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Alaska jitate "IestIattnre

House of Representatives

Committee 0N Pouch V
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Official Business Community S Regional Affairs Juneau, Alaska £"SlI

BILL NUMBER AND TITLE: white House Conference on Families Work Draft

ORIGINAL SPONSOR: OTHER SPONSORS:
RECEIVED FROM: FURTHER REFERRALS:
HEARING DATE: 5/9/80
MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Parker X Pat Carney X
Margaret Branson . X Charlie Parr x
Pat 0"Connell X Fred Zharoff x
Ray Metcalfe Xx

A draft of the proposed resolution was circulated for
consideration by the committee which would be the
sponsor.
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introduced.
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5/12/80
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Juneau uegal Women
P.O. Box 1312
Juneau, Alaska 99302

May 12, 1980

The Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor

State of Alaska

Pouch A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Governor Hammond:

The Juneau Legal Women, a group
of local people, mostly women attorneys, who
are interested in issues of law, would like
to take this opportunity to urge you not to
withdraw Alaska®s delegation to the White
House Conference on Families. We think it
is clear that a free exchange of ide,s 1is
necessary or topics involving the family,
including those topics which may h considered
sensitive, but actually reflect _.ie reality
of the family structures in which many Alaskans
live. We urge you not to cut off this oppor—
tunity for exchange of ideas and not to with—
draw Alaska from the Conference on Families.

Sincerely,

Juneau Legal Women

cc: Betty Davis
Walter Soboloff
Mrs. Paul Glover



1979 «’80

Johanna B Holch Sally Kookesh Evelyn Hotch
Grand President Grand 2nd Vice President Grand Treasurer
Emma Widmark Irma R. Young Joan Lewis

Grand 1st Vicp "resident Grand Secretary Grand Sgt-At-Arms
PO Box ”96 Anri 1 11, 1980

Haines, Alaska 99827

Honorable Governor Jay Hammond
Office of the Governor

120-Ath Street

Juneau, .Alaska 99801

Dear Honorable Governor Hammond;

As Airand PruSi dent-of the Alaska Native, Sist. .hooa (ANS) e&rjwpul®d
liko-to-express my Tfull support to the results" -of "-the State"T"Jhite

ftcfifse Conference-on Families which was held in Anchorage.* | would
also like to state my appreciation for being appointed to attend
the Conference. It was very informative and a stimulating

experience.

I would also like 10 go_mend your efforts in nol ing ghis Conference,
it sHov. cd~"that-" tftE ©F af* @ if oth ¥ tom & tr@ b Eat S T66WSern * — Vern-
ment-role.-rip ;iT.s-relationship-to* the -family life"”in the"-State"-o-f-"
Ai-Sskav

Sincerely yours,

Jifoanna E. Hotch
ANS Grand President

JEK;iy
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEF
I cry Jones - Koid.'icn
GRAND PRESIDENT, EMERITUS
Mildrod Sparks ¢ Haines Clara Nntkong — Hydaburg Stella Martin — Juneau
Bessie Visaya — Juneau Lottie Nannauck — Kake Gertrude Wolta ~ Hoonah
Elizabeth Baines — Metlakatla Helen Sanderson — Hydaburg Barbara Lewis — Anchorage



Honorable Jay Hammond
Office of the Governor
Juneau, AK. 99011

Dear Governor -ammondi

It has coire to my attention that you are considering withdrawing
the Alaskan delegation to the White House Conference on Families,
I xfish to Inform you that AA"JW could not support that action.

The Conference waw called to Ildentify ways to strengthen and
support American Tfamilies. It is important that we have tne
opportunity to meet with scholars, professionals and policy

makers to assess the current status of public and private programs
whloh affect our families. Controversial issues may well be
addressed) but what better way to air diverse opinions tnan in

an open forum such as this conference?

I am reminded of your strong support for Alaska Public Forum. |
am puzzled as to why you feel Alaskans, who are most versed in
participatory Rovernmont, should be kept home,

I urge you to reconsider your position and encourage Alaskan
delerates to participate in this Important dialo, ue with government.

Very truly yours,

eeldent
Alaska State Division



FEDERALLY EMPLOYED WOMEN, INC.

MENDENHALL CHAPTER Box 140] Juneau, AK 99802

May 12, 1980

Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Office of the Governor
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Governor Hammond:

This letter 1is to urge you not to withdraw Alaska from the
White House Conference on Famd".ies. We have reviewed the
report of the Alaska Statewide Conference ~nd feel it contains
many concerns of Alaska citizens that should be taken to the
national conference. Many of these are concerns of our organi—
zation; 1i.e. egual opportunity in employment and education,
child care and other family concerns of the workina women,
employment of the elderly, etc.

By copy of this letter we are also advising all members of

the Legislature of our concern.

Sincerely yours,

Marie Dari in, President



Presented by: Jensen
Introduced: 5/15/80
Drafted by: J.J.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU, ALASKA
Serial No. 662

A RESOLUTION URGING THE GOVERNOR TO SUPPORT THE
PARTICIPATION OF THE ALASKA DEIJSGATION IN THE
WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON FAMILIES.

WHEREAS, 1legislation at the federal level affects
families in many ways, and

WHEREAS, a national discussion of these issues may
be beneficial in reducing the negative effects of legislation
on families, and

WHEREAS, the White House Conference on Families
was designed for this purpose, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of Juneau and of Alaska saw
potential benefit in having their viewpoints on such 1issues
represented in the national conference, and

WHEREAS, a multitude of Juneau citizens participated
in the development of ideas to be represented by the state
delegation, and in the selection of delegates, and

WHEREAS, the City and Borough of Juneau has already
supported the participation of its citizens in this process;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE If RESOLVED that the Assembly
of the City and Borough of Juneau strongly urges the Governor
of Alaska to support tue participation of the Alaska delegation
in the White House inference on Families.

Adopted this 15th day of May, 1980.

Attest:



HOUSE RESOLUTION

Relating to participation
by the Staje of Alaska 1in the
White House Conference on Families

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

WHEREAS President Carter has announced a White House
Conference on Families in 1980 to identify ways to strengthen
and support American families; and

WHEREAS Governor Hammond issued an Executive Proclamation
on January 31, 1980 declaring March, 1980 as White House
Conference on Families Month and inviting community organizations
to spearhead local participation through meetings and hearings to
assist in developing state and national public policy to support
families; and

WHEREAS the goal of the State program was 1identified by
Governor Hammond 1in such proclamation as the assessment of needs
and development of policies, through broad public participation,
which would give support to familites in the delivery of programs
and services; and

WHEREAS the organizational work to implement the Governor®"s
directive was dominated by volunteer efforts statewide with the
support of the Governor®s Office; and

WHEREAS hearings were held in Anchorage, Bethel, Dillingham,
Eagle River, Fairbanks, Juneau, Ke.nai, Ketchikan,Kodiak,Sitka,
Seldovia, Soldotna, and the Yukon-Ruskokwim area; and

WHEREAS testimony was alstL developed h® theaAleutian/
Pribilof Islands Association,®AlasRa""7Jative Sisterhood, Fairbanks
Native Association, Kodiak Native Association, and the Tanana
Chiefs Conference; and

WHEREAS the Alaska White House Conference on Families was
held on March 28,29 in Anchorage and was a culmination of a
variety of statewide hearings jareports, organizational meetings,
public testimony, and viTTa”gT"council meetings and incMded
delegates chosen by direct involvement through local activities,
elections, local steering committees, 1local advisory committees,
and apDointments by legislators; and

WHEREAS such delegates discussed issues related to family
strengths and supports, diversity of families, changing realities
of family life, impact of public and private institutional policies
on families, 1impact of discrimination.~families with special needsN
and developed twelve 1issues/concerns with action-oriented
recommendations based on these themes; and

WHEREAS theConference participants elected six delegates”ByernSr,
to represent theState of Alaska at the White House Conference |IvHeiegii:
on Families; and

WHEREAS theAlaskan delegation can offt;er much 1insight
to the White House Conference on unique features of the Alaska
lifestyle which tend to strengthen family life--the ability to
enjoy and appreciate the natural habitat, the social openness
and trust, and a large degree of individual self-sufficiency; and

WHEREAS the broad=based participation of individuals fronm



throughout the state has produced a delegation representative
of the diversity of views and philosophies on the subject of
family life which exists 1in Alaska; ami

BE IT RESOLVED that the House of Representatives respectfully
requests that th>* State of Alaska participate in the White HOuse
Conference on pfce Famil”rand that ¢pe duly elected”delegates attend
the Conference tr hr hrild on

M\ . f



May 8, 1980

Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor

State of Alaska

Pouch A,

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Governor Hammondi

The League of Women Voters of Alaska supports continued State participation
in the White House Conference on Families.

The League orked closely with state and local community organizer"s
throughout tne entire process from planning community hearings to
acting as recorders and facilitators. You are to be commended for
carrying out the process in such an open manner. The entire process of
choosing delegates was well done.

The League is appalled that you would consider abandoning the White House
Conference on the Family and negating the grass root effort and commitment
of Alaskans that went into choosing delegates and identifying issues
impacting families in Alaska today.

The citizens of this state participated in the local hearings and state
conference 1in good faith that they and Alaska®s 1ideas would become part

of the national dialogue on families. It is your responsibility to

support this citizen/state effort and continue with the state participation
in the conference.

The family 1is the most important basic unit iri our society, and one vhich
is strongly impacted by the more traditional political issues of ecorotnics.
To consider withdrawing Alaska from dialogue on the family simply because
more traditional issues are already consuming your time and energy is
untenable. Non-participaticn 1is not the answer to controversy.

