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T O T A L  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  -  5 5 5 ,7 0 7 ,6 0 0  CH A P TER  8 8  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  = 6 .4 3 4 0 7 5 0 6 0 4 0 6 9 0
CH A PTER  88  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = 5 3 4 ,9 1 3 ,8 0 0  CH A P TER  8 9  PRO RA TIO N  FA CTO R  « 0 .8 6 4 6 6 2 3 8 1 1 8 7 4 7
CH A PTER  89  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  *  5 1 4 ,0 4 7 ,8 0 0  CH A PTER  9 0  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  = 0 .8 3 1 2 3 3 4 8 0 9 9 0 4 3
CH A PTER  90  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = 5 6 ,7 4 6 ,0 0 0  MINIMUM E N T .  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 0 .9 6 5 9 0 0 4 0 8 9 1 7 3 8

H OLD HARM LESS PRO RATIO N  FA C TO R  = 0 .9 9 8 9 5 0 3 0 5 5 0 0 0 8

KEY NAME

M IL L  
R A TE  

P O P LA TIO N  EQV

CH A P TER  88  
E N T IT LE M E N T

CH A P TER  89  
AND 90 

E N T IT LE M E N T

MINIMUM 
E N T I T L E  
ADO ON

HOLD 
HARM F R S  

E N T IT L E M E N T

T O T A L  
F Y  1981 
E N T I T L E

BOROUGHS ANO S E R V IC E  A R EA S

T O T A L 5 2 ,7 0 8 ,0 8 6 5 2 3 4 ,1 9 4 5 2 ,9 6 6 ,7 4 5

0270 H A IN ES  BOROUGH 1 ,7 1 2 5 .8 5 $ 6 2 ,2 1 0 SO SO SO $ 6 2 ,2 1 0
0280 F I R E  D I S T R I C T 394 1 .8 9 5 4 ,6 2 6 SO SO SO $ 4 ,6 2 6

T O T A L 5 6 6 ,8 3 6 SO $ 6 6 ,8 3 6

0290 JUNEAU BOROUGH A .W . 2 1 .0 8 0 14 .81 5 1 ,9 3 0 ,0 7 1 5 3 9 7 ,7 1 8 SO SO 5 2 ,3 2 7 ,7 9 0
0300 S . A .  1 4 ,8 8 3 1 2 .3 5 5 3 7 4 ,3 8 4 5 3 0 ,7 2 8 SO SO $ 4 0 5 ,1 1 2
0310 S . A .  2 1 ,3 7 8 6 .6 0 5 5 6 ,5 1 0 5 1 0 ,9 6 9 50 S C $ 6 7 ,4 8 0
0320 S . A .  3 1 4 ,8 1 9 1 .1 8 5 1 0 9 ,4 6 8 5 8 3 ,5 0 3 SO SO 5 1 9 2 ,9 7 1
0330 S . A .  4 1 ,8 4 8 0 .5 6 * 6 ,4 7 3 50 SO 5 5 ,4 5 9 5 1 1 ,9 3 3
0340 S . A .  5 1 0 ,8 2 2 1 .5 7 5 1 0 6 ,0 9 1 50 SO SO $ 1 06 ,0 91
0350 S . A .  6 855 1.01 5 5 ,3 9 9 SO SO S3 45 5 5 ,7 4 5
0360 S . A .  7 326 0 .7 6 5 1 ,5 5 2 SO SO SO S I ,5 5 2
0370 S . A .  8 695 0 .2 8 5 1 ,2 1 7 SO SO S 3 ,0 7 9 5 4 ,2 9 7

T O T A L 5 2 ,5 9 1 ,1 6 9 5 5 2 2 ,9 2 0 $ 3 ,1 2 2 ,9 7 4

0380 KEN AI P EN IN SU LA  BOROUGH 2 6 ,5 2 0 4 .0 1 5 6 4 8 ,5 3 7 5 9 7 3 ,4 2 0 SO SO 5 1 ,6 2 1 ,9 5 8
0385 C EN TR A L  P EN IN SU LA  H O S P ITA L 15,921 2 .6 0 5 2 5 7 ,5 1 9 5 2 3 2 ,4 3 6 SO SO 5 4 8 9 ,9 5 6
0390 N IK IS K I  F . P . 3 ,1 3 6 1 .5 3 5 2 9 ,8 5 1 SO SO SO S 2 9 ,8 5 1
0395 SOUTH P EN IN SU LA  H O S P ITA L 6 ,0 2 7 1 .3 3 5 5 0 ,0 6 8 5 2 3 2 ,4 3 6 SO SO 5 2 8 2 ,5 0 4
0400 NORTH KEN AI R E C . 2 ,3 4 4 0 .5 8 5 8 ,5 5 9 SO SO 5 1 1 ,9 8 3 S 2 0 ,5 4 3
6410 BEAR C R E EK  F . P . 674 2 .8 2 5 1 1 ,8 1 4 SO s o SO S I 1 ,8 1 4

. T O T A L 5 1 ,0 0 6 ,3 5 1  5 1 ,4 3 8 ,2 9 3 5 2 ,4 5 6 ,6 2 7

0420 K ETCH IK A N  BOROUCH 1 1 ,3 7 3 9 .1 e 5 6 4 2 ,3 0 5 SO s o SO 5 6 4 2 ,3 0 5
0430 S H O R E L I I C  S . A . 504 0 .9 9 5 3 ,1 2 4 SO s o S 2 , 148 5 5 ,2 7 3



F Y  1982 M U N IC IP A L REV EN UE SHARIN G E N T IT LE M E N T S  A P R IL  1 5 , 1982

T O T A L  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = $ 5 5 ,7 0 7 ,6 0 0  CH A P TER  88 PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 6 .4 3 4 0 7 5 0 6 0 4 0 6 9 0
CH A PTER  88 A PP R O P R IA TIO N  -  5534,913,800  CH A PTER  89  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 0 .8 6 4 6 6 2 3 8 1 1 8 7 4 7
CH A PTER  89 A P P R O P R IA TIO N  « 8 1 4 ,0 4 7 ,8 0 0  CH A PTER  90  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 0 .8 3 1 P 3 3 4 8 0 9 9 0 4 5
CH A PTER  90 A P P R O P R IA TIO N  « % ,7 4 6 ,0 0 0  MINIMUM E N T . PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  <= 0 .9 6 5 9 0 0 4 0 8 9 1 7 3 8

HOLD HARM LESS PRORATION  FA C TO R  *  0 .9 9 8 9 5 0 3 0 5 5 0 0 0 8

KEY NAME

M ILL  
R A T E  

P O P LA TIO N  EQV

CH A P TER  88  CH A PTER  89 
E N T IT LE M E N T  AND 90

E N T IT LE M E N T

MINIMUM 
E N T I T L E  
ADO ON

HOLD 
HARM FR R  

EN T IT LE M E N T

T O T A L  
F Y  1981 
E N T I T L E

BOROUGHS AND S E R V IC E  A R EA S

T O T A L 8 6 4 5 ,4 2 9 SO 8 6 4 7 ,5 7 8

0440 KODIAK IS LA N D  BOROUGH 8 ,3 5 8 6 .8 4 8 3 5 5 ,0 1 4 8 3 4 9 ,5 8 4 SO SO 8 7 0 4 ,5 9 8
0450 F I R E  D I S T R I C T  I 1 ,4 8 0 2 .0 1 8 1 8 ,5 3 5 SO SO SO $ 1 8 ,5 3 5
0455 S E R V IC E  D I S T R I C T 1 ,2 0 7 1 .1 6 8 8 ,7 3 6 80 80 SO $ 8 ,7 3 6
0460 ROAD D I S T R I C T 230 4 .0 0 8 5 ,7 1 9 8 3 4 ,8 6 5 SO 80 $ 4 0 ,5 8 5

T O T A L 8 3 8 8 ,0 0 6 8 3 8 4 ,4 4 9 8 7 7 2 ,4 5 6

0470 M AT-SU  BOROUGH 1 9 ,1 2 3 7 .4 2 8 8 3 0 ,1 2 3 SO SO SO $ 8 3 0 ,1 2 3
0480 M A S IL L A  F . P . 3 ,2 0 1 0 .5 0 8 1 0 ,0 0 6 80 SO S 2 0 , 176 8 3 0 ,1 8 3
0490 B U T T E  F . P . 2 ,0 6 8 0 .6 8 8 8 ,8 2 7 SO SO $ 10,671 8 1 9 ,4 9 9
0500 G R EA TER  PALM ER F . P . 2 ,4 9 8 0 .4 9 8 7 ,6 2 5 80 80 S 2 0 ,1 9 2 8 2 7 ,8 1 8
0510 SU TTO N  F . P . 675 2 .3 2 8 9 ,7 4 1 SO SO * 0 8 9 ,7 4 1
0520 NON A R EA -W ID E 1 4 ,6 9 5 0 .5 1 8 4 7 ,3 9 5 SC SO SO 8 4 7 ,3 9 5
0525 TA LK E E T N A  FLO O O  S . A . 254 1 .21 8 1 ,9 C 9 SO SO SO S I ,9 0 9
0530 T A LK E E T N A  F . P . 371 0 .6 1 8 1 ,4 1 8 SO SO SO 8 1 ,4 1 8
0540 GARDEN TE R R A C E 65 1 .6 2 8653 SO s o SO 8653
0541 MIDWAY 1 0 . 0 0 SO 8 1 ,3 1 9 ,7 7 5 s o SO 8 1 ,3 1 9 ,7 7 5
0550 L A K E S  F . P . 1 ,4 8 5 1 .3 5 8 1 2 ,5 3 4 SO 80 SO 8 1 2 ,5 3 4

TO T A L 8 9 3 0 ,2 3 6 8 1 ,3 1 9 ,7 7 5 $ 2 ,3 0 1 ,0 5 3

0560 NORTH S LO P E  BOROUCH 7 ,0 9 8 9 .7 1 8 4 2 8 ,2 5 9 8 2 4 0 ,8 1 8 SO 80 8 6 6 9 ,0 7 7
0570 S I T K A  BOROUGH 7 ,9 2 7 1 3 .5 8 8 6 6 8 ,6 8 0 8 2 9 0 ,4 6 3 s o SO 8 9 5 9 ,1 4 4

F I R S T  C L A S S  C I T I E S
1000 BARROW 2 ,5 3 9 5 .9 8 894  332 80 80 80 8 9 4 ,3 3 2
1010 CORDOVA 2 ,2 2 3 2 5 .6 1 8 4 0 8 ,7 3 8 8 2 9 5 ,6 2 0 80 80 8 7 0 4 ,3 5 9
1020 CR A IG 560 3 1 .1 5 8 1 0 8 ,3 1 0 8 3 1 ,3 3 2 SO 80 8 1 3 9 ,6 4 2



T O T A L  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  *  5 5 5 ,7 0 7 ,6 0 0  CH A PTER  88  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 6 .4 3 4 0 7 5 0 6 0 4 0 6 9 0
CH A PTER  8 8  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  -  5 3 4 ,9 1 3 ,8 0 0  CH A PTER  89  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 0 .86 4 6 6 2 3 8 1 1 8 7 4 7
CH A P TER  8 9  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = 5 1 4 ,0 4 7 ,8 0 0  CH A P TER  90  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 0 .83 1 23 3 48 0 9 9 0 4 3
CH A P TER  9 0  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = 5 6 ,7 4 6 ,0 0 0  MINIMUM E N T .  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  = 0 .9 6 5 9 0 0 4 0 8 9 1 7 3 8

