77b

SURA

HB 192

*6



2 LR iy di Y Na A
_ﬁ_i%}f%oc&chc?z%%%’gﬁ#bbt ch)'ﬁ 4 00an b %ngﬁc %GCQQON:’(? R0 /—\()J(ﬁ}j
0o0o0o000o000cocododooodd ddodds dddddddddo'dddddc’'ocDcoso00000

gJ by rurﬁ’Lsp - i P 4 o 1 - . S~ ERESE d
%’#ﬁ««o?’]# SCo h<rr7m?@o 'PSO?EES 5””@2 ﬁ?é’gtfn{saa -1
nnxt’\n’\~|’\o7-‘c33 " CAr*rir>-"nnjrn>(cf MA2c I p /AN -<n n T XJdcrj " TrI™jLP-<7-""N'c™*"(Q
3n»3»8C"33222%

3233333333533333=333232223333232322332 =333 I;

w = = . o~ w s w H X N= Jo A H
FTPPEP, 1 LR RRRRPCHOCOGHr=E NG SPCHB T ob e Fechr cginfc epgsviogephccy
coo*dddddddddddddddd odd ddddddddd dodo*odd ddddddddddddddddddd

prgedly RO RERCE" oy & afd R0 gk

fis &83.8$8gfif]f:Rjfs*n <%j8 S 7RaS8(3RSS288 g 81 888*8£ggag?r8g2=£jfg8g I

'8

r’ b il I oshin 7 1 nGjooifi bbb Do BS %725 -0 rBr ™ 2o o'rbolobro’o’coC cimb

0

r_ <
odj ¥

o



HOUSE RESEARCH AGENCY
Pouch Y - State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

465-3991
MEMORANDUM March 27, 1980
TO: Representative Terry Gardiner
FROM: Jack Kreinhedei
Issues Analyst
RE: HB 192 Computer Runs at Total Entitlements of $24, $26 and

$28 Million (Research Request No. 64)

The attached chart provides percentage breakdowns by local government of
revenue sharing entitlements at various tctal entitlement levels, and is

organized as follows:

1 FY 1979 revenue sharing entitlements (actual total entitlement
= $13.8 million)

2) FY 1980 entitlements (actual total entitlement = $12 million)

3) HB 192 entitlements (proposed total entitlement $24 million)

4) HB 192 entitlements (proposed total entitlement » $26 million)

5) HB 192 entitlements (proposed total entitlement $28 million)
All five of these revenue sharing computer runs exclude hospital construc—
tion, hospital and health facility operational entitlements, and per
capita health power entitlements. The three HB 192 computer runs include
Municipal Utilities Service Assessment in-lieu of tax revenues for the
municipalities which collect them: Anchorage, Fairbanks, Ketchikan and
Seward.

The decrease in the revenue sharing entitlement, excJuding hospital and
health funding, of about $1.8 million from FY 1979 to FY 1980 reflects
the fact that although the total entitlement increased by about $1.5
million in 1980, hospital and health entitlements increased from $4.7
million to over $8 million, thus reducing the remaining entitlements.
As you know, most of this increase in hospital and health entitlements
is attributable to hospital construction funding,which increased from
13 percent of the total revenue sharing entitlement in FY 1979 to 28
percent in 1980.

Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.

JK/dp
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y, Slate Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

(907) 465-3991
MEMORANDUM April 28, 1980
TO: Representative Terry Gardiner
FROM: Jack Kreinhed
Issues Analys
RE: CS for House Bill No. 192 (Finance) am
Research Request No. 64
As you requested, | have preparec new computer runs estimating the reve—

nue sharing entitlements for each municipality, as reflected in the
version of HB 192 passed by the House on 4/22/80. The following changes
were made to the original bill:

1. The total entitlement was increased from $27 million to $31
million (Section 12).

2. The hold-harmless provision was extended from three to five
years [Section 11(a)(2)],

3. In-lieu-of tax revenues from municipal utilities were inclided
as eligible local revenues for the purpose of determining each
municipality"s local tax effort [Section 2, Section 29.88.010

(©)(1)()]-

4. The “"jffective date in the event of a legislative appropriation
less than that specified in the bill was changed from 1982 to
1983 (Section 12).

5. The section providing for aid to volunteer fire departments
(VFD"s) was amended on the House floor to make all VFD"s, not
just those outside cities or boroughs, eligible for State aid
under HB 192 [Section 3, Section 29.89.025(a)].

The entitlement figures in the attached chart should be regarded as

preliminary values, primarily because we are still evaluating the fiscal
impact of the amendment pertaining to volunteer fire departments. These
computer runs, therefore, do not reflect the VFD amendment. In addition,



Reoresentative Gardiner
April 28, 1980
Page 2

it appears that there is a greater number of municipalities which col—
lect in-lieu-of tax revenues from municipal utilities than we had

originally believed. In-lieu-of tax revenues have been included for the
major municipalities, but we n ed to contact about 25 local governments
to verify the remaining in-lieu-of revenues. A new set of entitlement

figures incorporating these revenues, as well as the effect of the VFD
amendment, will be prepared as soon as the necessary data can be obtained.

Entitlement Chart

The attached chart presents three entitlement figures for each munici—
pality, together with the percentages of the total entitlement which
zach figure constitutes. The first two columns contain the population
of each local government and its percentage of the state"s total popu—
lation. The next two columns show the revenue sharing entitlement and
percentage for each municipality under current law for FY 80, excluding
health and hospital entitlements. Tlie following two columns display the
local government entitlements under HB 192, also excluding health =nd
hospital funding. The remaining four columns also compare present 1 iw
and HB 192 entitlements and percentages, but include the funding for
health services and hospitals.

JK./dp

Attacliment
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99B11

(907) 465-3991
MEMORANDUM April 30, 1980
TO: Representative Terry Gardiner
FROM: Jack Kreinheder, Issues Analys
RE: Impact of Proposed HB 192 Hold Harmless Amendment(125 Percent)

Research Request No. 64

Attached is the computer run you requested for the Senate Community and
Regional Affairs Committee, showing the effect on HB 192 revenue sharing
entitlements of a provision ensuring that all municipalities would re—
ceive at least 125 percent of their 1980 prorated entitlement. The run
was made at a funding level of $31 million and includes hospital and
health entitlements.

A total of thirteen municipalities would be affected by a 125 percent
hold harmless provision, with the following local governments receiving
the most money under such a provision:

1. Sitka Borough - $72,493
2. City of Valdez $51,535
3. North Slope Borough - $39,253
4. City of Kodiak $17,256

The total cost or the amount that other communities would lose from this
hold harmless amendment would be about $225,000. The cost would be dis—
tributed equally over all municipalities on a percentage basis, with
each municipality not benefitting from the hold harmless provision in—
curring a reduction of about one percent (.01) in its revenue sharing
entitlement.

One final point is that as HB 192 is written, providing a 125 percent
hold harmless clause would result in an actual entitlement increase for
affected municipalities of about 24 percent. This 1is a result of the
existing hold harmless language, which states that the additional hold



Representative Terry Gardiner
Page No. 2
April 30, 1980

harmless monies shall be prorated along with a]l other entitlements to
fund the hold harmless entitlements. In order to guarantee ai actual
increase of 25 percent over the current entitlement, the hold harmless
level vauld need to be set at about 126 percent, or the proration mechani
could be changed so that the hold harmless entitlements were not prorated
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HOUSE RESEARCH AGENCY
Pouch Y - State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

465-3991
MEMORANDUM March 26, 1980
TO: Representative Terry Gardiner
FROM: Jack Kreinheder, Issues Analyst
RE: Explanation of HB 192 Equalization Formula

Research Request No. 64

You have requested that | prepare for the Finance Committee some practi—
cal examples,of how the equalization formula in Chapter 88 of HB 192 is
applied. This memorandum presents three hypothetical and three real
applications of the equalization formula. Also included in the last
section is a revised estimate of the taxation incentive und* < lIB 192..

The HB 192 equalization formula is defined as P x R, where P = popula—
tion and R = millage rate equivalent, or local tax effort- This local
effort factor is calculated by dividing the total locally “anerated
revenues allowed under the bill by one-tenth of one percent of the total
property value cf the taxing unit. To take a theoretJral case, if a
municipality has local revenues of $1 million and a total property
valuation of $100 million, the local effort factor would be 10 [$1 million/
($100 million x .001)]. A municipality with the same tax base but $2
million in local revenues would have a local effort factor of 20 [$2
million/($1 million v .001)], and its Chapter 88 entitlement per resident
would therefore be twi < that of the former community.

A third example would be a municipality with the same local revenues as
the first example ($1 million), but with a tax base only half as large
($30 million). This municipality would also have a local effort factor

of 20 [$1 million/($50 million x .001)], and would therefore receive

twice the Chapter 88 entitlement per resident of the first example, and
the same entitlement as the second example. Although the municipality

in the second example raises twice the local revenues of the municipality
in the third case, the second municipality”s tax base is also twice as
large; thus, the tax burden and local effort factor of the two municipalities
is identical and they would receive the same entitlement per resident
under Chapter 88. Of course, ii the populations of the two wuiicipalities
differed, the actual Chapter 88 entitlement for each of the two local
governments would vary in direct proportion to ."heir populations. Table

1 summarizes the three examples presented above.
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To further illustrate the relationsnip of the three variables used in
the equalization formula- population, local revenues, and local assessed
property valuation- consider the communities of Xenai, Ketchikan, and
Homer. Table Il shows how the equalization entitlement is calculated
for each of the communities. As the table indicates, the local revenues
generated by Kenai are only about 72 percent as large as those raised by
Ketchikan, but Kenai®"s property valuation is also about 72 percent that
of Ketchikans; therefore, the local effort factors are nearly identical
(19.95 vs. 19.50). These cities are placing similar tax burdens on
their residents and their equalization entitlements per resident would
thus be comparable. Ketchikan has nearly twice as many residents as
Kenai, and its total Chapter 88 entitlement would be correspondingly
greater than Kenai's.

Homer has a tax base of about $86 million, or about 64 percent of Kenai's.
If the local revenues raised by Homer were also 64 percent of the local
revenues collected by Kenai, the local effort factors and Chapter 88
entitlements per resident of the two cities would be identical. However,
Homer®"s actual locally-generated revenues are only about 30 perc .it as
large as Kenai"s. Homer"s local effort factor would therefore be less
than half that of Kenai®s (9.17 vs. 19.95). In other words, the tax
burden on the residents of Kenai, relative to the tax base of the community,
is more than twice the tax burden carried by Homer residents. Kenai"s
equalization entitlement under HB 192 would therefore be about 2.2 times
more per resident than Homer"s. It should be noted that although Homer's
Chapter 88 entitlement per resident would be less than either Ketchikan's
or Kenai®s, Homer would still receive more revenue sharing funds than it
currently receives at any HB 192 total entitlement of $27 million or
greater (including health entitlements).