The League of Women Voters of Alaska urges you to keep faith with the
citizens of Alaska who support the ideals of this conference and wish to
continue the State®s participation in the White House Conference on Families

Si ncerely,
Jean Stassel mv~*

President
LWV



RESOLUTION

ViTr.ereas the Alaska Hone Economics Association and
the Future Homemakers of America have supported the
National 1i/hite House Conference on Families for the
past year in our programs, and

Whereas this program has aroused deep issues as
veil a3 needs throughout our country, and

Since the Alaska Hone Economics Association is a
force for families,

Therefore, be it resolved that the Alaska Home
Economics Association will support the State of Alaska“"s
continued participation in the White House Conference
on Emilies to insure the Alaska perspective will be
communicated.

“ctyyul C'C<nuniA~cj) /
QgQ 1AU/LPA) cXf'J11iAY

A



AMERICAN ASSOCIATION EAEA OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN

T M U

177 Behrends Avenue
Juneau, Alaska 99801
May 10, 1980

Governrr Jay Hammond

State of Alaska

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Governor Haunond,

The Juneau Douglas Branch of the American
Association of University Women met today and discussed
your recent letter relating to the White House
Conference on Families. The members voted unanimously
to support Alaska®"s participation in the National
Conference..

Our membership feels that Alaska®s unique
concerns will not be heard by the nation, if we are
not present. Whatever action is taken at the National
Conference, Alaska must be there to lend its voice
to the proceedings.

Sincerely,

Barbara Potter
President A.A.U.W
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P.0. Box 2h9
Douglas, Alaska 99324
Kay 13, 1930

Governor Jay HaiMnond
Members of the Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Governor Hammond, and House and Senate members;

I"ve been informed that Alaska®"s participation in the Vhite
F~ruse conference on Families 1is in question.

I would strongly urge you to support Alaska®"s participation
in that conference for two reasons:

1. You as lawmakers know that your decisions have an
impact on the living patterns and institutions of society. Legis—
lation at all levels- federal, state, and municipal- cannot fail
to have impact on families.. In a sense it is not possible to
"do r /thing," because the consequences of governmental policy
rpnch deeply into society alre iy. The only issue is whether we
will face problems squarely.

2. The document prepared by Alaskans comprises the opinions
of a wide spectrum of people, containing both liberal and conser—
vative viewpoints. The delegates selected also are representative
of nearly all viewpoints and should effectively represent the
diversity of opinions within our state.

I hope you will sustain the confidence of people in our
state"s democratic processes and support our participation in

the upcoming conference.

Sincerely,

Assemblyman/City and Borough Ci Juneau



Susan B Clark
" 1109 C Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
Governor Jay Hammond . - .
State of Alaska - ..
Juneau, Alaska 99811.. . . 9. May 1980 - *

Dear Governor Hammond,

I am disappointed and perplexed that yc” have proposed Alaska“®s
withdrawl from the national White House Conference on Families. |
am concerned that delegates to the Sta;e Conference and alternates
to the National Conference were not" informed of.-"his serious * *
proposal by a letter from you, and mar.y may still he unaware if their™”~
local newspapers or media did not pick up on the story.

Speaking for Juneau ™ involvement, a large spectrum of peo"pie gave

oral or written testimony or support to the local hearings. Some
spent a great deal of time and thought on their presentation ewith”the
idea that theirtcontributlons would matter. They did. -Junean came

up with a position paper which contained both "liberal™ and "conser —
vative" concerns, and the three elected delegates were bound by -that
paper 1in their actions at the State Conference. . /. e yi¥e _y e

Although some groups would claim that only their families are
legitimate ones, | do not feel that most Alaskans believe that families,
the basic nurturing unit of our society,can be stereotyped. In fact,
nat”onw Ide figures show that an employed father, a housewife mother,
and children (any number) is only 15~ of our nations families. In
Alaska where there is a higher than average 1incidence of employed
women, this percentage is even lower. -

Nor do 1 feelr-that/.the scare issues of EFA, abortion and gay
rights are a significant .art of the Conference outcome. None were
t/rgeted as major issue arers by an panel, and the latter two were
mentioned only by the first panel and In a conservative context. The
ERA is simply a fact of Alaskan life and law since our own state FERA
was passed eight years ago. The conference was at times frustrating
to people of all persuasions, but it was on the whole a democratic
process, and the concluding document 1is a democratic document. It
cannot Tfall, therefore, to contain things with which we may not all
agree, but to censor or alter it in any way now would cause even more
distrust of government.

Special attention was given at the Conference to the needs and
concerns of our native peoples. Rosita Worl and Mary Jane Fate were
excellent and informative keynote speakers there. Alaskans Native and
rural people have unique family concms which will not be heard at
the national level If we are to withdraw.

Please reconsider your proposal.

...Sinc-prely~joura, ,

" ) W % e
"Stfsan R. Clark, alternate delegate to
the National Conference



GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION AND THE
MAINTENANCE OF FAMILIES

by

Rosita Worl

Presented to the
White House Conference on Families
Anchorage, Alaska
March 28, 1980



The social ramifications of government intervention on family
structure are both constructive and destructive; planned end inadver—
tent; excessive and inadequate; and responsive and repressive. Because
of their special and unique relationship to the federal government,
American Indians and Alaska Natives have been directly and intimately
affected by government policy. The government has the power to ag-—
gregate, disperse, and displace Native American families. I would like
to make it explicitly clear that I am not speaking of an infamous "black
page"™ in American history, but rather cf ongoing processes which con—
tinue to affect the survival of families.

Governmental practices continue to allow the removal of Native
children from their homes and even communities. In 1973, the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs® Subcommittee on Indian Af—
fairs received reports that alarmingly high percentages of Indian chil—
dren were being separated from their parents through actions of non-
tribal governmental agencies. Studies by the Association on American
Indian Affairs, state welfare offices, and private child welfare groups
indicated that in some areas as many as 25 percent of all Indian chil —
dren are being placed in institutions or in foster or adoptive homes,
usually with non-Native families (Senate Select Committee Report on S.
121/*, The Indian Child Welfare Act of 1977).

During the enrollment of Alaska Native shareholders under the
Alaska Natives Claims Settlement Act, Alaska Natives were shocked to
learn of the high number of Native infants who were systematically
placed in non-Native adoptive homes. The concept of "illegitimate

child” did not exist in many parts of Alaska until white missionaries



introduced it. The idea of a "fatherless child" was viewed as the ulti—
mate absurdity. Zealous individuals pressured Native girls to give up
their "fatherless children" instead of allowing them or other family
members to care for the children, which has been the traditional pattern.

Although the Indian Child Welfare Act of 1977, enacted to deter
these mass removals, established legislative standards to govern the
placement of Native children in foster or adoptive care settings, Native
children continue to be removed from their homes and communities through
a host of different programs. Church-sponsored programs of many Kkinds
aggressively recruit and remove Native children from their homes and
communities. Native families are subjev." to the close scrutiny of
welfare agents who hold different concepts about kinship, family, and
children. Judicial decisions appear to favor non-Native parents in
cases in which Native and non-Native parents separate. Also, in spite
of the Molly Hootch case, many Native children are still forced to leave
their homes and communities to reside in boarding school facilities
because the law requires them to attend school, and no local program is
ava. able. Currently, we have generations of Natives who were thus
displaced at critical times of their lives. Because of this, they were
denied the experience of living as a member of a family unit, and they
cannot be expected to provide as healthy a family environment a3 they
might have otherwise.

The educational process itself erodes Native value systems and
ideas of family and community. Education teaches culture, and the edu—
cation provided by white America for Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos has

always been aimed at teaching Western culture, the ideologies or which

are founded on competition rather than cooperation and on individualism



rather than the group. I suggest that Americans concerned about the
disintegration of the family unit should analyze the effects of the
system of values and attitudes which encourages indi\idualism.

At this point I would like to demonstrate how legislative action
based on the American concept of individualsism can serve to divide
families. Under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) of
1971, each Native individual was enrolled ?.s a shareholder. However,
the legislation did not allow children born after 1971 to be enrolled.
Several thousand Native children born after the passage of the acthave
been disenfranchised from their entitlement andequal participation in
political and economic Native corporations organized under ANCSA. In a
single family, some children will participate while others will not.
Such discrimination is bound to generate divisiveness and conflict among
family members and in the larger community.

I make no attempt to delineate the various patterns of family
organization found among Alaskcn Inupiat, Yupik, Aleut, Athapaskan,
Tliagit, Tshimpshian, or Haida. The forms, organization, and composi
tion of Alaska Native families are diverse and complex. Each group has
adopted kinship systems which have perpetuated their survival. Tra-—
ditional family forms among Alaska Natives include matrilineal, patri—
lineal, or bilateral extended families. The concept of traditional
families takes different fonns and meanings in different societies. I
would like to emphasize that families are distinct from household units;
families may be dispersed through several households but continue to
interact as a single family unit. However, government policies appear

to equate families with households and develop laws and regulations

oriented toward the single household unit. In Native and many other



ethnic communities, modes of affiliation, reciprocity, and familial
relations have different residential patterns. Furthermore, functions
which the larger society has delegated to institutional agencies, such
as child welfare and old-age offices, are still maintained by the
families rnd communities wnicb have remained culturally intact.

The government has a clear policy of protecting the environment,
but no policy exists to protect the family. Whenever develonments or
legislation which may alter the environment are proposed, voluminous
environmental impact statements are drafted and evaluated. However,
these same environmental impact statements ignore the impacts, stress,
and tension that will be placed on families.

Alaskan families are facing and will continue to face rapid end
extensive pressures for change, most immediately those associated with
outer continental shelf and other oil and gas projects. Negative impacts
on families experiencing rapid and extensive change will be rampant Jn
the state, and social disintegration social illness, and family traumas
manifesting themselves in alcoholism and violence will be the conse—
quences. i'he government has been grossly negligent in delineating and
recognizing such social ramifications. I maintaiu that governments must
analyze the scope of the economic policies and resulting impacts on
families as well as those from legislative, r-aministrative, and judicial
decisions. Once these are identified, we must seek remedies and raiti-
gative measures to minimize the negative impacts on families.