HOLD HARM LESS PRO RA TIO N  FA CTO R  = 0 .99 8 9 5 0 3 0 5 5 0 0 0 8

K EY  NAME

M IL L  
R A TE  

P O P LA TIO N  EQV

CH A P TER  88  
EN T IT LE M E N T

CH A P TER  89 
AND 90  

EN T IT LE M E N T

MINIMUM 
E N T I T L E  
ADO ON

HOLD
HARM LESS

E N T IT LE M E N T

T O T A L  
FY  1981 
E N T I T L E

F I R S T  C L A S S  C I T I E S
1030 D ILLIN G H A M 1 ,6 7 0 2 4 .0 3 5 2 4 9 ,1 7 1 $ 2 1 ,7 0 9 SO 50 5 2 7 0 ,8 8 1
1040 FA IR B A N K S 2 5 ,5 6 8 1 5 .6 7 5 2 ,4 8 8 ,8 1 3 5 1 ,8 0 4 ,2 5 6 SO SO S 4 ,2 9 3 ,0 7 C
1050 GALEN A 805 2 2 .0 8 5 1 1 0 ,3 5 2 5 2 6 ,4 0 6 SO SO 5 1 3 4 ,0 9 4
1060 H AIM ES 1 ,0 1 7 2 3 .9 7 5 1 5 1 ,3 5 2 5 2 4 ,2 6 6 SO SO 5 1 7 5 ,6 1 8
1070 HOMEF 2 ,5 8 8 1 3 .2 7 5 2 1 3 ,2 8 5 5 4 2 ,0 7 0 SO SO 5 2 5 5 ,3 5 6
1080 HOONAH 799 5 .3 8 5 2 6 ,7 3 5 $ 9 ,? 0 7 SO $ 2 9 ,0 3 4 5 6 5 ,0 7 7
1090 HYDABURG 3 56 4 .7 9 5 1 0 ,6 0 8 5 6 ,8 4 5 5 6 ,9 0 2 SO 5 2 4 ,3 5 5
1100 KAKE 583 1 6 .7 8 5 6 0 ,7 4 8 5 1 1 ,5 8 2 SO $ 7 2 ,3 3 0
1110 KEN A I 4 ,5 5 8 2 3 .1 3 5 6 5 4 ,7 2 1 5 1 2 1 ,4 9 4 0 SO 5 7 7 6 ,2 1 5
1120 K ETCH IK A N 7 ,2 0 0 2 8 .2 9 5 1 ,2 6 4 ,8 6 3 5 3 2 6 ,9 9 0 SO SO $ 1 ,5 9 1 ,8 5 3
1140 KIN G  CO VE 513 2 1 .1 3 5 6 7 ,2 9 8 5 1 7 ,6 0 2 SO SO 5 8 4 ,9 0 0
1150 KLAWOCK 3 89 2 .9 3 5 7 ,0 8 4 5 1 0 ,5 5 9 5 6 ,8 3 8 SO 5 2 4 ,4 8 2
1160 KODIAK 4 ,6 7 8 1 7 .8 3 5 5 1 7 ,8 9 8 5 3 4 ,1 2 1 SO 50 5 5 5 2 ,0 1 9
1170 NENANA 592 2 1 .7 6 5 7 9 ,9 8 9 5 3 8 ,4 4 0 -O SO 5 1 1 8 ,4 3 0
1180 NOME 3 ,0 3 9 1 6 .9 6 2 3 2 0 ,0 7 9 5 3 9 0 ,0 1 8 SO s o 5 7 1 0 ,0 9 8
1190 NORTH P O LE 928 8 .1 9 5 4 7 ,2 3 8 5 2 6 ,8 2 2 SO s o 5 7 4 ,0 6 1
1200 PALMER 2 ,2 7 5 1 7 .1 0 5 2 4 1 ,5 6 8 5 2 6 7 ,4 0 9 SO s o 5 5 0 8 ,9 7 8
1210 P E L IC A N 172 2 2 .3 0 5 2 3 ,8 2 0 5 9 ,9 9 4 SO s o 5 3 3 ,8 1 5
1220 P ETER SB U R G 3 ,0 0 1 2 2 .6 2 5 4 2 1 ,4 6 3 5 2 6 6 ,7 8 2 SO s o 5 6 8 8 ,2 4 5
1230 SAND "*OINT 697 2 2 .0 8 5 9 5 ,5 4 8 5 3 2 ,2 4 3 SO s o 5 1 2 7 ,7 9 1
1240 S A IN T  M A RY 'S 432 2 8 .3 6 5 7 6 ,0 6 3 5 5 0 ,0 2 4 SO s o 5 1 2 6 ,0P8
1250 S E LD O V IA 505 1 5 .1 5 5 4 7 ,5 2 1 5 2 2 ,1 0 4 SO s o 5 6 9 ,6 2 6
1260 SEWARD 1 ,9 4 3 1 6 .4 5 5 1 9 8 ,5 1 9 5 4 0 8 ,9 7 1 s o s o 5 6 0 7 ,4 9 1
1270 SKAGWAY 819 1 2 .3 0 5 6 2 ,5 7 0 5 2 9 ,5 1 9 s o s o 5 9 2 ,0 9 0
1280 SO LDOTN A 2 ,4 4 5 1 5 .4 3 5 2 3 4 ,2 6 6 5 5 7 ,5 9 7 s o s o 5 2 9 1 ,8 6 4
1290 UNALASKA 1 ,9 4 4 3 6 .3 9 5 4 3 9 ,2 9 1 5 1 1 6 ,2 8 7 s o s o $ 5 5 5 ,5 7 8
1300 V A LD EZ 3 ,2 7 9 6 .3 8 5 1 2 9 ,9 2 9 5 3 0 8 ,9 0 0 s o s o 5 4 3 8 ,8 2 9
1330 W RANGELL 2 ,3 4 5 2 3 .0 4 5 3 3 5 ,4 8 2 $ 2 5 4 ,3 4 8 s o s o 5 5 8 9 ,8 3 1
1360 YAKU TAT 430 1 6 .9 2 5 4 5 ,1 7 3 5 1 5 ,1 3 1 s o s o 5 6 0 ,3 0 4

SECONO C L A S S  C I T I E S
5000  AKHIOK 103 0.00 SO 5 9 ,2 9 7 5 1 6 ,9 8 4 s o 5 1 9 ,8 2 4



F Y  1982 M U N IC IP A L REV EN U E SHARING E N T IT L E M E N T S A P R IL  15, 1982

T O T A L  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = 8 5 5 ,7 0 7 ,6 0 0
CH A PTER  8 8  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  *  5 3 4 ,9 1 3 ,8 0 0
CH A PTER  89  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  *  8 1 4 ,0 4 7 ,8 0 0
CH A PTER  90  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  ■ 8 6 ,7 4 6 ,0 0 0

CH A P TER  88 PRO RATIO N  FA C TO R  *  
CH A P TER  8 9  PRO RATIO N  FA C TO R  *  
CH A P TER  90  PRO RA TIO N  FA CTO R  ■ 
MINIMUM E N T .  PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R  
HOLD HARM LESS PRO RATIO N  FA CTO R

6 .4 3 4 0 7 5 0 6 0 4 0 6 9 0  
0 .8 6 4 6 6 2 3 8 1 1 8 7 4 7  
0 .8 3 1 2 3 3 4 8 0 9 9 0 4 3  
= 0 .9 6 5 9 0 0 4 0 8 9 1 7 3 8  

0 .9 9 8 9 5 0 3 0 5 5 0 0 0 8

K EY NAME

M IL L  
R A TE  

* LA TIO N  EQV

CH A P TER  88  
E N T IT LE M E N T

CH A P TER  89  
AND 90  

E N T IT LE M E N T

MINIMUM 
E N T I T L E  
ADO ON

HOLD
H ARM LESS

EN T IT LE M E N T

T O T A L  
F Y  1981 
E N T I T L E

435 3 .2 3 $ 8 ,7 5 2 8 2 9 ,5 7 1 SO S 3 ,3 1 4 8 3 9 ,1 5 4
197 0 .0 0 SO $ 9 ,2 7 6 S 2 3 ,4 2 3 SO 8 3 2 ,7 0 0
695 4 .3 0 S 1 8 ,5 7 5 8 9 6 ,3 9 0 SO 8 0 8 1 0 4 ,5 6 6
189 Mt $ 1 5 1 ,0 7 5 SO SO SO 8 1 5 1 ,0 7 5
5 34 1 4 .2 6 $ 4 7 ,2 8 5 $ 3 4 ,7 8 7 SO SO 8 8 2 ,0 7 3
152 0 .0 0 SO S 8 ,9 4 0 8 2 2 ,5 7 5 SO 8 3 1 ,5 1 6
158 0 .0 0 SO 8 8 ,1 2 0 8 2 5 ,7 5 3 SO 8 3 3 ,8 7 4
198 8 .0 5 8 9 ,9 0 6 8 2 5 ,3 2 3 8 0 SO 8 3 5 ,2 3 0
235 0 .0 0 SO SO SO s o SO
5 00 3 .7 5 S I 1 ,6 4 3 8 1 5 ,0 3 7 $ 7 ,4 2 8 80 8 3 4 ,1 1 0
445 1 .4 3 S 3 ,9 7 8 8 1 1 ,6 1 7 S 9 ,8 5 3 $ 1 3 ,3 1  <J 8 3 8 ,7 6 8
338 5 .2 8 S l l ,0 8 5 8 8 6 ,9 1 9 SO 80 8 9 8 ,0 0 5
110 3 .9 4 8 2 ,6 9 5 $ 9 ,6 2 4 S 2 1 ,6 0 6 SO 8 3 3 ,9 2 5
2 26 1 .1 3 S I , 596 S 9 ,2 8 6 8 2 1 ,8 5 1 $ 3 ,6 6 5 8 3 5 ,6 1 4

3 ,5 4 9 2 3 .4 3 $ 5 1 6 ,2 7 0 8 2 3 7 ,8 6 1 8 . 80 8 7 5 4 ,1 3 1
149 7 .1 1 8 6 ,5 8 1 S 9 ,6 2 4 $ 1 7 ,7 1 9 «KW 8 3 3 ,9 2 5
211 6 .0 3 8 7 ,9 0 7 SO S 2 S ,6 9 0 s o 8 3 3 ,5 9 7
230 7 .6 1 8 1 0 ,8 7 2 8 9 ,2 7 6 8 1 2 ,5 5 0 s o 8 3 2 ,7 0 0
491 2 .5 5 8 7 ,8 0 0 8 1 0 ,7 2 6 8 1 4 ,2 2 2 s o 8 3 2 ,7 4 9
104 5 .7 2 S 3 ,6 9 5 8 3 2 ,4 8 2 '30 s o 8 2 2 ,2 9 2

78 1 2 .7 4 8 6 ,1 6 9 8 8 ,9 4 0 $ 1 6 ,4 0 6 s o 8 3 1 ,5 1 6
155 1 8 .8 0 8 1 8 ,0 9 3 8 9 ,6 2 4 8 6 ,2 0 7 80 8 3 2 ,5 3 5
945 0 .0 0 SO 8 3 5 ,2 6 6 SO 8 7 ,5 9 7 8 4 2 ,8 6 3
149 2 .3 5 8 2 ,1 7 8 SO 6 2 9 ,0 3 2 SO 831/211
186 2 .1 1 8 2 ,4 4 7 8 5 ,9 7 9 8 1 9 ,7 2 7 SO 8 2 8 ,1 5 4
226 0 .0 0 SO SO SO 80 SO

76 0 .0 0 SO SO SO SO SO
228 3 .9 3 8 5 ,5 6 3 8 1 4 ,4 3 7 8 1 4 ,0 9 0 80 8 3 0 ,6 91
5 68 6 .3 2 8 2 2 ,2 5 8 8 3 2 ,2 0 7 SO SO 8 5 4 ,4 9 6
5 99 1 0 .8 6 $ 40,41 1 8 4 0 ,6 0 2 SO SO 8 8 1 ,0 1 3
243 3 .8 7 8 5 ,8 4 8 * 2 3 ,7 7 1 8 3 ,5 7 4 80 8 3 3 ,1 9 4

SECO N D C L A S S  C I T I E S  
5010  AKIACHAK 
5 02 0  AK IA K  
5030  AKOLM IU T 
5 04 0  AKUTAN 
5 05 0  ALAKANUK 
5 06 0  A LEK N A C IK  
5 0 7 0  A LLA K A K E T  
5180  AM BLER 
5 09 0  ANAKTUVUK P A SS  
5 10 0  ANDERSON 
5 11 0  ANGOON 
5120  ANIAK - 
5130  ANVIK 
5140  ATM AUTLUAK 
5150  B E T H E L  
5160  B R EV IG  M ISS IO N  
5 17 0  BUCKLAND 
5180  CHEFORNAK 
5 19 0  C IC V A K  
52 0 0  CHUATHBALUK 
5 21 0  CLA R K  '8  P O IN T 
cp p ft  D E E R IN C  
52 3 0  D E L T A  JU N CTIO N  
524 0  DIOM EDE 
525 0  E A G LE  
5 26 0  E E K  
527 0  EKMOK 
5 28 0  E L IM  
5 29 0  EMMQNAK 
5300  FO R T  YUKON 
5 31 0  FORTUN A LE D G E



