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body or school board. There is no super majority
requirement for other elected offices, and a municipality
may change the requirement for mayor, member of the
governing body, or member of the council by ordinance. The
initiative and referendum process and the recall process
have been substantially altered. An application must be
filed with the clerk for a petition. The clerk prepares the
petition and provides it to the voters who will sponsor the
petition. UTien a petition 1is returned, the clerk certifies
whether it is sufficient and notifies the sponsors. The
petition may be supplemented with additional signatures
obtained and filed within ., days after the petition ir
first rejected, except that a recall petition may only be
supplemented if it contains an adequate number of
signatures, counting both valid and invalid. A person mev
not be recalled until after he has served ... days and may
not be recalled if there are only 180 days left in his term.

Chapter 35. Municipal lowers and Duties. The following
have been included in the list of facilities that a
municipality may provide outside 1its boundaries: solid and
septic waste facilities, utility services, transportation
facilities, wharves, harborr and other marine facilities. A
municipality that provides a facility outside Its boundaries
may regulate its use only to the extent that the jurisdiction
in which the facility 1is located does not. Extends eminent
domain and declaration of taking power to second class
cities as it may be exercised by other municipalitics.

Unless a grant of a franchise or permanent permit 1is made on
a competitive basis, the grant of an exclusive right to use
a public street or right-of-way for more the: five years to
a utility or transportation system that is not certified Is
valid only 1if approved by vote. (Under existing law no
franchise 1is valid unless it is submitted to the voters for
approval.) The governing body le required by ordinance to
establish a formal procedure for acquisition and disposal of
land, but 1is not otherwise limited In its abi"lty to dispose
of land. A first class borough is allowed to exercise on a
nonareawldc basis any power, end on an areawide taels any
power that 1is acquired, so long as exercise of the power le
not specifically prohibited by lew. Allows a second clees
borough to exercise on a nonereewidc basis ant r”wer
approved by the voters living outside cities, ut ss »Ve
power is prohibited by lew. Allows a second class borough
to exercise sn areawide power if It Is approved by the
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voters or transferred by the cities t.\ the borough, unless
prohibited by law. A city may exercise any power not
prohibited by law.

Chapter .P. Planning, Platting, and Land Use Regulation. A
planning Commission is authorized to utilize methods other
than zoning to implement a ctmprehenslve plan. The governing
body must update the plan as necessary. Requires the
assembly to provide for an appeal from the application of a
land use regulation before a hearing officer or board of
adjustment. The governing body must establish a platting
authority, but the planning commission need not act as

latting authority. Plat requirements may not be waived,

ut in certain cases a short plat procedure nay be followed

rather than the regular procedure. A person who violates a
land use regulation or condition 1imposed bv a platting
authority 1is subject to the penalties that may be imposed
for violation of an ordinance.

Chapter AS. Municipal Taxation. Allows a raur.icip”lty to
exempt by ordinance personal property from taxation.

Extends the IlImlr on assessing farm use land to greenhouses
e0 tha, they ere attested at full end true value for fern
use. A penalty not to exceed 20 percent oi the tAX due may
bi added to delinquent taxes, and interest not to exceed

13 percent ahall accrue on unpaid taxes. The right to
repurchase foreclosed property is cur off after .., years.
If, in the abaence of a suit, it becomes obvious to the
governing body that judgment for recovery of taxes would be
obtained the municipality oust refund the taxes. A norition
for incorporaten of a second class cltv may he combined
with a sales - , use tax proposal, so the incorporation
proposition fails if the tax oroooaal falls.

Chanter 46. Special Assessments. Costa that may be
included in a special assessment are listed. These nay not
exceed actual cotta, but may Include reasonable estimates rf
the costs of issuing bonds. If an assessment 1is increased *
new public hearing must he held unless all owners of
property subject to the increase sgree to the Increase |In
writing. A municipalitv may issue notes for the costs of a

local 1improvement project to be eventually paid from
assessments for the Improvement.
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Chapter [|-7. Municipal Debt. The issuance of revenue bonds
and use oF proceeds from revenue bonds are not subject to
the prohibition against a political subdivision making a
subscription to the capital stock of a corporation, lending
its credit for the use of a corporation, or borrowing toonev
for the use of a corporation. Refunding bonds may be
exchanged at the discretion of the governing body" and need
not be exchanges at par for bonds being refunded. Revenue
bonds may be issued to finance any project and to be secured
solely from the revenue and property of that project. Bonds
and notes may be sold in the manner and at the price determined
by the municipality regardless of the par value. Allows the
Interest rate payable on bondt. or notes to exceed the
contract usurv rate. Indebtedness of a service area remains
a debt even though a court subsequently determines that the
service area was not validly formed under law.

Chapter 55. Municipal Programs, Ho significant change.
Chapter 60. State Programs. No significant change.
Chapter 65. General Grant Land. Ho significant change.
Chapter 71. General Provisions, bedication of streets,
rignts-of-way, easements of other areas for public use mav
not be construed to require the municipality to maintain,
improve or provide for municipal services 1IT. the area
dedicated.

TBCiljo

Attachment
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Bob Day
s X Dmythe St
Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
483-2020
EARIriST LETFER TO ALL ALASKA®S LEGISLATORS
Dear Senators and Representatives:
I am writing you to urge you to vote against the passage of CSH3 170 (CSSB 180
is identical). This bill win give [y Borough assembly the power to enact ordinances
that emasculate the rights of the Borough residents as well as destroy the right of
our citizens to vote on the exercize of powers to develop our industries.
The voters of the Fairbanks L3rth Star Borough voted do.m the industrial revenue
bonds that would ha/e permitted unrestricted development in areas outside cities
by 76£t; but this bill would give us the development anyway, without voter approval.
In addition, the bill would reduce the petitioning time from 90 to 60 days. It
would prevent petitioning for a cliangc in administrative regulations; and it would
require 10 petition sponsors where none were required previously. It would also "up®
the penalties for violation (or "threatened” violation) of an ordinance to sio00 from
$sGE and require a mandatory penalty of s days jail for each violation (each day).
Doesn"t tills sound a little bit wrong to you if our State Constitution snys in ArtX,

Sec.1 to provide for o maximum local self-government."?

To me these changes represent the forging of another [link inthe chain of socialistic,
government udministcred slavery. Someone in that august Legislative Committee that
hatclxrd this plan doesn®t line to have votcro vote on tilings, doesn"t like people
who want to save their money and Keep wasteful government and big industry out, nnd
doesn"t like voter petitions to change tilings.

Tnis bill is nn evil ottcmpt to sidestep the voter. Do you think tl.e votera would
vote for such changes no proposed by this bill? Obviously not. Tints why its in tho
form of tliis kind of subterfuge - an -ss psz:o bill, innocuously titled, that few if
any of the legislators _Tll rtJd. It will make it easier for devious a‘rinictrators,
assemblymen, mayors, and lackey judges to further bind tho citizens withbureaucratic
red tape, Jegol complexity, Mid economic slavery.

If you hnvenl yet read this bill, please at least read page -. where blanket

"economic development™ and "transportation services™ creation powers are given away.



This bill has oth~r palpably illegal changes to our laws proposed, but time limits

b enumeration of them.
I hope that you kill this monster of a bill with a

legislators to do so also.

"no"™ vote and encourage other

Sincerely Yours,

30b Day

3-7-9L
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Theodore G. Smith, Director

r~Division of Forest, Land and-- February 19, 1980
Water Management

Dept, of Natural Resources fIlFNO
323 East Fourth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 TELEPHONE NO
w AVPUM M. GROSS SUBECT  File No. A66-179-79
ATTORNEY GENERAL \ Applicability of AS 29.18.211
By: Thomas E. Meachamy/iZ: to State land entitlement
Assistant Attorney General of the North Slope Bcrough

AGO - Anchorage

You have requested a brief analysis of the relationship
of AS 29.18.211 to the North Slope Borough®s land entitlement
under AS 29.18.201-.213,* in light of the pendency of North Slope
Borough v. LeResche (581 P.2d 1112, Alr.ska 1978), Supreme Court
File No. 2275. Based upon my analysis, contained in this
memorandum, it appears that a legitimate inquiry should be made
into the steps, 1f any, which the North Slope Borough took to
waive any claim to land entitlement under the former AS 29.18.190-
.200 and to instead elect to take benefits under the new Municipal
Entitlement Act, AS 29.18.201-.213, pursuant to the terms stated
in AS 29.18.211.

AS 29.18.211 states.

Election of Benefits. (@ A municipality which

on July 1, 1970 1is engaged Ir. litigation, or which
becomes engaged in litigacior., regarding a claim

to state land under former sections 190 and 200 of
this chapter shall elect cither to obtain the
benefits provided in Sectionr 201-213 of this
chapter or to ffursue the litication anc thereby
waive any claim to entitlemerthunder Sections 201-
213 of this chapter. An election shall be made by
filing a motion for dismissal with prejudice in

the court in which the litigation 1is pending. If
the claim involves a municrrjality identified in
Section 201 of this chapter®, the municipality

shall file its motjon for dismissal within 60 days
of July 1, 1978. Il the claim involves a city
eligible to receive an entitlement under Seciton
0. O0F this chapter, the city shall file i1ts motion
for dismissal within 60 days after receiving t) -
certificate of entitlement f-rovided by the Director
under Section 202 of this chapter. Failure of the
municipality to file a motion for dismissal during
the time period provided ir this subsection shall
be considereua waiver of c titlement under Sections
201-213 of this chapter.”



Theodore G. Smith -2- February 19, 1980
Re: File No. AG6-179-79

Applicability of AS 29.18.211

to State land entitlement

of the North Slope Borough

Sections 201-213 of AS 29.18 became effective on July 1, 1978.
The North Slope Borough 1is a municipality specifically listed in
AS 29.18.201(11), and thus 1its motion for dismissal was required
within 60 days of July 1, 1978, or in other words by August 30,
1978.

On July 1, 1<78 the case of North Slope Borough v.
LeResche, cited above, had been argued and was pending decision
in the Supreme Court for the State of Alaska. On August 4, 1978
the decision of the Supreme Court, holding for the State of Alaska
and against the North Slope Borough in this case, was issued.
That decision did not become final, pursuant to Rule 27 of the
Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure, until the time tor a possible
petition for rehearing had passed. That time is set by th rule
at ten days, unless extended by the Court. On August 9, 1978 and
again on August 11, 1978 the attorneys for the North Slope Borough
sought from the Supreme Court an extension of time for the filing
of a possible petition for rehearing. Their first request did not
specify a date to which they wanted the time extended, but their
second motion requested an extension to September 4, 1978. The
Court ordered the time for filing a possible petition for rehearing
extended to September 5, 1978. No petition for rehearing was in
fact filed, and the mandate of the Supreme Court, finally ending
this lawsuit, was entered on September 11, 1978.

Thus it appears that during the entire time from July 1,
1978, thedate of passage of AS 29.18.211, until September 11,
1978, thedate upon which the Supreme Court mandate was finally
entered, the Nor~h Slope Borough was ™"engaged in litigation” within
the meaning of AS 29.18.211; further, during that time period,
" litigation [was] pending ... " within the meaning of that
section. It appears that on the last day within which the North
Slope Borough could have filed a motion for dismissal with
prejudice, namely on August 30, 1978, the Borough was stxll within
the time period granted them by their motion to consider filing a
petition for a rehearing; that period did not expire until
September 4, 1978. The litigation ceased to be "pending™, and
the Borough ceased to be "engaged in litigation™, only after
entry of the mandate of the Supreme Court on September 11, 1978.

The file in this case does not indicate that the North
Slope Borough filed a motion for dismissal with prejudice before
the Alaska Supreme Court regarding the election of benefits which
is required under AS 29.18.211, and the presumption must be that
such a motion was not in fact filed. Further, 1 am not aware of



Theodore G. Smith -3- February 19, 1980
Re: File No. A66-179-79

Applicability of AS 29.18.211
to State land entitlement -
of the North Slope Borough

any other written documentation presen®;ed to the Court, which
could be argued to have in effect fulfilled the purposes of a
motion for dismissal with prejudice, within the time allowed

by the statute. Instead, after the election period started
running on July 1, 1978, the Borough, through its counsel, twice
filed motions for an extension of time within which to consider
filing a petition for rehearing. These motions were granted and
the time was extended to September 5, 1978. The Borough took no
affirmative act to close theperiod for filing such a petition
until after August 30, 1978, and it expired by its own terms on

September 5 wupon the failureof the E3rough to file a petition
for rehearing.