One additional consideration should be mentioned, There is a fourth
factor use."t in determining equalization entitlements under HB 192 however,
it is applied tqually to all communitfas. This is a proration factor
which calculates the share of the total entitlement which is distributed
under the equalization entitlement provision (Chapter 88). The proration
factor varies according to the total entitlement; at a total entitlement
of $27 million (including health entitlements), the factor is about

2.4. The actual equalization entitlement for each local government at a
total entitlement of $27 million would therefore be 2.4 times the amount
determined by application of the equalization formula.

HB 192 Taxation Incentive

The 1incentive for municipalities to raise tax rates in order to receive
additional revenue sharing funds under HB 192 is much smaller than |
indicated to you at the Finance Committee meeting of 3/24. I had thorght
that the local taxes/revenue sharing entitlement ratio was about 3 to 1;
i.e., three additional dollars in local taxes would inverse the revenue
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sharing entitlement by one dollar. However, test runs oi" the computer

model indicate that this 3:1 ration applies only to very small communities

or service areas, and that the ratio is much higher for larger municipalities.
Anchorage appears to have the highest ratio at about 23 to 1, meaning

that to obtain one additional revenue sharing dollar- under HB 192,

Anchorage would have to raise an additional $23 in local taxes. The

average ratio for all the municipalities appears to be about 14 to 1.
Therefore, the incentive for municipalities to raise taxes under HB 192

is much lower than previously indicated.

JK/dp



TABLE 1
THREE EXAMPLES OF THE HB 192
EQUALIZATION FORMULA

LOCAL EFFORT

LOCALLY-GENERATED PROPERTY FACTOR
REVENUES VALUATION (millage rate equivalent)
MUNICIPALITY 1 $1 million [$100 million (x .001)] 10
MUNICIPALITY 2 $2 million [$100 million (x .001)] 20
MUNICIPALITY 3 $1 million [$ 50 million (x.001)] 20

Prepared by:

House Research Agency
March 25, 1980



TABLE 11

THE HB 192 EQUALIZATION FORMULA-

AS

APPLIED TO THREE ALASKAN CITIES
(Thousands of Dollars)

EQUALIZATION

LOCALLY-GENERATED PROPERTY LOCAL EFFORT ENTITLEMENT
REVENUES VALUATION FACTOR POPULATION (CHAPTER 88)
KETCHIKAN $3,715 + [$190,000 (x .001)] 19.50 (x) 8,542 (x 2.4)* = $401
KENAI 2,667 + [$134,000 (x .001)] 19.95 x) 4,421 (x 2.4) = $212
HOMER 789 + [$ 86,000 (x .001)] 9.17 ) 2,227 (x 2.4) = $ 49

* 2.4 is the equalisation entitlement proration
factor at a total entitlement of $27 million. The
factor will vary in accordance with the total
entitlement level, as explained in the attached
memo .

Prepared by:

House Research Agency
March 25, 1980



HOUSE RESEARCH AGENCY
Pouch Y - Scare Capitol
Juneau, Alaska $9811
465-3991

MEMORANDUM April 9, 1980

T0: Representative Bill Parker
Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

FROM: Jack Kreinheder, Issues Analys

RE: Incentives for Regional Government Formation
and Local Service Delivery
Research Request No. 8

In a meeting on March 21 with Marjorie Gorsucit and Margo Waring of your
staffs, it was agreed chat the best course of action at this point would

be for me to focus my research efforts on the development rf specific
amendments to HB 192 which would enable the bill to more effectively

meet some of your goals for the revenue sharing program. The two objectives
chosen for further study were: (1) to provide greater incentives for the
formation of regional governments in the unorganized borough; and (2) to
provide incentives for the transfer of service delivery responsibility

to the local level.

It appears that the potential for modifying the KB 192 revenue sharing
proposal to meet these objectives without sacrificing ".he political
viability of the bill is rather limited, for reasons explained below.
However, we have formulated two possible amendments to the bill which

would provide the types of incentives you wish to create. The two proposals
are described below.

Borough Formation Incentives

Under AS 29.18.180, a newly incorporated borough is eligible for an
organizational grant of at least $25,000, or $10 for every voter

participating in the borough incorporation election. It is widely
recognized that a grant of this size would cover only a small part of of
the organizational costs of any new borough. The State Assessor"s

Office has estimated that it would cost at least $200,000 just to pre—
pare the initial tax assessment roll in any one of the current R.E.A.A."s.
New boroughs would also be faced with the cost of hiring municipal per—
sonnel, establishing new services, and other major expenses. In addition,
the organizational grant amount ha? not been changed since 1968, although
inflation has more than doubled costs since that time.
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One way to encourage borough formation would therefore be to amend AS
29_1S.1S0 to provide a larger giant. A minimum organizational grant for
new Doroughs of $125,000 per year for the first two years, and $75,000
for the third year, would more accurately reflect the true costs of
organization and would provide a greater in -.entive for the formation of
regional governments in the unorganized borough. These figures were
developed by staff members of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and suggested to me by Patrick Poland of the Department"s Local
Government Assistance Division,

Although these grant values may still not cover all the costs of borough
organization, depending on the size and situation of the area being
organized, they would at least provide a more realistic and substantial
amount of funding for this purpose. Of course, increasing the organiza-—
tional grants to even higher levels would offer a greater incentive for
borough formation, but there would appear no be a clear trade-off between
the amount of funding offered and the prospects of the legislation being
enacted.

It woulu probably be desirable to retain the per capita provision of the
organizational grants to account for the higher costs of organizing

boroughs for larger or more populated areas. Under present law, a new
borough would receive more on a per capita basis than the minimum grant
if more than 2500 persons vote in the organization election. Applying

the same 2500 voter threshold to the proposed total organizational grant
of $325,000, the per voter grant would be $130.

It may also be desirable to incorporate other factors into the organiza—
tional grants, such as land area of the new borough, population density,
or taxable property value. Unfortunately, little is known about the
quantitative relationship between these factors and the cost of borough
organization, and making the organizational grant provisions too complex
could reduce the incentive for organization which the grant is intended
to provide.

Incentives for Local Service Delivery

The services which were identified during this research as possible
candidates for the transferral of delivery responsibility from the state
to the local level are police protection and the maintenance of airports,
ports and narbors, and certain types of roads. A number of local govern—
ments have expressed interest 1in assuming these services, but could not
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obtain sufficient funding from their own resources or from the current
revenue sharing program. A possible method of encouraging local govern—
ments to assume responsibility for police services and the maintenance

of transportation facilities would be to allow municipalities to receive
the funds which the State would otherwise expend in providing the particu—
lar service the municipality wished to assume.

For example, if the Department of Public Safety spends $50,000 per year
to provide police assistance to a given community, that community could
elect to receive the $50,000 directly in exchange for an agreement to
provide a similar level of police protection. If the community felt it
could not fully replace the services of the State Troopers, but wanted
to have some type of police assistance at the community level, the local
government could receive a level of funding which corresponded to the
expected reduction in State Trooper expenditures resulting from the
local police sewice plan. For example, if the majority of police assistance
calls in a community were for relatively minor late-night or weekend
disturbances, the community could receive some funding for a part-time
or on-call local officer, while retaining the services of the State
Troopers for homicides or other serious crimes. A similar arrangement
could apply to the maintenance of airports, harbors, and roads.

It appears that this type of approach would need to be carried out

through negotiations between the Department of Public Safety - or the
Department of Transportation, 1in the case of airports, harbors, and

roads - and local governments on an individual basis. The primary

concern of the departments involved would probably be to ensure that their
responsibilities for local services would be decreased in proportion to
their loss in funding. It might be desirable for local governments to
prepare a plan of service which would demonstrate to the department®s
satisfaction that the municipality would be able to either meet the

same standards as the service provided by the department, or, if it
provided a lower level of service, would require only part of the depart—
ment®s funding for that service.

The primary advantage of transferring these types of services to the
local level would be enhanced flexibility and freedom of choice for
municipalities with regard to the types and levels of service provided

in each community. Local governments assuming a service previously
provided by the State would be free to supplement the State funding with
eother local, federal, or State monies if they wished to provide a greater
level of service. Although it is questionable whether local governments
should be allowed to use the State money for an altogether different
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service than the one being tranéferred, since police protection and basic
facility maintenance are usually considered as essential services, muni—
cipalities could be allowed to provide the service in an alternative
manner that fulfilled the same needs, but was more appropriate for the
particular characteristics and situation of each community. For example,
a community with high unemployment could elect to employ maintenance
procedures for its airport, harbor, or roads which made less use of
graders, dredges and other equipment, and employed more workers instead.

There are a number of potential difficulties with the local assumption of
State services. Economies of scale appear to be one of the most significant
problems with this approach. Particularly in the smaller communities, it

may not be economically feasible to maintain a police force or maintenance
personnel at the local level. A related problem is that of administrative
support for police and maintenance services. Although a community might be
able to afford a policeman®s salary, for example, it may not be able to
cover the cost of equipment, 1insurance, legal protection, and other
necessary administrative expenses. However, it may be possible for two

or more local governments in close, proximity to enter into joint agreements
for a particular service, and thereby increase the efficiency and feasibility
of the service, while still retaining local control.

An additional problem may be that in some cases the department®s costs would
not be significantly reduced if a local government assumed a particular
service. For instance, the Department of Public Safety may have one State
Trooper who is responsible for a region containing five small communities.

IfT two of these communities decide to assume responsibility for police pro—
tection, the Department would probably save only the cost of transporting the
trooper to those communities, b -ause it can"t employ three-fifths of a
trooper for the remaining communities.

One practical consideration with the transfer of services to the local level
is that the departments may not be able to break out their expenditures on a
community-by-community basis. Should this problem arise, one solution would
be to require such a breakdown for the upcoming fiscal year and then im—
plement the transfer of service responsibility the following year.