Family organizations differ in our diverse and pluralistic society
and should not be forced into one dominant ideological mold The main—
tenance of family units, in whatever form, has been the foundation and

strength of America.
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JSnA BOX 78 d
Ancoraf e, AK 9907

Kay 9, 1980

Honorable Jay Karrnond
Office of the Governor
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Governor :=airrond i

It has coire to my attention that you are considering withdrawing
the Alaskan delegation to the White House Conference on Families.
I wish to Inform you that AA"JW could not support that action.

lhe Conference waw called to identify ways to strengthen and
support American families. It is important that we have tie
opportunity to meet with scnolars, professionals and policy

makers to assess the current status of public and private programs
which affect our families. Controversial Issues may well be
addressed i but what better way to air diverse opinions t:ian in

an open forum such as this conference?

I am reminded of your strong support for Alaska Public Forum. |
am puzzled as to why you feel Alaskans, who are most versed in
participatory povernment, should be kept home,

I urpe you to reconsider your position and encourage Alaskan
delerates to participate in this Important dialocue with povernment.

esldent
Alaska State Division



Juneau Legal Women
P.0. Box 1312
Juneau, Alaska 99802

May 12, 1980

The Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor

State of Aliska

Pouch A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Governor Hammond:

The Juneau Legal Women, a group
of local people, mostly women attorneys, who
are interested in issues of law, would like
to take this opportunity to urge you not to
withdraw Alaska®"s delegation to the White
House Conference on Families. We think it
is clear that a free exchange of 1ideas s
necessary on topics involving the family,
including those topics which may be considered
sensitive, but actually reflect the reality
of the family structures in which many Alaskans
live. We urge you not to cut off this oppor—
tunity for exchange of ideas and not to with-
draw Alaska from the Conference on Families.

Sincerely,

Juneau Legal Women

cc: Betty Davis
Walter Soboloff
Mrs. Paul Glover



gyand camp m
a[ative sistep

1979 «*80
Johanna E. Hotch Sally Kookesh Evelyn Hotch
Grand President Grand 2nd Vice President Grand Treasurer
Emma Widmark Irma R Young Joan Lewis
Grand 1st Vice President Grand Secretary Grand Sgt-At-Arms
PO Box 496 April 11, 1980

Haines, Alaska 99827

Honorable Governor Jay Hammond
Office of the Governor

120-4th Street

Juneau, .Alaska 99801

Dear Honorable Governor Hammonds

4&:6rand President-of the Alaska Native”~ Sisterhood (ANS) “~woul*d
like-tqg texpress my .full support ..to..the results"-of “the Stat i r t e
House "Conference-on Families which was held in Anchorage."* 1 would
also like to state my appreciation for being appointed to attend

the Conference. It was very inforriative anda stimulating
experience.

I would also like to commend your efforts inholding this Conference.

jctrrsKbvred~"tHatr-thlf*S fra®ib5 , embristrartedrTts"cbhnbern <Ff0r “*th"b~g<5vern-
ment- Zr.ole,-?in.*i tsrreiationsh™ipZdttr the" -familv "life*in--"the-StaTl: mh "
Ariaska:

Sincerely yours,

Jonar.na E. Hotch
ANS Grand President

JEH iy
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
[ cry Jonc: - Kc.ts.”~.
GRAND PRESIDENT. EMERITUS ¢ y JO ¢ C.S
Mildred Spats *«tMnes Clara Natkong — Hydaburg Stella Marlin — Juneau
Bessie Visaya - Juneau Lottie Nannauck — Kake Gertrude Wolle — Hoonah

J-eaWatK Relnet  MelUkalla



State oe Alaska
office of the governor
Jt N EAl

April 28, 1980

OPEN LETTER TO WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON FAMILIES
NATIONAL DELEGATES

Ms. Leslye Korvola
1094 Coppett
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Ms. Korvol,:

No matter how one may define "family"™, most would agree that
certain economic, educational, social and societal concerns

are common to all Tfamilies. Beyond these, there are spiritual,
moralistic and life-style considerations which draw contro—
vVersy. Underlying both the contoversial and non-controversial
issues 1is the very serious question as to what degree government
should involve itself in any of them.

Many have expressed desires that the role of Alaska®"s delegation
to the Conferercs on Families be expanded to provide a forum
for crusading ,n behalf of controversial 1issues. Some, for
example, would have you take either a militant pro or
anti-abortion stance; a militant pro or anti-ERA position;

or a militant pro or anti-gay rights posture. While 1t may

be argued that these issues impact families, it would be a
serious mistake to let them be perceived as the focus of

your efforts. Surely, there are enough non-controversial
matters 1impacting families to deal with without permitting

the more controversial to obscure the views of most Alaskans
and thus 1incur increasing opposition to Alaska®"s participation
in the Conference.

Frankly, the entire effort is already fraught with the
potential to become simply another exercise which, Ilike many
governmental invasions into the lives of its citizens, 1is
conceived in hope, cnly later to abort in dismay.
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In my view, many problems confronting families today lie not
in the tenperal realm so much as they pertain to impoveritiza-
tion of the human spirit. As such they are not likely to be
significantly impacted by yet another governmental progranm

designed to obscure the problem beneath a flurry of tax
dollars. Since this prime root cause of many family ailments
transcends the political arena, it cannot, and should not,

be addressed by government if we are to maintain a proper
separation of church and state. Therefore, | look xor no

magic resolution of major family problems to flow forth from e
this conference. :

Unlike those who fear the conference will result in some

dramatic - or dismaying - federal program which either
bolsters or corrodes the family structure, 1 suspect the
effort instead may accomplish little. In view o*f recent and
prospective massive cutbacks 1in federal spending, fears --
or hopes - seem exaggerated that costly new proposals more
heavily involving government in family life will be funded
by the Congress. Accordingly, though 1 might have preferred

that President Carter had not brought the proposal up at

all, much less have then lobbed it to us governors , | doubt
that the Conference®s deliberations will yield an end product
which would have mfijor impact.

Nonetheless, there 1is growing agitation against Alaska“'s
participation in the conference. Several legislators have
urged me to withdraw. Recently, the Republican party adopted
a platform plank requesting withdrawal, as five other states
have done.

In my view, the last thing w* Alaskans need at this moment
is another divisive 1issue, real or 1imaginary. With the
aggravations of capital move, d(2), gas pipelines, petro—
chemicals, stratospheric interest rates, the fish price
crash, the economic crunch, and reapportionment, we already
have sufficient turmoil. Unfortunately, the Whitehouse
Conference on Families seems fertile soil from which such
has already sprouted.

In view of this, | selected three delegates who, 1in my
beliefreflected the views of most Alaskans as to what were
appropriate positions for the Alaskan delegation to take at.
the conference. It is my understanding, however, that some
delegates have asserted they feel no constraints to stay



within non-controversial boundaries and intend to delve into
other issues which many feel do nit represent the views of
most Alaskans. While it is, of course, permissible for

anyone to attend the conference and, as an individual,
espouse such views, those who intend to do so under the
aegis of the State of Alaska would not, in the view of most
Alaskans, serve the State ™ best interests.

Before reaching.a final decision as to whether 1 shall
concur, with their request, | am advising, by copies of this
letter, legislators, the Republican party, and a,ruliitu.de
of concerned citizens"” who "have urged Alaska to withdraw from
the Conference, that I would ask all nine delegates to meet

and review the policy positions you would present to the
Conference. )

1
Subsequently, should my three appointed delegates recommend

we go Tforward with participation in the Conference, we
should do sc; otherwise, we will withdraw
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COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
FURTHER
March 20, 1979 . .
Date: | .o 7;
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on C&RA has had HCR 15

Relating to employee-occupied state housing.

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[ 1 do ?ass [ 1 donotpass

[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)

] same title

[ 1 replace with CS for f J new title

and recommends

[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent"” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
1] reports it back without recommendation

[ 1 referred ,.0 the Committee
MEMEERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING

DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

fv. m iX-v,

CHAITRMAN
H 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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%fivH "legtslalitre

House of Representatives

Committee on

Touch V
O fficial Business . . < State Capitol
Comrnunify £e Regional A[[4jrs Juneau. Alaska DG
DATE: 4/27/79 * COMMITTEE MINUTES

BILL NUMBER AND TITLE: NCR 15 Relating to employee-occupied state, housing"

"ORIGINAL SPONSOR : Parker
OTHER SPONSORS:

RECEIVED FROM:
FURTHER REFERRALS:

MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Parkér X Pat Carney X
Margaret Branson Charlie Parr
Pat 0"Connell X Fred Zharoff X e
Ray Metcalfe X

INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED:

WITNESSES TESTIFYING:

The .resolution was cirulated for recommendations of
committee members and passed out.

COMM11 ILL ACTION: Passed out of committee.

TAPL. / 8 SIDE 1 Sections 1
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(7) COMMITTEE REPORT
7

HOUSE
2/14/80

FURTHER:

Date:

I=
<

Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on ccmism AND RECIOTftL AFFAIRS has had SSHCR 45

"Relating to the senior citizen tax exemption."

ejnder consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[ ] do pass [ 1] do not pass
[<] do pass with attached amendments(s)

[ 1 same title
C 1 replace with CS for 1 new title

and recommends

[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
[ 1] reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 refer* J to the Commi ttee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
r
« -
N
| Vi'w]-
CHAITRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



AMENDMENT

Offered in the HOUSE: By: . s.e
To: Finance HOUSE BILL No, sSHGR 45
SENATE BILL No.
Page: Line: Li.