P A G E 6
F Y  1982 M U N IC IP A L  REV EN U E SHARIN G  E N T IT L E M E N T S  A P R IL  1 5 , 1982

T O T A L  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  *  $ 5 5 ,7 0 7 ,5 0 0  CH A P TER  8 8  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  = 5 .4 3 4 0 7 5 0 6 0 4 0 6 9 0
CH A PTER  88  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  *  $ 3 4 ,9 1 3 ,8 0 0  CH A P TER  8 9  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  *  0 .8 6 4 6 6 2 3 8 1 1 8 7 4 7
CH A PTER  8 9  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  * $ 1 4 ,0 4 7 ,8 0 0  CH A P TER  9 0  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  *  0 .8 3 1 2 3 3 4 8 0 9 9 0 4 3
CH A PTER  90  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  « $ 6 ,7 4 6 ,0 0 0  MINIMUM E N T .  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  -  0 .9 6 5 9 0 0 4 0 8 9 1 7 3 8

H OLD H ARM LESS PRO RATIO N  FA C TO R  » 0 .9 9 8 9 5 0 3 0 5 5 0 0 0 8

K EY  NAME

M IL L  
R A TE  

P O P LA TIO N  EQV

CH A P TER  88  
E N T IT L E M E N T

CH A P TER  89  
AND 90  

E N T IT LE M E N T

MTNIMUM 
E N T I T L E  
ADO ON

HOLD
HARMI.FRB

E N T IT LE M E N T

T O T A L  
F Y  1981 
E N T I T L E

SECQM 3 C L A S S  C I T I E S
5 32 0  CA M B ELL 480 3 .9 1 $ 1 1 ,6 6 6 SO 8 2 1 ,9 3 1 SO $ 3 3 ,5 9 7

•5330 GOLOVIN 94 6 .9 3 $ 4 ,0 4 4 8 9 ,6 2 4 8 2 0 ,2 5 6 SO 8 3 1 ,9 5 3
5 3 4 0  G000NEM6 BAY 167 0 .10 SO SO SO s o SO
5350  G RAYLIN G 2 0 2 0 .0 0 SO SO SO s o SO
5360  HOLY  CR O S S 233 5 .1 6 $ 7 ,4 6 7 8 2 1 ,6 5 4 8 5 ,2 1 3 SO 8 3 4 ,3 3 5

• 53 7 0  HOOPER BAY 6 24 2 .4 5 8 9 ,5 0 0 SO S 2 2 ,8 8 3 s o 8 3 2 ,3 8 4
•5380 HOUSTON 5 8 3 0 .1 1 S415 8 6 8 ,8 9 1 SO s o ' 8 6 9 ,3 0 6
5 39 0  HUGHES 71 0 .0 0 SO SO SO y o SO

•5400 H U S L IA 2 3 0 0 .0 0 S I 8 6 2 ,8 5 8 SO s o 8 6 2 ,8 6 0
5 4 1 0  KACHEMAK 425 2 .0 6 $ 5 ,4 5 3  * SO 8 2 0 ,5 1 1 SO $ 2 5 ,9 6 5
54 2 0  K AKTO V IK 201 0 .2 5 $323 SO 8 3 3 ,2 7 3 s o 8 3 3 ,5 9 7

.5 4 3 0  KALTAG- 2 3 9 0 .0 0 SO SO SO s o SO
54 4 0  KASAAN 64 0 .1 0 S4 3 8 6 ,9 1 0 8 1 7 ,4 0 4 s o 8 2 4 ,3 5 7

-5 4 6 0  K IAN A 3 5 6 2 .6 4 8 5 ,8 4 8 8 1 6 ,2 4 1 8 1 2 ,0 6 1 s o 8 3 4 ,1 5 1
-5470 K I  V A LIN A 2 4 9 4 .1 6 $ 6 ,4 3 3 SO 8 2 7 ,1 6 4 s o 8 3 0 ,9 4 9
5480  KQBUK 6 4 0 .0 0 SO SO SO s o SO

•5490 K O T L IK 3 39 3 .4 8 8 7 ,3 2 9 8 9 ,2 7 6 8 1 6 ,0 9 3 s o 8 3 2 ,7 0 0
.5 5 0 0  K O TZ EB U E 2 ,2 5 0 1 4 .6 6 8 2 0 4 ,8 5 0 8 5 2 ,9 3 3 SO s o 8 2 5 7 ,7 8 3
5 5 1 0  KOYUK - 203 5 .4 0 8 6 ,8 0 8 8 1 5 ,0 0 7 8 1 2 ,2 9 3 s o 8 3 4 ,1 0 9
55 2 0  KOYUKUK 95 8 .7 5 8 5 ,1 6 0 8 1 2 ,6 3 1 8 1 6 ,2 3 5 ’ C $ 3 4 ,0 2 8
5530  KUPREANOF 49 0 .0 0  . SO + SO r  SO s o SO
55 4 0  KW ETHLUK 451 0 .0 0 SO SO SO s o SO
5550  LA R SEN  BAY 167 0 .0 0 SO 80 8 2 5 ,9 6 4 s o 8 2 5 ,9 6 5

.5 5 5 5  LOWER K A LSK A C 2 4 4 2 .8 1 8 4 ,2 6 5 8 9 3 ,4 1 5 SO s o 8 9 1 ,6 1 1
$660 MANQKOTAK 2 90 1 .51 8 2 ,7 3 4 8 1 0 ,1 4 2 8 1 8 ,6 8 0 s o 8 3 1 ,5 5 7
5570  MCGRATH 343 1 .71 S 3 ,6 6 1 8 4 2 ,5 5 7 SO 80 8 4 6 ,2 1 9
5 5 8 0  tCK O RY U K 176 7 .9 0 S 8 ,6 3 4 8 9 ,2 7 6 8 1 4 ,7 8 8 80 8 3 2 ,7 0 0
5 5 9 0  MOUNTAIN V IL L A G E 5 80 1 3 .8 9 8 5 0 ,0 4 2 8 5 0 ,7 3 2 SO s o 8 1 0 0 ,7 7 4
5 6 0 0  NAPAKIAK 283 7 .2 5 $ 1 2 ,7 4 7 8 1 6 ,4 6 6 8 3 ,7 3 2 s o 8 3 2 ,9 4 5
5610  NAPASKIAK 2 42 0 .0 0 80 8 9 ,2 7 6 8 2 3 ,4 2 3 s o 8 3 2 ,7 0 0

5 6 2 0  NEWHALEN 135 0 .3 9 8 33 4 8 8 ,9 4 0 8 2 2 ,2 4 0 s o 8 3 1 ,5 1 6



v j M  ■’’' W W ■ >/ V  -

F Y  1985 M U N IC IP A L REVEN UE SHARING E N T IT LE M E N T S A P R IL  I S ,  1985

T O T A L  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = 8 5 5 ,7 0 7 ,6 0 0  CH A PTER  88  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  -  6 .4 3 4 0 7 5 0 6 0 4 0 6 9 0
CH A PTER  88  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  = 8 3 4 ,9 1 3 ,8 0 0  CH A PTER  89  PRO RATIO N  FA C TO R  = 0 .8 C 4 6 6 2 3 B 118747
CH A P TER  89  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  ■ 8 1 4 ,0 4 7 ,8 0 0  CH A PTER  90  PRO RATIO N  FA C TO R  = 0 .8 3 1 5 3 3 4 8 0 9 9 0 4 3
CH A PTER  90  A P P R O P R IA TIO N  *  8 6 ,7 4 6 ,0 0 0  MINIMUM E N T .  PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R   ̂ 0 .9 6 6 9 0 0 4 0 8 9 1 7 3 8

HOLD HARM LESS PRO RA TIO N  FA C TO R  *  0 .9 9 8 9 6 0 3 0 6 5 0 0 0 8

K EY  NAME P O P LA TIO N

M IL L
R A TE
EQV

CH A PTER  88  
E N T IT LE M E N T

CH A P TER  89  
AND 90  

E N T IT LE M E N T

MIMIMUM 
EN  "I T I E  
ADC' ON

HOLD
H ARM LESS

E N T IT LE M E N T

T O T A L  
F Y  1981 
c N T I T L E

SECO N D C L A S S  C I T I E S  
-5 63 0  NEW STUYAHOK 357 0 .0 0 SO 8 8 ,9 4 0 8 5 5 ,5 7 5 i1 SO 8 3 0 ,7 6 6
-5640  DEWTOK 175 0 .8 1 8890 8 9 ,5 7 6 8 5 5 ,5 3 3 ,v-* • SO 8 3 5 ,7 0 0
-5660  N IGHTM UTE : 135 7 .1 5 8 5 ,9 6 9 8 9 ,5 7 6 8 1 7 ,4 5 4 80 8 3 5 ,7 0 0
5 6 6 0  N IK O LA I 88 0 .0 0 SO SO SO 80 SO
-5670 NONDALTGN 171 0 .1 8 8197 8 1 3 ,1 3 1 8 1 8 ,3 3 0 SO S 3 1 ,659*
5 68 0  NOORVIK 508 5 .8 9 8 9 ,1 4 0 8 1 6 ,9 0 5 8 8 ,1 3 0 80 8 3 4 ,1 7 3
5 6 9 0  N ULATO 338 5 .0 7 8 4 ,3 5 6 8 5 7 ,0 6 8  - . S 3 ,C 9 5 “  SO 8 3 4 ,5 5 0
5700  NUIQSLTT - 571 0 .0 0 SO SO SO - 80 80
5710  O LD  HARBOR 334 0 .1 8 8387 8 1 0 ,3 4 3 8 1 5 ,5 8 7 SO 8 5 6 ,3 1 7
5750  O U Z IN K IE 170 1 .3 9 i i i , 471 8 7 ,5 0 5 8 1 7 ,5 3 3 SO 8 5 6 ,5 1 0
5 73 0  P I L O T  S T A T IO N 353 5 .1 7 8 1 0 ,3 8 5 8 5 ,7 9 7 8 1 6 ,3 9 8 SO 8 3 5 ,5 8 1
5 7 4 0 P LA T IM JM 55 1 3 .5 9 8 4 ,6 4 7 SO 8 5 7 ,7 7 0 8 1 ,3 3 4 8 3 3 ,7 5 5
5 7 5 0  P O IN T  HOPE . 531 1 .0 3 8 3 ,4 0 8 SO 8 3 0 ,1 8 9 SO 8 3 3 ,5 9 7
5 7 6 0 -PO RT ALEXA N D ER 90 5 .5 9 8 1 ,4 4 8 SO 8 ,3 ,5 7 8 SO 8 5 5 ,0 5 6
5770  P O R T H E ID E N 91 1 .0 8 8615 8 8 3 ,5 6 5 SO SO 8 8 3 ,8 7 4
5 78 0  PO RT L IO N S 518 8 .9 9 8 1 5 ,1 7 3 8 7 ,8 7 9 8 6 ,1 8 0 SO 8 5 6 ,5 3 3
5790  QUINHACAK 409 3 .0 1 8 7 ,6 5 0 8 1 5 ,9 0 0 8 1 5 ,5 7 3 SO 8 5 8 ,3 1 5
5 80 0  RUBY - 190 0 .6 0 8714 SO 8 3 5 ,8 8 3 SO 8 3 3 ,5 9 7
5 81 0  R U SS IA N  M ISS IO N 168 0 .0 0 SO SO SO SO SO
5 8 5 0  S A IN T  -M ICH AEL 5 58 5 .3 3 8 3 ,7 4 5 8 9 ,6 5 4 8 5 0 ,5 5 5 SO 8 3 3 ,9 5 5
5 83 0  S A IN T  PA U L 591 8 .4 5 8 3 1 ,0 0 9 8 1 0 4 ,7 7 6 SO SO 8 1 3 5 ,7 8 6
5840  SAVOONGA 5 30 6 .5 9 8 5 1 ,7 0 5 8 9 ,6 5 4 8 5 ,5 9 6 SO 8 3 3 ,9 5 5
5 8 S 0  SAXMAN 5 76 0 .0 0 SO 8 6 ,9 1 0 8 1 7 ,4 4 7 s o 8 5 4 ,3 5 7
5860  S C A m O N  BAY 5 49 5 .3 6 8 3 ,6 6 3 8 3 ,6 5 3 8 5 5 ,5 5 0 80 8 3 5 ,5 0 7
$870 SELA W IK 375 0 .0 0 SO SO SO SO 80
5880  6HAGELUK 157 0 .9 5 8759 8 6 ,0 1 5 8 5 7 ,0 5 7 80 8 3 3 ,8 0 5
5890  8 H A K T0 0 LIK 177 5 .8 8 8 3 ,1 6 7 8 5 5 ,6 3 5 80 s o 8 5 5 ,8 0 0
5900 SH ELDO N  P O IN T 103 5 .6 7 8 3 ,6 3 1 8 9 ,5 7 6 8 1 9 ,7 9 5 SO 8 3 5 ,7 0 0
5910  SH1SHM AREF 455 3 .0 6 8 8 ,0 8 5 8 5 ,9 5 5 8 1 9 ,7 6 3 SO 8 3 3 ,8 0 0
5950  SHUNCNAK 508 1 .9 6 8 5 ,5 4 5 8 9 ,6 5 4 8 5 1 ,7 5 8 SO 8 3 5 ,6 0 1
5930  S T E B B IN B 357 3 .7 9 8 8 ,4 5 1 8 9 ,6 5 4 8 1 5 ,8 7 9 8 0 8 5 8 ,9 0 3