A final problem could be that of differing standards of service quality
between the departments and the communities assuming new services. Because
judgements about levels and qualities of service tend to be subjective in
nature, it is easy to imagine disputes arising between the departments and
local governments about whether a municipality®"s approach to service delivery
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net the sane standards as the service previously provided by the State.
HB 192 Issues

Neither of the options discussed above would directly modify the revenue
sharing program proposed in HB 192, although the options could be in—
corporated in the bill as a separate section. We considered several
possible changes to the HB 192 revenue sharing proposal which would
provide incentives for borough formation ari local assumption of services,
but it was evident that none of these changes could be made without
seriously compromising the political viability of the bill. The basic
problem is that any changes to the HB 192 equalization formula or other
parts of the bill which would provide the:. types of incentives will
result in a loss of revenue sharing funds for established municipalities,
or will reduce local flexibility in the use of revenue sharing funds.

Both of these results would tend to reduce the support of existing
municipalities for the bill, which is already facing an uncertain political
future.

The Municipality of Anchorage currently opposes the passage of HB 192.
Anchorage municipal officials are concerned that even though Anchorage
would receive an increase 1in revenue sharing funds under HB 192, the
municipality"s percentage share of the total revenue sharing entitlement
would decrease. The significance of this poin*. for this discussion 1is
that any changes to the HB 192 revenue sharing proposal which would
provide the types of incentives you desire, would further reduce Anchorage®s
share (together with all existing local governments® shares)of the total
funding for the program. Such changes could therefore further jeopardize
the passage of HB 192 by increasing the opposition of Anchorage officials
and possibly diminishing the support of other local governments for the
bill.

The two major changes we considered and rejected were: (1) providing a
temporarily increased entitlement to new boroughs; and (2) requiring
that revenue sharing funds be used for the provision of local services,
rather than capital improvements or general government expenses. Under
the first approach, the equalization entitlement and/or the minimum
entitlement for new boroughs would be increased by a specified factor,
say three or four times, 1in the ",rst year and then tapered off over
several years. This increased funding would serve a purpose similar to
the organizational grants suggested earlier in this memorandum; the
major distinction between the two approaches is that the increased
revenue sharing entitlement for the new boroughs would necessarily
reduce the entitlements for all other local governments, vdnile the
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organizational grants could be funded separately, as they are under
present lav, and would not affeut the dollar allocation or percentage
share of other local governments.

With regard to incentives for local assumption of service delivery
responsibilities, it was noted in my earlier memorandum of February 15
that HB 192 does increase such incentives over the present revenue
sharing program by increasing the total funding level and by allowing
municipalities to allocate revenue sharing funds according to local
priorities. Because HB 192 would not require revenue sharing funds to
be spent for local services, as opposed to capital improvements or other
expenses, consideration was given to including such a requirement in the

bill. However, my conversations with Community and Regional Affairs
staff, Jack C"nenoweth, and others indicated that many municipalities
would be strongly opposed to such a requirement. In addition, a requirement

of that type runs contrary to the HB 192 emphasis on local flexibility.

An important additional point is that the two options proposed earlier

in this memorandum are not intended to represent a comprehensive approach
to the formation of regional governments and the local provision of
services. The local government legislation package already introduced
would provide greater incentives in these areas than any politically
feasible additions to HB 192. However, given the constraints established
by the HB 192 approach to revenue sharing, these two options appear to be
tha most viable means of adding the types of incentives you desire to HB
192.

We hope our comments are useful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if

you would like to discuss this subject in more detail, or if we may be of
further assistance.

JK/bf
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Bill Parker
Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

FROM: Jack Kreinheder, Issues Analys

RE: Incentives for Regional Government Formation
and Local Service Delivery
Research Request No. 8

In a meeting on March 21 with Marjorie Gorsuch and Margo Waring of your
staffs, it was agreed that the best course of action at this point would

be for me to focus my research efforts on the development of specific
amendments to HB 192 which would enable the bill to more effectively

meet some of your goals for the revenue sharing program. The two objectives
chosen for further study were: (1) to provide greater incentives for the
formation of regional governments in the unorganized borough; and (2) to
provide incentives for the transfer of service delivery responsibility

to the local level.

It appears that the potentia L for modifying the IIB 192 revenue sharing
proposal to meet these objeciives without sacrificing the political
viability of the bill is rather limited, for reasons explained below.
However, we have formulated two possible amendments to the bill which

would provide the types of incentives ;,ou wish to create. The two proposals
are described below.

Borough Formation Incentives

Under AS 29.18.180, a newly incorporated borough is eligible for an
organizational grant of at least $25,000, or $10 for every voter
participating in the borough incorporation election. It Is widely
recognized that a grant of this size would cover only a small part of of
the organizational costs of any new borough. The State Assessor"s

Office lias estimated that it would cost at least $200,000 just to pre—
pare the initial tax assessment roll in any one of the current R.E.A.A."s.
New boroughs would also be faced with the cost of hiring municipal per—
sonnel, establishing new services, and other major expenses. In addition,
the organizational grant amount has not been changed since 1968, although
inflation has more than doubled costs since that time.
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One way to encourage borough formation would therefore be to amend AS
29.18.180 to provide a larger grant. A minimum organizational grant for
new boroughs of $125,000 per year for the first two years, and $75,000
for the third year, would more accurately reflect the true costs of
organization and would provide a greater incentive for the formation of
regional governments in the unorganized borough. These figures were
developed by staff members of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and suggested to me by Patrick Poland of the Department®s Local
Government Assistance Division.

Although these grant values may still not cover all the costs of borough
organization, depending on the size and situation of the area being
organized, they would at least provide a more realistic and substantial
amount of funding for this purpose. Of course, increasing the organiza—
tional grants to even higher levels would offer a greater incentive for
borough formation, but there would appear to be a clear trade-off between
the amount of funding offered and the prospects of the legislation being
enacted.

It would probably be desirable to retain the per capita provision of the
organizational grants to accoi.nt for the higher costs of organizing
boroughs for larger or more populated areas. Under present law, a new
borough would receive more on a per capita basis than the minimum grant
if more than 2500 persons vote in the organization election. Applying
the same 2500 voter threshold to the proposed total organizational grant
of $325,000, the per voter grant would be $130.

It may also be desirable to incorporate other factors into the organiza—
tional grants, such as land area of the new borough, population density,
or taxable property value. Unfortunately, little is known about the
quantitative relationship between these factors and the cost of borough
organization, and making the organizational grant provisions too complex
could reduce the incentive for organization which the grant is intended
to provide.

incentives for Local Service Delivery

The services which were identified during this research as possible
candidates for the transferral of delivery responsibility from the state
to the local level are police protection and the maintenance of airports,
ports and harbors, and certain types of roads. A number of local govern—
ments have expressed interest in assuming these services, but could not
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obtain suffto"Cut funding from their own resources or from the current
revenue sharing program. A possible method of encouraging local govern—
ments to assume responsibility for police services and the maintenance

of transportation facilities would be to allow municipalities to receive
the funds which the Stati would otherwise expend In providing the particu—
lar service the municipality wished to assume.

For example, if the Department of Public Safety spends $50,000 per year
to provide police assistance to a given community, that community could
elect to receive the $50,000 directly in exchange for an agreement to
provide a similar level of police protection. If the community felt it
could not fully replace the services of the State Troopers, but wanted
to have some type of police assistance at the community level, the local
government could receive a level of funding which corresponded to the
expected reduction in State Trooper expenditures resulting from the
local police service plan. For example, if the majority of police assistance
calls in a community were for relatively minor late-night or weekend
disturbances, the community could receive some funding for a part-time
or on-call local officer, while retaining the services of the State
Troopers for homicides or other serious crimes. A similar arrangement
could apply to the maintenance of airports, harbors, and roads.

It appears that this type of approach would need to be carried out

through negotiations between the Department of Public Safety - or the
Department of Transportation, in the case of airports, harbors, and

roads - and local governments on an individual basis. The primary

concern of the departments involved would probably be to ensure that their
responsibilities for local services would be decreased in proportion to
their loss in funding. It might be desirable for local governments to
prepare a plan of service which would demonstrate to the department”s
satisfaction that the municipality would be able to either meet the

same standards as the service provided by the department, or, if it
provided a lower level of service, would require only part of the depart—
ment"s funding for that service.

The primary advantage of transferring these types of services to the
local level would be enhanced flexibility and freedom of choice for
municipalities with regard to the types and levels of service provided

in each community. Local governments assuming a service previously
provided by the State would be free to supplement the State funding with
other local, federal, or State monies if they wished to provide a greater
level of service. Although it is questionable whether local governments
should be allowed to use the State money for an altogether different
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service than the one being transferred, since police protection and basic
facility maintenance are usually considered as essential services, muni—
cipalities could be allowed to provide the service in an alternative
manner that full lied the same needs, but was more appropriate for the
particular characteristics and situation of each community. For example,
a community with high unemployment could elect to employ maintenance
procedures for its airport, harbor, or roads which made less use of
graders, dredges and other equipment, and employed more workers instead.

There are a number of potential difficulties with the local assumption of
State services. Economies of scale appear to be one of the most significant
problems with this approach. Particularly in the smaller communities, it

may not be economically feasible to maintain a police force or maintenance
personnel at the local level. A related problem is that of administrative
support for police and maintenance services. Although a community might be
able to afford a policeman®s salary, for example, it may not be able to
cover the cost of equipment, insurance, legal protection, and other
necessary administrative expenses. However, it may be possible for two

or more local governments in close proximity to enter into joint agreements
for a particular service, and thereby increase the efficiency and feasibility
of the service, while still retaining local control.

An additional problem may be that in some cases the department"s costs would
not be significantly reduced if a local government assumed a particular
service. For instance, the Department of Public Safety may have one State
Trooper who is responsible for a region containing five small communities.

IT two of these communities decide to assume responsibility for police pro—
tection, the Department would probably save only the cost of transporting the
trooper to those communities, because it can"t employ three-fifths of a
trooper for the remaining communities.

One practical consideration with the transfer of services to the local level
is that the departments may not be able to break out their expenditures on a
community-by-community basis. Should this problem arise, one solution would
be to require such a breakdown for the upcoming fiscal year and then im—
plement the transfer of service responsibility the following year.

A final problem could be that of differing standards of service quality
between the departments and the communities assuming new services. Because
judgements about levels and qualities of service tend to be subjective in
nature, it is easy to imagine disputes arising between the departments and
local governments about whether a municipality®s approach to service delivery
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met the same standards as the service previously provided by the State.
HB 192 Issues

Neither of the options discussed above would directly modify the revenue
sharing program proposed in HB 192, although the options could be in—
corporated in the bill as a separate section. We considered several
possible changes to the HB 192 revenue sharing proposal which would
provide incentives for borough formation and local assumption of services,
but it was evident that none of these changes could be made without
seriously compromising the political viability of the bill. The basic
problem is that any changes to the HB 192 equalization formula or other
parts of the bill which would provide these types of incentives will
result in a loss of revenue sharing funds for established municipalities,
or will reduce local flexibility in the use of revenue sharing funds.