Insert additional paragraph to read:

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that qualifying residents

65 years of age or over who because of administrative
interpretation and guidelines did not receive full
exemption from municipal property tax for real property
owned and occupied receive payment, retroactive to
January 1, 1973, for such taxes. Reimbursement for
such retroactive payments will be as provided for 1in

AS 29.53.020 (g)-



Official Business

"Alaska Jjiiate ~gtslature

House of Representatives

Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

COMMITTEE REPORT

The House Community & Regional Affairs Committee

recommends that SSHCR 45 relating to the senior
citizen tax exemption have a further referral
to the House Finance Committee, Further, 1it. is
the intent of the House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee that qualifying residents

65 years of age or over who because of admin-—
istrative interpretation and guidelines did

not receive Tull exemption from municipal pro—
perty tax for real property owned and occupied
receive payment, retroactive to January 1, 1973,
for such taxes. Reimbursement for such retro—
active payments should be as provided for as

in AS 29.53.020 (g)-

Pouch V
State Caﬁltol
Juneau, Alaska 99811



UUNMMLITTEE MINUIES
T 1

Alaska jiialB J&Bgtskdw ct

House of Representatives

Committee on Pouch V
) State Capitol
Official Business Community & Regional Affairs Juneau, Alaska 99P11
BILL NUMBER AND TITLE: SSHCR 45 Re Senior Citizen"s Tax Exemption
i ChattprfccHs Munson,Phillips
ORIGINAL SPONSOR: PAIrnc n ER SENSORS:
RECEIVED FROM: " ®~ FURTHER REFERRALS:
HEARING DATE: Feb. 27. 1qgft0
MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Parker x Pat Carney
Margaret Branson X Charlie Parr X
Pat 0"Connell X Fred Zharoff X

Ray Metcalfe X

The Committee preceeded discussion of the bill with an overview of
a report on the subject of exemptions prepared by the Dept, of C&RA,
"An Examination of Property Tax Exemptions"” by Terry Early, State
Assessor. The questions related to exemptions were discussed and

the "circuit breaker"™ legislation included in the material was

outlined. The Dept, reiterated its opposition to further exemptions
wich erode the tax base and shift the burden of taxation to others
in the community. Early stated that senior citizens exemptions
should be based on need. And that property fax should be based on
ability to pay. There are currently 3 different approaches used to
tax boats--the Municipal League 1is working on a solution to this
problem. The problem with the current optional exemption to the

property tax is that the resource rich communities benefit. There
should be some consideration given to payment in lieu of taxes
for communities which have a preponderance of state & federally
owned Tacilities.

The word " contiguous"™ was removed in the SSHCR45. One of the
problems with the bill is that a rubdivider can hold the land
in tax exempt status.

Parr- Discusses history of "circuit breaker"™ approach. It started
in the Midwest in an attempt to help low income persons. 1In Michigan
if the taxes exceed 370 of income, the state will reimburse 6070.

Early - The state currently reimburses for 1 acre urban land and

5 acres rural land. The Dept, believes there should be a limit
on the amount of land which is tax free. 70% of the money 1in Anch.

goes to one individual. How much are we willing to subsidize?
Metcalfe - There should be some provision for those who hold leasehold
interests in land which are not saleable. The base exemption should

be on the value rather than on the property size.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Adopted Parr"s amendment. Recommends a further

referral to Finance Cojnmittee and a redo of the fiscal note.
TAPE # SIDE ootage




Farr- The transferred payments question should be looked at. Leave
room for the municipalities to decide what they want to do.

State shouldn"t be making all those decisions. Local government
Should ahve discretion.

Plotnick, Office of Aging

Favors SSHCR 45. Programs for tho elderly should be based on

need but Seniors are generally in need. The exemption is actually
more valuable than the longevity bonus. Year home 1is your castle.

Metcalfe - Value of property should be determinent.
Plotnick- Estate taxes will take more than this situation.

Malone - On the question of senior citizen"s exemption being

based on need, it is not necessarily based on need but rather
public policy as benefit for a certain cateogy of people.

The intent of the resolution is that the propoerty owned and

occupied as permanent place of abode be exempt. There is

no intent of changing the law rather to clarify it.

Malone reveiws the history of the law as addressed in letter

from J. Chenoweth.

The question was raised whether or not there should be a provision
added to the resolution stating that administrative guidelines
contrary to the intent of the law should not be promulgated.
Malone responds that the administrative regs were actully

made ineffective by the Pegues memo on the subject and that it

has been determined that resolutions are not appropriate
mechanisms for repealing regulations.

People who should have received exemptions should probably
receive it retroactively.

Malone cites the law which has two distinct parts:

1. Provides eligible residents are entitled as a matter of law

to the exemption

2. provides that the legislative appropriate money to fill loss

of revenue to the municipalities--reimbursement subject to funding
by the legislature.. Therefore, 1if there isn"t enough money, the
senior 1is still entitled to the exemption. Advise people that
they are entitled to reimbursements. Municipalities could absorb
but a supplemental may be in order by the state.

Parr- Amend to add "™ Be it furter resolved that qualifying
residents 65 years of age and older who because of administrative
interpretation did not receive the full amount of the exemption,
be reimbursed.

Redo fiscal note and ask for Finance Committee referral.

Fiscal note for an existing law is unusual (Parr)

Dove Kull testifies in support of the bill.

Decision made by sponsor, Rep. Malone to deal with amendment 1in
the form of a letter of intent to the Finance Committee.



m b u d S m a . n Stats ot Alaska

Fra.nlc F'la.vIn Reply to:

K) 840 K Street, Room 203
Aneferage, Alaska 99501

October 26, 1979 (907) 276-4011

O Pouch WO
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Palmer McCarter (907) 465-4970
Director
Division of Local Government Assistance . E%bﬁigijﬁka9w07
Depa;tment of Ocrnmunity and Regional Affairs (907) 452-4001
Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Ombudsman Ocnplaint A79-0788
(Pending)

Dear Mr. McCarter:

On July 24, 1979, this office received a complaint alleging that
the State Assessor has arbitrarily limited the senior citizens property
tax exemption to one acre in urban areas and five acres in rural areas.
According to the caiplainant, the State Assessor does not have statutory
authority under AS 29.53.020 (e) to impose such a limitation on the
property tax exemption granted to senior citizens.

Please take notice that this ocnplaint has been fully investigated
by the Office of ~he Ombudsman, and has been found to be Justified.

In our investigation of this complaint, we found that the property
tax exemption in question is based on AS 29.53.020 (e) which states:

The real property owned and occupied as a juermanent place of abode
by a resident 65 years of age or overTs exempt from taxation of

the assessed value of"the real property. Only one exemption may

be granted with respect to the same properly find, if two or nore
persons are eligible for an exemption with respect to the same
property, the parties shall decide between or among themselves

which shall receive the benefit of the exemption. No real property
nay be exempted under this subsection which the assessor determines,
after notice and hearing to the parties concerned, has been conveyed
to the applicant primarily far the purpose of obtaining the exemption.
The determination of the assessor is appealable under AS 44.62.560 -
44.62.570. (enphasis added)

When this law was originally enacted in 1972, it contained a provision
to limit the exemption to those individuals with an annual income of
less than Sio,000.00. That provision was repealed in 1973. In 1976 the
legislature passed an amendment to limit the exemption to the upper
third quartile of assessed values in the state during the previous year.
Hcwever, this provision was repealed during the 1977 Legislative Session,,
retroactive to January 1, 1977. Thus the quartile system was never



Palmer McCarter
October 26, 1979

Page two

placed in effect.
<X

The only limitation stated in the present statute on the amount of
land to be included in the exemption is the phrase "real property owned
and occupied as a permanent place of abode.”™ The last two sentences of
subsection (e) are clearly intended to prohibit the fraudulent transfer
of real property to senior citizens for tie purpose of avoiding taxes.
As currently written, AS 29.53.020 (e) contains no mention of, or reference
to, any specific acreage limitation on the amount of "real property
owned and occupied as a permanent place of abode."

Shortly after this statute was first enacted, the State Assessor
began utilizing administrative guidelines to inpose an acreage limitation
on the amount of land that senior citizens claimed as their permanent
place of abode. These guidelines were based on the argument that the
amount of land in the exemption must be strictly construed pursuant to
19 AAC 35.120 (4) of the Alaska Administrative Oode. Subsection (4) of
that Regulation, adopted in 1973, defines "permanent place of abode"™ as
"a dwelling, or a dwelling unit in a multiple dwelling, including lots
ard outbuildings, or an appropriate portion thereof, which are necessary
to convenient use of the dwelling unit." Since the Regulation does
not contain mention of any specific acreage limitation, administrative
guidelines were used to limit the exemption to one acre in urban areas N
and five acres in rural areas.

Over the years, at least three municipalities attempted to give
full exemptions to senior citizens living on parcels larger than the
one-acre and five-acre limitations. These municipalities took the
position that the State did not have the statutory authority to limit
the exemption to a specific number of acres. The State Assessor dissuaded
the Municipality of Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough from
exempting large parcels by threatening to reject their reimbursement
requests. In 1977, however, the State reimbursed the Kenai Borough on
the basis of the full amount of the property claimed by senior citizens
rather than the one-acre and five-acre formula. Due to the controversy
surrounding the use of administrative quidelines to justify an acreage
limit, the State Assessor drafted an amendment to 19 AAC 35.120 (4)
which would have further defined "permanent place of abode™ as "limited
to not more than one acre if urban nor more than five acres if rural."”