♦ P A G E  o
FY 1982 MUNICIPAL REVENUE SHARING ENTITLEMENTS . tf»RIL 15, 1982

TOTAL APPROPRIATION = *55,707,600 CHAPTER 88 PRORATION FACTOR * 6.43407506040690
CHAPTER 88 APPROPRIATION = *34,913,800 CHAPTER 89 PRORATION FACTOR « 0.86466238118747
CHAPTER 89 APPROPRIATION * *14,047,800 CHAPTER 90 PRORATION FACTOR * 0.3312L348099043
CHAPTER 90 APPROPRIATION = *6.746,000 MINIMUM ENT. PRORATION FACTOR = 0.96590040891738

HOLD HARMLESS PRORATION FACTOR = 0.99895030550008

KEY NAME

MILL 
RATE 

POPLATION EQV

CHAPTER 88  CHAPTER 89 
ENTITLEMENT AND 90

ENTITLEMENT

MINIMUM 
ENTITLE 
ADD ON

HOLD
HARMLESS

ENTITLEMENT

TOTAL 
FY 1981 
ENTITLE

SECOND CLASS CITIES 
5940 TANANA 463 3 .0 8 * 8 ,8 5 4 * 9 5 ,3 1 0 SO SO 8 1 0 4 ,1 6 4
5950  Tn 1 FR 229 7 .5 1 * 1 0 ,6 8 1 * 1 7 ,7 1 4 * 5 ,8 0 5 SO *3 4 ,2 0 1
5980  TENAKEE SPRINGS 132 2 .3 3 * 1 ,9 1 0 * 1 1 ,6 4 9 * 1 1 ,8 6 4 SO * 2 5 ,4 2 4
5990 TOCIAK- 511 2 .6 9 * 8 ,5 4 7 * 2 2 ,9 1 1 *5 3 3 SO * 1 5 ,8 6 9
6000  TOKSOOK BAY . 331 6 .4 8 * 1 3 ,3 3 3 * 9 ,2 7 6 8 1 0 ,0 9 0 SO * 3 2 ,7 0 0
6010 TU.UKSAK * • 234 2 .9 3 * 4 ,2 5 9 i S I  H , 6 10 90 SO * 1 1 5 ,8 6 9
6015 TUNUNAK 301 1 .9 2 * * 3 ,6 0 6 * 9 ,2 7 6 f 8 1 9 ,8 1 7 y  s o 8 3 2 ,7 0 0

* 6 4 ,8 2 96020 UNALAKLEET 6 72 6 .3 6 * 2 6 ,5 7 2 * 3 8 ,2 5 6 80 s o
6030  UPPER KALSKAC 128 2 .5 2 * 2 ,0 0 4 * 3 4 ,2 8 6 SO s o *3 6 ,2 9 1
6 04 0  WAINWRICHT 410 0.00 SO SO SO s o SO
6050  WALES 143 1 .21 * 1 ,0 7 7 SO S 3 C ,1 3 3 s o *3 1 ,2 1 1
6060 WASILLA 1 ,9 2 8 0 .3 3 * 4 ,0 2 1 * 1 1 5 ,4 6 8 SO 80 * 1 1 9 ,4 8 9
6070  WHITE MOUNTAIN 13b 1 0 .1 8 * 8 ,5 3 8 * 1 3 .1 8 7 * 9 ,9 3 5 s o *3 1 ,6 6 1
6080 WHITTIER 211 3 3 .9 3 * 4 4 ,4 5 0 * 1 5 ,0 1 2 SO s o 8 5 9 ,4 6 2
6090 EXT FIRE AREAS 7 ,4 4 3 0.00 SO * 6 4 ,2 8 9 SO s o 8 6 4 ,2 8 9
6100 NATIVE VILLAGE GOVT 1 0.00 SO * 1 ,1 8 7 ,6 6 2 SO s o * 1 ,1 8 7 ,6 6 2

—  TOTAL * 3 2 ,5 6 0 ,3 0 1 * 2 0 ,7 7 2 ,0 7 2  * 1 ,1 8 9 ,3 5 9 * 1 ,1 8 5 ,8 6 6 * 5 5 ,6 2 7 ,7 1 1



April 13, 1982

D o u g  G r i f f i n  
L o c a l  G o v e r n m e n t  

S p e c i a l i s t  
D i v i s i o n  o f  L o c a l

G o v e r n m e n t  A s s i s t a n c e  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  C o m m u n i t y  

a n d  R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s  
P o u c h  B
J u n e a u ,  A K  ‘>9811 

D e a r  Doug,

I r e c e n t l y  r e c e i v e d  a l e t t e r  f r o m  the K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  
B o r o u g h  c o n c e r n i n g  r o a d s  t h a t  the B o r o u g h  p r o p o s e s  to 
m a i n t a i n .  I k n o w  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  h a v e  to b e  a p r o r a t i o n  of  
funds. C a n  y o u  a t  t h i s  t i m e  m a k e  a n y  p r e d i c t i o n s  o n  w h a t  
w i l l  b e  the e f f e c t  of  s u c h  a p r o r a t i o n ?

S i n c e r e l y ,

D o n  G i l m a n  
S t a t e  S e n a t o r

cc: T h e  H o n o r a b l e  S t a n  T h o m p s o n



K E N A I  P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U G H
B O X  8 9 0  • S O LD O T N A . A LA SKA  9 B 6 6 9  

P H O N E  2 6 2 - 4 4 4 1
STAN THOMPSON  

MAYOR

April 2, 1982

Mr. Doug Griffin
Local Government Specialist
Alaska Department of Community & Regional Affairs 
Division of Local Government Assistance 
Pouch B
Juneau, AK 99811

RE: State Aid to Kenai Peninsula Borough for
Road Maintenance-Fiscal Year 1983

Dear Mr. Griffin:

The Kenai Peninsula Borough will be submitting approximately 416 
miles of road for eligible state aid for road maintenance for the 
1983 Fiscal Year. In accordance with Alaska Statutes 29.89.020, 
$2,500 per mile with a 7.5Z cost of living allowance is 
requested.

Maps and figures have been sent to the Department of 
Transportation to verify the eligible roads. The figures 
indicating the totals are enclosed for your information.
Formal application will be made when appropriate forms are 
available.

Please contact me if you would like additional information.

Planning Director 

GSB:cm 

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Mark Hesse, Department of Transportation
The Honorable Patrick O'Connell, Alaska State Legislature 
The Honorable Hugh Malone, Alaska State Legislature 
The Honorable Donald E. Gilman, Alaska State Senate

G.S. Best



• P L E A S E  N O T E s  T H E  P R E C E D I N G  P A G E S  H E R E  T R E A T E D  

A S  A  U N I T  I N  T H E  O R I G I N A L  D O C U M E N T ,  j
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C I T Y  O F  K E N A I

"O il Q ofu ial A laska "
P.  O  » O X  S«0  K E N A I  A L A S K A  m i l  

T C L E P K O N I  713  7 5 3 5

n

Oc tobe r 8, 1982

Senator Lon Gilman 

P. 0. Box 630 

Kenai, Alas ka 99611

1
tA  i-

1 w o u l d  like to p r o v i d e  input w it h  re gar d to the o ve rs igh t he a r i n g 

w hi ch  yo u plan to hold on No ve m b e r  12, 1982 in c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  AMI/s 

Local G ov er nm e n t  C o n f e r e n c e  in Valdez.

Sp ec i f i c a ll y,  I want to comment on the ne w re qui rem ent  that m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  

must pay interest on amount s ret ai n e d  on cc .tracts tor c o n s t r u c t i o n  

projects. The City has w e i g h e d  tie ben ef i t s  of r e t a i n i n g  a p e r c e n t a g e  

of p aym en t s  to c on tr a c t o r s  against tht d i s a d v a n t a g e s  of p a y i n g  intere l 

on s u c h  retainage. We have d eci deo  that, unless clrcumst inces ot the 

project p e r f o r m a n c e  are such that w e  need to ret ain  to p ro v i d e  an 

extra m e a s u r e  oi safety, the City will net w i t h o l d  re t a i na ge  on contract 

dated on or a fter Ju l v  1, 1982.

Some ol the primar y reas ons  for this dec i s i on  are that ,1 the CIt 

retain ed m o n i e s  under these ci rc um s t a n c es , then:

1) The Cit y's  s ecu ri ty  p osi ti o n  w ou ld  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d ilu ted

in th.it the c on t r a c to r would he under no p r e s s u r e  to comp let i

a project to o u t a l u  the amount retained. He c ou ld ea s i ly  

v i e w  the tet linage as an interest b e a r i n g  inv est men t, p a r t i c u l a r l y  

In a time of t >lling interest rates.

’) C om p l e x i t y  ot c o m p u t i n g  the Interest , whcrt tin reta ina ge 

a m oun t, tin n u mb e r  of bays of e a r nin gs,  and th< rate Itaelt 

could c ha ng e  m nn v  t (men ov e r  the c o m  a- ot the project.

() Ihe Ci tv  w o u l d  be p a y i n g for a c om mod ity  w h i c h  it m v e r

received. We w ou ld have to pay (nn < pen dl tu r e )  tor the 

use of m- ..ev w h i c h was not borrowed. Ihls may be in V i o l a t i o n  

ot our p u r c h a s i n g  o r d i n a n c e  (KMC 7.1 i.



O c t ob e r  8, 1982 

Page 2

As a result of this law, the City has lost a v a l u a b l e  tcol that 

was d e s i g n e d  to p r o v i d e  a city w i t h  p r o t e c t i o n  from a c o n t r a c t o r ' s  

poor p erf ormance.

I hope this i n fo rma tio n has hel ped  you in some way, and w e a p pr e c i a t e  

the o p p o r t u n i t y  to expre ss our p o s i t i o n  on this.

S in c e r e ty ,

C ha rle s A. Brown 

F in a n c e D i r e c to r

CAB: 11-



B o x  3 3 5
H o m e r ,  A l a s k a  9 9 6 0 3

n  Public Works Dept 
Plionn 2 3 5  8 1 2 0

D  Harbor Master 
Phone 2 3 5  8 9 5 9

□ City Hall
Phone 2 3 5  8 : 2 1

Pori of H ̂ mer 
Phone 2 3 5  8 3 9 7

REPLY TO:

©
C I T Y  O F  H O M E R

O c t o b e r  12, 1982

S e n a t o r  D o n  G i l m a i  

P. 0. B O X  6 30 

K e n a i  , A K  9 9 6  1 1

Dear Senator .nan :

Wh.le attending the Clerk' .‘-firing training seminar in 
Junr in last sj ring, >u id I had an opportunity to d •
municipal d e  'tinns and 'lit io 29 requirements lea run nit, Tlie
proposed "29" revisions contained language which provide lor the 
mui icipality by ordinance to opt out ot the run all requirement. 
The last ni-ntence of AS 2 9 . 2 8 . 0 4 n  raised a question in both oui 
minds as t> who*hot that provision might already exist.

You r..«y !/»■ jub'icntcil i r. the unclosed ! ml opinion by 
p.ob Hahn, Attoiney lot the City of Home . It ‘Lears up he 
intent o *■ he exi.tinq law loi im*. I .im aqain ul tho opinion
that p i opr -eel eh anqos to thest provi . i • • n:. in "24" .im inpni t ,int
tor c 1 a' if iration.

