 1.16
Nondaton 228 1.5 .1 3,804,400 16,613 0234 5.0% 1.784 96.0% 34.078 1.06
Nooivfc 600 1.5 .1 6,457,500 10,763 0.152 5.0% 4.688 86.0% 88.287 1.06
North Pot* 1,610 1.4 .3 184,583,000 114,648 1.617 30.0% 85.815 70.0% 223.568 1.43
North Stops Borough 2 J 2 9 & 1.4 .3 11,863,876,500 5200,866 73.335 30.0% 135.986 70.0% 317.301 1.43
Northmst Arctic Borough 315 1.5 .1 4,110,500 13,049 0.184 5.0% 2467 96.0% 46.876 1.06
Nukput 324 1.5 .1 11,886,800 37,027 0.522 5.2% 2656 94.8% 48.215 1.06
NlMo 362 1.5 .1 11,616,232 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2835 96.0% 53.870 1.05
Nunapfcfc* 372 1.5 .1 12,142,688 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2814 96.0% 65.358 1.05
Old Harbor 322 1.5 .1 5,787,400 17,873 0253 5.0% 2522 96.0% 47.818 1.05
OuzinUa 204 1.6 .1 3,245,100 15,807 0.224 5.0% 1.588 86.0% 30.358 1.05
Palmar 2,866 1.4 .3 104,182,300 34,870 0.482 14.8% 71.784 86.2% 414.822 1.17
Patcan 251 1.5 .1 10,440,800 41,587 0587 5.8% 2327 94.1% 37.352 1.06
Patanburg 3,440 1.4 .3 162,441,800 47,221 0.666 20.0% 119.230 80.0% 477.688 1.25
PiUSUlion 456 1.5 .1 14,661,867 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.564 96.0% 67.710 1.05
Port Hop# 610 1.5 .1 7,034,600 11,532 0.163 5.0% 4.778 96.0% 90.775 1.05
Port AMxandar 118 1.5 .1 3,884,358 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 85.0% 25.000 1.05
PortHNdan 121 1.5 .1 2,675,400 22,111 0.312 5.0% 1.316 86.0% 25.000 1.05
Port Dona 300 1.5 .1 6,860,600 23,232 0.328 5.0% 2.350 96.0% 44.644 1.05
Quinhaeak 488 1.5 .1 16,288,180 32642 0.460 • 5.0% 3.906 95.0% 74.257 1.05
Ruby 243 1.5 .1 7,831,824 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.903 95.0% 36.161 1.05
Russian Mission 266 1.5 .1 8,682,683 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2.083 95.0% 39.584 1.05
Sand Port 803 1.5 .1 39,039,700 39,315 0.554 5.5% 8.673 94.5% 147.771 1.06
Savoonga 511 1.5 .1 16,679,890 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4.002 95.0% 76.043 1.05
Saxman 308 1.5 .1 13,305,600 43,200 0.609 6.1% 2.973 93.9% 45.834 1.06
ScammonBay 306 1.5 .1 9,988,349 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2397 95.0% 45.537 1.05
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TABLE 1 

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = CoL D x Col. Fa

Tout Stale Fundi ($000): 96,060.0 P o p u la t io n Under 1,000- 5,000- Over
Mntaum Stale S ta n  ($000): 2S.0 Fadon: 1,000 4,000 10,000 10,000
M ulm un Local Shan (ft): 30% F o r  G r a n t  A llo c a t io n : 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
MWmum Local M an  (1$ 5% F a . i  * x a l S h a r e  % : 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(
(A)

Co* a u n ty

.  , I®) (C) (D) IE) (F) (Fa) (H) ID U) (K) (L)

N p rdd to i

!» DCRA 

F id  Value ($)

Par i 
C jp ta  i

V alued) I

jiiliiiijiiljiimmS liiiiiiijiiililH iiiiijiiiiii!
i i j i M i i M
i l M i i i l

STATE SHARE 
% $000

Leverage
Ratio

672 1.5 .1 7,030,700 11,802 0.166 5.0% 5.263 05.0% 100.002 1.06
S a U o h a 666 1.5 .1 21,066,400 37,326 0526 5.3% 4.671 04.7% 84.079 1.06
Saaard 2,829 1.4 .3 136,627,200 46,356 0.6f* 20.9% 103.661 76.1% 302.843 1.26
StageU t 152 1.5 .1 4,861,533 32,642 0.4& 5.0% 1.316 96.0% 25.000 1.05
ShddooMt 187 1.5 .1 6,430,406 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.543 06.0% 29.316 1.05
w l - i j — r a ^ i—*ontwO fl rO O 131 1.5 .1 4,276,066 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 96.0% 25.000 1.06
Shlshmarel 430 1.5 .1 14,035,616 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.368 96.0% 63.986 1.06
Shungnak 214 1.5 .1 2,663,300 13,647 0.105 5.0% 1.676 96.0% 31.846 1.05
Sitka, C ty and Borough o< 6,257 1.2 7 446,646,500 54,118 0763 30.0% 420.676 70.0% 982284 1.43
C l n » i « i1 w * •