Based upon the foregoing, the North Slope borough should
be requested to produce documentation meeting the requirements
of AS 29.18.211 and demonstrating its. eligibility for the land
entitlement set forth in AS 29.18.20](11) for 89,850 acres of
state land. If such documentation ol compliance with the
requirements of Section 211 was not filed and cannot now be
produced, then the statute requires that the Borough®s 1inaction
" shall be considered a waiver of entitlement under
Sections 201-213 of this chapter.”

ITf you hive further questions, please contact me at
your convenience.

cc: Robert E. LeResche, Commissionex
Alaska Dept, of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Bill Bealy

Department of Natural Resources
323 East Fourih Avenue
Anchorage, Alf.sk*t 99501
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I"ve just beon looking over JSBfit?* After checking out parts in areaa of
familiarity, it is ay opinion that the vnolc thing iihoula be truoh-cannea*
From what 1 see it is too ouch oriented to fever government with no pro—

tections for the individual*

if 1 find so much repugnant in the me pages | understand, how xuch more is
there in pages 1 um not familiar vitht . r

Having aaid all of tnet, let oe now be specific!
Jcc* 2$J»5«C6c (a) (p* I1tA and following) leaves tne 7-ye. r ponulty
in for farmers who would aell part or all of their .".<qma for purposes other
than agriculture* This forces a farmer into a position that cakes hie less
trran U free land holder* Making up the tax allowance during tne year of
sales ma"kta sense- not a 7-year penalty for a period of time while he nta
legitimately farmed tne property. One way or another the bureaucrats In-
ter.o to push tne loea thol u farmer snould hLVt- no ,.r«perty rights except
agricultural rights* Are we fermere less than 1st class citizens?
1 also object to parogrLph (b) that forceii us to give privuto louse
papers to the tax assessor.
farsgruph (c) io one tne Interior Forming Aaaociiilicn has been trying
to g.*t rid of for some time* how much money u foraur liekcu iu none of tr.c
tux jsé&cesors bU6incos* Besides, in my own case 1 ,;rooa u very large amount
in £/ business but the net income is less tnan I«** i.are is no way thr-t
my fjrm income could c”ual K> of cy total gross inoouse* srown, Moss and
hegers introduced lib 59 wnictx cakes an approach tc correct tnia problem* It
doesi"t go far onough, but is far preforatle to wuat is here in hi) 17*-. An
i»:*ilavit swearing to be a farmer should be sufficiini*
iy.AJ.llb (b/; business inventories uro now tc be assessed? Get out cf
cy pjckctl £
1 (a/; what is the meaning o: tnia? i%ey want to to voluntarily
asaejs our proporty— like the InS luhw- ana tnuu ix we don"t we are in court?
_ (b) "rrccucticn of heccrcs :or Assessment Purposes”: this la
particularly onerous* accords, poperc, are privoto and é)rote_ctoo by tne U*4*
enc .1.0s"0 constitutions* 1-ve sBent Ayearo and #7»c*.C trying to protect
ay papers only to losu tne fight Dbecause n lawyer foiled to answer two motions
on t.iir subject* There has lean no ccurt decicion on it; got 'Yrodu ‘on of
Records* out of no 17w. Ij* A-ur Juris 2nd (U stntess “‘either emergency nor
eccrjmic necessity justifies a disregard of cardini.l ccnoti tutional guarnr.-
teeo* Qur courts up here full to recognize thiai out you and tne legisla-
ture a<*ould*

2><it/.l1>u (c)i e particularly odious section. Tne final line, errant



issued by municipal clerk™ is cut. of line end unneeded. Let tnea prove in court
and get a court order for any seizure. Machinery for that process is already
st*. up. Tnia peregra,ph simpiy makc3 it easy to run over the citizen.

25.45%*5" (u>; w'nat 13 this use tax business? «no needs it? If he do go
:cr n;isi tho paragraph shoulc odd u mandate to pey tne merchant for collecting
and Tbmitting aule3 tax. OtherKiac constitutional guarantees against invol—
untary servitude and taking without due process aro ac-ricged.

Barograph (c) is legalese and gobblety gook.

Btragraph (e) is not needed. Let tr.em get a judgment in a court of lew.
such judgment tnen becomes an eutomutic lien. Besides, a .Supreme Court cose
rule 1 tnis idea unconstitutional when tne tried this concerning Big bend
prop-.-rty on S< Cushman (i”150 vs- William howuro iio. *v7? Supreme Court of Aiu6Xa
oLc Bacific Reporter ,cna .

Sec. cj<.46.1pv/ (ny "issuance of notes iu payment of the costs"; Article 1
Sect. 1C of the U.S. Constitution forbids tnia. It stute3 *io state shall make
anything but gold and silver coin a tender in payment of debts™. Tr.is (.an never
teen repealed. Lo not let anyone try to fool you by telling you otnerwino-

Tnt-y will try to use the Julliard case to sey it is nettled. This i3 too long
an argument fcr me to give you ncre. Let me knew if you"d like further infor—
mation at thia point. P.eunwhile ref ise your par diem except in gcid and silver

ccin or toriey of account™ plUjC-p71.

rheas are just c¢ few of the thingo I have discovered in tne area9 | hove time
fcr tnd understand. 1 notice tne porpotrutor9 didn"t use the uaual method cf
.rackets and uncerlining to enow what cr.ungeo are being made in the present
gt.tJtcs, nor are the ccmaitteo members named.

As 1 tuid before, thia w»;ole propoeal should oc trash-canned. Becldeo, 1
tr.cu.,ht there wns o0 move in this legioloture to end property tux. Wnot

nappened to that idea”

Sincerely,

La.k Underwood



P. 0. Box 1166
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707

452-4-275

Ninth open letter to
all Legislators of the State of Alaska
February 28, 1982

Re.: Borough Powers - CSHB 170 and CS3B 180 must not become law! -
(An Act relating to municipal government)

Dear Legislator:

CSHB 170 and CSSB 180 are now in the respective Rules Committes.

Should these bills become law, you will have acted contrary to the

will of the people. At the last election the citizens of Fairbanks
voted with 75.7~5 NO to borough provid ;d economic development 1in the
area outside cities. (Borough ballot proposition # 1, advertised

as authorizing the borough to isiue industrial revenue bonds; please
read the attached copies).

CSHB 170 and CSSB 180, under proposed AS 29.35.210(a)(8) the legislature
"will allow™ that whut the voters of Fairbanks turned down soundly:

A second class borough may by ordinance without voter approval exercise
on a non-areawide basis the power to provide for economic developnert.
This provision was added after the voters of Fairbanks turned it down,
it was not present in the original HB 170 and SB 180 introduced 2/17/81.
The Legislature has no authority to act contrary to the will of the
people. When the people votod to incorporate with the ].//ers of the
second clans borough, their plan for local government irunitited that

any addition-. municipal power to be exorcined must be approved by

the voters affected, and each additional proposed power must appear
separately on the ballot. The Federal Textbook on Citizenship

(revinod 1in 1973), printed on behalf of the United States Department

of Justice, states on pago 10:

The Government in the United States belongs to

the people. The oi~izons have the final authority.

A public officer ca.*rut use authority unless the

the citizens have agreed, in their plan of government,
that he should use 1it.

Therefore, CSHB 170 or CSSB 180 as presently written rust not become
law.



This change in borough powers iB not the only one which is not
enumerated in the Legislative Affairs Agency®s memorandum dated
2/14-/82 entitiled "Chapter summary of Municipal Code Revision CSHB 170".
CSHB 170 and CSSB 180 should be read as required, word by word, at the
second reading, nnd each Legislator should carefully examine the many
changes and ambiguous terminologies incorporated into the proposed new
laws-. It appears that the members of the C&R committees and the Senate
Judiciary Committee, who approved enactment of these bills, acted under
the dominating influence of government special interest groups when
recommending to you to act in favor of passing CSHB 170 or CSSB 180.
For the good of the people of Alaska as a whole, these bills must
not become law.

Very truly yours,

Enclosure



->v  mProposition! © '

" Yn.-.ustrlal revenue bonds)
Incity:. V. ,
No 2,335 682
Y @S i i 1,085 *31.7
Outside city: o
NO ....... 3,526 75.4
Yes* . .... I...* 1,085 . 24.5

ST.,;
V.

BALLOT PROPOSITIONS

FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH e
REGULAR ELECTION - OCT. 6,1981."°

FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH .
*  Regular Election October 6.1981 « >

.. . PROPOSITION No. 1 m

Shall the Fairbanks Nonh Star Borough exer-
cise the powers necrssi yto finance industrial’
development facilities which are eligible as ex-,
empt activities or industrial parks under Sec-
tion 1031b) of the United States Internal
Revenue Code and which are powers of the
Borough which under the laws of the State of
Alaska may be acquired

by vote of the people?

YES [
NO [ J

Letters to the Editor

Honorable Mayor Carlson:

The statement of the fact
*>,

“Paxsagc of Proposition No. 1
grants the Borough the authority

sheet, dated 9/23/81, that

to sell revenue bonds.”
* does not
The Borough,
genera]
the authority to
bonds, and by law  *7 m

P

=h
(]

@« 58

reflect the truth.
like any other
law. municipality, has
issue revenue

. or gas facilities,

“No election'ls required to
authorize the' issuance and
sale of revenue bonds." (AS
29.58.205)* *'e
Proposition No. 1, ft approved
by the voters, would give the
Borough the authority to exer-
cise areawide (jnside as well as
outside all cities) all additional
municipal powers of a first

dass city which are lided under.

Section 103(b)(4) "Certain ex-
empt activities" and Section
103(b)(5) "Industrial parks" of
the U5. Internal Revcnur Code,
and which Include the powers
*lo provide for -* **“ \
(A) residential rental proper;
t; to be occupied by individuals
of low or moderate Income,
(B) sports farilltics, * '
(C) convention ortrade show
-facilities, , A
(D) airports, docks-* . . In-
duding storage *and training
facilities, V f;;' L
- (E) sewage”selectric energy,
p 2
(F) transportation (Including
such as rrProad, pipelin e, truck-
ing, etc.) or communication
facilities, " M ;eee

(G) facilities for the fur lih .
® L) ¢

ing of water for any purpose,

(1) qualified hydroelectric
generating facilities.

The law requires that, If more
than one additional anawide
municipal power Is proposed,
each must appear separately on
the ballot. * N "l

"If more than one'power

It proposed, each must ap-

*pear separately on the bal-

lot” (AS  29.33.290(b))
Therefore, Borough Proposition
No. 1 It placed on the hallo! In
an unlawful manner.' e

I hereby request on my own
behalf and on behalf of _all
voters of the Borough, that litis
letter. In form of a copy; will .
be attached to any jmatrrial
concerning Borough Proposition
No. 1 intended for use aspublic’

Information, and verbally be
read on radio or TV In con-
junction with Borough Informa-
tion concerning that propor-
tion, or printed In a newspaper
or other publication in a like
manner.

Very truly yours, *

Wolfgang Falke

Fairbanrs, Alaska ;k* "

1 1— ® «



P.0O.Box 1166
Fairbanks, Alaska®"99707

February 12, 1982

To AIl Legislators;

Re,.; CSHB 170 - "An Act relating to municipal government"

This 193 page bill v;as reported out of C&R committee on Monday,..the
first time in Fairbanks a copy of that bill was available was

Tuesday, 2/9/82, the first reading before the House 1is calendared
for 2/17/82. No public input was made possible for the Committee

Substitute Bill by C”R.

For second class boroughs, CSHB 170 does not only wije out the
reclassification option to third class borough status; it allows
adoption of home rule status without separate vote8*between the: cities
and the borough area outside cities for electing charter commission
members and for "adof.ii.on of the proposed charter; it reduces the time
during which signatures may be collected for a petition from the
present 90 da.ys to only 60 days and limits petitions to be related to
legislative matters only; it allows second class boroughs to exercise
outside cities unrestricted government economic development (which

"may include a government operated drug store to a full scale petro-
cher.ical complex) without local voter approval and to provide trans—
portation systems (pipeline, raii-road, trucking, etc.) without local
voter approval. At the last election unrestricted industrial develop—
ment by the Fairbanks North Star Borough was soundly defeated by the
local electorate; outside cities 75.9% voted NO.

First: The public must be notified that HB 170 came out of
hibernation; Second: The public must be informed about the major
proposed changes in local government law; Third: The public must
be given a reasonable time during which to make comments on CSHB 170;
BEFORE final action should be taken by the House. I urgently suggest
that C3HB 170 be referred back to C&R Committee for further public
(not only government special interest) input.

P.S.:
The 1identical bill, CSSB 180,
is presently in the Senate Very truly youre

Judiciary Committee, of which
Senator Don Bennett and Senator
Charlie Parr are members.