S i n e e i u 1 y ,

I '  I  1 ■ • ' i r I  V

Kill Id

la. I' i: 'a i
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L E G A L  M E M O R A N D U M CeV/

T O :  K a t h y  H e r o l J ,  C i t y  C l e r k

F R O M :  B o b  H a h n ,  C i t y  A t t o r n e y

R E :  E l e c t i o n s

I  S '

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  a n a l y s e s  p e r t a i n  t o  s e v e r a l  q u e s t i o n s  y o u  

h a v e  a s k e d  c o n c e r n i n g  e l e c t i o n s .

1. R e c o u n t s .  S e c t i o n  4 . 0 4 . 2 5 0  of the f o r m e r  H o m er  

M u n i c i p a l  E l e c t i o n  C o d e  p r o v i d e d  that a r e c o u n t  of a g e n e  al 

or s o c c i a 1 m u n i c i p a l  e l e c t i o n  be c a l l e d  a n d  c o n d u c t e d  p u r s u a n t  

to T i t l e  15 of the A l a s k a  S t a t u t e s .  C i t y  O r d i n a n c e  82-6, 

S e c t i o n  1, i n c o r p o r a t e s  S t a t e  law, t h e r e b y  p r e s e r v i n g  the 

r e f e r e n c e  to T i t l e  15 as to r e c o u n t s ,  w i t h o u t  s p e c i f i c  

r e f e r e n c e  the re to . T h e r e  ar e  o t h e r  s p e c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e s  to 

the r e c o u n t  p r o c e d u r e s  in S e c t . o n  18(c) ( Re co unt  in c a s e  of

a tie vo t e) , 19(b) ( c a n v a s s i n g  B o a r d  p o we rs ) S e c t i o n  22 

( D e s t r u c t i o n  of e l e c t i o n  m a t e r i a l s  s t a y e d  until r e c o u n t  

c o m p l e t e d )  an d S e c t i o n  24 ( E x p e n s e s  of r e c o u n t  p u r s u a n t  to 

e l e c t i o n  c o n t e s t . ) .  If it c h o s e  to d o  so, the C o u n c i l  c o u ' d  

o a » i l y  a m e n d  O r d i n a n c e  82 - 6 to a d d  a s e c t i o n  w! ich p p l i e s  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  to R e c o u n t s  as is the c a s e  w i t h  Sect ton 23, 

C o n t e s t  t E l e c t i o n .  As yo u  know, T i t l e  15 has s e p a r a t e  

A r t i c l e s  3 a n d  4 e n t i t l e d #  r e s p e c t i v  ly# E l e c t i o n  Recount 

an d  E l e c t i o n  C e n t  sts.

2. T i e  Vote*. T h e r e  is a s p e c i f i c  p r o v i s i o n  in O r d i n a n c e  

82-6, S e c t i o n  19(e) w h i c h  g o v e r n s  the p r o c e d u r e s  in c a s e  f

a tie v o t e  in a c i t y  e l e c t i o n .  S i n c e  the o r d i n a n c e  do es  

i n c o r p o r a t e  Stat* law by r e f e r e n c e #  it s e e m s  c l e a r  that the

i
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i

i p r o v i s i o n s  o f  A . S . j.5 .15 .  4 6 0  ( T i e  V o t e s ) ,  t h e  r e c o u n t  p r o v i s i o n s

, i
* i

o f  A . 5 . 1 5 . 2 0 . 4 3 0 - 1 5 . 2 0 . 5 3 0  a n d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  1 5 . 2 0 . 5 3 0  ( D e t e r ­

m i n a t i o n  o f  T i e  V o t e s )  w o u l d  a l s o  e s t a b l i s h  a p p l i c a b l e

j

4 g u i d e l i n e s  f :>r c i t y  e l e c t i o n s .  Y o u  w i l l  n o t e  i n  S e c t i o n

5 5 3 0 ,  t h a t  if t ie r e c o u n t  c o n f i r m s  a t i e ,  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n

6 o f  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  C a n d i d a  :e w i l l  b e  b y  lot. O r d i n a n c e  8 2 - 6

7 p r o v i d e s  f o r  t h e  t o s s  o f  a c o i n ,  w  i c h  w o u l d  ie t h e  l e g a l

8 e q u i v a l e n t  o f  t h e  S t a t e  S t a t u t e .

9

10 3. M a j o r i t y  L e c t i o n s .  A f t e r  a n a l y z i r s e  t h e  l a n g u a g e

.1 o f  A .S . 2 9 . 2 8 . 0 4 0 ,  I a m  c o n v i n c e d  t h a t  t h e  w o r d  " m a j o r i t y "

12 h e r e  m e a n s  j  n u m b e r  g r e a t e r  t h a n  o n e  h a l t  i 1 t h e  t o t a l  v o t e s

•
13 c a s t .  Tn o t h e r  w o r d s ,  I b e l i e v e  t h e  s e n t e n c e  in t h a t  s e c t i o n

14 w h  c h  r e a d s :  " T h e  a s s e m b l y  or c o u n c i l  m a y  h y  o r d i n a n c e

15 r e q u i r e  i m a j o r i t y  v o t e  loi e l e c t i o n  of o l t i c i a l s "  m e a n s  t h a t

16 t h e  C o u n c i l  e o u l  1 • tun t a n  i d i n a n c e  w h i c h  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a

17 s u c c e s s f u l  c a n d i d a t e  fop o f f i c e  r e c e i v e  it li ist 5 1 *  ct t h e

18 t o t  a 1 voter- c a s t  f o r  tl*- - f f i c e  for w h i c h  h e  > i s h e  i; a

19 c a n d i d a t e .  'nder t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t a t u t e ,  it i c a n d . d t t t

20 r e c e i v e s  m o r e  t h a n  40* f t h o  v •e s  ist foi t h e  e* fi • , a n d

21 h e  is t h e  h i g h  v o t e ,  f y a \ l u r a l i t y  t o n l y  o n e  vo t i  , h e  is

22 t h e  w i n n e r .  T h e  o p t i o n  ij g i v e n  t i t )j• m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  in

j ^
23 t h e  a b o v e  qu> t e d  s e n t e n c e  t o  n  |ui • •• tfi.it t he su c c r  - : il
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on point where tho court found:

"When there are only two candidates, he 
who receive* the greater number of the 
votes cast is said to have a majority} 
when there are more than two competitors 
for the same office, tl.e person who receives 
the greatest number of votes has a plurality, 
but he has not a majority unless he receives 
a greater number of votes than those cast 
for all his competitors combined.*

Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, 150th Anniversary Edition

also defines majority as:

"A number greater than half of a total.”

Accordingly, it is my opinion that our existing ordinance

Section 82-6, Section 20, Run-off Election, complies with

existing state law and that the only change open to the City

would be to pass an ordinance amending the section to require that

any successful candidate must receive at least 51% (or some

figure greater than 50%) of the votes cast for the office.

DATED this 5th day of October, 1982.

A. Robert Hahn 
City Attorney

-3-



P.O. Boot 56V
Uttar to all legislators Fairbanks, Alaaka 99707
of tha State of Alaaka 480-6691

Bat HCS CSSB. 180 (Second, Finance), "An Act rotating to Mmieipal Oovernnent"

Dear Legislator,

SB 100 has seen ouch action these past few seeks, and a00a changes 

hare been nade, but this latest substitute bill still leaves incorporated into 

it aevaral oppressive, unconstitutional provisions. The changes nade reflect 

the Interests of tha Mmieipal League and the Depart eant of Coenunity and 

Regional Affairs, ieposing a straight jacket of controls and unconstitutional 

aandates.

Please let ee point out sane changee that I think should be nade to this 

bill. First, on page 71, lines 1 and 2, "(12) to acquire ■cabership in an 

organisation that pronotes the good of the nunicipallty", ahould be deleted.

It violates tha Alaska Constitution, Article I, See. 2t "All political power 

is inherent in the people. All governnent originates with the people, is 

founded upon their will only, and is instituted solely for the good of tha 

people as a whole" - not for the good of aona eunicipal organisation however 

goc* its avowed purposes.

Second, tha right of the people to petition for a change in local 

governnent regulations and other adainistrative natters will be oil urinated 

should the propoeed AS 29.26.110(a) (3) and (4) (p.60, lines 26-28) bee one law.

The conetituticnal right of individuals to petition t^eir governnent for a 

change in adainistrative regulations that abuse coanon Justice and legal 

discretion is infringed. A good exaeple of this is tha proposed (HESS), SCS 

<SSSHB 41 where the bill proposes las AS 12.27.010 (a) "tho conaissioner shall 

establish a state health insurance pragree for residents” end (b), "the coeniasloner 

shall by regulation specify tha professional and institutional benefits te be 

provided by tha progrer." Hera the legislature, Instead of prescribing specific

Monday lfcy 17, 19«2



instructions by lsv, confers that right snd duty to the administration* 

Likewise, many legislative bodies of local governments write siailar ordinances 

allowing the local administration broad discretion in enacting regulations* 

That abuse of discretion will occur is well established) and consequently, ths 

right of the individual citisens to petition for a change in a law or ordinance 

affecting adainistrative matters or relating thereto shouldn't be infringed* 

AS29*26*110(a)(3) sod (4) ought, therefore, to be deleted froa SB180* It 

would be entirely new since nothing like it exists in the present Title

Also for tbe legislature to demand that at least 10 voters are required 

in order to sponsor a petition is a violation of the 1st Amendment to the U.S. 

Constitution which mandates "no infringement?* This sponsor requirement would 

be unequally applied also since we have many very small cassunities in Alaska* 

Further, the reduction of time froa the present 90 days to only 60 

days during which signatures for a petition m y  be secured reflects only ths 

desire of the Mmieipal League lobbyists to nake it harder if not impossible 

to successfully petition tho borough governments*

Present law under cL*pter 28 of Title 29 AS very adequately provides ths 

provisions for initiatives and referenduaa and the changes under proposed now 

chapter 26 are redundant and unwarranted*

i

SB 180 SHOULD B  OPPOSE)*

£ S .

T H £  0 P T I 0 V  T P  T M M  A /S W  
3 ° *  C LA SS  B O P P « 6 MC (?A  T O  R & '  
C O A tS fF V  f t P f i f  A j * +  

c l a s s  B q p o h c h  m u s t

R E  / * A t  s A f *  U H H S .

Amis B* Sloan 
P.O. Boa 946 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707 
488-6691



Twelfth open letter to all 
Legislators of the State of Alaska

Re.: HCS CSSB 180(2d Pin) "An Act relating to municipal government"

Dear B e g l s l s t u r :  / £ & * * * +■*r

Ve have spent much time renewing this version of SB 180 as well as tbe 
other committee versions. We only can react to a bill that comes out 
of a committee and the consents we make seem to be of no concern to the
next committee scrutinising and aneMing the same bill from their special
point of interest. Therefore please consider the objections expressed 
from the viewpoint of the voters as enumere ied in the letters I previously 
mailed to you plus the following:

With respect to the proposed procedures for the incorporation of home 
rule municipalities - in order to assure maximum local ‘voter approve'' 
and local self-determination - the following changes must be made:

Delete proposed AS 29.05*060(13) "for a home rule municipality a 
proposed home rult charter" (at page 6);
delete proposed AS 29.05.110(d) "A home charter included in an 
Incorporation petition under AS 29*05.060(13) is considered to 
be part of the Incorporation question. The home rule charter is
adopted if the voters approve incorporation of the municipality."
(at page 8);
add "Because a home rule municipality has all legislative powers 
not prohibited by law or charter, a listing of each additional 
municipal power (additional to the mandatory powers of tax assess­
ment and collection, education etc.) must appear separately on the 
ballot so that each could be voted on for the purpose of exclusion 
from exercise by the proposed new municipality."; 
delete proposed AS 29.10.010(g) "The proposed charter for an unin­
corporated oommunity or an area of the unorganized borough shall 
be filed with the incorporation petition filed under AS 29*05.060."
(at page 28); and
add the following to AS 29.10.020:
"Model charters may serve only as an example or as a guideline to 
the members of the charter commission and must not be made a part 
of the Incorporation petition under AS 29*05.060."

With respect to penalties (AS 29*25*070 at page 57), violation (AS 29.- 
40*180 at page 92) and remedies (AS 29*40.190 at page 92) - in addition 
to the objections expressed in my previous letters - the following ought 
to bs added:

"Harm oust be eetabliahed in an action under thia Title* Harmleee 
violation of a provision under thle Title or of an ordlnanoe or 
regulation ahall not be construed as a punishable offence."