This proposed change in the Regulations met with strong opposition
and in early 1978 the Legislature™s Administrative Regulation
Review Ccnmittee held hearings on the proposed amendment. After an
exhaustive search, the Legislative Counsel could find no evidence to
support the contention that the legislature had ever intended a specific
acreage limitation on the senior citizens exemption. In a written
opinion, the Legislative Oounsel concluded:

there appears to be no basis in law by which the

state assessor may direct or authorize local assessors
to give approval to less than the entire parcel shewn
by an otherwise qualified applicant to be his or her
permanent place of abode.
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.After the "March. 1978 hearings, members of the Administrative Regulation
Rerriew Oomuttee were divided on the issue of whether there should be an
acreage limitation. The only point agreed upon by the Committee was
that if such, an acreage limitation is to be instituted it must be written
into the statute, not adopted by regulation or administrative guideline.
Therefore, the Cornuttee reocnmended that the -matter be referred to the
Legislature for consideration as an amendment to the statute. A bill to
amend the statute was introduced in the 1978 session, but no final
action was taken on it. So the State Assessor continued to administer
the one-acre and five-acre limitations through the use of administrative
guidelines. This resulted in the filing of a complaint with the Ombudsman -
and initiation of the present investigation.

In responding to our original inquiry regarding this ocnplaint,
the State Assessor asserted that the one acre and five acre limitation
was-mandated by the-municipalities. Several municipal tax assessors
assert, on the other hand, that the State Assessor forced this formula
on the “municipalities. The Department of Carmunifc,” and Regional Affairs
requested an opinion from the Attorney General®s Office on the agency"s
authority to impose a specific acreage limitation.

In an opinion dated August 17, 1979, Assistant Attorney General
Rodger W. Pogues wrote that the State Assessor®"s one-acre and five-acre N
limitation "mports" with the purpose expressed in thephrase "cwned
and occupied” in the statute. Mr. Pegues justifiedhis assertion not on
the basis of specific reference to evidence of legislative intent but
rather on the supposition that "we do not believe that a windfall for
holders of vast tracts of land was intended or thatthe exemption was
designed to encourage speculation in realty and the withdrawl of large
tracts frcm the -market." Mr. Peyues concluded that if the State Assessor's
language of limitation were incorporated into the agency"s regulations
"as an interpretation of AS 29.53.020 (e), it would survive judicial
scrutiny. However, until it is adopted as a regulation under the Administrative
Procedure Act, it can have no legal force or effect on a person cl.aiming
the exaTption." The Attorney General®s opinion also suggested that if
the Assessor has consistently interpreted AS 29.53.020 (e) as incorporating
the one-acre and five-acre limitation, "the interpretive regulation can
be given retroactive effect when it is adopted."

On the basis of the above-cited opinion, the Department of Cormunity
and .Regional Affairs recently announced that it will hold public hearings
for the purpose of amending the definition of "permanent place of abode"
(19 AAC 35.12Q C41 ) to include the one and five acre limitations. That
is precisely- what the agency attempted unsuccessfully to do in early
1978. The agency"s present course of action runs contrary to the recommendation
emade to the agency by the Legislature®s Administrative Regulation Review
Committee in 1978.

FINDIN5: We find the ccmplaint to be Justified. We find the
phrase "real property owned and occupied as a permanent place of abode"”
in AS 29.53.020 (e) to be clear on its face. We found no evidence of
legislative intent and no persuasive interpretive rules to indicate that
the legislature meant the phrase to authorize a specific acreage limitation.



The present statute should be applied as written: without an acreage
limitation.

We also find that the definition of "permanent place of abode™ 1in
the Regulations (19 AAC 35.120 (4) ) is in conflict with the langv~ge of
the statute since "necessary to convenient use" implies a limitation of
the exemption. In a similar manner, the State Assessor®s "administrative
guidelines,”™ which have been used in the past to justify the one-acre
and five-acre limitation, are also in conflict with the language and
intent of the statute.

We find that the agency, by administratively imposing a limitation
on a general tax exemption granted to a specific group of citizens, has
infringed upon the functions of the Legislature. Tax relief is a question
for legislators to decide, not a policy matter that should be decided by
administrative officials. The State Tax Assessor and the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs have assumed a taxing role by implementing
specific acreage limitations on the Senior Citizens Property Tax Exemption.
For this reason we find the agency"s actions to be arbitrary and an
abuse of administrative powers.

RBCOMENDATICNS:

1. We reocrrmend that the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs desist from enforcing the one-acre and five-acre "administrative
guidelines”™ which are counter to the language of the statute.

2. We recommend that the agency not adopt the proposed change in
19 AAC 35.120 (4) which would further define "permanent place of abode"
as "limited to not more than one acre if urban, nor more than five acres
if rural."”

3. We recommend that the agency amend 19 AAC 35.120 (4) to eliminate
the phrase "which are necessary to convenient use of the dwelling unit”
from the definition of "Permanent place of abode.™

4. We recommend that if the agency believes there should be an
acreage limitation on the Senior Citizens Property Tax Exemption, then
the agency should address the issue by asking the Governor to introduce
a bill to amend AS 29.53.020 (e) in the forthcoming session.

Since this report of our findings contains formal reconmendations
made by this office, may we have a response from you within thirty days,
pursuant to AS 24.55.190 (b) and AS 24.55.200. Should you wish to
discuss any part of this report, please feel free to ran me at 276-4011.

Ombudsman

FE/RB/jm

cc: Terry Earley, State Assessor
Don Gilman, Mayor, Kenai Peninsula Borough
Pat McKee, Assessor, Municipality of Anchorage



M EMORANDUM January 21, 1973

SUBJECT: Acreage linitiations cn senior citizen property
tax exemption applications.

TO: Representative Hugh Kalone, Speaker
House of Representatives

FROM: John 3. Chenoweth
Legislative Counsel

You have been asked by a constituent to comment on the
validity of a determination by the Department of Community
iand Regional Affairs providing only a partial exemption to
/ homestead property under the senior citizens property tax
exemption program, AS 29.53.020(e) - (i). The constituent
apparently received approval of a portion of his homestead,
but the entirety of the parcel was not approved, thereby
requiring a payment by him of a portion of the tax.

The applicable statutes are AS 29.53.020(e) and (f):

(e) The real property owned and occupied as a permanent
place of abode by a resident 65 years of age or over 1is
exempt from taxation of the assessed value of the real
property. Only one exemption :uay be granted with
respect to the same property and, if two or more persons
are eligible for an exemption with respect to the same
property, the parties shall decide between or among
themselves which shall receive the benefit of the
exemption. No real property may be exempted under this
subsection which the assessor determines, after notice
and hearing to the parties concerned, has been conveyed
to the applicant primarily for the purpose of obtaining
the exemption. The determination of the assessor is
appealable under AS 44.62.560 - 44.62.570.



Representative Hugh Malone, Speaker
Page 2
January 21, 1978

(f) No exemption may be granted except upon written
application for the exemption on a form prescribed by
the state assessor for use by local assessors. The
claimant must file the application no later than
January 15 of the assessment year for which the exemptior—
is sought, but during the same year the governing body
of the municipality for good cause shown may waive the
claimant®s failure to make timely application for the
exemption for that year and authorize the assessor to

accept the application as if timely filed. The claimant
must file a separate application for each assessment
year in which the exemption is sought. If sn application

is filed within the required tine and is approved by
the assessor, he shall allow an exemption in accordance
with the provisions of this section. IT a claimant
whose failure to file by January 15 of the assessment
year has been waived as provided in this subsection and
the application for exemption is approved, the amount
of tax which the claimant may have already paid for the
assessment year with respect to the property exempted
shall be refunded to him. The assessor may at any time
require proof in the form he considers necessary of the
right and amount of an exemption claimed under this
section.

To implement the program, the Department had adopted administrative

regulations in 19 AAC 35. A definition of "permanent place
of abode" is provided in 19 AAC 35.120(4):

"permanent place of abode™ means a dwelling, or a
duelling unit in a multiple dwelling, including lots
and outbuildings, or an appropriate portion thereof,
which are necessary to the convenient use of the
dwelling unit;

The underscored language 1is apparently the basis by which

the local assessor or the state assessor determines that

less than the entirety of a homestead owned and occupied by

a qualifying senior citizen is eligible for the tax exemption.



representative Hugh Malone, Speaker
Page 3
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There appears to be no basis in law by which the state
asse"ssor nay direct or authorize local assessors to give
approval to less than the entire parcel shown by an otherwise
qualified applicant to be his or her permanent place of

abode.
Your courses, as | see then, are these:

(1) vyou nay write to the constituents indicating that

they have a right of appeal of the decision of the

assessor under the applicable provision of the Administrative
Procedure Act;

(2) vyou nay direct, or suggest that the constituents
direct, a letter to the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs, under AS 44.62.220 - 44.62.230,

asking amendment of the regulation to repeal the language
in the definition of "permanent place of abode" that
authorizes exemption of a portion of the applicant®s
residence parcel;

(3) you may, directly or through the Administrative
Regulation Review Committee, seek annulment of the
regulation; or

(4) you may submit a bill to make clear thf,t the whole
parcel used by an otherwise qualified applicant as his
permanent place of abode shall qualify for the exemption,
with the bill carrying a retroactive clause to protect
the interest of your constituent and others similarly
situated.

(Further on this matter, though not directly applicable to
the instance you have described: Amendments to the senior
citizens property tax exemption pending with the Department
of Law make more specific the limitation alluded to. The
limitation on acreage which would qualify for the exemption
is specifically set at one acre in "urban" areas and five
acres in "rural" areas. Apparently, the pending amendments
do not otherwise describe or define when an is "rural™
or "urban".)