P.0O.Box 1166
Fairbanks, Ak. 99707

452-4275
February 14, 1982

Eighth open letter to all Legislators

Re.: Borough Powers - CSHB 170 and CSSB 180
"An Act relating to municipal government"”
Dear Legislator:

Because CSHB 170 1iiiay.be scheduled for~the second sheadliigAin™t.*" ,
the near future,” 1 will express some of my concerns regarding this
bill at this tine even so 1 did not totally read through that bill yet.
(CSSB 180 1is identical to CSHB ]70 and was moved from C&R to Senate
Judiciary Committee).

On Friday, 2/12/82, 1 also expressed some concerns regarding
these bills at a hearing on the State"sroyalty oil held in Fairbanks,
which was recorded and | handed SenatorFahrenkamp, who chaired the
hearing, and Senator Bennett, who is a member of the Judiciary Committee,
each a copy of my brief in Alaska Supreme Court case # 5761 & 5781,
which 1 filed on behalf of the Voters, alleging that the Legislature
cannot pass a law such as AS 29.63.090(a) and (f) and legally 1impose
the same without voter approval upon existing second class boroughs.
(In 1979 the Legislature enacted AS 29.63.090(a) and (f) as part of
the "Land Bill HB:s "™, saying t.at second class boroughs may establish
service areas ard exercise therein any first class city municipal
power without voter approva:, on borough or State "owred” land.) Some
of the changes proposed in CSHB 170 nndCSSB 180 could be challenged in
a like manner, for example:

Under present law, AS ,29.28.065(4) and .070(a), signatures on
a petition must be secured within 90 days - the" proposed new, AS 29.-
26.120(e)(4) and .130(a) requires that signatures must be aecured
within 60 days (page 63 of C3HB 170);

the proposed new law, AS 29.26.110(a)(3)* roquires that u peti—
tion is limited to legislative matter and shall not relate toadminis—
trative regulations - present las nas not such limitations;

tho proposed new law, AS 29.26.110(a) requires that _in applica—
tion for petition ohall bo signed by at least .o voters who will sponsor
the petition - present lav; does not require such;

under present law, AS 29.38.200, the assembly or council may
proscribe a penalty for tho violation of an ordinance - under the pro—
posed new law, A3 29.25.070(a), n municipality (n department head or
the mayor) may proscribe ponaltios for the violation of an ordinance;



under present law, A3 29.48.200, o fine any not exceed t 900 or

imprisonment for 30 days, or both - under the proposed C3HB 170 law,

AS 29*23.070, a civil penalty my not exceed S 1,000 for each violation

or threatened violation of an ordinance (total lo;oscd cay not exceed

that of a class B misdemeanor), and the municipality nay require mandatory,
nonsuspendable imprisonment not to exceed five dayo, nnd each day that a
violation or a threatened violation of an ordinance continues constitutes
a separate violation.

Let me stop here and let"s think this over again:

Under preoont law only the assembly or the counoll may by
ordinance prescribe penalties for a violation of nx. ordinance and the
voters may by potition (allowing 90 days during which to secure signa—
tures) change or ostablish uuch ordinance -

Under the CSHB 170 proposed law the administration (a department
nead or the mayor) may by regulation proscribe much bois stringent penal —
ties for a violation jr a threatened violation and the voters aay not
(pursuant to proposed AS 29*26.110(a)(3)) petition for a change or to
establioh ouch regulation.

Should CSHB 170 or CS3B 180 become law in its preoont fora, the
shift of authority from the assembly or council to the sobiguously
termed municipality and tho denial of petition for a change of ad-—
ministrative regulations, coupled with the reduced time (60 days instead
of the prooent 90 days) during which slgnnturea nay be seemed, will
most likely result in len”iy litigations. 1 um also convinced that
the voters, when properly Informed about this, will, r.ny bo even loudly,
oppose sued legislation.

Bocauuo this la only one of nany objections to this bill,

CSHB 170 ahould either be defeated now on the Ploor or it should bo
returned to the C&R Committee for further consideration and it ahould be,
before it hits tho Floor again, riven consideration by the House Judiciary
Committee.

Very truly yours,



Theodor* C. Smith, Director

Division of Forest, Lend end tu  February 19, 1980
Water Management F<INO
Dept, of Natural Resources
323 East Fourth Avenue e N0
Anchorage, Alaska 99S01
AVRUM K. CROSS u>Ma File No. A66-179-79
ATTORNEY GENERAL Applicability of AS 29.18.211
Byi Thooas E. HeechanM®* to State land entitlement
Assistant Attorney General of the North Slope Borough

AGO - Anchorage

You have requested a brief analysis of the relationship
of AS 29.18.211 to the North Slope Borough®s land entitlement
under AS 29.18.201-.213,<in light of tie pendency of North Slcpe
Borouoh v. LeResche (S81 P.2d 1112, Alaska 1978), Supreme Court
File fto. ili*. based upon my analysis, contained in this
memorandum, 1t appears that a legitimate inquiry should be made
into the steps, 1if any, which the North Slope Borough took to
waive any claim to land entitlement unoer the former ;s 29.18.190-
.200 and to instead elect to take benefits under the new Municipal

Entitlement Act, AS 29.18.201-.213, pursuant to tho terms stated
in AS 29.18.211.

AS 29.18.211 states,

Electron of Benefits. (@) A municipality which
on July 1, 1970 is engaged Ir litigation, or which
Becomes engaged in litigation, regarding a claim
to state land under former sections 190 and 200 of
this chapter shall elect cltier to obtain the
benefits provided "In Section”™ 20i-5Ifr of this
chapter or to pursue tbc l«tigatlon antlT;.ffr< bv
waive any claim to cntltlcmc1i under ScrYTonii o1-
213 oT ».nis chapter. "W. eler-ion shall be made by
filing a motion for dismissal with prejudice in
the court 1in which the litm aticn is pending. If
tke“tlaim involves a munici ality"~idem ifted in
Section i10l of this chaptoY. the municipality

1 file its notio?~?0or dmaissai within CO days
of July 1« 1971. It the w>aim involves a citv
eligible to receive an entitlement under Seclton
202 of this chapter, the city shall file its motion
for dismissal within 60 days after receiving the
certificate of entitlement provided by the Director
under Section 202 of thia chapter. Failure of the
municipality to fi> a rotlcn for dlspinsa) during

time 1i>erTod provided 1in "this subsection shall
be considered a wniver~of e titlemont under Sections
20l-2ijot this chapter.



P.c: File No. A66-179-79
Applicability of AS 29.18.211
to State land entitlement
of the Nc.wh Slope Borough

Sectors 201-213 of AS 29.18 became effective on Jul.y 1, 1978.
The North Slope Borough is a municipality specifically listed in
AS 29.18.201(11), and thus its motion for dismissal was required

within 60 days of July 1, 1978, or in other words by August 30,
1978.

On July 1, 1978 the case of North Slope Borough v.
LeRcschc, cited above, had been argued and was pending decision
in the Supreme Court for the State of Alaska. On August 4, 1978
the decision of the Supreme Court, holding for the btate of Alaska
and against the North Slope Borough in this case, was 1issued.
That decision did not become final, pursuant to Rule 27 of the
Alaika Rules of Appellate Procedure, until the time for a possible
petition for rehearing rad passed. That time i& set by the rule
al ten days, unless extended by the Court. On August 9, 1978 and
again on Auguct 11, 1978 the attorneys for the North Slope Borough
sought from the Supreme Court an extension of time for the filing
of a possible petition for rehearing. Their first request did no*
specify a <t;c to which they wanted the time extended, but their
second motion requested an extension to September 4, 1978. The
Court ordered the time for filing a posiible petition for rehearit
extended to September 5, 1978. No petition for rehearing was 1in
fact filed, and the mandato of the Suorcme Court, Tfinally ending
this lawsuit, was entored on September 11, 1978.

Thus 1t appears *.nat during the *ntiro time from July 1,
1978, th*date of passage of AS 29.18.211, until September 11,
1978, thedate upon which the Supreme Court mandato was finally
entered, the North Slope Borough was "engaged in litigation”™ within
the meaning of AS 29.18.211; further, during that time period,
* ... litigation (was) pending ... e within the meaning of that
section. It appears that on the last day within which the North
Slope Borough could have filed a motion for dismissal with
prejudice, namely on August 30, 1978, the Borough was still within
the time period gra .ed them by their motion to consider filing a
potition for a rehearino; that period did not expire until
September 4, 1971. The litigation ceased to be "pending™, and
the Borough ceased to be "engaged in litigation™, only after
entry of the mandate of the Supreme Court on September 11, 1978.

The file in this case does not Indicate that the North
Slope Borough filed a motion for dismissal with prejudice before
the Alaska Sipreme Court regarding the election of benefits which
is required under AS 29.11.211, and the presumption must be that
such a *.otion wee not in fact f 7ed. Further, 1 am not aware of



Theodore G. Smith -3- February 19, 1980
Re: File No. A66-179-79

Applicability of AS 25.18.211
to State land entitlement -
of the North Slope Borough

any other written documentation presented to the Court, which
could be argued to have in effect fulfilled the purposes of a
motion for dismissal with prejudice, within th» time allowed

by the statute. Instead, after the ejection period started
running on July 1, 1978, the Borough, through its counsel, twice
filed motions for an extension of time within which to consider

filing a petition for rehearing. These motions were granted and

the time was extended to September 5, 1978. The Borough took no
affirmatWe act to close the period for filing such a petition
until after August 30, 1978,and it expired by its own terms on

September 5 wupon the failure of the Borough to file a petition

for rehearing.

Based upon the foregoing, the North Slope Borough should
be requested to produce documentation meeting the requirements
of AS 29.18.211 and demonstrating its eligibility for the land
entitlement set forth in AS 29.18.201(11) for 89,850 acres of
state land. IfT such documentation of compliance with the
requirements of Section ... was not filed and cannot now be
produced, then the statute requires thu4 the Borough®s 1inaction
" ... shall be considered a waiver of entitlement under
Sections 201-213 of this chapter.”

If you have further questions, please contact me at
you* conven/ence.

cc: Robert E. LcReschc, Commissioner
Alaska Dept, of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Bill Beaty

Department of Natural Resources
323 East Fourth Avsnue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501



THE FOLLOWING DOCUHENT(S) MAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL.



1" > fT\t&srw VK~Zy -om
d.?s +t <S*:?2Kki'r*")r~ rﬂ£e=b{k< —
v February :1:, 19052
/W?-4-3t7r
To All Legislators;

Re.: CSHB 170 - "An Act relating t» pnmtcipal soverasenf

Ihi*ff 153 page bill vac reported out of C&. connittee on KondeyT the
first tine in “~Fairbanks a copy of that hill was available vé&s

Tuesday, 2/9/82, the first reading before the House 1s calendered
for 2/17/82. Eb public input was nade possible for the Connittee

Substitute Bill by Cé&R.

?0r second class boroughs* CSHB 170 coes not only wipe out the
reclassification, option to third claae borough Bts"tus; it allova
adoption of hose rule status without separate votes between the cities
snd the borough arc? outside citiee for electing charter eonnission
ten"eers ond for sdoftion of the proposed charter; it recuct3 the ti=e
during which sirnitures nay he collected for a retition fron the
present qq days to only 60 davs and linits petitions to be related tc
legislative natters only; i1t allows second class boroughs to exercise
outside cities unrestricted govemrer.t econoraio develor.nent (which
nay include a govemnent operated drug store to a full scale yefcrO-~
chesical cosplex) without local voter approval and to provide trans—
portation Hystens (pipelir.e, rail-road, trucking, etc.) without local
voter approval, /.t the last election unrestricted industrial derelop-
nent by the Fairbanks Jfortk Star Boroujh was ooundly defeated by the
local electorate; outside cities 75.9> voted KO.

First: The public must be notified that HJ1 170 case out of
hibernation; Second: The public nuct be inforaed about the najor
proposed chenges in local govemnent law; Third: The public oust
be siven a reasonable tine during which to nufcc consents on CSKB 170;
JE?0RS final action should be taken by the House. | urgently suggest
that CSHB 170 be referred bock to CAR Connittec for further public
(not only gcvernsent special interest) input.

Very truly yours



T0

erom

MEMORANDUM' " State of Alaska

Department of Revenue

Fk:Kle Campbell oate. January 28, 1982
Senator Gillrr.an®s Office '

Community & Regional Affairs CormlttGO huho-

Juneau (465-4934)
_ W,

Gofald DyHeler subject:
Petroleum Property Assessor

Thru: Fred Boetsch-;7?"/
Director

As I understand your request you would like to know what the property
t3X effect would be on the Worth Slope Borough for 1982 1f there were to
be a difference of 3,000 in their population count for purposes of

AS 29.53.045(C).