HB 170 or 8B 160 in any form must not become law.

Venr truly yours,

The third class borough form of local ^
government is not "only a school dis- woiTgang/paise
trlot"! please aee A* 29.41.010(b), and 
my 10th and 4th open letter to all Legislators.

The third class bwn#i must remain law as a first step to borough organisation.

May 19, 1982



Fairbanks Daily News-Miner 

Fairbanks, Alaska

May 15, 1982

Re.: 8B 180 

Dear Editor*

The passage of Senate Bill 180, "An Act relating to municipal 
government", is being aided by the Department of Community and 
Regional Affairs, the Municipal League, and some other pro-more- 
government-control special interest grovps. This bill must be con­
sidered as one of the most dangerous pie ?es of legislation to come 
from Juneau ever. It infringes on every individual's property and 
liberty rights secured in both the U.S. Constituion and the Consti­
tution of the State of Alaska*.

SB 180, should it become law, will give the Department of Community 
and Regional Affairs the power to determine by regulation the publio 
services to be provided in the "unincorporated communities", within 
the "unorganized borough". This is contrary to the constitutional 
mandate to "provide for maximum local self-government" and in excess 
of the Department's authority to "advice and l 1st local government**

It will no longer allow the people to petition the government for a 
change in government regulations and other "administrative matters".

It will limit petitioning to "legislative matters" only and will 
reduce the lime during wuich signatures for a petition may be collected 
from the present 90 days to only 60 days.

It will raise penalties from the present 10* to 20* and interest charge 
from the present 8* to 15* for taxeB due, (that is a first year total 
of 35*).

It will allow the local governments to Impose land use reg*.latlons 
.. upon the people and to impose fines up to $ 1,000 on indi*iduals who 

violate or threaten to violate local ordinances; and "eac~ day such 
violation continues constitutes a new violation".

, It will give second class borjughs the power to "provide for economlo 
development" and any kind of transportation system without the approval 
of the local voters (this oould Include the running of a government 
drug store, for example, or a petro-chemlcal plant, a plpellng, or 
even a government-run truoking business)*

It will allow appeals to the Superior Court only based on the record 
prepared by the local government and will deny a trial by jury for 
individuals who they allege are in violation of local gov tmment 
ordinances or regulations, or who they allege to be threa enlng to 
to vlolite an ordinance.

This bill is touted aa "juat revising" or Ye-codifying" the municipal 
law of Title 29, Alaska Statutes.

SENATE BILL 160 MUST SOT HBOOKB LAV.

Li



S e n M e

C o m m i t t e e  o r ?

C o m m u n i t y  & 465-4934
465-4935

Donald Gilman, Chairman '
Robare H. Ziaglar, Sr., Vica-Chairoan 
Mika Collatta 
Arllaa Sturgulewskl 
Frank Fsrguson

M E M O R A N D U M

February 2, 1982

Pouch V 
Stata Capitol 

Juneau, Alaaka 99811

TO*

F R O M

Don Gilman 

NcXie Campbell

SUBJECT* Effect on Oil and Gaa Property Tax of an 
Increase in a Municipality's Population, 
Without a Corresponding Increase in Property 
Value

1. Municipalities may not levy taxes that exceed 3 percent 
(30 mills) of the assessed valuation of property in the 
municipality.

2. Municipalities may not levy taxes which result in tax 
revenues from all sources that exceed $1500 per year per 
resident or exceed 225 percent of the averaqe per capita 
state assessed value times the municipality's population.

3. The limitations mentioned above do no>. applv to taxes 
levied to pay principal or interest on bonds. There is no 
limit on taxation to pay for bonds.

4. The state levies a 20 mil ad valorem tax on oil and gas 
production and pipeline property.

5. Municipalities may also levy and collect a tax on oil 
and gac production and pipeline property at a rate no higher 
than the rate other property in the municipality is taxed.

6. Oil companies are allowed to deduct any amount of 
municipal property tax they pay from their state tax ]>ill.

7. In municipalities that have adequate property valuation, 
and levy the full 30 mills allowable for operating expenses, 
$4,790.75 is raised for each resident. (Average Per Capita 
State Assessed Value ($70,974) X 225% (2.25) X 30 mills 
(.030) - $4,790.75)



8* If the North Slope Borough shows a population increase 
of 3,000 persons, this would result in an increase in their 
tax revenues produced by the first 30 mills of $14,372,235. 
As stated in Nr. Heier's memorandum, 95.5 percent of this 
difference, or $13,725,484 would be a direct loss to the 
state treasury.

9. As mentioned above, municipalities may levy above 
30 mills if necessary to pay principal or interest on bonds. 
In point of fact, no municipality other than the North 
Slope Borough levies more than 20 mills. *The North Slope 
Borough levied 91.54 mills last year. As with the first 
30 mills, 95.5% of this tax is levied on oil and gas 
production and pipeline property and the state allows, the 
oil companies to credit the amount of the municipal tax 
against their state tax bill. With the steadily increasing 
Average Per Capita State Assessed Value, the decreasing 
value of the pipeline, and the extremely high mill rates 
levied by the North Slope Borough, it is possible that 
within the next several years the state will lose more 
money through the oil companies for tax credit for the 
North 81ope's oil and gas property tax than it will take 
in through the 20 mill ad valorem tax on *’1 oil and gas 
production and pipeline property within the municipal 
limits of the North Slope Borough.

■  — M ___________________________
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KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH
' .  3*4 FRONT STREET
I  ,  - i  KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 99901

r - ^ 7

February 22, 1992

Tha Vonetbble BoberC *♦ 
Alaska I t t t t  t a a t t  
fooch T
J r a w a »  A U i b  H * X 1

Ziegler

Dh t  R s i t o f  Z lc f l t r t
f

V* vettU l ik e  your help 1b  Che fora o f ra aendnfBt to  T i t le  29 to  
fMr««« « problem omr A cfm b ly  (k c i . ^ ith t  c t v n  member body *• 
frequently fin d  ourselves verk ln t with e e ls  neater q to n a . O f Into eo 
h im  bad H m n l  loeoov chat bora boas hsueerong do* to  a M  m m *  
Sonata f i l l  190, r r r lr io g  T i t le  29, ca rr ie r former* the ree tr le tlo tt thnt 
boroogh mayors m y  not rote to break a t ie  (Sec. 29.20.230(b)! and me 
oee l4  lik e  pon to eoool4or an enendannt,

X need e meebenloo to to break a tie rota. Many tinea important iaoean 
ate held la Uabo oatll a foil body le together. At other tinee mtaan an 
ieeae la voted upon, the vote goea 3*3 and la tbua defeated, m a p l e  tho 
C rarln s  hard link vtndy. Tha tie rota confused o u t  emponeira 
consultants aad especially tha commmlty vialonarlaa. Heedless to aay, 
the anti bard lltk typaa were fee lin g  comfortab le . Tha hard link study 
leave vat not dearly auppoeted or dafaatad. At a aubaeqnert naetiag X 
pot the iaana hack on tha agenda where tha laette aurvlved with a 3-1 
vota. latnrnlBg it to tbe agenda waa not witbont peril or challenge.

There are other laeoaa of olgnlfleanee to oowe whore tbe vwtoe canae 
inconvenience and confusion end tenda ta give tha Aaaanhly a black eye 
beeeoee it la properly perceived that we can not tomdnet boaiaeaa la a 
tlnely aad dedaive naaaert laclodiag Jvt recently a bote oa the 
secondary rente, ewatv of bide for airport carpeting, adding tenporary 
t u f f  at aninal control end eppreviag a

be can 't tee any reeeon fo r  tbe Inequity e f f i r s t  elan* c i t ie s  being  
ab le  to addreaa the leans while borougha csnnct. I t  dose net seen 
reaaonable that borough aeseafclle* neat hart tbe f u l l  body p re o a t  la  
order to e ffe c t iv e ly  conduct bwcloeee. be w i l l  emit leva te have 
absentee l a  fo r race clone, i l ln e s s  aad oat-eNteim  on bnaiaaaa.

I



be hope you een support ua ia  requesting aa eaeadaast to  Sonata b i l l  180 
aad would appreciate your thoughts on tho a s tto r .

g iacerel y .
■ ill’QTTAS Q t t m j  U PfflPPl

^  I t S t
C a rro ll 6 . Fader, Mayor

eet Oral F«
Tarry Cardlner

PLEASE BE SURE TO H&KE A COPT OF THE lETTER TO SENATOR ZIEGLER FOR 

REPRESENTATIVES FREEHM AND GARDINER.





HOMK.AUSV4 «f>

December

Senator Don Gilman 
Box 630
Kenai, Alaska 99611 

Daar Senator Gilman:

Enclosed please find a copy of Resolution 81-98, passed 
unanimously by the Homer City Council, which amends the 
language of the proposed Title 29 (SB 180), Chapter 40, 
Platting, Planning, and Land Use Regulations.

The resolution gives the city the ability to set up a long 
term planning and zoning program without the possibility of 
the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly revoking planning and 
platting powers at trill. The assembly would still have the 
power to revoke responsibility delegated under thia section 
upon mutual consent with the city, or without consent of 
the city for failure to comply with * he provisions of Chapter 
40.

Your support of this amendment would be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Larry C. Farnen 
City Manager

LCF/RK/pb

enclosure



' i p
CITY OF B0M2R 
HOMER/ ALASKA

W,jc. • '

v.. tl.
R E S O L U T I O N  81-98

A  RESOLUTION OF THE COMMON COUNCIL OF TBE 
CITY OF HOMER REQUESTING AMENDING LANGUAGE 
TO THE PROPOSED TITLE 29 (SB 180) / CHAPTER 
40/ PLATTING/ PLANNING AMD LAND USB REGULA­
TIONS.

WHEREAS/ the prasant language of tha proposad revisions 
of Title 29 contained in SB 180 regarding dalagation end 
revocation of planning and platting powers to cities places 
an undua burden on tha cities; and/

WHEREAS/ if tha assembly had unlimitad powar to ravoka 
planning and toning powers, tha citias would ba severely 
restricted in organising a long term planning and toning 
program; and,

WHEREAS/ if tha cxty takas on tha responsibility and 
fiscal costs of planning and toning powers/ tha city oust 
have assurances that thosa powers will not ba withdrawn at 
will;

NOW THE 
declares that 
of Paragraph b 
should be amended to read*

tha City of Homer 
tha second sentencehooter _4Q, Sec. 29.40.0 __ ________________

tiie proposed Yitie 29 contained in SB 180

i

3

t
I
i

i
The assembly/ with the consent of the city, may revoke a n y - *  

•power or responsibility delegated under this section/ or without 
consent of the city for failure to comply with the provisions 
nf this chapter.

DATED at Homor, Alaska/ this 23rd day of November/ 1981.

CITY OF HOMER

Leo Rhode

A T T E S T *

— _



January 18*

^  f* » fSfL •> * V  k ?' ■ -  J* V.. •jrh'
? . 7 -.£ . K*

Senator Donald Gllaan 
Pouch V
Juneau* Alaska 99811 

Dear Senator Gllaan*

Per request of ths Ksnsl C l jpndlng you a copy
of resolution 82-2 regard/Uhfe J^ etiA iedtM l aSeodjnants to 
T it le  29 on platting, f^ ip i in ^ m  ladd^dae^segutistIons. This 
resolution was passed* by Xtfimcdi* January A.,yI99*."^

- V J ™  M v .Please contact ae ĵr jjou hive any^mstlons. V

S ln c .c .ly , $  A .  /  \  * 1

Q o ^ J - n : - > ^

s .

. y \ ° >
Janet Whelan
City Clerk _  .

% i f A D F - 0  V
Enc: 1 ^ '» S S ///rf

JAWjjaJ



CITY OF KENAIU1 1 I  U r  U L N A !

RESOLUTION NO. 82-02

Vr.
4a

JJ
A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KENAI, ALASKA, 
REQUESTING AMENDING LANGUAGE TO 'THE PROPOSED TITLE 29 (SB 180), 
CHAPTER 40, PLATTING, PLANNING AND LAND USE REGULATIONS.