JBC :jpd



THE

FISCAL NOTE

I REQUEST
Bil'./Resolution N0.SS HCR 45
Title Relating to senior citizen tax exemption
Requested bv ~ Malone, et al Date

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Community & Regional Affairs
Program Category Affected Social Services
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected Senior Citizen Tax Relief

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84
100 PERSONA!. SERVICES
200  TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EOUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC, 67.0 75.0 84.0 94.0 105.0
TOTAL 67.0 75.0 84.0 94.0 105.0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 67.0 750 ... 84.0 1 940 105.0
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME

PART TIME

TEMPORARY

1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

No fiscal impact to administration. Assume the grant requirement will increase
about 12% per year.

Grant requirement largely based on estimates from local municipalities.

IV. DATE 2/6/80- PREPARED BY aPnnna Brown.rv* > *m’ Fe-Li'lt
AGENCY Inral Government.A”Ni-stanrp

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4739

cC: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001  (Kev. 10/78)



Official Business

MAlaska Jitate ‘jEegislatnrt

House '\ Representatives

Committee on Pouch V
. State Caﬁ
Community & Regional Affairs Juneau, Alas

COMMITTEE REPORT

The House Community & Regional Affairs Committee
recommends that SSHCR 45 relating to the Senior
citizen tax exemption have a further referral

to the House Finance Committee, Further, it 1is
the intent of the House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee that qualifying residents

65 years of age or over who because of admin-—
istrative interpretation and guidelines did

not receive full exemption from municipal pro-—
perty tax for real property owned and occupied
receive payment, retroactive to January 1, 1973,
for such taxes. Reimbursement for such retro—
active payments should be as provided for as

in AS 29.53.020 (9)-



Official Business

NAlaska jitate “sjielaturs

House of Representatives

Committee on Pouch V
) ) State Capitol
Community & Regional Affairs Juneau, Alaska 99811
T0: Committee Members
FROM: Rep. Bill Parker, Chairman
DATE: 2/21/80
RE: Property Tax Exemptions

Tomorrow, Feb. 22, the Committee will be hearing
SSHCR 45 relating to senior citizen tax exemption.
In conjunction with review of this bill, and

in light of the fact that the committee will be
hearing a number of bills related to property

tax exemptions, | would like the committee to
consider a report done by the Dept, of Community
and Regional Affairs entitled "An Examination of
Property Tax Exemptions." (attached)

Pages 2-8 and the Appendix will be particularly
pertinent to the discussion. I am interested
in your reaction to the proposal by the Dept,
to consider a "circuit breaker" approach to

the question of property tax relief. (See
Appendix)
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INTRODUCTION

During the first session of the 11th Legislature, several

bills that dealt with exemptions were introduced.

At that time, the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs asked for time to study and be able to report on the
whole exemption problem before additional erosion of the

local tax base 1is allowed.

The attached report is a synopsis of the information developed
by this study, with some recommendations included. Some

suggested legislation is also included.

It should be pointed out that this report deals strictly

with the major exemption problems. In many cases, the study
only points out the problem or suggests several options.

The main thrust of the study was not to suggest solutions,

but instead, point out nroblems and of”er technical assistance

in the development of acceptable solutions by elected officials.
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EXEMPTION

Background-Philosophy and Policy

Property tax exemptions are nearly as old as the property tax
itself, and are as often misunderstood. The basic description of
tax exemption and tax reform is a shifting of the tax burden from

one taxpayer to another.

The cost of local government will be about the same regardless of
the revenue source and the tax structure used to support it.
Whether or not those costs are reasonable 1is another subject, and
is not discussed herein. However, which segment of society pays
what portion of that local government cost is very dependent on
that tax structure. The net effect of granting property tax
exemption 1is to correspondingly increase the burden on the balance

of the taxpayers 1in direct proportion to the exempted amount.

Originally, exemptions were created to prevent government from
taxing itself. The reason being that the public entity should
not have to pay taxes to itself. Over the years, the definition
of public entity was expanded to include churches, and then with
the advent of a more complex society, additional reasons for
granting exemptions to special interest groups were established.
A proliferation of exemptions to these special interest groups in
many areas of the country has added to the unrest over property
taxes, and 1in many 1instances has increased the burden on the
average taxpayer. It is felt that before the State of Alaska
proceeds any further down the exemption trail, an attempt should

be made to establish priorities and policies. A lack of firm
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policy in other states has led to a hodge podge of exemptions
that defy logic in some instances (i.e. exemptions extended to
Beet Sugar manufacturers, owners of middle income apartment

dwellings, and department stores).

Credibility of the property tax has been questioned continuously
and with 1increasing intensity. A major cause of unrest with the
tax is the feeling by taxpayers that they are paying more than
their fair share. This unrest can only be resolved by a scrup-—
ulously equitable and uniform system founded upon the broadest

possible tax base.

There are several reasons generally given for allowing the
property tax base to be eroded by exemptions. Any of these
reasons could be more effectively achieved through more direct
and more visible subsidies. Little rationale can be found for
increasing the complexity and expense of th” assessment process

to provide grants-in-aid for whatever worthwhile cause.

As a broad policy statement, the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs favors few if any additional exemptions, and
feels that all exemption programs should be reviewed 1in the

following context:

ANY EXEMPTION GRANTED MUST ETTHER BE FOR PUBLIC PROPERTY OR FOR
SUFFICIENT PUBLIC GOOD TO JUSTIFY A TRANSFER OF BURDEN TO THE

BALANCE OF THE COMMUNITY.

Additionally, non-uniformity of exemption can create problems.
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The current optional exemptions create animosity in taxpayers.
Although, 1in general, the Department is in favor of local
control, the optional exemptions are one area where local

control causes more problems than it solves.

Taxpayers have a tendency to brag about any tax break they
get, and those who don"t get the same breaks are generally
upset. Fairbanks taxpayers don"t think they should pay
sales tax because Anchorage doesn®"t, and Anchorage wants a
$10,000 residential exemption because Fairbanks has one.
Also, some select communities can grant additional optional
exemptions, and the only 1loss 1in revenue is to the State
General Fund (see discussion of residential exemptions on

page 14).

Based on the stated policy and philosophy in this section,
the following are discussions of what are considered to be
the ma/ior exemption problems currently facing the local

assessor in Alaska.
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SENIOR CITIZENS AND OTHER GROUPS

Current statutes providing for property tax relief to senior
citizens do not appear to be as equitable as is desirable. Any
revision to these specific programs will require decisions as to

the reason for the exemption at the very beginning.

There appear to be several reasons for exempting Senior Citizens.

The three major reasons are:

1) They are, in many cases, on a fixed income and cannot
absorb property taxes increased by inflation.

2) It is considered desirable to provide tax relief as an
incentive to continue as residents of the State of Alaska.

3) It is considerably less expensive to assist a senior
citizen to maintain their own home than to have them reside in a

state supported Tfacility.

Other reasons sometimes advanced such as:

Showing our esteem for and gratitude to the pioneers
of the state or

Rewarding our wartime veterans

are better left to the normal grant-in-aid type programs.

Once the reasons for the exemption are established, the next

logical area for examination becomes other groups also deserving

of this type of exemption and meeting the same criteria. There
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are at least two categories that have been mentioned recently,
they are; Disabled Veterans and Indigent Persons. Therefore,
some sort of master plan or master policy should be developed
that is capable of dealing effectively and equitably with each of

these groups on some basis.

The next consideration has to be one of equity and what is a

proper measure thereof.

The major reasons listed earlier seem to indicate that the effectiveness

of this type of program should probably be based on need.

The next step would appear to be to examine the current programs

to determine if they meet this criteria:

SENIOR CITIZEN HOMEOWNERS

The Senior Citizen Homeowner 1is exempted from paying property tax

on his residence, with some limits on the amount of acreage, but

no limits on the dollar amounts. In 1978 this averaged approximately
$586 per applicant. However, the range of tax dollars saved ran

from a high of $6,245 to a low of $3.35.

SENIOR CITIZEN RENTER

The Senior Citizen Renter 1is rebated a portion of the previous

year"s rent based on a formula which is: 1/2 the current millage
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rate, in municipality where the senior resides, (taken as a

percentage) multiplied by the rent paid. A practical example of

this formula is as follows:

Local Millage x 1/2 as percentage x Rent Paid = Rebate

15 Mill  x  (1/2)

7.5% x $3,600

$270

This rebate, however, is limited to a maximum of $375 per year,

per applicant. The average rebate from 1978 was $181 per person.

It is very obvious that there are inequities within this systen

as 1t now exists. It does not seem reasonable that the average
savings in one program is larger than the maximum allowable under
the other program. Also the Senior Citizen Homeowner Program is for
current year and the senior doesn*t have to ps.y out any cash

whereas the renter pays out money and 1is rebated. Still another
apparent problem 1is lack of any criteria dealing with ability to

pay . Under the current system m are rebating $6,000 plus to
several homeowners but limiting renters to a maximum of $375. By
establishing some kind of income criteria, the same amount of

benefits might be distributed more equitably among senior citizens.

In many areas of the country a "circuit breaker"™ type exemption
program has been instituted and seems to work relatively well in

most instances.

)
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There is a major difference between administration of a
circuit breaker and our current system. The circuit breaker
concept, although simple in nature, can be designed to meet
numerous criteria. It could provide a limited property tax
relief to low income taxpayers and more substantial relief

to senior citizens and disabled veterans if that was the desired

effect.

This circuit breaker can be modified to provide many Kkinds

of relief to many segements of society depending on the
financial capabilities and the desires of the legislature.
Because of billing and filing dates in Alaska it would have
to be done as a rebate like the renters now Iis. This 1is not
the optimum, but because of the improved equity this problenm
might be overlooked. Also the administration might better

be handled by the Department of Revenue as opposed to present
location, however, it is possible to leave administration

with Community and Regional Affairs.