The following assumptions will have to be made 1n order to show the tax
effect:

State assessed property value: $7,500,000 JQO
Worth Slope locally assessed value: 350,000,000
TOTAL $7,"6"5ti,6u0,000
Average per capita statewide assessed value: $70,974
Population for comparison purposes: s.000 and 9,000

Borough will tevy a 30 mill tax ON the allowable assessed value.

The calculations to show the difference are as follows: -

A_P.C.S.A.V. 225S Population TO mills Tax Amount

70.974 X 2.25 X 9,00D X .03 * $43,115,705
70.974 X 2,25 X 6,000 X .03 = 28,744,470
D j FFERFUCF. (37,372,235)

95.5 percent of this difference, or $13,725,484, is a direct loss to the
state treasury.

Wf . «d
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SUES

THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.,_CS SB 180/ CSHB 170
Title "Ar. Act relating to mnn- WMp.-il priv/»rmmr>ni-1
Requested by. Community and Reyion.il Affairs CQmnirfee Date .January 22, 1QB2

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Community and Regional Affairs
Program Category Affected Community Development
BRU, Program Or Subprogram(s) Affected jLnral Envernmenr
(Note: |If r.ore than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

S00 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TO1AL 0 0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND -0- -0- -0- -0- -n-
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME £ -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 1I11)

This bill, which substantially attends and restructures Title 29 of
the Alaska Statutes, will not create any noticeable need for Increases in
adainistrative or grant program funding.

IV. DATE January 22. 1982 .PREPARED BY Douk Cilffln~X~ £
AGENCY C A Ra/Lotal! GqyT1 Ai*la1ash.
Original i Legislative Finance PHONE 46S-C.716
cci Budget and Hanagesttnt
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/01)



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 5, 1982
SUBJECT: Chapter summary of Municipal Code
Revision [CSSB 180] (Work Order
Mo. 12-2437]
TO: Senator Donald E. Gilman

Chairman, Senate Community and
Regional Affairs Committee

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Legislative Counsel,, [,
41> °

You have requested a chapter summary of the municipal code
revision (CSSB 180) highlighting significant changes to
existing lav. For your convenience, | have attached a table
of contents by chapter and article to the revision.
Corresponding chapter numbers 1in the existing Title 19 are
in luded in parentheses.

Chapter The Unorganized Rorough. No significant
change.

Chapter 04. Classification of Municipalities. A second
class city may reclassify as a first class city if tbe
population has reached 600 permanent resident.

Chapter 05. Incorporation. A community may 1incorporate as
a First class city only if it has at least: 600 permanent
residents. Does not authorize incorporation of a third
class borough.

Chapter 06. Alteration of Municipalities. Does not
authorize™incorporation of a third class borough through
merger or consolidation.

Chapter 10. Home Rule Municipalities. Authorizes a second
City to adopt a home rule charter if the city baa at
least 600 permanent residents. Requires hone rule munici—

palities to provide land use regulation.



Page 2
February 5, 1982

Chapter 14. Capital City. When the capital city attains a
population of 600 permanent residents, five council members
and a mayor shall be elected.

Chapter 20. Municipal Officers and Employees. Requires a
munictDality to adopt a conflict of interest ordinance that
requires a member of the governing body to declare a
substantial financial interest he has in an official action.
The presiding officer must then determine whether to excuse
him from a vote and this decision may be overturned by
majority vote of the membership. Allows a special meeting
to be called if a majority of tbe members are given at least
24 hours notice and reasonable efforts are made to notify
all members. A special meeting may be conducted with less
than 24 hours notice if all members are present or if absent
members waive in writing the required notice. Requires the
governing body to appoint within 7 days the number of
members needed for a quorum if the membership is reduced to
fewer than the number needed. Requires that a veto be
overridden at the next regular meeting or within .. days
after exercise of the veto. Grants authority to a munici—
pality to establish advisory, administrative, technical, or
quasi-judicial boards and commissions. Allows the governing
body to provide for a classified service and to designate
positions that are wholly or partially exempt from the
classified service.

Chanter 25. Municipal Enactments. A penalty rot to exceed
that imposed for a class R misdemeanor may be imposed for a
violation of an ordinance. A mandatory, nonsuspendable term
of imprisonment for 5 days may be imposed for violation of
an ordinance. A civil action may be instituted against a
person who violates an ordinance and a civil peralty of up
to $1,000 may be imposed for each violation. Ai action to
enjoin a violation may be brought and the court must grant
the injunction on finding a violation. Each day a violation
continues 1is a separate violation.

Chapter 26. Elections. The judge of a precinct must be a
voter of the precinct for which he 1is appointed unless no
voter is willing to serve. Rotb general law and home rule
municipalities are required to give at least .., days notice
of a regular or special electior. A runoff election shall

be held if no candidate receives over 40 percent of the

votes cast for the office of mayor or member of the governing



Senator Donald E. Gilman
Page 5
February 5, 1982

body or school board. There 1is no super majority
requirement for other elected offices, and a municipality
may change the requirement for mayor, member of the

governing body, or member of the council by ordinance. The
initiative and referendum process and the recall proces®
have been substantially altered. An application must be

filed with the clerk for a petition. The clerk prepares the
petition and provides it to the voters who will sponsor the
petition. When a petition is returned, the clerk certifies
whether it is sufficient and notifies the sponsors. The
petition may be supplemented with additional signatures
obtained and filed within .. days after the petition Iis
first rejected, except that a recall petition may only be
supplemented if it contains an adequate number of
signatures, counting both valid and invalid. A person may
not be recalled until after he has served ..., days and may
not be recalled If there are only 180 days left in his term.

Chapter 35. Municipal Powers and Duties. The following
have been included in the list of facilities that a
municipality may provide outside 1its boundaries: solid anti
septic waste facilities, utility services, transportation
facilities, wharves, harbors and other marine facilities. A
municipality that provides a facility outside its boundaries
may regulate its use only to the extent that the jurisdiction
in which the facility is located does not. Extends eminent
domain and declaration of taking power to second class
cities as it may be exercised by other municipalities.

Unless a grant of a franchise or permanent permit is made on
a competitive basis, the grant of an exclusive right to use
a public street or right-of-way for more than five years to
a utility or transportation system that is not certified 1is
valid only if approved by vote. (Under existing law no
franchise .b valid unless it is submitted to the voters for
approval.) The governing hody :ts required by ordinance to
establish a formal procedure for acquisition and disposal of
land, but 1is not otherwise limited in its ability to dispose
of land. A first class borough is allowed to exercise on a
nonareawide basis any power, and on an areawide basis any
power that 1is acquired, so long as exercise of the power 1is
not specifically prohibited by law. Allows a second class
borough to exercise on a nonareuwide basis any power
approved by the voters living oatside citieR, unless the
power is prohibited by law. Allows a second class borough
to exercise an areawLde power if it is approved by the



Senator Donald E. Gilman
Page 4
February 5, 1982

voters or transferred by the cities in the borough, unless
prohibited by law. A city may exercise any power not
prohibited by law.

Chapter 40. Planning, Platting, and Land Use Regulation. A
planning commission 1is authorized to utilize methods other
than zoning to implement a comprehensive plan. The governing
body must update the plan as necessary. Requires the
assembly to provide for an appeal from the application of a
land use regulation before a hearing officer or board of
adjustment. The governing body must establish a platting
authority, but the planning commission need not act as
platting authority. Plat requirements may not be waived,

but in certain cases a short plat orocedure may be followed
rather than the regular procedure. A person who violates a
land use regulation or condition imposed by a platting
authority is subject to the penalties that may be imposed
for violation of an ordinance.

Chapter 45. Municipal Taxation. Allows a municipality to
exempt by ordinance personal property from taxation.

Extends the limit on a sessing farm use land to greenhouses
so that they are assessed at full Td true value for farm
use. A penalty not to exceed 20 percent of the tax due may
be added to delinquent taxes, and interest not to exceed

15 percent shall accrue on unpaid taxes. The right to
repurchase foreclosed property is cut off after .., years.
If, in the absence of a suit, it becomes obvious to the
governing body that judgment for recovery of taxes would be
obtained the municipality must refund the taxes. A petition
for incorporation of a second class city may be combined
with a sales »nd use tax proposal, so the incorporation
proposition fails if the tax proposal fails.

Chapter 46. Special Assessments. Costs that may be
included~fn a special assessment are listed. These may not
exceed actual costs, but may include reasonable estimates of
the costa of 1issuing bonds. If an assessment is increased a
new public hearing must be held unless all owners of
property subject to the increase agree to the increase in
writing. A municipality may issue not js for the cr s of a

local improvement prolect to be event .ally paid frc
assessments for the improvement.



Senator Donald E. Gilman
Page 5
February 5, 1982

Chapter 47. Municipal Debt. The issuance of revenue bonds
and use of proceeds from revenue bonds are not subject to
the prohibition against a political subdivision making a
subscription to the capital stock of a corporation, lending
its credit for the me of a corporation, or borrowing money
for the use of a corporation. Refunding bonds may be
exchanged at the discretion of the governing body and need
not be exchanges at par for bonds being refunded. Revenue
bonds may be issued to finance any project and to be secured
solely from the revenue and property of that project. Bonds
and notes may be sold in the manner and at the price determined
by the municipality regardless of the par value. Allows che
interest rate payable on bonds or notes to exceed tho
contract usury rate. Indebtedness of a service area remains
a debt even though a court subsequently determines that the
service area was not validly formed under law.

Chapter 55. Municipal Programs. No significant change.
Chapter 60. State Programs. No significant change.
Chapter 65. General Grant Land, No significant change.
Chapter 71. General Provisions. Dedication of streets,
rignts-of-way, easements of other areas for public use may
not be construed to require the municipality to maintain,
improve or provide for municipal services in the area
dedicated.

TBC:1jb

Attachment
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SUMMARY

During fioc.il ynnt 1ioa.l, ovor tl billion will be opont by
four State agencies for 15 prograns to provide financial
assistance to localities in Alaska.

Tho Department of Conaunity and Regional Affairs has
exanined all of these prograns with particular enphaois on
Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance and finds the
following problonsi

1) Revenue Sharing enphasiros tax effort and ability to
raise taxes while Municipal Assistance emphasises
population and tax relief.

2) Municipal Assistance distributes funds according to
outdated indicators and is linked to the declining
corporate incone tax collections.

2) Revenue Sharing, which was revised in 1900, contains
a hold haraless provision that reduces the Impact of the
tornula.

4) Localities are growing 1increasingly dependent on the
State for funding of p.operty tax relief and increased
service provision at tho sane tine as State revonues
continue to fall and a Constitutional spending lInit 1Is
considers! by the voters of the State.

5} Municipal Assistance encourages nunlcipol
Incorporation while Revenue Sirring does not.

6 ) The Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance Programs
are administered by two different agencies and have
different reporting and accountant Ity rogulrenenxs.

In order to address these problems, tho Departnent propose*
the following program

1) The Municipal Assistance statute should bo repealed
and ail funds for this purpose should be distributed
through tho Revenue Sharing program.
2) Cadt recipient ahould be required to spend 50% of Its
funds on S muni 1ipal services from among the following
11stt

Municipal Administration, rinance and Planning

Police Protection

hire Protection

environmental Pollution Control



Solid Waste Collection and Disposal
Land Use Planning

Parke and Recreation

Roads and Street Maintenance
Hospitals

Health Pacilitico

Airports

Marine Ports

Snail Doat Harbors

3) 71m nininun entitlement for 1incorporated entities
should be £100,000. Unincorporated ontities should bo
deleted fron tho program and treated separately.

4) In order to insure that no connunity receives less
funding as a result of combining these prograns, tho
Department proposes that all communities be hold
harmless at the fiscal year 1903 allocations. In ordor
to let the formula take effect, tho Department prop" 1ion
that any additional appropriations be allocated to
recipients using the revenue sharing formula with tho
proviso that first priority for additional funding go to
communities that fall below tho minimum ontltlemorr.
level.

9) 7ho entire program should be funded at a level no
less than the proposod fiscal yoar 19(13 appropriation of
$143,391,300. Tills amount should increase each year by
the same percentage that tho proposod Constitutional
spending limit allows tho State budget to increano.
further, the State should pledge to reduce expenditures
for State services by a similar amount each year.