,  •••. ;*  :*• - y t
WHEREAS, the preaent language of the proposed revisions o f  Title 
29 contained in SB 180 regarding delegation and revooation of 
planning and platting powers to eities placed an undue burden on 
the oitie?; and, a r
WHEREAS, if the assembly had unlimited power to revoke planning 
and zoning powers, the cities would be severely restricted in 
organizing a long term planning and zoning program; and,

WHEREAS, if the City takes on the responsibility and fiscal costs 
of planning and zoning powers, the City must nave assurances that 
those powers will not be withdrawn at will;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
KENAI, ALASKA, that Chapter 40, Section 29.40.010, the second 
sentence of Paragraph b of the proposed Title 29 contained in SB 
180 should be amended to read:

,0 .y > * |   ̂J*
The Borough assembly, with the consent of the Council of the 
City, may revoke any power or responsibility delegated under this 
section.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that upon adoption of this resolution, 
copies be sent to Senator Don Gilman, Representative Hugh Malone, 
Representative Patrick O'Connell and members of the Title 29 
committee ot the House and Senate.

PASSED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KENAI, ALASKA, this 6th day 
of January, 1982.

VINCENT O' REILLY^^HATOR

ATTEST:

Jehet Whelan, City Clerk



Honorable Don 611man 
Senator
Alaska State Senate 
Pouch V Mail Stop 3100 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Gilman:

Enclosed Is a resolution adopted by the City Council of the City 

of Soldotna at the January 7, 1982 meeting concerning SB180. 

Sincerely,

January 12, 1982 CITY OF OPPORTUNITY

ratr1c1a C. Burdick 
City Clerk

PC8/mjd

Enclosure



*
CITY OF SOLDOTNA 

RESOLUTION 82-2

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOLDOTNA REQUESTING AN AMEND­
MENT TO THE LANGUAGE OF THE PROPOSED TITLE 29 (SB 180), CHAPTER 40, PLATTING, 
PLANNING AND LAND USE REGULATIONS

WHEREAS, the present language of the proposed revisions of Title 29 contained 
In SB 180 regarding delegation and revocation of planning and platting powers 
to cities places an undue burden on the cities, and

WHEREAS, If the assembly had unlimited power to revoke planning and zoning 
powers, the cities would be severely restricted 1n organizing a long term 
planning and zoning program, and

WHEREAS, if the city takes on the responsibility and fiscal costs of planning 
and zoning powers, the city must have assurances that those powers will not be 
withdrawn at will, now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOLDOTNA:

That Chapter 40, Section 29.40.010, of the second sentence of ParaGraph b of 
the proposed Title 29 contained In SB 180, be amended to read:

The assembly, with the consent of the city, may revoke any power 
or responsibility delegated under this section, or without consent 
of the city for failure to comply with the provisions of this 
chapter.

ADOPTED this 7th day of January, 1982.

Mayoi

ATTEST:



R E A L T O R *

April 1, 1982

Honorable Don Gilman +
Alaaka State legislator 
Pouch V (16 3100)
JUneeu, Alaaka 99811

Dear Mr. Gilman:

Hunk you far your interest vtun I talked with you in Jlnaau 
'lurch 26th aftar I had tmatified before the Houae C&RA OnealLlee regarding 
the cad aa ion af AS 29.33.170 (v**iver in Pertain Ciaaa) in SB 180.

I am endoaing a copy of a propoeed eirarhunt to 8B 180 and a aopy of 
a letter to Chairman O'Onnnell of that cueaittee wherein the Alaaka 
Aeat.7iation of FEAIflOSS mgreeeaa support for the euggestM amuxhent to 
proposed AS 29.40.090 and AS 29.40.100 that would reinstate the provisions 
of AS 29.33.170.

Wa do urge your support of thia suggested amandnant unlees it ia 
unfavorably altered ty the House Ooenittae.

Sincerely,

Audie L. Moore

ALASKA ASSOCZAfflCN Of 9BAIOOR6

AIM tew

Bneloeuree

• U l lO *  ' J M W l N M M .
mm n a toM u * w o cu r o *  o* m  m a m p



R E A L T O R

ALASKA A8S0CIATI0N OF MALVOM*
MU W. Nsrthani UfMs IM . MW 1S4 • Andwraf*. Alwka fHM 

M r « M m

April 1, 1982

Hononble P trldc M. O'Cornell 
Alaska Stats Legislator 
Pouch V  (MB 3100)
Juneau, Alaaka 99811

MS* CSSB 180 (p&RA) Ml 

Dear Mr. O'Connell:

Since testifying before the Oaeasiity and Regional Affairs Ocaadttaa 
March 28, regarding the cedaeicn of AS 29.33.170 (waiver in oartain oases) 
froa tha about referenced hill, Z haws mat with Steven Morrisett, Borough 
Attorney for the Matanuaka fluattna Borough and rHanuaaarl ths differences

y o i u r  o o n m i t t M *

Mr. Marrisstt haa rewritten his auggeafaad dungs to proposed AS 29.40.090 
and AS 29.40.100 and, Z understand, intends to present the dunged suggestion 
before your a — lttee on April 2, 1982.

Ihe Aledre Association of PBMJIOIB believes thia new suggested change, 
copy attached, properly clarifies, aiaplifiea and ocntinuaa tha Intent of the 
present AS 29.33.170 and tha suggested change, in its entirety, haa our full 
• W o r t .

ttiile in Am e u ,  Z net with Sans ton  Kerttula, Sturgulewskl and Gilesn. 
H u y  eaeured ae that they would concur with an wauidauit that placed the intent 
of AS 29.33.170 into SB 180. Z m  sanding then copies of thia letter and 
urging their support for thia proposed

Me thank the full cowaittas for your courtesy and consideration.
0

Sincerely,

Audia L. Moore

AIA6KA ASSOCIATION OF FEAUTCWS
AUbew 

At ted—  > 1

OCi Sawtor Don Oilman 
Senator Jay Kerttula 
Suutor Arliss Sturgulewski



TITLE 29 REVISIONS 
Consent on CSSB 180 (CMA)an

Tho following language Is recomended to confona as closely as
possible with present law relating to subdivision waivers and to define the
flexibility of local governnent In establishing a short plat procedure.

Sec. 29.40.090. WAIVERS *ND SHORT PLATS, (a) (wtwlth- 
stending other provisions of this chapter, the assvbly 
shall establish short or abbreviated plat procedures In 
accordance with this section upon satisfactory evidence 
that

(1) each tract or parcel of land* will have 
adequate access to a public highway or street;

(2) the land 1s divided Into four or fewer
parcels;

(3) no dedication of a street, right-of-way 
or other public area Is involved or required; *

• (4) no vacation of a public dedication or ' 
variance frcn a subdivision regulation Is required.

(b) In Individual cases, nesting the requlrenents 
of (a) of this section, where each parcel created by 
subdivision Is five acres In slie or larger, the prepar­
ation, subnlsslon and recording of a foraal plat shall 
be waived.

(c) In other cases, nesting the requlrenents of
(a) of this section. Including plats which relocate or 
vacate lot lines the assanbly nay establish procedural 
and Infomtlonal requlrenents for a short plat
procedure.

29.40.100. INFORMATION REQUIRED. Except as otherwise 
provided for In AS 29.40.090, a plat shall show

(1) Initial point of survey;
(2) original or reestablished corners and their 

descriptions;
(3) actual traverse showing area of closure and

all distances, angles, and calculations required to
determine Initial point, comers, and distances of the 
plat; and

(4) other Information that nay be required by
ordinance.



M P T . OF COMMUNITY *  REGIONAL AFFAIRS POUCH B
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811 
PHONE. (90/1 465-4700OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

,Vr11 1, 1982

The Honorable Patrick M. O'Connell, Chairman 
House Community & Regional Affairs Committee 
Alaska State Legislature 
Pouch V
Juneau* Alask 1

Dear Represents wfe O'Connell:

RE: CSSB 180 (CWA)arn

This Department Is pleased to note that CSSB 180am Is being heard by your 
committee during this week. As you know, the Title 29 rewrite bill Is a high 
legislative priority for this Department and we are hopeful It will receive 
prorpt approval by your conmittee and the house.

The Department would, however, like to remind you of a concern we have 
regarding Sec. 29.60.140 (p. 154-155) of the current bill. This section 
pertains to making <+*te Revenue Sharing payments to Native village 
governments. The language In this section Is Identical to present language 
found In AS 29.89.050. The Department's concerns about this language have 
been previously noted by the Joint Community and Regional Affairs Conmittee 
that worked on the Title 29 bill-during the Interim. However, that Joint 
Comalttee suggested that this language be revised In legislation specifically 
designed to umend the State Revenue Sharing Program* The Governor's 
legislation (SB 716/HB 746) to revise State Revenue Sharing substantially 
alters the process for funding unincorporated communities. We do, of course, 
hope to see enactment of the Governor's State Revenue Sharing bill as the 
solution to the present Native village government statute. However, In the 
event SB 716/HB 746 does not become law we would like to Insure that AS 
29.60.140 of CSSB 180am be addressed.

The enclosed September 2, 1981 Attoney General's opinion states that AS
29.89.050 Is "unconstitutional If read literally to restrict aid to Native 
villages". The opinion goes on to say that the present law can only be 
Interpreted as constitutional 1f the payments are made available to all 
similarly situated unincorporated communities regardless of racial or 
governmental status. Based on this opinion, the Department made FY 1982 State 
Revenue Sharing under AS 29.89.050 available on an application basis to all 
eligible unincorporated communities 1n the unorganized borough. This places 
the Department 1n a position of Ignoring a statute, a position we would like 
to correct as soon as possible.



The Honorable Patrick M. O'Connell 

April 1, 1982 

Page 2

Another Attorney General's opinion (copy enclosed) identifies an additional 
problem with AS 29.89.050. Specifically, that unincorporated comnunities 
within organized boroughs are not eligible to receive revenue sharing funds. 

Currently AS 29.89.050 contains no such specific prohibition. Based on this 

Attorney General's opinion, the Department is not paying revenue sharing funds 
to unincorporated communities within organized boroughs. Again, however, this 

puts us in a position of administering a statute 1n contradiction to its 
literal Interpretation.

To alleviate this situation the Department requests that AS 29.60.140 be
1) deleted from the bill, or as an alternative,
2 ) amended In such a manner as to make eligible those unincorporated
communities of 25 or more In the unorganized borough.

The Department recognizes the need to make a reliable source of funding
available to unincorporated communities to provide services and maintain and
operate projects constructed with SB 168 funds. However, this Department and 
the Department of Law have always questioned the propriety of administering a 
program for unincorporated communities as part of a Municipal Revenue Sharing 
concept. State Revenue Sharing Is also an "entitlement" program and the
Inclusion of unincorporated connunltles In an ongoing entitlement program has
also been a source of some concern. The Department prefers, as Illustrated In 
the Governor's Revenue Sharing bill, a prcgrva whereby unincorporated 
comnunltles compete by application on the basis of need and merit with other 
unincorporated communities for a segregated "pot" of funding (I.e. a modified 
version of the current Rural Development Assistance program authorized In AS 
44). The second alternative language suggested above would "legitimize" the 
manner In which the Department currently administers the present State Revenue 
Sharing program.

If we an provide you with additional Information on this matter, please 
advise.

Enclosures

cc: Senator Oon Gilman
Senator Arliss Sturgeluwtkl
Glnnle Chitwood, Alaska Municipal League
Tamara Brandt Cook, Legal Services

Sincerely

cCarter, Director 
Local Government Assistance llvlslon

IM/PM/J1/0917S
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FROM

H o n .  L e e  McAnerney, Commissioner (>A , t  
Dept of Community & Regional Affairs

FILE n o
ATTN: Palm. . McCarter, Director

Div. of Local Gov't Asst t e l e p h o n e  n o
n

WILSON L. CONDON s u b j e c t
ATTORNEY GENERAL

W tM t fs
Assistant Attorney General

By your memoranda of May 17 and June 12, 1981, you 
have asked us to address a number of questions related to 
state financial assistance to benefit unincorporated commun­
ities. First, as to your authority to distribute money to 
unincorporated villages under AS 29.89.050, we believe that 
statute to be unconstitutional if read literally to restrict 
aid to Native villages. We also believe that the statute may 
be construed in a constitutional manner by severing the words 
"Native" and "government" and the definition of "Native vil­
lage government." Second, with regard to state financial aid 
to unincorporated connunities in general, we will discuss the 
relevant constitutional principles which apply to the ques- 
tJjns you have raised.