Both of these results would tend to reduce the support of existing
municipalities for the bill, which is already facing an uncertain political
future.

The Municipality of Anchorage currently opposes the passage of HB 192.
Anchorage municipal officials are concerned that even though Anchorage
would receive an increase in revenue sharing funds under HB 192, the
municipality"s percentage share of the total revenue sharing entitlement
would decrease. The significance of this point for this discussion is
that any changes to the HB 192 revenue sharing proposal which would
provide the types of incentives you desire, would further reduce Anchorage®s
share (together with all existing local governments®™ shares)of the total
funding for the program. Such changes could therefore further jeopardize
the passage of HB 192 by increasing the opposition of Anchorage officials
and possibly diminishing the support of other local governments for the
bill.

The two major changes we considered and rejected were: (1) providing a
temporarily increased entitlement to new boroughs; and (2) requiring
that revenue sharing funds be used for the provision of local services,
rather than capital improvements or general government expenses. Under
the first approach, the equalization entitlement and/or the minimum
entitlement for new boroughs would be increased by a specified factor,
say three or four times, in the first year and then tapered off over
several years. This increased funding would serve a purpose similar to
the organizational grants suggested earlier in this memorandum; the
major distinction between the two approaches is that the increased
revenue sharing entitlement for the new boroughs would necessarily
reduce the entitlements for all other local governments, while the
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organizational grants could be funded separately, as they are under
present law, and would not affect the dollar allocation or percentage
share of other local governments.

With regard to incentives for local assumption of service delivery
responsibilities, it was noted in my earlier memorandum of February 15
that HB 192 does increase such incentives over the present revenue
sharing program by increasing the total funding level and by allowing
municipalities to allocate revenue sharing funds according to local
priorities. Because HB 192 would not require revenue sharing funds to
be spent for local services, as opposed to capital improvements or other
expenses, consideration was given to including such a requirement in the
bill. However, my conversations vita Community and Regional Affairs
staff, Jack Chenoweth, and ethers indicated that many municipalities
would be strongly opposed to such a requirement. In addition, a requirement
of that type runs contrary to the HB 192 emphasis on local flexibility.

An important additional point is that the two options proposed earlier

in this memorandum are not intended to represent a comprehensive approach
to the formation of regional governments and the local provision of
services. The local government legislation package already introduced
would provide greater incentives in these areas than any politically
feasible additions to HB 192. However, given the constraints established
by the HB 192 approacli to revenue sharing, these two options appear to

be the most viable means of adding the types of incentives you desire to
HB 192.

We hope our comments are useful. Please do not hesitate to contact me

if you would like to discuss this subject in more detail, or if we may
be of further assistance.

JK/bf



May 5, 1980
|G Gary Peska, Senate Finance
FROM: Margo Waring, Staff

Senator Sturgulevalci®e Office

RE: SCS CS HB 192

I au forwarding to you copies of materials supplied to the Senate Com—
munity and Regional Affairs Committee for our hearings on HB 192, You
may find these helpful in your and the Senate Final ;e Committee"s review
of the legislation.

I also thought 1 would summarize for you the CRA Committee®"s actions on
this bill. Amendments adopted by the Senate CRA Committee dealt witli
several different areas:

1. revision to the Volunteer Five Department eligibility

2. changes regarding eligible utility revenues and assessments for
public utilities

3. two highly important revenue sharing studies for has*line _nfor-
mation on mass transit and hospital costs

4. separation of hospital construction funding from the miscellaneous
services account

5. adoption of the Anchorage Municipality"s amendment to increase
the allocation for six communities and to peg future sums to a
population figure - There was a great deal of debate on this
amendment, leading to a split decision. The other version
favored by Committee members, including the Chairman, was
an amendment offered by the Alaska Municipal League which would
"hold harmless” for five years oc 115% of full entitlement.
This would favorably impact more communities, while achieving
Anchorage®s goal of increasing their percentage of revenue
sharing. It is also an approach consistent with the approach
of the bill itself.

I would bo glad to provide any additional background information you
might wish. We have requested additional computer runs for our amend-—
ments from Jack Krienheder of House Research. These runs are not yet
complete, so | have asked him to contact you directly.

Enclosure



SENATE AMENTDMENT

Senator Rodey, Senator Kelly, Senator Meland,
Senator Sturgulewski, Senator Dankworth,

To:

To:

Page: 19 Line: 5

Page 19 - Delete lines 5 through 11 and insert in their places a new
section to read:

Section 13 to read:

AS 29.95.030 is amended by adding a new section to read:
Sec. 29.95.030. ENTITLEMENT ADJUSTMENT. () A municipality may

not receive a total amount of money under AS 29.88, AS 29.89, and AS 29.-
95.020 which 1is less in proportion to the total amount appropriated and
allocated under those sections than 90 percent of the.percentage of the
population of the municipality to the total population of the state for
the fiscal year, as the population of the municipality and the popula—
tion of all municipalities of the state is determined under AS 29.88.015.
(b) When the total amount that would be received by a municipality
under AS 29.85, AS 29.89 and AS 29.95.020 is less than the amount deter —
mined under (@) of this section, the department shall pay to the muni—

cipality, 1in addition to payment"s under AS 29.86, AS 29.89, and AS 29.-
95.020, the amount of the difference.

©) For puposes of determining whether an entitlement adjustment
is payable to a borough under this section, if a borough includes one or

more cities which are entitled to receive entitlements payable under
AS 29.88, AS 29.89 or AS 29.95.020, 1in addition to the entitlement of
the borough, entitlements payable to the cities shall be considered as
if they were payable to the borough.

(d) The minimum entitlement adjustment account 1is established.
Money to carry out the provisions of thi% section shall be allocated by
the department to the account in accordance with AS 29.95.010. If
amounts in the account are insufficient to pay each municipality"s share

authorized under this section, the amounts which are available shall be

distributed pro rata among eligible municipalities.
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Borough/City
Anchorane
Sitka
Galena

Kake
Delta Juncticn

Valdez

(a) State population data as of July 1,

ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIRED FOR
AMENDMENT TO STATE REVENUE SHARING DILL

Population
204,809
8,787
957
710
892

4,056

% of State”
Population

46.08%
1.98%
0.22%
0.16%
0.20%

0.91%

90% of
Previous
Column

41.47%

1.78%

0.20%

0.14%

0.18%

0.82%

1979 (441,481 total

Amotint
$8,190,667
254,978
33,844
26,350
28,197

136,868

% of State

Total

36.02%

1.12%

0.15%

0.12%

0.12%

0.60%

state population)

Additional
Requi rement

$1,239,376
150,090
11,370
4,548
13,645
50,030

$1,469,059



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

l otion No.". CSHB 192 (Finance)
Title Ecualization of the Tax Resources of Municipal -if-jpc
Reauested bv House Finance Date 4/22/S0O

. FISCAL DETAIL . . .
Aeency A%ected Community & Regional Affairs

Program Category Affected Community Dpvp.lotT.qnt

BRU, Program, cr Subprogram”) Affected _Local itnypramprt sccict?ppo - eranfc

(Note: If more than one bud%et.compqnent Is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

| FY80 | FY s I FY82 FY S3 FY 84 | FY 85
100 PERSONAL SFRVYCF.S 1
700 TRAVET 1
300 CONTRACTUAL 1 1 ! 1 1
400 roMMODTTTFS I 11 1
500 FOUTPMENT 1 1 1
600 LAND & STRUCTURES 1 1 1 1 1
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 1 “,435.0 1 1 1
1 | ! 1 1
TOTAL 4,435.0

FUNDING  (Tnousands of Dollars)

M. 1) >u ] _ t
FEDERAL FUNDS | 1 1 1 i
OTHER (Specify Fund Source) i | | 1
| ! 1
1 1
POSITIONS
FULL TIME 1 | | | 1
PART TIME i 1 1
TEMPORARY '

I1I.  ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 1)

Sec. 12 of CSHB 192 (Finance) provides for the bill becoming effective
when $31.0 million 1is appropriated for a fiscal year.

The Governor®s and House®s version of the general appropriations act,
HB 556, already contains $26,565,000 for revenue sharing.



PEBERAL FONDS

OTHER ('Specify)

—oOm

THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No. CS HB 192 o o
Title Equalization of the tax Tesources of municipal it.jps (mnm'rinsi v-ovcnne ch”inni
Requested by Date

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Community & Regional Affairs

Prodgram Categor{J Affected ~ Community Development
udget Request Unit(s) Affected Local Government Assistance - Grants

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FYT8 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83

00 PERSONAL SERVICES
00  TRAVEL :
300 CONT RACTUAL
400  COMMODITIES
UIPM

888 ERND&STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

POSITIONS

ULL TIM
ART TIM
EMPORA

—glrmm

Tl
Tl
OR

Y

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IIl)

No fiscal .impact to the Department.  The agency personnel currently responsible

for admlnlstermg the municipal services révende sh ar|n Pro%ram (AS 43.18.010-045),
which 15 repealed by this bill, would assume responsibility for the shared revenue

Pro%rqamvg‘eﬁosed by"HB 192. It is believd that the work mvolved for both programs

IV. DATE PREPARED BY  Mary roster
AGENCY  Community s Regional Affairs >
Original: Leglslatlve Finance PHONE  nh6d-473F
Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named
B-001 Rev. 12/77)
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AMENDMENT #4 approved

Page 2, line 20: Delete "utilities,"”

followin line 24: Insert an additional

Page 2, .
nai

paragraph to read:

.PfyTncntB received by a municipality from t

utility which are in lieu of taxes levied and collected
coiiected_

by the munlecipallty."”

JBC:jdn
S-
M-
) y
J / V2 —
> ey - A
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AMENDNEI\EI' * 2 /

Will place in a separate account hospital construction funds.

There will be
a seperate account for

roads/trails and hospitalanc™health facility operation and

volunteer fire departments.

sharina studies Sec. 12 and Sec. 13 at end of bill
AVENDMENT % 3 Two revenue

* Sec.|2. (a) The Department of Health and Social Services and th<

Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall jointly examine and

rheir recommendations on the extent to which the state should assist tr:

palities nonprofit Corporajtions, and others 1in the construction and opj

tion of hospitals and health facilities.