6) The existing Rural Development Assistance Program
should be expanded to tie a program of assistance to
unincorporated communities thst requires application rn
a competitive basis for grants up to £100,000 for
capital projects operation ard maintenance of capital
projects and community services.
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REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On July 9, 1981 Governor Hammond appointed a Cabinet level
Task Force to review existing municipal aid programs and
develop recommendations for organizational and programmatic
consolidation. The Task Force consisted of the following
members:

Executive Assistant to the Governor

Special Assistant to the Governor for CRA Activities
Commissioner of Community and Regional Affairs
Commissioner of Administration

Commissioner of Revenue

Director of Budget and Management

Assistant Attorney General for Legislation

The Task Force met with Governor Hammond in September 1981
and agreed 1in principle to consolidate program? in the
Department of Community and Regio®".il Affairs.

The staff of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs (DCRA) then began a re-examination of the policy
objectives of existing programs and developed a series of
recommendations for action by the Governor.

This report provides the findings and recommendations of the
Task Force and the DCRA staff.

Review of Existing Programs

The State of Alaska provides a wide variety of direct
financial assistance programs to local governments and
communities. The following chart shows that over $1 billion
will be spent in fiscal year 1982 among 15 programs
administered by four different State agencies:



State Financial Assistance Programs Available to Municipalities and/or
Unincorporated Communities”

AMOUNT
(In thousands of dollars)
Operating (0) FY 80 FY 81 FY 82
Progranm or Capital (C) Dept, Actual Actual Budgeted
State Revenue Sharing ) (C&RA) £26,899.6 £52,601.3 £55,707.6
Municipal Assistance ) (Revenue) 11,400.0 56,500.0 87,400.0
Amusement & Gaming Shared Tax(0) (Revenue) 30.8 34.4 36.0
Aviation Fuel Shared Tax 0) (Revenue) 162.9 135.0 141.0
Electric & Telephone Coop.
Shared Tax 0) (Revenue) 2,521.7 1,092.9 2,100.0
Liquor License Shared Tax 0) (Revenue) 588.7 770.3 900.0
Fisheries Shared Tax (Raw
Fish Tax) ) (Revenue) 3,893.8 3,279.5 5,907.0
Municipal Grants (©)&(0) (Admin.)New Program 208,255.9 281,389.0
Grants to Unincorporated
Communities ©) (C&RA) 3,445.4 9,582.1 12,898.5
Municipal Aid Account(SB 168)(C) (Admin.) New Program *200,000.0
Aid to Unincorporated
Communities (SB 160) © (C&RA) New Program *13,131.1
Basic State Aid to Education (0) (Education) 238,308.1 275,300.7 345,337.8
Supplemental Equalization ) (Education) Now Program**
Stnto Aid for Retirement of
School Debt ©) (Education) 24,081.0 38,380.2 38,262.2

*£95,000.0 plannod for Municipal Aid and £6,246.7 planned for Unincorporated
Community Aid in FY 83.
**Funding contained in basic State Aid to Education

Note: This listing docs not include discretionary or competitive grant
programs (i.e., Villcigo Ssafe 1/ater-DEC; RDA, Community Legal Assistance, Bulk
Fuel, etc.-C&RA; Local Service Roads and Trails-DOT/PF; etc.)



The Task Force examined all of these programs for potential
consolidation. Of the various operating budget programs,
only State Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance are
proposed for consolidation. The remaining programs are
either "shared tax" programs which are simply tax collection
and distribution programs and not tied to efforts to redis—
tribute State wealth or education programs which are special
purpose aid programs to fulfill the Constitutional commit—
ment to State responsibility for education. Ho changes are
proposed for these programs.

STATE REVENUE SHARING

This program distributes funding to incorporated and unincor—
porated entities on the basis of population and local tax
effort as it relates to relative size of the tax base.
Additional funds are shared on the basis of provision of

road maintenance and health and hospital services. The
program provides a minimum entitlement of £25,000 plus cost
of living adjustments for incorporated entities and £25,000
for unincorporated entities.

In order to be eligible, applicants must meet the following
requirements;

Cities & Boroughs Must: Unincorporated Communities Must.
1. Conduct regular elections 1. Hold a public meeting

2. Hold council meetings 2. Submit budget

3. Adopt a municipal budget 3. Make application

4. Adopt a code of ordinances

5. Make application

6. Provide Department with an
annual audit or certified
financial statement

Recipients are free to use their funding for municipal purposes as
they see fit.

MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE

Tho Municipal Assistance Fund was established to replace the Gross
Receipts Tax Law which was repealed January 1, 1979. The amount of
this fund is established by the Legislature, which may appropriate
to the fund an amount equal or greater than 10% of the Corporate
Income Tax receipts for tho prior fiscal year. These funds are
provided only to



municipalities. The first $10.6 million is allocated on the basis
of the distribution of fiscal year 1978 Gross Business Receipts
Taxes. The balance of the appropriation is distributed on a
strictly per capita basis.

Prior to fiscal year 1982, the Department of Revenue simply mailed
checks to recipients. In 1981 the Legislature added the requirement
for submission of a resolution approved by the governing body of the
municipality that requests funds.

These funds may be used for any purpose, but the statute encourages
recipients to utilize the funds to reduce property taxes.

Problems With Current Structure

1. Revenue Sharing emphasizes tax effort and ability to
raise taxes while Municipal Assistance emphasizes
population and tax relief.

Formula programs that emphasize population ignore differences in
cost of living and economies of scale in many parts of the State.
Further, to the extent that Municipal Assistance funds are utilized
to reduce local taxes, a reduction will occur in Revenue Sharing
allocation as a result of the tax effort formula. However, the huge
increase in funding over the past years for both programs has
mitigated this impact.

2. tlunicipal Assistance program distributes funds
according to outdated 1indicators and 1is linked to the
corporate income tax.

Approximately $10.6 million of the Municipal Assistance funding 1is
distributed to recipients on the basis of 1978 distribution of Gross
Business Receipts Tax. That distribution bears no relationship to
the overall goal of equitable distribution of State wealth. Tho
program is also loosely linked to corporate income tax receipts.
Under new law, the receipts are likely to drop significantly in the
next several years, creating uncertainty for local recipients.

3. Revenue Sharing, which was revised in 1980, contains
a hold harmless provision that reduces tho impact of
the formula.

Tho 1980 amendments to tho Revenue Sharing Program onactod a
formula based on population and local tax effort. Tho leg—
islation also contained a provision requiring all recipients
to be held harmloss at 125% of tho 1980 allocation. This
provision has not allowed tho formula to reallocate
resources among recipients and has continued to omphasizc



population as the basic factor for distribution of funds.

4. Localities are growing increasingly dependent on the
State for funding of property tax relief and increased
service provision at the same time as State revenues
continue to fall and a Constitutional spending limit is
considered by the voters of the State.

The Legislature greatly expanded both the Revenue Sharing
and Municipal Assistance programs 1in Chapter 6/SLA 81 with
the clear intent that additional funds be utilized for local
tax relief. A survey conducted by the Department, 1in con—
junction with the Alaska Municipal League, 1indicated that
nearly all property tax levying jurisdictions reduced taxes,
with seven municipalities reducing local property taxes by
25% or more. Several municipalities lowered sales taxes in
response to this appropriation. Eleven of the munic—
ipalities responding, mostly small rural cities, indicated
that new services were provided with the additional fun—
ding. A copy of tho results of the survey is attached as
Appendix A.

At the same time the State budget increased by almost 400%
from fiscal year 1980 to 1982. Although not all of the
State budget goes to local service provision, a significant
portion does. The Department of Community and Regional
Affairs conducted a survey of all State agencies to deter —
mine which services delivered at tho State level are more
appropriate for local administration. A copy of the survey
results 1is attached 1in Appendix D.

As tho voters consider a Constitutional spending limit, the
clash between demands for local tax relief and increased
service provision will become more apparent.

5. Municipal Assistance encourages municipal 1incor—
poration while Rovonuc Sharing does not.

Municipal Assistance is available only to incorporated
communities and hence, advances tho Governor®"s desire to
encourage incorporation without mandating 1it. Revenue Snar —
ing is availablo to incorporated connunitios with a minioua
entitlement of $25,000 plus a cost of living adjustment and
to unincorporated communities with u minimum entitlement of
$25,000. This approach offers practically no incentive for
incorporation and the small amount of funding does little to
c ihanco capacity for solf-govcrnmont.

6. Tho two programs arc administered by two different
agencies and have different reporting and accoun—
tability roquiromonto.



As stated above, communities are confronted with two sets of
conditions for receipt of funds and receive entitlements at
various times throughout the year.

Proposed Policy Objectives

As a result of these problems, the Department proposes the
following policy objectives to guide development of a reform
program.

1. The distribution of funding should be equitable and
consider the local tax base and local effort as well as
population.

2. A portion of the funding should be utilized by
recipients to provide services desired by local res—
idents. Any requirements should be flexible enough to
allow local decision-making and should provide a por-
tic i of funding for use as the recipient sees fit.

3. Any distribution scheme should provide incentives

for incorporation without mandating incorporation and
should provide a minimum entitlement sufficient to pro—
mote self-government at the local level.

4. The program funding level should be predictable and
application requirements should be uniform and simple.

Proposed Program
Tho Department proposes the following progr?n:
1. The Municipal Assistance statute should be repealed
and all funds for this purpose should be distributed
through tho Revenue Sharing program.
This change 1is proposed to preserve the concept of
distributing funds on tho basis of local tax effort and
local tax base as well as population. This change will also
simplify administration of the programs.
2. Each recipient should be required to spend "0S of
its funds on 3 municipal services from among the fol—
lowing list:
Municipal Administration, Finance and Planning

Police Protection

Fire Protection



Environmental Pollution Control
Solid Waste Collection and Disposal
Land Use Planning

Parks and Recreation

Roads and Street Maintenance
Hospitals

Health Facilities

Airports

Marine Ports

Small Boat Harbors

Every recipient will be requested to submit a plan for
expenditure of 50% of its funds on 3 of these services. The
purpose 1is to increase responsibility for service provision
at the local 1level. All minicipalities should be capable of
providing at least 3 of these services and should have
little trouble demonstrating usage of a portion of their
funds for these purposes. The Department intends that this
requirement be as flexible as possible. The remaining 50%
of the funds may be used for any purpose the recipient
chooses, including tax relief.

3. The minimum entitlement for incorporated entities
should be $100,000. Unincorporated entities should be
deleted from the progam and treated separately as des—
cribed later 1in this report.

The increases inimum entitlement 1is required to create func—
tioning governmental structures at the local level. The cur—
rent minimum entitlement does little to enhance the capacity
for local government 1in small communities.

4. In order to insure that no community receives less
funding as a result of combining these programs, the
Department proposes that all communities be hold harm—
less at the fisal year 1903 allocations. In order to
let tho formula take effect, the Department proposes
that any additional appropriations bo allocated using
tho revenue sharing formula with tho proviso that first
priority for additional funding go to communities that
fall below the minimum entitlement levol.

5. The entire program should be funded at a level no

8-



less than the proposed fiscal year 1983 appropriation of
$143,351,300. This amount should increase each year by the
same percentage that the proposed Constitutional spending
allows the State budget to increase. Further, the State
should pledge to reduce expenditures for State services by a
similar amount each year.

This Tfinal change will insure that municipalities receive
program funding that will 1increase at a level which 1is
predictable and which can be accommodated by the proposed
Constitutional limit on State spending. The proposed
reduction in expenditures for State services will control
the growth of State government and encourage a gradual
transfer of responsibility to the local le*"el.

FUNDING FOR UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES

Funding for unincorporated communities has been an issue
since 1980 when the newly enacted Revenue Sharing law con—
tained a provision for funding for Native Village Govern—
ments. In 1981 a major program of capital funding for un-—
incorporated communities was enacted as part of a larger
capital project funding package.

On one hand, massive funding for unincorporated communities
would seem to remove the incentive for incorporation. On
the other hand, there 1is an important public policy interest
in sharing Alaska®s wealth with all Alaskans. Ic would be
very difficult for the State to cut off funding for unin-—
corporated communities after enacting several laws to
provide substantial amounts of money to these communities.
The Department recommends creation of a prog am of financial
assistance to unincorporated communities that provides a
reasonable level of funding and preserves incentives for
incorporation.

The current law, which provides an entitlement of $25,000 to
each Native Village Goverrmont °"n Alaska, has caused a
number of administrative problems and tho Department has had
to rely on a series of legai opinions which give guidance on
implementation. Tho Department of Law has raised
significant objections to programs that share exclusively
with Native Village Governments on the grounds of violation
of the "public purpose™ and "equal protection™ clauses of
the Alaska Constitution. Law has ruled that these funds
must bo shared with all unincorporated communities,
Objections have also boon raised to programs which provido
an entitlement to unincorporated entities. Law is concerned
that a discretionary entitlement confers local government
decision-making powers on unincorporatod entities in



violation of the Alaska Constitution. However, Law has not
strictly barred DCRA from dealing with existing entities for
delivery of specific services.