704 1.5 .1 64,411,100 77,268 1.060 10.9% 12.814 80.1% 104.764 1.12
Sddotna 3,733 1.4 .3 200,457,100 53,696 0.757 227% 152360 77.3% 518.374 1.29
StGeorga 186 1.5 .1 6,136,633 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.472 96.0% 27.977 1.05
SLk luy* 461 1.5 .1 4,164,700 8,523 0120 5.0% 3.646 96.0% 73.067 1.06
St.U ichaal 303 1.5 .1 6,860,424 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2373 96.0% 45.060 1.05
St. Pad 566 1.6 .1 10,126,015 32,642 0460 5.0% 4.560 96.0% 87.204 1.06
Stebdna 304 1.6 .1 12660,816 32,642 0460 5.0% 3.066 96.0% 58.632 1.06
Tanana 414 1.5 .1 11,511,600 27,807 0362 5.0% 3243 06.0% 61.606 1.06
TaNar 237 1.5 .1 7,736,074 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.856 05.0% 35.268 1.05
Tanakea Sprtnga 106 1.5 .1 3,525,300 32,642 0460 5.0% 1.316 96.0% 25.000 1.06
ThomaBat 525 1.5 .1 17,136,874 32,642 0.460 5.0% 4.112 66.0% 7B.126 1.06
Togiak 713 1.5 .1 23,273,507 32,642 0460 5.0% 5.584 96.0% 106.103 1.05
TokeookBay 446 1.5 .1 14,566,182 32,642 0.460 5.0% 3.493 96.0% 65370 1.05
TufcAwk 357 1.5 .1 11,663,074 32,642 0.460 5.0% 2796 96.0% 53.126 1.05
UnaWdaal 740 1.5 .1 24,154,632 32,642 0.460 5.0% 5.796 95.0% 110.121 1.05
Urutaaka 2.265 1.4 .3 116,125,240 51,286 0.723 • 21.7% 87.104 78.3% 314.524 1.28
Upper Kakkag 146 1.5 .1 4,863,606 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.310 95.0% 25.000 1.06
Valdez 7,193 1.2 .7 1,370,370,600 190,515 2686 30.0% 366.731 70.0% 855.706 1.43
Walnwright 512 1.5 .1 3,662,900 7,213 0.102 5.0% 4.010 95.0% 76.192 1.05
Wales 161 1.5 .1 5,255,306 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.316 95.0% 25.000 1.05
Wasilla 3,342 1.4 .3 228,384,700 68,336 0.964 28.9% 188.707 71.1% 464.079 1.41
While Mouniain 180 1.5 .1 5,875,500 32,642 0.460 5.0% 1.410 95.0% 26.786 1.05
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CSSB 141 (CRA)

TABLE 1

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % s CoL D x CoL Fa

Total SUM Fund* ($000): 56,060.0 Population Undar 1,000- 5,000- Over
linkman SUM Sham ($000): 25.0 Facton: 1,000 4,099 10,000 10,000
Maximum Local 8ham(%): 30% For G rant A llocation: 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0
MWmun Local Shma(%): 5% Fo r Local Share %: 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.0

(A)

Conmunfty

(B) (C) (D) <E) (F) (Fa) (H) (1) (J) (K) (I)

ftiinuiaiiiH
I sm M m

iifhR xtikiiii:
ililiia c i^ ijiii

DCRA
Am j m 64

Full VMuad)

F t

VMua(t)

iijiliiiiaiii;
n mi-FUW f!:

iiiiliiiiijijiiiiiiijijijijijiii 
illOCAL SHARE-
iiiS iiH iiiiiiiiiijo iiiii

STATE SHARE 
% $000

Lmraga
Rjtio

WhkHar 208 1.5 .1 16,415,600 61,581 0666 67% 4.232 01.3% 44.406 1.10in  umangM *630 1.4 .3 110,106,000 41,000 0501 17.7% 78.677 62.3% 366.200 1.22
Yakut* 527 1.5 .1 10,702,100 37,556 0.530 5.3% 4.365 04.7% 78.424 1.06
TOTAL: 1M 527,551 $37,413,729<44l 26% 20,744.651 74% 36,050.000 1.36