(b) By February 1, 1961, the commissioner of health and social

shall submit to the legislature a report, accompanied by craft legisl *

i .ital anc health facilit const:
examining programs ct gtate aid tor nosp: y

B} B B} blic ar.c rivate TfTacilities, arc reccnm
ar.c operation, including both pubf: P

a ccmtr sher.sive health and hospital financial assistance program. The

-r.i acccmpanyir.g legislation shall be based cn health care ar.c health fa:

:y reed, expressed as a function cf number of beds, occupancy rate of\fac

lities, Kkir.cs cf care and levels cf service provided cr net provided, cr

:ther factors which the commissioner c¢f health and social services reason

"relieves should be the basis by which state assistance tor hospitals ar.c

health facilities ar.c their programs should be provided.

iz) The report and accompanying legislation presented under (b) cf



AMENDMENT =3 continued

(&) include, if necessary, reference to certificates cf nee
legislation anc any other current program cf the feceral or state gove
which applies in determining whether hospitals and heaith care facilit

shall be constructed;

(2) recommend a permanent program cf state assistance to mu

palities for hospital care and health care services, whether provided

public or private facilities, which 1improves the 1level of care for the
=m W»w#E S UC S t

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect July 1, 1980.

I It is the intent of the Legislature that the Alaska
Department cf Community and Regional Affairs provide, by
the tenth day cf the Twelfth Legislature, First Session,
the Legislature with draft legislation for the funding of
mass transportation through the revenue sharing formula.
The Department shall also prepare a report on the current

status of transit operations in the State.

Ir. preparing draft legislation, the Department shall
take into account regional differences, private and public
operation cf transit systems, and various options for state
support. It is suggested that th"™ Department examine the

accroaches to this cuestion taker, bv other states.
A '

/0

w\—:



AMENDMENT * 4 Fire

Sec. 29.89.025. STATE AIT TO VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENTS IN THE
UNORGANIZED BOROUGH. (a) The department shall pay to a volunteer fire
department registered with the state fire marshal and serving an area
not in an organized borough or city a sum for protection purposesequal
to $7.50 per capita for the population served by thedepartment, as
determined by the state fire marshal.

(b) A grant shall be made as set out in(a) of this section to
facilitate the organization of a volunteer fire department in an area
not in an organized borough or city upon application of the proposed
fire protectior group to the state fire marshal and approval of appli—
cations according to standards of organization and service prescribed by

regulations adopted by the state fire marshal.



VERSION 1

Pags 17 to existing language in (b) add clarification that the amount intended

is the amount EKGXsiEdx&RGEKXikEx of entitlement Drorated durino the last vear
of the old revenue sharina program.

VERSION 2

For the five years that follow adoption of the new revenue sharing program no
municipality may receive less than 1255- of the amount received by that municipality
during fxsEaixxesxxx the last fiscal year of the old program. Separate account?

Version 3
For the five years that follow adoption of the new revenue sharing Droaram no
municiapl ity may receive less than 125? of the amount due to- by thatnnicioality

as its full entitlement during the last fiscal year of the old revenue sharing
program. Separate account established.

VERSION 4

Delete (on page 17) Sec 11, subsection (a)(3).
Add the following to Sec. 4 (on p. 14):
Sec. 29.90.030 Minimum Entitlement Adjustment

() A municipality may not receive a total amount of
money under AS 29.88, AS 29.89.010 and AS 29.90.020 which
is less in proportion to the total amount appropriated
and allocated under those sections than ninety percent
(90%) of the percentage of 1its population to the total
population of the State as determined by the Department
of Labor.

(b) IT the total amount that would be received by
a municipality under AS 29.88, AS 29.89.010 and AS 29.90.020
would be less than as required by this section, the municipality
shall receive an additional entitlement in an amount sufficient
to comply with this section. In the case of boroughs that
include cities which are eligible to receive funds under AS 29.88,
AS 29.89 or AS 29.90.020, the funds to be received by the borough
shall be deemed to include any amounts tc be received by cities
within the borough for purposes of this section.

(©) Amounts received by municipalities under this section
are subject to proration in the manner provided by AS 29.90.010.

[a',. (.



AS 29.18.180(a) is amended to read:

(a) For the purpose of defraying the cost of transition to boro
or city government and in order to provide for development and interim
governmental operations, each borough and city incorporated after
January 1, 1968, or, in the case of a second class city, incorporated or
reclassified after January 1, 1968, other than a unified municipality
incorporated under the provisions of AS 29.68.240 - 29.68.440 [AS 29.85]
or a municipalit}7 otherwise incorporated by consolidation, is entitled
to an organization grant equal to $130 [$10] for every vorer who voted
in the borough or city incorporation election. However, each incor-
porated borough and each first class city incorporated or established by
reclassification outside an organized borough is entitled to

(1) $125.000 for the fiscal year in which it was incorporated
or reclassified;

(2) $125,000 for the next fiscal year; and

(3) $75,000 for the third fiscal year [AT LEAST $25,000],
Sec. 13. AS 29.18 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 29.18.182.  ASSESSMENT ROLL. (a) The Department, of Community
and Regional Affairs shall establish the initial assessment roll for a
borough incorporated under this chapter. The initial assessment roll
shall contain the information required by AS 29.53.100(a) and shall be
sufficient for computing tax levies by the municipality and for
computing the amount of local e'fort required by the municipality under
AS1A.17.022(c)(3) and 14.17.071.

> 7 -Ke mﬁayation er Tr*= ~r*Vi 1 £Qcfcc —.f =ON1 “*~ —



partment cf Community and Regional Affairs may contract for the services
cf appraisers and others whose services are required to complete the
initial assessment. When completed, the initial assessment roll shall
be certified by the commissioner of community and regional affairs, and |
the completed assessment roll, together with all supporting information
and materials prepared by the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs shall be transmitted to the borough assembly.

t (c) The Department of Community and Regional Affairs, to the

ay extent appropriations are available for the purpose, shall continue to

B

pay the costs of the services of a municipal assessor and related staff
* L for three years after the completion of the initial assessment roll.
‘21 A Sec. 14, AS 29.18.182(a), added in sec. 13 of this Act, is amended to
-.read:
4 (a) The Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall estab-
‘5. lish the initial assessment roll for a borough incorporated under this
chapter. The initial assessment roll shall contain the information
required by AS 29.53.100(a) and shall be sufficient for computing tax
[ levies by the municipality [AND FOR COMPUTING THE .AMOUNT OF LOCAL EFFORI
Vv REQUIREDBY THE MUNICIPALITY UNDER AS 14.17.021(c)(3) AND 14.17.071].
20] *seCi 15, Sectionsl - 11 of this Act take effect on the first day of
the fiscal year for which $31,000,000 or more is appropriated and allowed by
- .the governor for distribution to municipalities and other recipients under
22jirhe provisions of this Act, or on July 1, 1983, whichever is earlier.
r'. *Sec. 16. Sections 12 - 14 of this Act take effect July 1, 1950,

mSec. 17. Sections 15 - 17 of this Act take effect immediately in



Naska jitate legislature

Senate

Committee on
Pouch V

o _ Community & Regional Affairs State Capitol
Official Business Juneau, Alaska 99811

April 29, 1980 Minutes regarding suggested amendments

REP. GARDINER
at p. 17. 1. 10 or a new section:
For the fiscal years 1981-1985, no municipality may receive less than 125%
of the amount received by that municipality during fiscal vear 1980.
REP. GARDINER/REP. MCKINNON/REP. ROGERS
p.2.1.20 see attachment #1 (memo of April 24)
REP. GARDINER
suggestion to increase tho $25,000 minimum by 30-40%
ANCHORAGE MUNICIPALITY
p. 17: Sec. 11 (a) (3) delete
p. 14 a "hold harmless" provision at 90% of population (see Attachment 2)

REP. ROGERS

p. 10

Volunteer Fire Depts (see attach. 3)
REP. GARDINER

last page

correct 3 to 5 years for consistency
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nity and surety bonds and premiums on insurance, legal fees, fees
expenses of trustees, depositaries, financial advisors, and paying
agents for the honds issued as the issuer considers necessary.

Sec. 29.89.025. STATE AID TO VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENTS TN-TttE-UN-
>-OREAUEZED-poroustr.  (a)  The state shall pay to a volunteer fire depart-
ment registered with the state fine marghal and serving an area not in
an organized borough or a citwa surﬁojfﬁ?'(\[/)lrétection purposes equal to
$7.50 per capita for the population served by the department, as deter
mined by the state fire marshal.

(b) A grant shall be made as set out in (a) of this section to
facilitate the organization of a volunteer fire department in an area not
in an organized borough or a city, upon application of the proposed fire
protection group to the state fire marshal and approval of applications
according to standards of organization and service prescribed by regula-
tions adopted by the state fire marshal.

i (c) In this section, "fire protection" includes, but is not limi-
ted to, fire protection provided by a volunteer fire department regis-
tered with the state fire marshal which has official recognition and

j financial support from the community or area in which it is located,

Sec. 29.89.030. POPULATION DETERMINATION. For purposes of this
chapter, population shall be determined by the latest figures of the
United States Bureau of the Census or other reliable population data,
including but not limited to public school enroliment figures, public
utility connection, registered voters or certified employment payrolls.

Sec. 29.89.035. AREA COST-OF-LIVING DIFFERENTIAL. (a) State pay-
ments to a municipality or other eligible recipient under AS 29.89.010
and AS 29.89.015 shall reflect area cost-of-living differentials.

Amounts distributed shall be based upon the sum of per capita, per mile

and per bed or facility grants due each municipality or other recipient
-10 - CSHB 192(Finance)



AMENDMENTS

Offered to: SCS CSHB 192 (May 1, 1980)
Offered by: Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee

AMENDMENT ff 1

C A 21 Delete "utilities,"

Page 2, foHowin% line 25: Insert an additional
paragraph to read:

~"(E) _payments received by a municipality from a
utility which are in lieu of taxes levied and collected
by the municipality."

/ [Additional material to be provided by Lee Sharp, not
received.]

AMENDMENT | 2.
Ll Page 9, line 6 - page 10, line 4:

f, addict-tv

-\U ,p i
‘Delete AS 29.89.020 in its entﬁrety.and incorporate
A Mas -a-new prog”tim-Ain”AiSAI-SAMI'S. The committee should
instruct whether this component shall continue to be

i administered by the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs.

. \E S QeI 'x ti

PjJ AMENDMENT J 3:
Page 10: Delete lines 17 - 20.

AMENDMENT I 4:

[The committee will have to decide on the approach to
be taken. | am unable to provide four versions of
language in the time provided.]

\)*¢ # »



AMENDMENT #5:

Instructions not given.

AMENDMENT If 6:
L' Page 10, delete lines 21 - 23,

f this amendment i
tions in AS 2%8

gJ?ed to, subsequent internal
ta
odified as necessar

| S a
gi 9 will have to be checked and
m y.]