Ifhile the Department has no objection to a program that en—
compasses all unincorporated communities, the Department is
concerned that prohibitions on dealing with existing en—
tities do nothing to enhance the concept of local self-
government.

In order to provide a coherent program of assistance to un—
incorporated communities a. tmeet some of the legal objec—
tions raised by the Department of Law, the Department recom—
mends repealing the Statute providing revenue sharing to
Native Village Governments and transferring the $2.5 million
funding for the program to a revised Rural Development
Assistance (RDA) Grant progranm. The revised RDA program
would be available exclusively for unincorporated
communities to apply for grants up to $100,000 on a compet—
itive basis for capital projects, community service projects
and funds for operation and maintjn®nce of capital facil—
ities. With ."53.3 million for i\e program proposed in the
fiscal year J983 budget, total program funding wouli be $5.8
million for fiscal year 1983. (It should be noted that ap-—
proximately 2/3 of the f-*cal year 1981 RDA program appro—
priation was awarded to incorporated areas. It is expected
that the increased minimum entitlement under the revenue
sharing program would provide greater certainty of funding
to those communities.) DCRA would propose to provide fund-—
ing to existing entities in any unincorporated community and
to conduct all grant funding on a mtractual basis in order
to insure that funds are spent in a manner consistent with
the State Constitution and Laws. Tho Department Ffurther
proposes to add a provision to law that would allow with—
holding of additional State funds if a finding is made that
expenditure of funds was not consistent with those laws.

Tho Department strongly feels that thia approach is equit—
able, preserves incentives for incorporation and provides
the greatest ease of administration.

Capital Programs

There are A basic programs of capital assistance to local—
ities as follows:

Municipal Grants - Department of Administration

Municipal grants were formalized under AS 37.05.315, which
sot out a gonoral process by which tho Department of Admin-—
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istration disperses and administers specific legislative
grants to municipalities. The Department 1is prohibited by
this law from adopting regulations or procedures for admin-—
istering those appropriations. The Division of Budget and
Management indicates that many municipal grants will be
considered part of the operating budget in the Tfuture.

Grants to Unincorporated Communities - DCRA

Specific legislative grants to unincorporated communities
are also addressed under AS 37.05.315. The Department of
Community and Regional Affairs 1is charged with administering
these grants in a manner similar to Municipal Grants.

Municipal Aid Account - Department of Administration

Chapter 60, SLA 1981 created a program to provide one-time
per capita funding to municipalities for capital improve—
ments and/or social services. Cities with populations of
less than 1,000 may also use funding for operating expenses
of capital projects.

Aid to Unincorporated Communities - DCRA

Chapter 60, SLA 1981 also ere."ted the Unincorporated Com—
munities Aid Account.which pro“"ides a one time payment of
$1,000 per capita tj unincorporited communities 1in the unor—
ganized borough with a population of at least 25 persons.
This program 1is administered by tho Department of Community
and Regional Affairs with payment going to the most qual—
ified entity.

The Department had planned to recommend a program cf plan—
ning for capital projects and a distribution of funds based
on population and nc 1. However, budgetary limitations have
forestalled this effort. The Task Force did agree in prin—
ciple, howovor, that future appropriations under these prog-—
rams should bo administered by tho Department of Community
and Regional Affairs. The Governor®"s Office has reque.tcd
preparation of legislation to accomplish this purpose.

Conclusion

Tho Department of Community nnd Regional Affairs has drafted
legislation to implement these recommendations (Appendix C).

The Task Force concurs with those recommendations to tho ex—
tent that an organizational consolidation of programs

occur. Other recommendations wore prepared and submitted by
tho Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

-11-



The Department is submitting these recommendations 1in the
belief that the State needs a coherent policy for sharing
State wealth with localities. This proposed program at—
tempts to alleviate a variety of existing administrative
problems and enhance the Governor®s policy objectives con—
cerning local government.
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MUNICIPALITY

Kunicipality of anchorage

Bristol Bay 8orough

Fairbanks North Star
Borough

Haines Borougn

City/Borough cf Juneau

Kenai Pentntula Borough
Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Kodiak Island Borough

J".it-Su Borough

Nortn Slope Oorough

City/Borough of Sitka

koR

WERE
TAXES
REOUCEQ?

Yes

Yes

NR

Yet

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

Yes

Yes

1981 LEVEL
12.06 nills

average

7.5 mills
Areawide

1.8 milt

11.06 Kills
average

2.5 nills

7 mills

8.4 sills

3.5 nills
it

espor§SJ e unc ear Infomitton estimated

SB 125 (CH. 6 SLA 1981)
CRA/AFL QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

EST 1982 REDUCTION
LEVEL OF FEES 1
1982 LFVEL W/0 FUNDING CHARGES
8.30 mills 12.06 mills® NO
6.5 mills 8.5 nills N/A
Areawide
imil 3.5 mills N/A
4.90 mills 11.73 mills No
1.75 mills 2.63 mills No
5.5 mills NO
6.7 Bills 9.9 mills No
2.0 n"llt 5.5 stilt No
t it

WAS

RATE OR FEF.

INCREASED?

Yes

NO

No

User
fees

No

No

No

Yet

NEW .
SERVICES
PROVIDED?

No

Yes

No

No

NO

No

Yes

No

December 17,

IS FUNOJNG
ADEQUATE?

NO

Yes

NO

No

Yes

No

No

1981
LISTEO 1
BUDGET FOR
FY 32 FY 33
1981
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yet"



MUNICIPALITY

Cordova (Home rule)

Craig

0i llingham

Galena (1st)

Hoonah

Kake (1st)

King Cove

Nenana

Nome (1st)

Pelican

Petersburg

Sand Point

Skagwiy (1st)

Unalaska (1st)

Valdez

Wrangell (Home rule)

Yakutat (1st)

tin - (o kesponsu
N/A - Not Applicable
= - Response unclear.

WERE
TAXES

Yes

NR

NR

NO

NR

NO

NR

NR

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

No

15 mills AS

31

35

15 mills 3S

5.5 mills 3S

35

7 mills 4S

13 mills IS

12.9 mills

13.7 mills 2t

Information estlaatcd

1 mills 4X

3*

35

9 mills 3S

5 mills 3S

25

4 mills 35

13 nills IS

7.2 mills

13.7 mills 2X

EST 1982
LEVEL

15 mills 4X

35

35

12.5 mill 3X

7 mills 3X

35

5 mills 3S

Rates to rtax.

12.9 mills

Unknown

REDUCTION
OF FEES 1
CHARGES

No

NO

NO

Exempted Sales
Tax on heating
and utilities

No

No

No

No

No

WAS
RATE OR FEE
INCREASEQ?

No

Yes

Yes

No

NO

NO

Yes

No

No

NO

NEW
SERVICES

No

Quest—
ionable

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

In the
process

No

No

IS FUNOING

Yes

NO

NO

No

Yes

Oepends on
fishing
success

No

Barely

No

No

LISTEO
BUDGET
FV 32

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Some

Yes

Yes

Yes

Ir.
FOR

FY 83

Yes*

Most



MUNICIPALITY

Aklacnak(2nd)
Aklak(2nd)
Akolmi ut(2nd)
Akutan(2nd)
Alakanuk(2nd)
Allakaket

Ambler (2nd)

Anderson

Angoon (2nd)

Anlak
Anvik

Atmautluak (2nd)

Bethel (2nd)

Srevlg Mission
Buckland

Chcfornak (2nd)

Cnevak (2nd)

Chuathbaluk
Clark"s Point
Deering

Delta Junction
UtMcde

Eagle

Eek

Ekwok

Ella

CiKunak

TiR - (lo Response

N/A - Not Applicable

WERE
TAXES
REDUCED?

NR

No

NR
NR

No

No

NR
NR

No

EST 1982 REOUCTIC- WAS NEW
LEVEL OF FEES RATE Oil FEE  SERVICES IS FUNDING
1981 LEVEL 1982 LEVEL CHARGES INCREASEQ? PROVIDED?  ADEQUATE?

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yet

A

LISTEO
EUDGET
FY 82

IN
FOR
FY 83



WERE EST 1932 REDUCTION WAS NEW LISTED IN

TAXES LEVEL OF FEES 1 RATE Ch. £  SERVICES IS FUNDING BUDGET FOR
MUNICIPALITY REDUCED? 1931 LEVEL 1982 LEVEL W/0 FUNDING CHARGES INCREASED? PROVIDED?  ADEQUATE? FY e2 FV 83
Fort Yukon (2nd) No Yes
Fortuna Ledge NR
Ga-nbell NR
Golovin NR
CoodncMS Bay NR
Grayling NR
Holy Cross NR
Hoonah NR
Hooper Bay NR
Mugf.es NR
HuSIIS NR
Hyoaburg NK
Kaencuak NR
Kike NR
Id 1tig NR
Kasaan NR
Klana NR
Klvaltna (2nd) NO No
Klat0Ck NR
Koi .uk NR -
Kotllk NR
Kctl.ouc NR
Koyuk NR
Koyukuk NR
Kuprcanof NR -
Kxethluk NR
Larsen Bay fR
loxcr Kalskag NR
Kanoxolek UR
McGrath NR
Kekcryuk KR
Mountain Village UR
Napakta* (2nd) No Ho
Nipasklak MR -
Ncu Stuylhok NR
Kexhalcn UR
Kcutok NR

N/A <=Not Applicable



MUNICIPALITY

NIgnimute
Nikolai
Kondalton
Noorvik
Koigsut
Kulato

0ld Harbor
Ouzlnkle
Pilot Station
Platlnuoi
Point Hope
Port Alexander
Port Holden
Port Lions

qulnnagak (2nd)

Ruby

Russian Mission
Saint Mlcniel
Saint Paul
Savoanga
Saxtan
Scarron Bay
Sela«1lk
Shagalu
Sniktooli*
Sheldon Point

Shisrwarcf (2nd)

Shungntk
Stebbtnt

Tanana (2nd)

Teller

Tcnakee Springs (2nd)

NR - Ko kesponsc
=Not Appltctblc

WERE
TAXES
REDUCED?

NR
R
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR

NR
NR

No

NR
KR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
Tir
KR
NR
NR

NO

NR
NR

Mo

Mo

EST 1982 REDUCTION HAS NEH
LEVEL OF FEES 1 RATE OR FEE  SERVICES IS FUNDING
1981 LEVEL 1982 LEVEL W/0 FUNDING CHARGES INCREASEQ? PkOVIOED?  ADEQUATE?

Yes

NO

Yes

Yes

LISTED
BUDGET
FY 32

IN
FOR
FY 83



00

MUNICIPALITY

Togiak
Toksook Gay
Tuluksak
Tunanak

Unalakleet (2nd)

Upper Kalskag
Wainwrignt
Wales

Wasilla

White Mountain
Whittier

NR - No Reiponse
N/A - Not Afplicable

WERE
TAXES
REDUCED?

1981 LEVEL

1982 LEVEL

EST 1982
LEVEL
W/0 FUNDING

REOUCTION
OF FEES &
CHARGES

UAC

RATE OR FEE
INCREASED?

NEW LISTED 1IN
SERVICES IS FUNDING BUDGET FOR
PROVIDED?  ADEQUATE? FY 82 FY *83

Yes
t
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Appendix 6

"MEMORANDUM

TO,

from

DKPAHi*MnHT OF COISMHHITV ALII) RCGIOFIAL AFFAIRS

- - oate: OCtober 2, 1901
All Commissioners

TELEPHONE NO.

Lcg McAnorney SUBJECT Tnventory of "local
Commissioner cervices" provided
by State agencies v

At the Cabinet meeting cn September 21, Governor Hammond
indicated that each State agency should identify any services
currently provided by the State which might be more
appropriately delivered by a local government. Tho purpose
of thi3d identification process would be to examine tho
potential for linking the provinion of thcoe services with
the receipt of State revenue charing and municipal assistance
fundc by local governme .tn.