STATEWIDE AVERAGE: $76,919 1jDM



TABLE 1
C S S B  141 (CRA)

MUNICIPAL MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM
Local Share % = Col. D x Col. Fa

Total State Funds ($000): 
Minimum Stale Share (fOOO):

SB,060.0 
2S.0

P o p u la t io n

F a c t o n :

U n d e r

1,000
1,000-
4,000

5,000-
10,000

Over
10,000

Maximum Local Share (U): 
Minimum Local Share (%):

30%
6%

F o r  G r a n t  A llo c a t io n :  

F o r  L o c a l S h a m  X :

1.5
0.1

1.4
0.3

1.2
0.7

1.0
1.0

(A) (B) (C) (0) (E) (F) (Fa) (H) (1) (J) (K) (L)

Comaunky

jl
1

PepuMfen ii
iidu iiidd i
im M tii

lo c e iS tu iO DCRA
A m ittd

FuN Value ())

Per
Caplin

V alued)

SiliiiiiiililiiiiiiiiilHiiiilii
i i m i i i i
iliiiiiiiiiiiijiiiiliid tiiili

STATE SHARE 
% (000

Leverage
Ratio

NOTES:

Cd. A • Exdudes unincorporated communliee outside borouphe, Medafcatla, and seven Incorporated common*let of uncertain dissoidion statue (AWachak,
Almauttuak, Kaslgiuk, Newtek, WghlmUe, Platinum and Tununak).

Cd. B- Population figures shown are those uaed by DCRA lor the FY 01 Stale revenuo sharing program.

Col. E • Taxable property lull and true value, Including o l and gas property, as established by DCRA (Stale Assessor).

Communities showing a per capita value o l (32,642 are communities with population less than 750 people whose fu l value (Col. D) has not been 
as sessed. DCRA establishes fu l values tor these communities by calculating a weighted average per capita fu l valuation tor a t communities ol less 
than 7S0 population tor which assessments have been made, and multiplying that per capita iu l value by the popuia^ont of Ihe former set ol 
unassessed communities to produce iu l values tor them. Generally, but not exclusively, these unassessed communities lie within the Unorganized 
Borough, while the set ol assessed communities ol population less than 750 lies within organized boroughs.

Col. F -

Col. G - Equals local per capita value (Col. E) divided by the statewide average per capita value (bottom d  Cd. E).

Equals product ot population lector (Cd. C) and local wealth factor (Cd. F). The minimum and maximum local shares (percentages) ol project cost are
Cot. I- shown whh the assumptions above the table.

Cd. J - Equals 1 minus Ihe local share (Cd. G).

Cd. K - Equals pro rata share of Total Stale Funds, based on local population, nel of Instances where Ihe Minimum Stale Chare (shown above table) is applied.

Cd. L- Equals 1 divided by the state share percentage (Cd. I).

Source: OMB/JF File: CAPITAL4.XLS
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TABLE 2 

UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY 
MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM

Allocation (State Shan): $25,000

Arctic Village
Baavar
Bin* Creek
Central
Cftafcykilk
Chenega
Chicken
ChietocNna
ChWna
Chutoonawtk
aide
Copper Center 
Council
Crooked Creek 
Detane
Dot Lake
Dot Lake Servicee 
Diy Creak 
Eagle Vdage
Edna Bey 
Ekuk 
Elfin Cove 
EvanevHle
Four Mia Road Community
Qekona
Gienefen
Gukana
Guetatue
Ha.7ilon
HealyLake
H o *
u - i -! J p M f

Kenny Lake
King Wand
Npnuk
KUoaan
Koiganak
Kongiganak
KWgk^ok
UmaWaga
Uaangood
Manley Hot Sorinae^^ee i a w  e aea

McCarthy
Mendetna
Mantaata
Mlnchumina
MHO
Myara Chuck 
Nkotold
I In rt hall ■ i
T iO r J m w f

Oaoarvdia

State
Share

Local
Share

Local 
Match %

$25,000 $1,318 5.0%
25,000 1,318 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,318 5.0%
25,000 1,318 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25, ooo 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
a,ooo 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
a ,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%

I



Panguingue Creek
Paracn
P ttu ft Point
Port Baker
Port Protector
Portage Creek
Rampart
Red Devil
Slant
Sleetmute
Solomon
Stevens VWage
Stony River
Takotna
Tanacross
Tatlak
TazHna
Tel Ida
Tedln
Tok
Totena
Tontine 
Tuntutukak 
T«rtn Mias 
Venetle 
Whale Pass 
Wiseman

State Local Local
Share Share Match %

$25,000 $1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 3.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,318 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,318 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,318 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1,316 5.0%
25,000 1.316 5.0%