The appendix includes a suggested model Circuit Breaker Bill.
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MOTOR VE

MOTOR VEHICLES

Assessment and taxation of motor vehicles is treated three different
ways by the various municipalities. Some levy an ad valorem (at
value) tax, some levy the state collected registration tax which
is based on a rate schedule by age of the vehicle, and others do

not tax vehicles at all.

The discovery of taxable vehicles is a major problem, in most

jurisdictions levying an ad valorem tax on vehicles. It is almost
a "volunteer" tax. The owner must declare the vehicle in order
for the vehicle to be "discovered"™ on the tax roll. Invest —

igation for discovery becomes intolerably time consuming and
expensive, especially in view of the limited return 1in revenue

for each vehicle.

Putting an equitable value on a vehicle 1is also a problenm.
Accurate use of "blue book"™ requires fairly detailed description
of the vehicle and a reasonable estimate of its conditions.
Description by the owner 1is seldom complete and condition remains
a guess without personal 1inspection. Therefore, the jJurisdiction

is generally inclined to accept tne owner®"s estimate of value.

These problems have the effect of penalizing the more honest
taxpayer and subsidizing the less scrupulous, thereby destroying
the theory of equally proportionate participation and also the

credibility of the tax system.
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AS 28.10.255 provides an optional procedure as an alternative to
ad valorem tax. The statute allows the municipality to have a
registration tax collected by the state at the time the annual
state registration fee 1is collected. The state then retains a
portion of the tax collected for administration and pays the

remainder to the municipality.

This alternative to ad valorem tax has decreased administration

costs substantially for the Municipality of Anchorage.

It appears that the major reason only three municipalities have
chus far chosen to exercise this option is objection to the rate
schedule provided. This schedule has been tailormade to fit
Anchorage ad valorem rates and thus results in a rate per vehicle
substantially higher than the comparable rate for ad valorenm
taxes in most jJurisdictions. Obviously, vehicle owners object to

the increased tax rate.

Another objection has been that the state collected tax is combined
with the registration fee which makes a substantial lump sum

payment that wms difficult for many taxpayers to meet all at once.

BOATS

Th(. assessment and taxation of boats is not only subject to the
same problems as vehicles but also is further complicated by the
problems of establishing the tax situs. This many times, requires an

elaborate agreement between jurisdictions both interstate and
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intrastate. For instance, in the case of a vessel registered in
a home port in Washington but fishing the entire season out of

Bristol Bay.

The statewide equity in the taxation of boats 1is further eroded
by AS 29.53.025 (1) which allows the jurisdiction the option to
levy not more than $5.00 for a boat less than 5 tons nor more

than $15.00 for a boat of more than 5 tons.

This optional 1levy provision amounts to much the same thing as
exemption from property tax. It can be construed as a tax break
to a selected group of small businessmen (fishermen) and a select
group of residents (boat dwellers), who demand much the same
service (i.e. refuse disposal and police) as do other residents,
but because of strong lobbying efforts, do not pay a proportionate

share of local government costs.

Current situs provisions further complicate the matter.
29.53.060 states 1in part "(a) The assessor of a municipality
shall assess property at it"s full and true value as of

January 1 of the assessment year,... Most assessors

feel that that date 1is an, as of, appraisal date, (the date

to which appraisals are tied) as opposed to a situs date, (the
date when physical presence 1is required for taxation).

This, however, 1is not a universal interpretation and in fact

should be made clear.

If in fact, this is a situs date, then many boat owners would
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move to non-taxing jurisdictions for that one day to avoid
property taxes. Again the honest taxpayer has to pay and the

less than honest or more devious taxpayer does not.

PLANES

Aircraft 1is another category of property that 1is highly transitory,

expensive, and subject to rapid depreciation.

Often municipalities are taxing, at least commercial, aircraft
based on "value per average daily landings". Others use a "flat
rate" schedule, while some planes are valued at full and true

value.

Any or all of these categories of property may be exempted under
the "grandfather rights" provision, AS 29.53.052, which allows
any exemptions 1in effect on September 10, 1972 to be continued

indefinitely.

MOVABLE PERSONAL PROPERTY

All of the items previously discussed in tnis section fall under
the category of movable personal property. This broad heading
also includes other types of vehicles such as snow machines and
motorcycles etc. Proper administration of a property tax on
these personal type vehicles 1is in many cases thought to cost
more than it generates; if in fact it is possible to properly

administer a normal property tax on this type of property.

(12)



There are two solutions apparent to this problem. They are:

1. Mandatory state registration and flat rate tax collections
would provide equity and at the same time is the most economical
method for assessment and tax collection for these mobile
types cf property. This has proven effective with automobiles,

if the rate is properly structured.

It is our recommendation that such a mandatory act be adopted.

2. Mandatory exemption: The idea of exempting motor vehicles,
boats, and planes would have a severe revenue reducing
effect on some municipalities. However, mandatory exemptions

must be considered as a viable solution to current problems.



OPTIONAL EXEMPTIONS

Optional exemptions in many cases hinder movement toward more
equitable distribution of tax burdens in the state. While these
optional exemptions are good window dressing in the eyes of
supporters of local control, they are basically a method of
shifting the burden locally and in some cases away from that of

the local municipality to the balance of the state.

Residential Exemption - The statute provides for an optional
exemption of up to $10,000 on a place of residence. It should be
pointed out that almost all of the municipalities that grant this
exemption are wealthy in terms of money generated by natural
resources. In most of those cases the exemptions are granted at
the expense of the balance of the taxpayers of the State. When
the cost of government remains static but assessed values are
reduced (i.e. residential exemption), normally the millage rates
go up. In areas where the state levies 20 mills minus the local
rate on oil and gas properties, it is also evident that increases
in local rates decrease state revenue. The end result of granting
the optional residential exemption 1is a shifting of the burden
from the residential property owner to the business community and
the balance of the state. It should also be pointed out that the
residential property owners benefiting from this exemption are
the same property owners who are already benefiting Mie most

from the natural resource development.

The other types of exemption, although not of the same magnitude,
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do cause hard feelings and in some cases can cause lack of growth
in thost.- units that are not wealthy enough to grant tlLem. They
compound the old adage, '"chat the rich get richei and the poor
get poorer." Those units that can grant optional exemptions can
more easily attract new business and increase their tax base

while poorer municipalities do not have that advantage.

The Department therefore recommends that the following policy be

adopted:

NO ADDITIONAL OPTIONAL EXEMPTIONS BE ADOPTED AND THAT HEARINGS
BE HELD TO DETERMINE THE MOST PRACTICAL APPROACH TO ELIMINATING
THE OPTIONAL EXEMPTIONS EITHER BY MAKING THEM MANDATORY

STATEWIDE OR NON-EXEMPT STATEWIDE.



GENERAL EXEMPTIONS

The extensive land and other property holdings of federal and
state governments have long been a problem for local governments.
Generally speaking, these holdings are exempt from local property

taxation.

These exempt properties still require public services provided by
local government such as trash removal, police protection, fire

protection, etc.

As the percentage of governmental Jland within these municipalities
increase, so does the burden for support of that local government
increase on the balance of the taxpayers. Communities that have

a large preponderance of state and federally owned Tfacilities,
normally speaking, have a tendency towards having higher tax

rates than similar municipalities without this percentage of tax
exempt properties. Considering that state and federal facilities
generally service more than just the community 1in which these
facilities are located, it seems unreasonable that local residents
should be forced to bear this disproportionate share of services

provided to those facilities.

In some cases, the federal government currently pays fees in lieu
of taxes for services provided their facilities. This, however,

is not true in all cases.

It would seem reasonable that the State should pay some sort of
fee in lieu of taxes at least on improved facilities that create
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a need for services. This fee should not necessarily be equivalent
to property taxes, but should relate to the cost of the services

provided by the 1local municipality.

(17)



APPENDIX



An Act to provide State relief to householders for extraordinary

property tax burden.

SECTION 1. PURPOSE. The purpose of this act is to provide
property tax relief through a system of tax credits and refunds
and appropriations from the General Fund to certain persons who

own or rent their homesteads.

SECTION 11. DEFINITIONS AS USED IN THIS ACT. (a) "Income™
means a sum of Federal adjusted gross income as defined in the
Internal Revenue Code of the United States and all non-taxable
income including but not limited to the amount of capital gains
excluded from adjusted gross 1income; alimony, support money,
non-taxable strike benefits, cash public assistance and relief,
the gross amount of any pension or annuity, all payments received
under Federal Social Security and State unemployment 1insurance
laws, non-taxable interest received from the Federal government
or any of 1its instrumentalities, workman®s compensation and a
gross amount of "loss of time"™ insurance. Income does not include
gifts from a non-governmental source or surplus foods or other

relief in kind supplied by a public or private agency.

(b) "Household™ means the association of persons who live
in the same dwelling, sharing its furnishings, Tfacilities,
accommodations, and expenses. That term does not incluae bona fide

leasees, tenants or roomers and boarders on contract.

(c) "Household income”™ means all income received by all

persons of the household in a calendar year.



(d) "Homestead" neans the dwelling, whether owned or rented,
and so much of the lancl surrounding it, not exceeding one acre, |if
urban, or five acres il rural, as is reasonably necessary for the
use of the building as a home and may consist of a portion of a
multi-dwelling or multi-purpose building and a part of the land
upon which it 1is built. It does not include personal property such
as furniture, furnishings or appliances, but a mobile home or a

houseboat may be a homestead.

(e) "Claimant" mes.ns a person who has filed a claim under
this act and was domiciled in this state for the entire calendar
year for which he files for relief under this act. When two or
more individuals of a household are able to meet the qualifications
for claimant, they may determine among them who the claimant shall
be. If they are unable to agree, the matter shall be referred to

the commissioner and his/her decision shale be final.