TH=E ATY AND BOROUEH G- JUNEAU

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

May 1, 1980

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman, Senate Community and

Regional Affairs Committee
Pouch "V" State Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

FILE: Legislation-1980
SUBJECT: CSHB 192(am)

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:
The following
e

n hange on page 4 of CSHB 192(Finance)(am)
would provid

c

for a simple means of adjusting the assessed
nicipality to take into account the value of
S

value of a mu ,
th%se utilities for which payments in lieu of taxes are
made.

In line ? on page 4 cf the bill, delete the period after
"AS 14.17.140" and add the following:

and shall include, in addition, for each utility for
which a payment in [ieu of taxes is made, the computed
assessed value of the utility. The computed assessed
value of the utility shall be the amount computed by
dividing the applicable millage rate into the amount of
the payment in lieu of taxes made by the utility.

This should provide a simple method of compujln?,the assumed
value of the utlhtg_for which the payments in Tieu of taxes
are made. This addition should be made so that the munici-
?aHtIES.WIIh privately owned utilities are not penalized
S%FVP?JQ]”tlng private industry to provide those utility

uivu u o utricli-p

City-Borough Attorney



AMENDMENT #4 approved

Page 2, line 20: Delete "utilities,”

Page 2, following line 24: Insert an additional
paragraph to read:

"(E) payments received by a municipality from a
utility which are in lieu of taxes levied and collected

by the municipality."”

JBC:jdn



AVENDMENT # 2

Will place in a separate account hospital construction funds. There will be
a seperate account for roads/trails and hospital ogemtsoiu a- U-6& [
AVMENDMENT it 3 Ivo revenuesharing studies Sec. 12 and Sec. 13 at end of bill Q"

* Sec.]|2,. (a) TheDepartment of Health and social Services and the

Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall jointly examine and repc
their recommendations on the extent to which the state should assist nrunic:
palities , nonprofit corporations, and others 1in the construction and opera-—
tion cf hospitals and health facilities.

(b) By February 1, 1981, the commissioner of health and social
"shall submit to the legislature a report, accompanied by draft Ilegislation,
,Jexamining programs cf state aid for hospital and health facility construct:
and operation, 1including both public and private Tfacilities, ar.c recommend:

a ccmpre"nens ive health and hospital financial assistance progranm. The repc

me accompanying legislation shall be based or. health care and health Ffacilrj
cy need, expressed as a function of number of beds, occupancy rate of faci-
.itres, kindsof care and levels of service provided or not provided, or am"
ocher factors which Che commissioner of health and sooial services reasoned
believes should be the basis by which state assistance for hospitals and

nealtn racilities and their programs should be provided.

(c) Tne report and accompanying- legislation presented under (b) of

section shall



AMENDMENT #3

r legislation

which

mshall
]

app

be

:palities

ETpublic

or

(D) include,

*

continued

if necessary, reference to certificates of need

and any other current program of the federal or

state governber.1

lies in determining whether hospitals and health care facilities

constructed;

2)

for hospital

private facilities,

L cr tne state.

1 * S

o

518

ec.

recommend a permanent program of state assistance

care and health care setvices, whether

3. This Act takes affect July 1, 1980.

It is the

intent of the Legislature that the Alaska

Department of Community and Regional Affairs provide, by

the tenth day of the Twelfth Legislature, First Session,

the Legislature with draft legislation for the funding of

mass transportation through the revenue sharing formula.

The Department shall also prepare a report on the current

status of transit operations in the State.

In preparing draft legislation, the Department shall

take into accoint regional differences, private and public

operation of t:nnsit systems, and various options for s.ate

support.

It

» suggested that th" Department examine the

approaches tothis question taken by other states.

provided by

j'nich improves the level of care for the 0eco

t



AMENDMENT # 4 Fire

Sec. 29.89.025. STATE AID TO VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENTS IN THE
UNORGANIZED BOROUGH. (a) The department shall pay to a volunteer fire
department registered with the state fire marshal and serving an area
not in an organized borough or city a sum for protection purposes equal
to $7.50 per capita for the population served by the department, as
determined by the state fire marshal.

(b) A grant shall be made as set out in (a) of this section to
facilitate the organization of a volunteer fire department 1in an area
not in an organized borough or city upon application of the proposed
fiie protection group to the state fire marshal and approval of appli—
cations according to standards of organization and service prescribed by

regulations adopted by the state fire marshal.



AMENDMENT $ 5

VERSION 1

Page 17 to existing language

is the amount pKBKHiedxt-iHfilKKxtbBx of entitlement prorated durina the

of the old revenue sharing program.

VERSION 2

For the five years that follow adoption
municipality may receive
during fxsKHixygaicxx the

y V'

last fiscal

For the five yeats that follow adoption
municiaplity may receive less than 125%
as its full]entitlement during the last

less than 125%
year of the old program. Sefla”~te~datjh

in (b) add clarification that the amount intended

last /ear

X K

ofthe new reventfe™ sharing proqram, no
ofthe amount 'deceived by tjnat municipal ity

AcUU*)

new revenue sharing program, no
by that ranicipality

revenue sharinq

of the
ofthe amount due to-
fiscal year of the old

progranfneparate account established.

VERSION 4 *i o1 ~ n n rt"i
1. Delete (on page 17) Sec 11, subsection (a)(3).
2. Add the following to Sec. 4 (on p. 14):
Sec. 29.90.030 Minimum Entitlement Adjustment
() A municipality may not receive r total amount of
money under AS 29.88, AS 29.89.010 and AS 29.90.020 which
is less in proportion to the total amount appropriated

and allocated under those sections than ninety percent
(90%) of the percentage of its population to the total
J | population of the State as determined by the Department

1 of Labor.

amount that would be received by
a municipality under AS 29.88, AS 29.89.010 and AS 29.90.020

i would be less than as required by this section, the municipality
shall receive an additional entitlement in an amount sufficient
to comply with this section. In the case of boroughs that
include cities which are eligible to receive funds under AS 29.88,
AS 29.89 or AS 29.90.020, the funds to be received by the borough
shall be deemed to include any amounts to be received by cities
within the borough for purposes of this section.

() If the total

received by municipalities under this section
in the manner provided by AS 29.90.010.

(c) Amounts
are subject to proration



AMENDMENT # 6

AS 29.18.180(a) is amended to read:

(a) For the purpose of defraying the cost of transltion to borough
or city government and in order to provide for development and interim
governmental operations, each borough and city incorporated after
January 1, 1968, or, in the case of a second class city, incorporated or
reclassified after January 1, 1968, other than a unified municipality
incorporated under the provisions of AS 29.68.240 - 29.68.440 [AS 29.85],
or a municipality otherwise incorporated by consolidation, is entitled
to an organization grant equal to $130 [$10] for every voter who voted
in the borough or city incorporation election. However, each incor-
porated borough and each first class city incorporated or established by
reclassification outside an organized borough is entitled to

(1) $125,000 for the fiscal year in which it was incorporated
or reclassified;

(2) §125,000 for the next fiscal year; and

(3) $75,000 for the third fiscal year [AT LEAST $25,000].
Sec. 13. AS 29.18 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 29.18.182. ASSESSMENT ROLL. (a) The Department of Community
and Regional Affairs shall establish the initial assessment roll for a
borough incorporated under this chapter. The initial assessment roll
shall contain the information required by AS 29.53.100(a) and shall be
sufficient for computing tax levies by the municipality and for
computing the amount of local effort required by the municipality under
AS 14.17.021(c)(3) and 14.17.071,

(b) In the preparation of the initial assessment roll, the De-
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AMENDMENT # 6 cont

partment of Community and Regional Affairs may contract for the services
of appraisers and others whose services are required to complete the
initial assessment. When completed, the initial assessment roll shall
be certified by the commissioner of community and regional affairs, and
the completed assessment roll, together with all supporting information
and materials prepared by the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs shall be transmitted to the borough assembly.

(©) The Department of Community and Regional Affairs, to the
extent appropriations are available for the purpose, shall continue to
pay the costs of the services of a municipal assessor and related staff
for three years afterthe completion of the initial assessment roll.

* Sec. 14. AS 29.18.182(a), added in sec. 13 of this Act, 1is amended to
read:

(a) The Department of Community and Regional Affairs shall
lish the initial assessment roll for a borough 1incorporated under this
chapter. The 1initial assessment roll shall contain the information
required by AS 29.53.100(a) and shall be sufficient for computing tax
levies by the municipality [AND FOR COMPUTING THE AMOUNT OF LOCAL EFFORT
REQUIRED BY THE MUNICIPALITY UNDER AS 14.17.021(c)(3) AND 14.17.071].
Sec. 15. Sect-"ons 1 - 11 of this Act take effect on the first day of

ti fiscal year for which $31,000,000 or more 1is appropriated and allowed by
the governor for distribution to municipalities and other recipients under
the provisions of this Act, or on July 1, 1983, whichever 1is earlier.

* Sec. 16. Sections 12 - 14 of this Act takueffect July 1, 1980.

* Sec. 17. Sections 15 - 17 of this Act take effect immediately 1in

accordance with AS 01.10.070(c).



Attachment 2
Delete (on page 17) Sec 11, subsection (a)(@).
Add the following to Sec. 4 (on p. 14):
Sec. 29.90.030 Minimum Entitlement Adjustment

(@ A municipality may not receive a total amount of
money under AS 29.88, AS 29.89.010 and AS 29.90.020 which
is less in proportion to the total amount appropriated
and allocated under those sections than ninety percent
(90%) of the percentage of its population to the total
population of the State as determined by the Department
of Labor.

»)) IT the total amount that would be received by
a municipality under AS 29.88, AS 29.89.010 and AS 29.90.020
would be less than as required by this section, the municipality
shall receive an c.dditional entitlement in an amount sufficient
to comply with this section. In the case of boroughs that
include cities which are eligible to receive funds under AS 29.88,
AS 29.89 or AS 29.90.020, the funds to be received by the borough
shall be deemed to include any amounts to be received by cities
within the borough for purposes of this section.

(c) Amounts received by municipalities under this section
are subject to proration in the manner provided by AS 29.90.010.