Total: $1,960,000 $102,632

O0ca o f the Governor, OfUca of Management and Budget
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STATE OF ALASKA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
OFFICE O F MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR
P.O. BOX AM
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0199 
PHONE: (907)-465-3658
FAX: (907)-46S-2090

April 18, 1991

Senator Steve Frank
Chairman, Community and Regional Affairs Committee 
Alaska State Legislature 
P.O. Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Frank:

In response to your request for clarification, the purpose of this letter is to reiterate that 
the capital project matching grant program proposed by Governor Hickel in Senate Bill 
No. 141 (SB 141) is not intended to supplant any existing State grant program used for 
the funding of capital projects.

As explained informally as well as in our committee testimony to date, neither the intent 
norths provisions of SB 141 call for the repeal or abandonment of any existing grant 
programs.

The intent of SB 141 is to provide a sensible program approach to supporting the kinds 
of community-based capital projects that traditionally have appeared on communities' 
annual "wish" lists; and to support them in a manner consistent with Governor Hickel's 
desires for local selection of such projects, community and State sharing in their costs, 
and effective leveraging of State capital project funds.

I trust that this makes clear Governor Hickel's intent regarding SB 141. Please let me 
know if you or other members of the Senate Community and Regional Affairs 
Committee have additional questions or would like any additional information.



,1 WALTER  J .  H I CK EL
G O V E R N O R

S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  G O V E R N O R  

J  B i f E A U

February 25, 1991

The Honorable Richard I. Eliason 
President of the Senate 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear President Eliason:

In accordance with art. Ill, sec. 18, of the Alaska Constitution, 
I am transmitting a bill establishing a capital project matching 
grant program for municipalities and unincorporated communities.

The capital project matching grant program has two main 
objectives. One is to encourage a sense of local ownership in 
capital projects by'requiring municipalities and unincorporated 
communities to participate financially in them. ‘This local 
participation will help grantees to determine their highest 
priorities and help ensure that only the most important and 
cost-effective projects are undertaken. The second objective is 
to leverage the use of state money in the financing of capital 
projects, which will be a particularly important policy to adopt 
given the possibility of declining state revenue in the future.

Essentially, the capital project matching grant program would 
function as a block grant program for local capital projects, 
which under this bill would be selected by the grantees. All 
incorporated and unincorporated communities in Alaska would be 
entitled to receive a grant under the program, subject to annual 
appropriations for the program. Under one part of the program, 
administered by the Department of Administration, every city and 
borough would receive at least $25,000 a year. Under the second 
part of the program, administered by the Department of Community 
and Regional Affairs, every unincorporated community in the 
unorganized borough would receive at least $15,000 a year. Grant 
entitlements under the program would accumulate from year to 
year, remaining available to the communities unless no use is 
made of them for five years.

Annual appropriations for the program would be made to two 
separate funds established in the bill, one for municipalities 
and a second for unincorporated communities. Annual grant awards 
for municipalities would be determined by a pro rata allocation 
of the annual appropriation amount based on the population of 
recipient communities; for unincorporated communities located 
outside municipalities, by a pro rata allocation of the annual
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appropriation amount based on the number of recipient communities 
(essentially, the unincorporated communities that participate in 
the state revenue sharing program).

Each time a municipality draws upon its grant account, the draw 
would be subject to a local matching requirement based on the 
grantee's population and relative local per capita wealth 
(assessed valuation); i.e., the larger and wealthier a 
municipality is, relative to the statewide average for 
municipalities, the greater its required matching share would be, 
and vice versa. The formula for calculating the local share is 
contained in the bill. The bill also establishes a maximum local 
share for municipalities of 50 percent of the amount devoted to 
projects and a minimum local share of 10 percent.

Each time an unincorporated community located outside a 
municipality draws on its grant account, the draw would be 
subject to a local matching requirement of 10 percent of the work 
for which the draw is taken.

For all grant recipients, the local share may be satisfied from 
federal or municipal money, locally contributed manpower, 
materials or equipment, or money from any non-state source. The 
use of state money as the local share is not allowed under the 
bill, so as not to undercut the fundamental purposes of the 
program.

The Act would take effect on July 1, 1991. An appropriation bill 
for the grant programs enacted by the bill is being submitted 
along with this legislation.

This bill is important because of the precedent it sets in 
requiring a local stake in capital projects, and because it 
allows limited state financial resources to support a greater 
number of needed capital projects and capital improvements than 
otherwise would be possible. It also is important because it 
allows local communities to determine the projects which will 
best suit their local needs. For all of these reasons, I seek 
and encourage your support for this bill.