(" "Property taxes accrued" means property taxes (exclusive
of special assessment, delinquent interest and charges for service)
levied on a claimant™ homestead in this state in 1980 or any other
calendar year thereafter. For purposes of this paragraph, property
taxes are levied when the taxes become due and payable. IT claimant
owns his homestead on the assessment date "property taxes" accrued
means taxes levied on the levy date for that year even 1if the

claimant does not own his homestead for the entire year.

When a household owns and occupies two or more different homesteads
in this state in the same calendar year, property taxes accrued

shall relate only to that property occupied by the household as a



homestead on the levy date. IT a homestead is an integral part of

a large unit such as a farm or multi-purpose or multi-dwelling building
property taxes accrued shall be that percentage of the total property
taxes accrued as the value of the homestead is of the total value.

For purposes of this paragraph, "unit" refers to a parcel of

property covered by a single tax statement of which the homestead is

part.

(9) "Gross rent" means rent actually paid in cash or its
equivalent solely for the right of occupancy of the homestead. Ex —
clusive of charges for utilities, services, furniture, Tfurnishings, or
personal appliances furnished by the landlord as part of the rental

agreement.

When a claimant owns two or more homesteads in a year and does not

own his homestead as of the levy date, gross rent shall mean the

total rent paid for the homestead most recently rented multiplied

by the number whose numerator is twelve and whose denominator 1is the
number of months said homestead has been rented by the claimant. If
the landlord and tenants have not dealt with each other at arms-length
and the commissioner is satisfied that the gross rent charge is ex—
cessive, he/she may adjust the gross rent to a reasonable amount for

purposes of this act.

(h) "Rent constituting property taxes accrued" means 20 percent

of the gross rent.

(i) "Senior citizen" means an applicant who is 65 years of age

or older on January 1 of the levy year.



a) "Disabled veteran™ means a person honorably separated
from the military service of the United States whose disability
was 1incurred or aggravated in the line of duty in the uniformed
services of the United States, and whose disability has been rated
by the branch of the service or the Veterans Administration at 50%

or more.

SECTION Til. CLAIM IS PERSONAL. The right to file a claim under
this act shall be personal to the claimant and shall not survive

his death, but such right may be exercised on behalf of the claimant
by his legal guard .n or attorney-in-fact. IT the claimant dies
after having filed a timely claim, the amount therein shall be
disbursed to another member of the household as determined by the
commissioner. IT the claimant is the only member of his household,
the claim may be paid to the executor or administrator. But, if
neither is appointed and qualified within two years of ..he filing

of the claim, the amount claimed shall escheat to the State.

SECTION 1IV. CLAIM IS A REBATE FROM STATE FUNDS. Subject to
limitations provided in this act, the claimant may claim, 1in any
year, a rebate for property taxes accrued or rent constituting
property taxes accrued for the preceding year. The amount of the
rebate after authorization by the commissioner shall be paid to
the claimant from balances retained by the state for general

purposes.

SECTiON V. FILING DATE. No claim, with respect to property taxes
accrued or with respect to rent constituting property taxes accrued,

shall be paid or allowed, unless the claim is actually filed with



and in the possession of the department on or before Aprill5, 1980.
Subject to the same conditions and limitations, claims mayoe filed
on or before April 15 with respect to property taxes accrued for the

next preceding calendar year.

SECTION VI. SATISFACTION OF OUTSTANDING TAX LIABILITIES. The amount
of any claim otherwise payable in this act may be applied by the
department against any liability outstanding on the books of the
department against the claimant or against his or her spouse who

was a member of the claimant®s household in the year for which the

claim relates.

SECTION VII. ONE CLAIM PER HOUSEHOLD. Only one claimant per

household per year shall be entitled to relief under this act.

SECTION VIII. COMPUTATION OF CREDIT. The amount of any claim made

pursuant to this act shall be determined as follows:

(a) A senior citizen or disabled veteran is entitled to
claim a grant under this act in the amount of property taxes
accrued or rent constituting property taxes accruec upon the
homestead not to exceed $500. Property taxes accrued by a senior
citizen or disabled veteran in excess of $500 are also eligible

for claim under paragraph (b) of this section.

(b) A claimant shall be entitled to reimbursement equal to
60% of the amount by which the property taxes on the homestead or
the credit for rental of the homestead for the taxable year exceeds

the percentage of the claimants total household income for that



taxable year computed as follows:

HOUSEHOLD INCOME PERCENTAGE
Not over $5,000 3.5%
Over $5,000 butnot over $6,000 4.0%
Over $6,000 butnot over $7,000 4.5%
Over $7,000 butnot over $8,000 5.0%
Over $8,000 butnor over $9,000 5.5%
Over $9,000 6 .0%

(c) No credit under this section shall exceed $1,500.

(d) The department shallprepare a table under which claims
under this act shall be determined. The table shall be published
in the department®s regulations and shall be placed on the appro—
priate forms. The amount of the claim as shown in the table for

each bracket shall be computed only to the nearest dollar.

(e) The claimant, at his election, shall not be required to

record on his claim theamount claimed by him.

(f) The claim allowable of persons making this election

shall be computed by the department.

SECTION IX. ADMINISTRATION. The commissioner shall make available
suitable forms with instructions for claimants including a form which
may be inc” Ued with or as part of the individual 1income tax claim.

The olaim shall be 1in such form as the commissioner may prescribe.



SECTION X. PROOF OF CLAIM. Every claimant under this act shall
supply to the department in support of his claim reasonable proof
of rent paid, name and address of owner or managing agent of
property rented, property taxes accrued, changes of homestead and
a statement that the property taxes accrued and used for these
purposes have been, or will be paid by them and that there are

no delingquent property taxes on the homestead.

SECTION XI. DENIAL OF CLAIM. IfT it is determined that a claim is
excessive and was filed with fraudulent intent, the claim shall

be disallowed in full. IT the claim has been paid, the amount
paid may be recovered by assessment as income taxes are assessed,
and the assessment shall b”ar interest from the date of payment of
the claim until refunded or paid at the rate of one-and-one-half
(14) percent per month. The claimant in such case and any person
who assisted in the preparation or filing of such excessive clainm
or supplied information upon which such excessive claim was pre—

pared with fraudulent intent 1is guilty of a misdemeanor.

SECTION XII. PUBLIC WELFARE RECIPIENTS EXCLUDED. No claim for
refund under this act shall be allowed to any person who 1is re—
ceiving public funds for the payment of taxes or rent during the

period for which the claim is filed.

SECTION XIII. DISALLOWANCE OF CERTAIN CLAIMS. A claim shall be
disallowed if the department Tfinds that the claimant received title
to his homestead primarily for the purpose of receiving benefits

under this act.



SECTION XIV. AS 29.53.020 (e) through (i) 1is annulled.

SECTION XV. AS 29.73.060 1is annulled.



House District six Democrats sent the following message to
SENATOR KERTULA, District Six; REP. CARNEY, District Six;
SENATOR HACKNEY, Senate H.E.S.S.; REP. BUCKHOLDT, House H.E.S.S
SENATOR SACKETT, Senate Finance; and REP. MEEKINS, House Finance

THE DEMOCRATS AT A MEETING ON FEBRUARY 2, 1980 UNANIMOUSLY
ENDORSED THE PACKAGE OF BILLS RECOMMENDED BY THE LEGISLATIVE
INTERIM COMMITTEE ON SERVICES TO ELDERLY.

SPECIAL CONCERN WAS VOICED FOR PASSAGE OF A STRONG
OLDER AL/SKANS COMMISSION, H.B. 618 AND AN IDENTICAL BILL ON
THE SENATE SIDE. THE ONLY OPPOSITION TO THIS BILL APPEARS TO
COME FROM SOME OF THE SENIOR CENTERS BECAUSE OF MIS"INFORMATION
ABOUT THE LEVEL OF THEIR FUNDING UNDER THE OLDER ALASKANS
COMMISSION IF ESTABLISHED. WE ARE NOT INFORMED AS TO THE
SOURCE OF THIS MIS~INFORMATION, BUT HAVE REASON TO BELIE/E
THAT IT ISSUES FROM A CENTRAL SOURCE.

WE URGE YOUR SUPPORT FOR A VIABLE AND EFFECTIVE OLDER
ALASKANS COMMISSION.

SIGNED
JOHFI  SHAH



The following telegraiu ;;a* so..t ~hrouah 278-JC68 on
February 2, 1980 to SENATOR HACKNEY, Chairman Senate H.E.S.S.
Committee and to REP. THELMA BUCKHOLDT, House H.E.S.S. Committee

THE 950 SPONSORED CHAPTER OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
SENIOR CITIZENS TOOK ACTION ON A NUMBER OF BILLS TO IMPROVE
CONDITIONS FOR ALASKA'S RESIDENT ELDERLY, THE PACKAGE OF
LEGISLATION FROM THE LEGISLATIVE INTERIM COMMITTEE ON SERVICES
TO ELDERLY HAS RECEIVED OUR MEMBERS UNANIMOUS SUPPORT, WE
REQUEST ESPECIALLY THE PASSAGE OF A STRONG AND VIABLE
OLDER ALASKANS COMMISSION.

FRANK EATON fr *14 *=



TELEPHONES 204 N. FRANKLIN ST
306-1325 JUNEAU. ALASKA 99001
506-6526

2/22/80
to: House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
from: Ginny Chitwood, AML Executive Director 0.

re: senior citizen exemptions

Presently there are differences of opinion on how to determine
the amount of the senior citizen property tax exemption. Municipal
attorneys have advised that municipalities must exempt the entire
parcel. Reimbursement, however, is based on a limited acreage
formula, \lhen you mandate exemptions without reimbursement, you
cause everyone else"s taxes to be raised to make up the difference.
The League urges action to clarify the issue. SSHCR 45 is one
way to do this.

MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES
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