BOROUCIIS/CrrikKsS POPULATION
Anchorage 197,788
Fairbanks North Star Borough 60.227

Fairbanks (including Military
Annex) 36,457
North Pole 461
Kenai Peninsula Borough 24.611
Homer 1,802
Seuard 2,279
Kenai 5,364
Soldotna 2,586
Seldoviu 612
Kachemak 151
Ketchikan Cutaway Borough ~ LLrliQ.
Ketchikan 7,928

Saxman 272
Kodiak Island Borough 7,901

Kodi ak 4,960

Quxinkic 170

Port Lions 227
Larsen Bay 137
01 4 Harbor 327
Ahhiok 102

@

Page | of 2

ESTIMATE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO STATE REVENUE SHARING BILL

Total Po])ulatiou for Revenue Sharing Applications

Cities within Boroughs
Total Slule Population

Z OF STATE(0)

POPULATION PREVIOUS COLUMN

47.70%

14.52%

5.94%

2.89%

1.91%

485,754
-71,091
414,663

90Z OF

42.93%

13.07%

5.35%

2.60%

1.72%

(0
$22,740,838 FUNDING LEVEL
% OF STATE ADDITIONAL
AMOUNT TOTAL REQUIREMENT

1,190,667 36.02% 1,571,392

1,678,050

1,569,393
51,024

3,298,467 14.50% -0-

362,211

84,014
112,874
359,645
196,176

37,660

23,548

1,176,128 5.17% 40,934

283,420

494,067
22,788
800,275 3.52% -0-

160,848

206,791
23,777
24,346
23,548
25,004
24,857

489,171 2.15% -0-

(b) Without MUSA; including hospital
paos-thru funding



BOROUGHS/CITIES
Hatanuska-Susi tna Borough

Palmer
Ilona ton
Uasilla

North Slope Borough

Wainv/right
Anatuvnk
Kaktovik
Harrow
Point Hope
Nnigaut

Sitka

Galena

Kakn

Alaknuk
Anderson

Oelta Junction
Kitmonnk

Hooper Bay
Noorvik
Selawik

Valdez

TOTAL ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

POPULATION

1,859
375

1,566

9.139

150
123
2,306
386
152

8,787

898
679
527
698
897
565
590
527
521
7,683

Z OF STATE
POPULATION

6

2

-0 O O 00 oo o o

.03z

.20z

.12z

.227
.16Z
.13z
.17z
.22Z
.13z
.16Z
. 132
.13z

e
o
N

90Z OF
PREVIOUS COLUMN

3.63Z

1.987

1.917

.16z
.12z
157
.20z
12z
13z
.127
.12z
1.627

OO OO0 oo o o

$22,760,838 FUNDING

LEVEL
ADDITIONAL

Z OF STATE
AMOUNT TOTAL REQUIREMENT
826,136
137,636
66,136
116,200
1,162,106 5.02Z -0-
229,352
29.298
29.298
29.298
59,110
29.298
29.298
934,952 1.917 15,919
256,978 1.122 179,652
33,866 0. :5Z 11,370
26,350 0.127 6,568
31,009 0.16Z -0-
31,333 0.162 2,276
28,197 0.12z 18,193
29,826 0.132 -0-
28,677 0.1Jz -0-
30,196 0.13z -0-
29,298 0.13z -0-
136,868 0.60Z 231,957

2,076,239
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MEMORANDUM February 2, 1979
SUBJECT: Seccional Analysis of the Municipal League®s
Revenue Sharing Reform Proposal
(Work Order No. 6162) /
TO:
FROM:

In response to your request of the Legislative Council on
July 21, 1978, we have participated with a special committee
of the Alaska Municipal League in drafting a revenue sharing
reform bill, which is now complete. The Board of Directors
of the League approved the draft at its meeting 1in Juneau on
January 19, 1979 (copy enclosed).

Following 1is a sectional analysis of the committee®s product.
NSection 1. PURPOSE.

Three purposes are stated: (1) equity of allocation of
state resources with municipalities; (2 basic support to
municipalities for public services 1irrespective of physical
location of taxable wealth; and (3) improvement of the
administrative capacity of less populous municipalities.

ASection 2. CHAPTER 88.

This chapter contains the major revision of the revenue
sharing program. In the most general terms, it provides for
the computation and distribution of an "equalization en—
titlement” for 1local government services 1in accordance with
a formula and schedules set out in the sections incorporated
in the chapter.

Sec. 29.88.n10 specifies the method that is utilized to dis-—
tribute revt ues under the chapter. Three factors are



Representative Terry Gardiner
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February 2, 1979

applicable: population, revenue generation, and property
value base.” The formula multiplies the population of the 0
taxing unit by the mill rate equivalent of allowed revenues*"
generated by the municipality. The sum of allowed revenues

is divided by one-thousandth of the full and true taxable
property value within the taxing jurisdiction. The resultant
quotient is referred to as the "local effort™ for the munici—
pality: it is equal to the full and true mill rate equivalent
of all allowed revenues generated by each municipality.

Sec. 29.88.015 specifies the means whereby population numbers
shall be determined. Generally, Bureau of the Census data
will be utilized; however, other reliable data in the judgment
nf the Department of Community and Regional Affairs may be

sed. The provision for population count is not unlike the
provision of the current state aid program. Unlike the current
program, however, no separate treatment 1is given the counting
of persons who are residents of military reservations.

Sec. 29.88.020 describes the means whereby mill rate equivalent
determinations will be made. initially, a certified statement
submitted by each municipality, on a form provided by the
department, will specify the revenues generated in each munici—
pality. This shall be accomplished by all municipalities by

1/ A "taxing unit" is defined, for purposes of this program
as "a city, borough, unified municipality, or service area
or differential tax zone."

2/ Allowed revenues include tax revenues plus other revenues
which will diminsh the necessity of incremental tax revenues,
including inspection fees, permits, fines, penalties, use
fees, and income from mass transit, offstreet parking, and
recreation programs. Revenues not allowed for inclusion are
tax revenues used to subsidize utilities commonly run by
private businesses (as defined in sec. 45 of this chapter),
interest on investments, income from the sale or lease of
land or equipment, and revenues from any other source.
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October 15. By December 15, the department 1is to make a
final determination for each municipality, after reviewing
all financial audits and statements submitted by the munici—
palities. Any adjustments made to the figures initially
submitted by a municipality shall be reported to the munici —
pality along with the revised figures.

Full and true property values shall be determined in the
manner provided in AS 14.17.140 (state aid to education).

In municipalities which are not school districts and thus
not covered by the provisions of AS 14.17, the state assessor
shall, at least once each three years, estimate the property
value for all cities with populations of 750 or more. For
cities which are not school districts, and which have popu—
lations less than 750, estimated property values will be
determined by averaging the per capita property values of
all cities having populations less than 750 and for which
assessments are comDleted.

Sec. 29.88.025 specifies the necessary documentation that
would be supplied to the department by each municipality in
support of its application. The fiscal information is to be
for the fiscal year which precedes the fiscal for which the
entitlement 1is sought.

Sec. 29.88.030: As with present law, the bi 1 provides for
entitlements to be returned to the taxing unit for which the
entitlement was earned. There are two exceptions: 15 percent
of an area-wide entitlement may be used for non area-wide
purposes, and, the local government may decide the taxing
jurisdiction that is to receive the entitlement generated by
non-tax revenues (fees, permits, etc).

Sec. 29.88.035 establishes the tax equalization account from
which entitlements earned urder this chapter will be paid.
The total appropriation to the ac :ount is to be distributed
by prorating entitlements.

Sec. 29.38.040 gives the department authority to adopt, amend
and repeal regulations necessary to implement the chapter.

The regulations would contain provisions for oblLaining infor—
mation, set filing dates, providing notification to munici—
palities with respect to changes made by the department with
regard to any entitlement, and a reasonable time for a munici—
pality to respond to decisions of the department. In response
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to some specific complaints by several of the Municipal League
representatives who worked on the draft, language has been
inserted by which the department is directed to supply appli—
cation assistance to municipalities. Additionally, the department
is empowered to extend the definition of utilities (section 045

of this chapter) to cover additional enterprise activities

for which no working classification has been provided by

statute.

Sec. 29.88.045 defines terms used in the chapter, including
"taxing unit" and “utilities".

NSection 3. CHAPTER 89.

Chapter 89 1is, in substance, a restatement of present law
regarding entitlements earned for road maintenance, health
facilities and hospitals, construction aid, and volunteer
fire departments in the unorganized borough. The following
changes have been made fror present law; (1) public road
maintenance entitlements are based on $2500/mile (present
law is $1500/mile); (2) ice road maintenance 1is based on
$1500/mile (present law is $900/mile); (3) construction aid
for hospitals is not multiplied by the cost of living factor,
as iIs the case in present * w; and (4) municipalities which
exercise a health power will not receive a $2 per capita
distribution.

Generally, this portion of present law which 1is saved in the
Municipal League®s draft bill provides for health related
entitlements according to the following: (1) for hospitals
with 10 or more beds -- the greater of $1,000 per bed or
$75,000 per facility, (2) for hospitals with fewer than

10 beds -- the greater of $1,000 per bed or $25,000 per
facility; (3) for health facilities -- $1,000 per bed or
$4,000 per facility; (4) the entire entitlement received for
health purposes must be used for health purposes; (56) for
hospitals which were begun after January 1, 1968, the greater
of $2,500 per bed or 5 percent of the construction cost
annually until the total payment equals 25 percent of the
total construction cost; and (6) for volunteer fire departments
in the unorganized borough, $7.50 per capita. Entitlements
earned under this section (except for hospital construction)
are multiplied by a» area cost of living differential,
determined under AS 39.27,030.
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Section 29.89.040 establishes a miscellaneous services account,
from which payments are made under this chapter.

NSection 4. CHAPTER 90.

Sec. 29.90.010 precludes an interpretation of the general
administrative provisions of the state aid program to create
of a debt to the state.

Sec. 29.90.020 directs the department to allocate funds from
the two accounts established (AS 29.88.035 and AS 29.89.040)
and further provides that any excess funds existing in the
miscellaneous services account (Chapter 89) shall then be
added to the tax equalization account (Chapter 88).

Subsection (b) describes the means for determining proration

of funds allocated under the equalization formula of Chapter 83
and under the minimum entitlement provisions of AS 29.90.030.
After the Chapter 88 and Chapter 89 entitlements have been
determined, the amount necessary to guarantee the minimum
entitlement provided for in Sec. 29.90.030 is calculated and
all Chapter 88 municipal entitlements are proportionally
reduced* so that the sum of payments under Chapter 88 and

under AS 29.90.030 equal the amount available in the tax
equalization account.

Sec. 29.90.030 provides for payment of minimum entitlements.
AIl municipalities are guaranteed a minimum of $25,000 (plus
the ccst of living allowance for their area) if (1) a regular
election has been held; (2) regular council meetings have

been conducted; (3) the municipality has adopted a budget;

(4) local ordinances have been codified; and (5) some degree
of municipal administration is provided for through a manager,
clerk, or oth<vr part-time or full-time officer.