The Governor has already appointed a wording group, which 1
chair, to reexamine the policy objectives of financial aid
programs for local governments. One @spect of this
reexamination involves exploring the concept advancod by the
Governor. To assist in thia effort, 1 would appreciate
information from your agency on any programs or services
delivered by state government whi h you fool should be

delivered at the local level. IJh. te it is difficult to make
a distinction between State and local responsibilities, 1
might Gugycct that "local services"™ include local public

protection, streets and sidewalks, 1local utilities, local
health clinics and hospitals, libraries, planning, platting
and zoning, mass transit, ambulances, boat harbors and parks

and recreation. However, please feel free to provide
information on programs or services which are not listed that
you fool are appropriately "local"™ in nature. I would

appreciate a concise description ot the program or service,
where tho program or service is provided, the level of
funding for the program or service and the level of technical
support provided in addition to direct program or service
funds.

I would appreciate your rus*or.uo to my office no Inter than
October 10, 19ftl.

Thank Y®";u for your cooperation.



MEMORANDUM State of [Alaska I

L'cCi 7 181
to. Lee McAnerney oate:December I ~ « OF COMMUNITY
Commissioner Q'CU|ONA|_ A rAlRL

Department of Community riLE NO.
and Region*
TELEPHONE NO

suoject: Inventory of "Local
Commissioner Services" Provided by
Department of Health and State Agencies
Social Services

I am sorry for the delay in responding to your memorandum of October 2.
However, we find that the issue of what is more properly a local service
as opposed to a *Mte service is considerably more complicated than it
originally appeal on the surface as evidenced in our efforts over the
last two years to contract with local entities for the delivery of various
types of health and oocial services. Those efforts have demonstrated that
there are substantial legal problems. As 1 understand the various opinions
and memoranda of advice which we have received from the Department of Law
on this topic, there are legal impediments which restrain the state from
relinquishing certain functions particularly in the area of discretionary
functions and to some extent also 1ln the area of ministerial functions.

I presume that extensive statutory revisions would be required in order
for the state to hand over certain functions %o local government and also
to permit local government to assume tTem regardless of the source of
financing.

A second complicating factor is the p.oblem of economies of scale. Many of
our communities are of insufficient size to support full-time workers such
as public health nurses, social workers, prc >atlon officers, etc. A move
toward local services would require In many instances the formation of some
type of local district combining several small units.

A third problem area would be definition of the state®"s role if any Iin
setting standards to be met by locally delivered services. In sorr.e of the
older revenue sharing legislation there weri examples of st ndards such as
qualifications of personrel, etc. to which a municipality had to agree in
order to receive funds. Although the prevailing national mood seems to be
anti-regulatory, 1t does appear that certain sensible minimum standards
ought to be applied at least in certain areas such as hospital construction,

etc.

Notwithstanding the reservations expressed above consideration cojld be
given to a stronger local role using revenue sharing or municipal assistance
funds for the following types of activities:

1. Municipal health centers. Anchorage operates the only health department
in the state and the state contributes approximately half of the general
public health program costs through an annual grant to the Municipality.
Fairbanks has traditionally provided a great deal oi support to the
Fairbanks health center in the way of additions or remodeling, equipment,

20
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etc. Relatively few other local governments make any substantial contri—
bution to the health centers which serve their populations. In fact,
there seems to have been a withdrawal of local support in some com—
munities. Ce-tainly some municipal revenue sharing funds could be

used 1in communities such as Ketchikan, Sitka, Petersburg, Wrangell,

Homer, Kenai, etc. to pay costs of space rental, equipment replacement,
vehicles, etc. Where the health center servboth a municipality and

a surrounding area, some adjustment presumably would have to be made
depending upon the proportions of services provided within a munici—
pality versus those outside.

2. Various programs serving developmentally disabled individuals could
conceivably receive a portion of their support from revenue sharing
funds. These might include infant learning programs, respite care
services, etc.

3. Certain types of counseling and crisis intervention types of services
such as those provided through Big Brothers/Big Sisters and various
locJ contractors or grantees now receiving funds directly from the
state could presumably appropriately be supported through use of revenue
sharing funds. Many of the costs of community mental health centers and
community alcoholism and drug abuse programs could be met through revenue
sharing mechanisms.

4. Support for operational costs of local hospitals could also be met
to some extent vrUh revenue sharing mechanisms. It is doubtful that in
the smaller communities if revenue sharing would be an adequate source
of funds for majir capital Improvements to the hospital system.

In summary, theoretically almost all of the grant or contract programs cur—
rently operated by the Department could be handled through revenue sharing

at the local level. 1 have attached material regarding the potential funding
involved in these programs. A major question would be the state"s obli—
gation to assure that certain types of services such as alcohol or mental
health arc in fact available at the local level. Each govering statute would
have to be researched to determine its compatibility with a local control
approach.

Attachments

21
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to Debra Behr date December 14, 1981
Special Assistant
Office of the Commissioner FILE NoO DG-29

Dept, of Health & Social Services
TELEPHONE NO

rron Joanne Clark ~ subject FY 82 Grantees
Acting Directol}
Div. of Management and Budget
Dept, of Health S Social Services

%
Attached 1is a compilation of FY83 Detail Budget form 18"s showing the

Department of Health and Social Services FY 82 Grantees and the amounts
granted. A summary of these forms is as follows:

Humber of Total FY 82
Component Grants Authorized
Alcoholism Grants 56 14,151.3
Drug Abuse Grants 8 1,573.6
HSA Grants 3 300.0
Community Services 18 4,549_4
Consn. MM Grants “ 23 4,178.4
Spec. Proj. and Grants 1 25.6
Handicapped Children 3 75.5
Nutrition 4 540.8
Spec. Education Grants Numerous 1,400.0
Grants to Mun. of Anch. 1 939.1
Public Health Admin. 4 196.3
Anch. Prog./Handicapped Various 620.9
Holistic Health 17 275.3
Health Clinics 9 942.0
EMS Administration 4 148.3
EMS Grants - Reg. Councils 4 1,365.0
TOTALS 155* 31,281.5

Attachments

22
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MEMORANDUM Depart%ﬁt%%ns%ﬁat@ @uﬁilél%cilities

. DATE:
T0; Lee McAnerny December 14, 1981
Commissioner i
Department of Community FILENO:  QOOH
and Regional Affairge
,{/ / TELEPHONE NO: ~ 465-3900
/
FROM fﬁ/aﬁSDO - -
Robert W. Wa~” subject: Inventory of "Local
Commissioner Services." proVided
Department o , rtation by State agencies.
and Public Facilities (Memo 10-2-81)

Wit'i a few exceptions the DOT/PF is the overall planning and construction
agency for facilities of all types for the various Departments of the
State®"s programs. DOT/PF, unless mandated otherwise by the legislature
for specific programs, has three means to implement projects within
municipalities: a) by means of transferring DOT/PF responsibilities to
local governments, b) by means of granting or "passing through” funds to
local governments, and c) by means of doing the work for municipalities.

The transfer of responsibllties agreement (TORA®™ s presently employed to
varying degrees at the request of local governor . and by administrative
determination by the uepartment. i,

Grants to political sub-divisions are still employed where federal funds
or other Departments of the State funds are involved and are to be admin—
istered by DOT/PF. These grants funds are made available in varying
degrees depending upon the recipient®s ability to administer them.

A list of facilities programs with which DOT/PF 1s usually Involved and
for which the authority and responsibility to plan provide, operate and
maintain, to some extent, could be shifted to the political sub-divisions,
is as follows:

¢ Local Service Roads and Trails

¢ Mass Transit

¢ Bicycle Paths

¢ Pedestrian Walkways

¢ Airports

¢ Airport Terminals

¢ Aircraft Parking

¢ Airport Concessions

¢ Ports - Under exist!lg law the Alaska Port Development Act (AS 30.15)
allows municii alities to receive grants from the state for port

construction and improvement upon application and approval.

23



Lee McAnerny -2-

+ Small

Boat Harbors - The costs of construction for small boat harbor
projects are usually assumed by che State upon project approval

by DOT/PF and after negotiation with the municipality. Tradition—
ally, local interests assume the responsibilities for providing
lands, easement, rights-of-way and operation and maintenance of
these facilities.

+ Harbors of Refuge and Launching Ramp Facilities - These are usually small

facilities with few amenities and are constructed and maintained
by the State. In some cases these facilities are within the boundries
of political sub-divisions with taxing or fee collecting authority.

+ Buildings - The responsibilities for buildings of many types which are

presently constructed, insured, maintained and operated soley by

the State to satisfy the various Departments®™ programs could, in
varying degrees, be shifted to the municipalities. In some cases,
the public would obviously be better served under State operation

as in the cases of Pioneers® Homes or remote highways maintenance
facilities, for example. However, as in the case of school programs
which to the greatest extent possible, are now administered by the
political sub-divisions, there are numerous other facilities that
could fall into this catagory of administration to different degrees.
A partial list is as follows:

Office buildings, warehouses, storage facilities, repair facilities
(vehicle, aircraft, marine), telecommunications facilities, utilities
facilities, libraries, museums, hospitals, public meeting centers,
gymnasiums, swimming pools, vocational rehabilitation centers, housing
connected with numerous programs such as hatcheries, law enforcement,
etc., courts, jails and other rehabilitation facilities and combined
facilities that might serve both several state programs needs 1in
addition to local programs.

+ Planning - More responsibility for both transportation and facilities

planning could and should be vested with the political sub-divisions
in anticipation of their greater involvement.

Cost for services and programs which are currently being provided by the
state which might be more appropriately delivered by local government are
Indent!fled as follows:

Program $ Millions
1. Local Service Roads and Trails - Construction 7.0
(Including local streets, sidewalks and trails)
Statewide - Rural Areas
2. Local Roads and Street Maintenance 16.0

(Road repairs, grading, snov-icc removal)
Statewide
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Program S Millions

3. Airports Maintenance 1.6
Statewide

4, Mass Transit (Planning) 1.0
Statew{g 9

. EIC cle Paths 2.0
tatewide

6. Ports 10.0
Statewide

1. gmall Boat Harbors 20.0
tat eW|

8. Harbors or Refuge and Launching Ranp Facilities 2.0

66.6
t 1

Buildings ~ These amounts can vary radlcaIIy dependlng upon various age**/

rogra S re U|r ments Federal or. other . P] rtlcgaano and

nrun tl}/ Iltfy r contractin ma]| tepance an oPeratkns

53 cho aC| 1ties manc 9 led tOnPﬁ 0US

? measuresW |ch m%ht lead fo serfous legal Implications
contracting authority uerc changed.

?S



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to Richard Aks D*tf November 20, 1961
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Community fat NO
4 Rcgi
ftitfuONt NO
n»ow  Glenn Akins v Srwoitct inventory of Local
Deputy ComnifUit>nor Services

Departmentp's environmental
Conservation

As you know, this Department believes that nany of our
functions may, and should, be carried out by local
governments. However, only the Municipality of Anchorago
currently conducts a reasonably extensive local environ*
mental managomont program. Fairbanks North Star Dorough
and the North Slope Borough have limited environmental
programs ,»nd express interest in expanding them. Other
communities seem to prefer to let the state oerform all
health and environmental protection functions.

As wo tiflve discussed with Senator Sturgulewskl®s Title 29
Review Commission, the malji functions wo believe strnuld
ho delegated to locals are the followings

1. Subdivision Rian Review (approval of subdivis.ons
plan* to assure adequate disposal of sewage).
M X regulations allow local administration.
Anchorage has ar, excellent program.

*e Op-tot ttatorami Sewer Inspections. DTC 1inspects
hrmos for which bank loans are dob,rod. to assure
tho bank that the property has safe and adequate
water and waste disposal. Anchorage conducts
this program locally.

1. Sanitation (Nealihl Inspection? Restaurants,
publ .c fad lities a id insiitutions are Inspoc*ed
to assure protection of public health.

4. Surface Oiling. Regulation of oil application to
road surfaces.

QyH*y* Jlacsl governments may establish air
quelily oontr*l programs. Including permitting,
_ Morih Slops borough Has expressed an Interest
in this program.

I aould be happy to provide more detailed inforswtion and
work with you further on this matter.



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

T Lee HcAncmey, Commlssmner OAK  Qctober 1C, 1981
Deﬁartmen} & oKunlty A
egional Affairs »HI NO
, KILINIONt N
ttj* Charles R. Webber Cermlssloner woitce  Inventory of Local Services
1 DeBzél\r/te oepnrﬁe% Cs ~ rce A Economic Provided” by State Agencies

* ? If
TR T e i A T WIS
B POCX| jovemm en\f

The Cultural Facilities Develo Fund provides State assistance In the
ﬂ nstruction an (! gﬁopment (me ﬁuraij ?amhtles within mummpapnes
tch actively provide ‘support to the arts.

The facnlltles are for local use and are funded on an Individual basis by
the Legislature.

There 1 also an Adwsor CourLll or. Cﬁ"urat Facilities to 3 ?ISI and
C

review , .Juests  from municipallties scounm Was fu 0r one year
In" the amount of 537.500. 1pe nical support Is provi eJ By *he department.

x

SRRl S RO AR o T
een approve fodget and Rewew om |ttee {o date

Attached s further Informatlon concerning this program.

CAV/ewttSII/ufi Sn

Attachment

ANAM 1 e whee™



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

»0 IDeeeaIFIt%nnernoe C%r%nrmlstsmgﬁdr IOATE Octobur 9, 1981
Fgeglonaf Affalrs Y Fill NO
miPHONt No  465-2700
»nou tdnund N!Cvovrttock Carrots*loner smuicT  inventory of "Local
Department of Labor Services” Provided by

State Agencies

ect, | have rev.i%wed

P t.to your memprandum.of October 2, same Sub
6 Sorvices’ vn(]iegg) E f ese]ct to those whic

the services pr this department with r
might be han e8 E)y a gcap goveanent.

th. emplgyment ?nd Pnemplogment servmeg of the Pepartcent are

elivered” In a local area ?vwotnrnentf ut rely on'the statewide labor
market and servm? concept. for fu gfectlveness. U( W(irker protgc-
tion components .a ?o.are aimed toward cover qe |r¥ the loca areaf, ut
:itre uite technical in_nature aqd considera ?o? fectiveness |s lost

n [r %rpentmg then.  For ejample, author|t¥ Ins ec(slons S cIJranted
to 08 gove nmepts accoraing ‘to the statutes and the er?artme o
?row es technical assist nCﬁ and training to |ocal v.e[] ment éuldmg
négectors uPon request |n those few mun CIFE Ities Which have adopted
codes and talen on'that tunctjon, Iven so. fhere are contlnumg

Fe uests reI?ctrlcaI and plumbing Inspections In those locations

rom our Mate Inspectors.

In summery, M dq not believe. there are programs or services currentl
?er%ﬁ%rﬂ [Yy our 8epartment wﬁlcﬂ sﬁouig Be elivered at tﬁe Ioca[ Y

o %aew | Wﬂrﬂ? 4 Ttilie%(t)gﬁgnnotr Governor

<>fo, “h>

%k k% %

»

.tort.



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to Loo McAnerney date November 23, 1981
Commissioner
Department of Community FILE NO
and Regional Affairs
TELEPHONE N O 465-4322
miom william R. Mix SunjtcT  Inventory of Local
Commissioner \> Services Department of

Public Safety

At the outset, ploase forgive this department for not responding, but
your lottor reflected that a response was necessary only on "any programs
or services delivered by state government which you feel should be
dolivored at tho local level." Since this department could not identify
ongoing oxlsting stato programs that could bo diversified for local
government to assume responsibility, wo did not respond.

Those programs which aro conducivo to local management have already been
implemented. X speak of the Village Public Safety Officor Program, tho
toorgcncy Medical Services, with ambulances being providod by the
Highway Safety Planning Agency, and limited incarceration at certain
local jail facilities.

In each of tho citod cases, tho programn are not, and presently cannot

be, autonomous local programs. They aro, in fact, wholly or partially

supported monitarlly and monltorod by the stato becauso of oxlsting law
or becauso it is a moro convenient node of operation for tho stato with
corresponding benefits to tho local communities.

=t (H IM *. P>»g, 29



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

FROM

Lee McAnerney sace NoOvember 25, 1981
Commissioner
Department of Community and Regional FILE NO

TELEPHONE NO 465_2800

Marshall L/j"ind subject Inventory of "Local Services™
Commissioner
Department of Education

1 have received your "tickler” of November 19, 1981, concerning our
lack of response to your earlier memo cn the above referenced subject.
In this case, our non-response was indeed a response. To my knowledge,
all educational services under the jurisdiction of this department

are delivered at the local level unless otherwise precluded by law.
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to  Lee McAnerney date November 19, 1981
Commissioner

Department of Community FILE NO
and Regional Affairs

TELEPHONE NO HA63=3600
WILSON L. CONDON

ATTORNEY GENERAL subject Inventory Of "lOC&l SerViCES
By:

Elizabeth w

Assistant orney General

Department Law

This department has not identified any services

currently provided by our attorneys which would appropriately be
delivered by local governments.

We hope that our delay in responding to your

memorandum of October 2, 1981, has not inconvenienced
you

3

0" MIKICI, I /|



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to

FMOM

Lee McAnemey date 16 October 1981
Conmissioner
Depar Tment of Conmunity and file no

Regional Affairs
TFtCPMONE NO

Major General C.F. Hecrason subject  Inventory of "local services”

The Adjutant General Provided by State Agencies
Department of Military Affairs

We have examined the services provided by this agency and feel that they
are best provided by us on a statewide basis. 1 do not feel that local

governments could provide them adequately.

Thank you for the opportunity to cement on this matter.

A'ts
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Departmont ol Revenue

loThe Honorable Lee McAnerney DATt October 27, 1981
Commissioner .
Department .. Community Fill NO
and Regional Affairs
g TIItPHONt NO
from Thomas K. Williams - suwict xnvCs Cino of "local
Commissioner A services provided by
Department of Revenue state Agencies

Wc have reviewed the programs administered by the
Department of Revenue considering which would be more
appropriately administered by local government. .

Several of our programs have aspects which could be
effective at the local government level. However, these
programs also have factors and conditions which effect the
unincorporated areas of Alaska. These are primarily license
and permit programs which require that continuity be maintained
at the state-wide level. Re-direction of these programs 1is
not a practical 1idea until such time as local administrative
powers exist in the unincorporated areas.

TKW:PAW:mil
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

ro Lee McAnerney date December 1, 1981
Commissioner
Department of Community FILE NO
k/1tagional Atiairs
TELEPHONE NO 465-4100
SUTUECI Inventory of "Local

Services" Provided
by State Agencies

Please accept my apologies for the delay In my response to your memo of
October 2. To get right to the point, the type of responsibilities this
Department has, which 1is dealing primarily with the public Fish and
Wildlife Resource and their habitat, does not lend itself to being
delegation to "local"” government. Migratory habits of the animals and
the degree of scientific and technical expertise required to managa the
resource arc two of tho specific reasons that delegation of responsi—
bilities to local government would not produce satisfactory results.

The Department docs engage in many cooperative programs at the local
level, such us fish culture projects in the schools, habitat improvement
and hunter safety programs. Our involvement, however, 1is limited to
providing scientific and technical expertise and in the case of the
hunter safety program lo assist technically as well as administering the
grant.

Therefore, 1 cannot recoeocnd any of the programs in the Department of
Fish and Gamo nor any of the services we provide as appropriate for
delegation to local government.



I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.
Title "An Act relating to the consolidation of State Revonue Sharing & Municipal
Requested by KulesCommittee by request of the Governopate 1-14-82 Assistance

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Community and Regional Affairs

Program Category Affected Development

BRU, Program, Or Subprooram(s) Affected Local Govt. Assist.- Train. & Dev. & Rev.

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item Shar. Adrai:
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 Fy 87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 139.3 149.1 139.5 170.6
200 TRAVEL 29.4 _ 32.0 34.9 38.1_
300 CONTRACTUAL 35.4 38.fi A9.1 45.0
400 COMMODITIES 3.7 1.i 1,4 1.6
500 EQUIPMENT 2,4 -0- -0- -0-

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL 210.2 221.0 237.9 255.3

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 21U.2 -111TU 237.9 255.3

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

*No nev positions nro reflected as the Department

POSITIONS cted tme
propones to merely fund existing vacant positions.
FULL TIME mffc - 0 "0 (o T
PART TIME 0* 0 _ 0 0
TEMPORARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section III)
Breakdown of costa between tho Training & Development & Revenue Sharing Administration

components contained In tho Local Government Assistance RRU and the

LGA BRU ADMIN RRU TOTAL

TAD RSA
100 Personal Services 78.9 29.5 30.9 139.3
200 Travel 23.4 6.0 -0- 29.4
300 Contractual 15.1 16.2 4.1 35.4
400 Commodities 2.0 1.S .2 3.7
500 Equipment 1.0 -0- 1.4 2.4
TOTAL 120.4 53.2 30 210.2

The breakdown above reflects FY 83 funding with proportionate Increases over
subsequent years to account for [Inflation at tho following ratos:
IX increase per year for personal services and 9t Increases for all othor
categories. One time items In commodities and equipment are subtracted after

tho first year.

IV. DATE 1/14/82 PREPARED BY Poug Cr1fflInCv

AGENCY CirA Local Government AssTst.rl*
Originali Legislative Finance PHONE 4L5-4736 ~~
CCi Budget and Management



100 PERSONAL SERVICES $139,281

Local Gov™t Specialist IV - Rg. 19
Salary 3,623 X 12 = $ 43,476
Benefits 10,961
TOTAL 54,437
1/2 Clerk Typist 111 - Rg. 8
Salary 1,726 X 6.4 = $ 11,047
Benefits 4,591
TOTAL 15,638

Local Gov"t Specialist Il existing position in Anchorage to be transferred
- diffeience in Salary due to cost-of-living adjustment.

Salary $ 7,212
Benefits 1,563
TOTAL 57777
Local Gov"t Specialist | - Rg 13
Salary 1,870 X 12 = $ 22,440
Benefits - 7]060
TOTAL 29,500
Accounting Tech. 1l Rg 14
Salary 1,995 X 12 $ 23,942
Benefits " 6,991
TOTAL 30,951
200 TRAVEL $ 29,400
8 trips to Anchorage (including pur diem)
$ 550 per m $ 4,400
30 trips 1inarea (including per diem)
P 400 per - $ 12,000
Moving expenses for new hires and/or tran.fers m $7,000

Additional travel for State Revenue Sharing
tecnnicdl assistance and administration, 10 trips
600 per e $ 6.000



300 CONTRACTRAL SERVICES $ 35,430
Communications (Phone, 1D, Postage) $ 2,750
Printing and Advertising 1,250
Office space rental 13,200
Copier costs 1,050
Word processing lease/purchase 1,680
Professional services(computer programing)15,000
Otner contractual costs 500

400 COMMODITIES $ 3.700
Statutes, office supplies & small equipment items
(equipment totaling $2,500 is a one-time item)

500 EQUIPMENT $ 2,400

Office equipment and shipping

NARRATIVE

The attached bi~”” provides for consolidation of the St*te Revenue Sharing
program and the Municipal Assistance program. It also revises the State
Revenue Snaring program to exclude unincorporated coamunities and amends the
statute governing tne Rural Development Assistance (ROA) program to make only
unincorporated communities eligible for RDA funding on a competitive

application basis.

The new positions and support funding
two major impacts of this
require greater capability to provide
unincorporated comnunltles wishing to
communities will

has been used as a tool
administration skills and
possible

it
it snould continue In
Tne second major aspct of this bill
Sharing (SRS) and Hunlcipal

legislation.

for these positions are designed to meet
First, the "new"™ ROA program will

technical assistance and training to

participate In the program. These

have to regularly submit an ROA application to provide
continued cornnunity service programs wnich may have been
168 funds and may require extensive aid
improvement and/or community service programs.
to provide planning,

initiated using SB
In managing ROA grants for capital
Traditionally the RO/. program
grant writing, and grant

Is envisioned that to the greatest extent
inis mode.

is the consolidation of the State Revenue
Assistance programs and the

Increase in the

minimum cntitlencrt for municipalities from $25,000 plus COLA lo $100,000.
These two programs, though often confused, do provide a municipality wltn two
opportunities to receive State fu> ling to support the operation of the city.
Tnese funds are vital to most small cities as tney nave few local resources to
provide locally desired services. Mitn the consolidation of programs, a city



has one less opportunity to receive general funding for municipal services so
it will become increasingly important to improve the degree of technical
assistance and outreach provided to small cities. Twenty seven cities (18%)
failed to qualify for SRS during FY 82 and it is hoped that this number could
be greatly reduced with inproved outreach and field capabilities. The
positions in this fiscal note demonstrate the Department®s commitment to
improved technical asssistance, training and outreach with local governments
regarding the State Revenue Sharing program. The outreach and provision
ofpublicity and information regarding SRS has long been neglected due to staff
and budget limitations. A lack of adequate travel funding for Revenue Sharing
administration has also nampered its effectiveness. The Department believes
that additional efforts to include every eligible participant in the SRS
program is important as it Insures a more equitable distribution of tie states
wealth to Alaskans.

Finally, tne transfer of the existing Accounting Technician 11 from the
Department of Revenue to this Department will provide Improved administration
of the SRS program and allow quicker payment processing and distrioution.
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