*Sectior.a 5-9.

These sections make correlative changes in AS 29 required by
the state aid program changes, and are generally self-explanatory.

NSection 20.

The section repeals the statutory basis of the present progranm
of state aid to local governments.
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NSection 11: "Hold Harmless"”

Section 11 specifies that, for three years after this act
becomes effective, no municipality will receive less than
its actual entitlement earned in the last year that the
present law is applied.

NSection 12
The section specifies that the act becomes effective when
$27,000,000 1is appropriated to the program, or July 1, 1982,
whichever is earlier.

JBC:JW:jdn

Enclosure



§ 18 0. X Alaska Statutes § 18500

person may be convicted for a violation of §§ 230 — 260 of this chapter
unless it appears to the satisfaction of the court that the provisions of
this section have been substantially complied with by the hospital. (§ 4
ch 40 SLA 1967)

i*ec. 18.20.250. Receipt of services without intent to pay a
misdemeanor. A person who requests and receives hospital care
including board, room, surgical care, medical care, or related services
or drugs or other medication, or ; ny combination of them from a
general hospital, with the intent not to pay the amount due and the
amount which becomes due for one or more of the items or who obtains
credit from a general hospital for the items by intentionally giving and
furnishing false information as to name, address, employment or
property unless the items furnished are fully paid for, is guilty of a
misdemeanor, and upon conviction is punishable by imprisonment in a
jail for not more than one year, or by a fine of not more than $1,000, or
by both. (§ 2 ch 40 SLA 1960)

Sec. 18.20.260. Definitions. In tjtf 230 — 260 of this chapter
"general hospital” means a hospital which offers its services to the
public and which receives all patients as they apply, to the extent its
capacity and facilities permit and in accordance with the rules and
regulations established by it. (§ 1ch 40 SLA 1960)

Chapter 25. Assistance to Hospitals and Health
Facilities.

Article

1 Construction anti Equipment Aid to Nonprofit Hospitals ~ 18.25.010- 18.25,020)

2. Aid for Operation Deficits of Community Operated Nonprofit Hospitals and Clinics
(tit) 18.25.040 - 18.25.060)

!l Assistance for Community Health Facilities (88 18.25 070 - 18.25 110)

1 tienernl Provisions (tj 18.25.120)

Article 1. Construction and Equipment Aid to Nonprofit

Hospitals.
Section Section
10 Department to render aid 10, Intent

20, Determination of necessity

Sec. 18.25.010. Department to render aid. The department may
facilitate the purchase, construction and repair of, and obtain
necessary equipment for, nonprofit hospitals operated by munic-
ipalities, communities and associations in the state. (j 1 ch 81
SLA 1949; am § 1ch 107 SLA 1953)

Sec. 18.25.020. Determination of necessity. The department shall
initiate appropriate action under 8§ 10 — 30 of this chapter when it
determines which projects are < most immediate necessity, and shall
allot money to the municipalities, communities and associations on a

18.5.080 HEALTH KD .wr.n

matching basis, or in accordance with their financial ability and
urgency of the need. (§ 2 ch 81 SLA 1949; am § 2 ch 107 SLA 1953)

Sec. 18..15.030. Intent. It is the intent of (j§ 10 — 30 of this chapter
io provide financial aid to municipalities, communities and
associations for which an attempt at complete financing by themselves
of a necessary project would entail great hardship. It is also intended
that the department utilize the money authorized under 8§ 10 — 30 of
this chapter so far as can be arranged to assist the municipalities,
communities and associations in matching funds with the federal
government under applicable federal law for hospital assistance. (f 3
ch SI SLA 1949; am § 3ch 107 SLA 1953)

Article 2. Aid for Operation Deficits of Community Operated
Nonprofit Hospitals and Clinics.

Section Section
40. Department to render aid 60. Intent
50. Determination of necessity

Sec. 18.25.040. Department to render aid. The department may
assist in cases of operational deficits of community operated nonprofit
hospitals and clinics in the state. (§ 1ch 96 SLA 1949)

Sec. 18.25.050. Determination of necessity. The department shall
initiate appropriate action in accordance with the provisions of g§40 —
60 of this chapter as soon as the department determines which projects
are of most immediate necessity, (tj 2 ch 96 SLA 1949)

Sec. 18.25.060. Intent. It is the intent of fjj 40 — 60 of this chapter
to provide financial aid, or funds to match available federal funds to
aid localities or municipalities whose taxable values are limited in
scojhl and for whom an attempt at community financing of a
community operated nonprofit hospital or clinic would entail
insurmountable hardship. (§ 3 ch 96 SLA 1949)

Article 3. Assistance for Community Health Facilities.

Section Section ) )
7u Di’par’miit to render assistance 101 Regulations authorized
N) Intent and purpose 110. Report to legislature of grants made

3> t'se of pureliK’cs

Sec. 18.25.070. Department to render assistance. The department
may assist in the purchase, construction, repair, and equipping of
facilities to improve and protect community health, and may provide
financial assistance for the operation of the facilities in case of
operational deficits, (fj 1ch 117 SLA 1951)

Sec. 18.25.080. Intent and purpose. It is the intent of tjtj 70 — 110
of this chapter to assist communities and areas in developing and
improving health service facilities by the purchase, construction,
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renovation, or establishment of hospitals, health centers, or clinics, or
quarters for personnel, and the purchase of furnishings, supplies and
equipment and making the other expenditures necessary to carry out
the purpose of 8§88 70 — 110 of this chapter. Assistance is to be given in
areas which would otherwise be denied adequate facilities, because the
taxable values are limited in scope and an attempt at total community
financing of a project would cause hardship or prevent its realization.
It is also intended that the department utilize the money authorized
under 8§88 70 — 110 of this chapter so far as can be arranged to assist
municipalities in matching funds with the federal government under
federal law. (§ 2ch 117 SLA 1951)

Sec. 18.25.090. Use of purchases. Purchases under 8§ 70 — 110 of
this chapter are to be used for the purpose for which appropriated and
when the purpose is discontinued the items shall be returned to the
department for use elsewhere. (§ 3 ch 117 SLA 1951)

Sec. 18.25.100. Regulations authorized. The department shall
adopt rules and regulations for

(1) the establishment of criteria, minimum requirements and
standards for assistance to communities under Jj8 70 — 110 of this
chapter;

(2) the establishment of the fiscal and accounting procedures and
controls considered necessary for the payment of grants;

(3) the compilation of data and information from the communities
concerned which will support the need for assistance under §8 70— 110
of this chapter;

(*1) the establishment of procedures by which communities may
apply for assistance;

(5) accepting financial or other assistance from the federal
government under federal law to carry out the purpose of jjlj 70 — 110
of this chapter through matching funds or grants;

(6) cooperation and coordination with other state boards,
departments or agencies engaged in construction programs in areas
applying for assistance under tj§ 70 — 110 of this chapter, (tj 1ch 117
SLA 1951)

See. 18.25.110. Report to legislature of grants made. Within 10
days of the convening of each legislative session, the department shall
submit a report of grants made under tjtj 70— 110 of this chapter, (tj 5
ch. 117 SLA 1951)

Article 4. General Provisions.

Section
120. Definitions

Sec. 18.25.120. Definitions. In this chapter “department” means
the Department of Health and Social Services, (am 8§ 0 ch 104 SLA
1971)

Effect of amendment. — The 1971 Health and Social  Services™ for
amendment substituted “Detmrtmoni of  "'Department of Health and Wei are."

A Ib3t.UU.Y

“Mum ei'iu ,

Chapter 30. Air Pollution.

Section
05-250. (Repca’ i/

Secs. 18.30.005—18.30.250.
Repealed by § 4 ch 120 SLA 1971.

Editor’s note. — The repealed chapter
derived from § 2, ch. 86, SLA 1969; § 6, ch.
KM SLA 1971.

Section 5. ch. 120, SLA 1971, provides:
“All litigation, hearings, investigations
and other proceedings pending under any
law amended or functions which may be
transferred by this Act, continue in effect
and may be continued and completed
notwithstanding any such transfer or
amendment provided for in this Act.
Certificates, orders, rules or regulations
issued or filed under authority of a law
amended by this Act or functions which

may be transferred by this Act, remain in
effect for the term issued, unless or until
revoked, vacated, or otherwise modified
under the provisions of this Act. All
contracts or other obligations created by
any law amended by this Act or by virtue
of functions which may be transferred by
this Act, and in effect on July 1, 1971,
remain in effect unless or until revoked, or
modified under the provisions of this Act."

Legislative committee report. — For
report on ch. 120. SLA 1971 (SB 75 am H),
see 1971 House Journal, p. 1016.

Chapter 33. Pesticides Control Board.

Section
10-100. | Repealed)

Secs. 18.33.010—18.33.100.
Repealed by § 4 ch 120 SLA 1971.

Editor's note. — The repealed chapter
derived from ij I.ch. 166, SLA 1970.

Section 5, ch. 120. SLA 1971. provides:
“All litigation, hearings, investigations
and other proceedings pending under any
law amended or functions which may he
transferred by this Act, continue in effect
and may be continued and completed
notwithstanding any such transfer or
amendment provided for in this Act.
Certificates, orders, rules or regulations
issued or filed under authority of a law
amended hv this Act or functions which

may be transferred by this Act, remain in
effect for the term issued, unless or until
revoked, vacated, or otherwise modified
under the provisions of this Act. All
contracts or other obligations created by
any law amended by this Act or by virtue
of functions which may be transferred by
this Act, anti in effect on July 1 1971,
remain in effect unless or until revoked, or
modified under the provisions of this Act.”

Legislative committee report. — For
report on ch. 120, SLA 1971 (SB 75 am H),
see 1971 House Journal, p. 1016.

Chapter 35. Public Accommodations and Facilities.

Article

1 Tourist and Trader Camps, Motor Courts and Motels (88 18.35.010— 18.35.090)
2. Restaurants and Taverns (§§ 18.35 100—18.35.120)
3. Facilities and Special Events Open to General Public |tj§ 18.35.200 — 18.35.230)

Article 1. Tourist and Ti-’ler Camps, Motor Courts and Motels.

Section
10 Purpose.
20. Administration of laws and
regulations
30. Regulations
40. Permits
M. Maintaining accommodations without

Section
permit or after suspension of
permit a misdemeanor

60. Unlawful disposal of wastes

70. Posting laws and regulations

80. Penalty for noncompliance

90. Definitions

29