AS 29.89 provides for annual revenue snaring with 
municipalities (for roads, AS 29.89.020), operators of health 
facilities and hospitals (AS 29.89.030), volunteer fire de­
partments in the unorganized borough (AS 29.89.040), and Na­
tive village governments (AS 29.89.050). As discussed in our 
memorandum of April 27, 1981, aid to Native village govern­
ments raises serious issues under (1) article IX, section 6 
of the Alaska Constitution which prohibits expenditure of pub­
lic money unless the expenditure is for a public purpose; (2) 
article 1, section 1, which accords equal protection to all 
persons; and, (3) article X, section 2, which provides for 
the exercise of local governmental povers only by cities and 
boroughs which ere incorporated under state let*.

We stated that the public purpose rcqiirement was 
satisfied if the money were used for public benefit, and not 
for the private benefit of a racially exclusive group. Wo 
also indicated that a local organisation could receive and 
spend state money for the benefit of a community without be­
coming s de facto unit of local government. As to equal pro­
tection, we stated that the distribution of state money to a 
racially exclusive organisation did not deny equal protection 
to persons who are not members of the organisation, if bene­
fits provided with the funds were made available to the pub­
lic at Urge.

September 2, 1^81

J-66-829-81

465-3600

State financial aid 
to benefit unincor­
porated connunities

iesiem.iom



I '
I'

P a l n c r  t -i r t < > r  , [ i . i r r  i n  -  ' j n s l ' i - r  , 1 1 J
C&RA - Local G o v  ’ I A .-, . i s I  a i t c i

However, as we noted, tho payment of state money un­
der AS 29.89.050 only to those unincorporated communities 
which are identified as Native villages does exclude from par­
ticipation a number of similarly situated communities which 
are not Native villages. The first inquiry necessary to de­
termine if a statute is valid under Alaska’s equal protection 
test is whether the statute has a legitimate purpose. State 
v. Erickson. 574 P.2d 1 (Alaska 1978).

Of the three possible purposes for A S  2 9 . 8 9 . 0 5 C  

which we have identified, the only legitimate one is to pro­
vide public services to residents of unincorporated commun­
ities. */ If the statutory purpose were illegitimate under 
the Alaska Constitution, the statute would be unenforceable. 
There is a heavy presumption in favor of the constitutional­
ity of any statute. SUTHERLAND STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION § 4 5 . 1 1 .

Assuming that the legislature intended by AS 29.89.- 
050 to provide public services to the residents of unincorpo-

*/ A purpose to benefit Native villages solely because of 
the racial ancestry of their Inhabitants would not be legiti­
mate in the absence of a special motivation such as compensa­
tion for loss of aboriginal property rights. No such special 
motivation appears to be present here. A purpose to encour­
age the Native villages to assume the responsibilities of lo­
cal governmental units would be in conflict with article X, 
section 2, of the constitution, and thus will not be inferred, 
despite the use of the term "Native village government."

We note that the Act which added AS 29.P9 stated no pur­
pose for that chapter, but did state a purpose for adding the 
general revenue snaring chapter, AS 29.88, as follows:

It is the purpose of sec. 2 of this Act to

(1) improve the revenue rnising and distribution 
system for the benefit of residents of home rule and 
general law municipalities by providing for more equi­
table allocation of financial resources among munici­
palities to improve their fiscal capacities; and

(2) assure that no municipality suffers impover­
ishment of necessary public services, relative to oth­
er municipalities, because of the chance location of 
taxable wealth in the state.
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to tha* purpose because of the existence in the state ot ,1 
substantial number of unincorporated communities whose resi­
dents would not be benefittud by the literal language of AS 
29.89.050. Since the distinction is based upon the racial an­
cestry of the communities, we might conclude that the tatute 
is unconstitutional despite its legitimate purpose. However, 
we note that the Alaska Supreme Court has held that a statute 
which denied equal protection by limiting its application to 
members of one sex (prohibiting prostitution by females) could 
be construed as constitutional by severing the offending re­
strictive language, and thereby expanding application of the 
statute to all persons, i’las v. Stale, 598 P. 2d 966 (Alaska 
1979).

The interpretation of AS 29.89.050 presents an an­
alogous problem. Tiie effect of severing the offending re­
striction to "Native" village "governments," nnd deleting, the 
definition of that term, is to expand the group of eligible 
communities to include all "villages." */ Although this in­
terpretation alters the literal wording uf the ..cntute signif­
icantly and is, therefore, u o l to be implemented hastily,
State v. Cnmpbe11, 536 P.2d 105 (Alaska 1975), it does avoid 
the alternative interpretation that the statute is •inconstitu- 
tional and void. The law strong,ly favors the construction of 
statutes to be consistent with constitutional requirenents. 
State v. Sundberp., 611 P.2d 44 (Alaska 1980); Summers An­
chorage. 589 P.2u 863 (Alaska 1979). According to Sutherland:

It ha3 even been s 1 id that "a strained construc­
tion is not only permissible, but desirable if 
it is the only construction that will save con­
stitutionality."

SUTHERLAND S T A T U T O R Y  C O N S T R U C T I O N  § 4 5 , 1 1  nt: 34 ( f o o t n o t e  

omitted). We believe that the interpretation o f  A S  2 9 . 8 9 . 0 5 0  
to authorize grants o f  state money to all villages is the only 
interpretation consistent with our constitution.

According to your estimates, the dilution o f  reve­
nue sharing funds caused hy Including other unincorporated 
communities under AS 29.89.050 will not cause significant di- 
munition in the fund allotments. Further, this interpretation

*/ A parallel deletion of "Native" and "government" from AS 
79.89.010(b) is also necessary.
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- A  - September 2, 1981

is consistent with the subsequent action of the legislature in 
providing for grants to all unincorporated communities. 1981 
Alaska Sess. I.., ch. 60, § 2. We believe that under the cir­
c u m s t a n c e s ,  the Alaska courts v;ould uphold an administrative 
interpretation of AS 29.89.050 to permit revenue sharing to 
all villages in tlie state, regardless of their racial compo­
sition or ancestry.

A question arises as'to the meaning of "village" 
under A S 29.89,050, in the absence of the language limiting 
it to a Native village organized under federal law. General­
ly, a village is any discrete and Identifiable place where a 
group of people reside in close proximity, intend to remain 
in the place indefinitely, and carry on ordinary human social
and economic activities as a con. mini t y. Wyandot te S a v . Bank
y. live 1 a n d , 78 N . W . 2 d  612, 617, JA7 Mich. 33; U n i o n  ilav. Bank 
of T a t c h o g u e  y. S a x o n , 335 F . 2 d  71B, 721 (!). C . G i r . 196A) .
Y o u r  administrative regulations interpreting and implementing, 
chapter 60, SI.A 1981 s h o u l d  provide appropriate guidelines for 
both that Act and for AS 29.89.050.

Your memorandum of May 17 asked a number of ques­
tions regarding vnur assistance to local governments and to 
communities in the unorganized borough. Generally, the three 
constitutional principles discussed above should guide your 
conduct. Y ni must administer money under your control in or­
der to ensure that it is spent to achieve a public purpose. 
This requites active supervision of all grants and contracts, 
especially those transferring money to nn organization other 
than a municipal government. Village and regional Native cor­
porations are not incorporated as cities or boroughs and arc 
not considered to be local governments under state law.

The equal protection provision requires that you ad­
minister your programs in order to provide similar treatment 
for people or organizations which are similarly situated, un­
less there is a very strong reason for treating them differ­
ently. The distinction between a municipality nnd an unin­
corporated village Is created by the Alaska Constitution.
This different treatment of municipalities is justified be­
cause of their status and duties an governmental entities.
For example, the state may make general revenue sharing grants 
to municipalities, to be used at the discretion of the muni­
cipal government. The nuhlic purpose requirement is met hy 
the operation of state law and the Alaska Constitution con­
trolling the activities of municipal governments. The state 
may not make general revenue sharing grants to non-government­
al entities. In administering the grants to villages under 
AS 29.89 and to unincorporated communities under chapter 60,
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SLA 1981, you must ensure that the money is spent to achieve 
a public purpose.

The local government article of the Alaska Consti­
tution (article X) provides for the exercise of local govern­
ment powers by cities and boroughs and for the provision of 
services by multi-purpose service areas. In administering 
services in the organized borough, The state may contract with 
any entity capable of providing the needed service, as long 
as the contractor is actively supervised by the state, and 
not permitted to become de facto, a local government.

You are not absolutely prohibited by the constitu­
tion from contracting for the delivery of services by profit- 
making corporations or by Native organizations which may have 
sovereign status, if the services are necessary and no o t h e r  

capable and responsible contractor is available. However, it 
would be inconsistent with your duties as an administrator of 
public funds, to contract with these organizations if another 
more responsible and capable contractor is available. An en­
tity which may be immune from contract enforcement because of 
its sovereign status should be considered less responsible to 
accept a state grant than any corporate entity.

Wc will defer your request for an authoritative 
statement of the powers of tribal governments for the time 
being, and hope that these general guidelines are adequate 
to resolve your immediate problems.

LLD/pJg

£

____
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t o  Hon. Lee McAnerney, Commissioner d a t e  April 27, 1981 
Dept of Community & Regional Affairs

f i l e  NO: J-66-335-81 £*.
ATTN: Palmer McCarter, Director

Div. of Local Gov't Asst t e l e p h o n e  n o : 465-3600

)m WILSON L. CONDON subject State revenue sharing
ATTORNEY GLNERAL with IRA councils end

. a  traditional councils,
By: A chiefs, or other gov-

Rodger W. Peguqrs|A i t / erning bodies
Assistant Attorney

You have asked for additional advice on this subject.

Under AS 29.89.050, the state pays $25,000 annually
to a "Native village government for a village which is not in­
corporated as a city . . . ." The term is defined as a local 
governing body organized under section 16 of the Indian Reor­
ganization Act, 25 U.S.C.A. 476 (1963) which was applied to 
Alaska by the Act of May 1, 1936,.25 U.S.C.A. S 473a (1963). */ 
or as a traditional village council, paramount chief, or other 
governing body of a village.

This statute creates serious constitutional problems. 
If the money is not expended by the recipient to provide pub­
lic services in a racially non-discriminatory manner, the pub­
lic purpose clause * * /  and the equal protection clause ***/ 
of tne Alaska Constitution will have been violated. Lien v. 
City of Ketchikan. 383 P.2d 721 (Alaska 1963). The test, Kow- 
ever, is not the racial or religious character of the recip­
ient but the character of the use to which the money will be 
put. Id. And the courts will look at the entire factual and 
governmental context on a case-by case basis to determine 
whether the expenditure serves a public purpose. Wright v.
City of Palmer. 468 P.2d 326 (Alaska 1970). Accordingly,~the 
constitutional provisions which require a public purpose and 
equal protection will not be offended so long as the services

*/ There is a question whether any section 16 tribil organi­
sation, other than the Metlakatla Indian Community Annette Is­
lands Rcjorvc, Alaska, still exercises governmental powers af­
ter the enactment of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.

»*/ Alaska Const., art. IX, $ 6. "No tnx shall be levied, or 
appropriation of public money made, or public property trans­
ferred . . . except for a public purpose."
® y  - *  ■'
*»»/ Alaska Const., art. I, I 1; U.S. Const., Amend. XI/, I 1.
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provided by a village council are furnished on a non-discrim­
inatory basis.

■
A much less easily resolved problem lies in another 

provision of the Alaska Constittion, article X, section 2:

All local government power shall be vested in 
boroughs and cities. The State may delegate 
taxing powers to organised boroughs and cities 
only.

This limitation of "local government power" to boroughs and 
cities is preceded by a purpose clause which states:

The purpose of this article is to provide for 
maximum local self-government with a minimum 
of local government units, and to prevent du­
plication of tax-levying jurisdictions. A 
liberal construction shall be given to the 
powers of local government units.

The record of the debates at the Constitutional Con­
vention makes it clear beyond reasonable doubt that this three- 
jld statement of purpo e and construction precisely and con­

cisely sums up the essence of the article on local government 
and the Intent of its framers. The framers perceived three 
evils hobbling lc~al government in Alaska and elsewhere: One,
there were a multiplicity of overlapping, special (often sin­
gle) purpose districts, each little known to the average voter 
and each monomaniacly pursuing its own goals in disregard and 
often in conflict with other special purpose districts occupy­
ing the same, or part of the same, area. Two, many of the9e 
districts operated on revenues from special purpose projects, 
for example sewage disposal districts. Others levied taxes. 
Their single purpose orientation, lack of centralized control 
and responsibility, distance from any meaningful relations!)),> 
to the voters, and lack of any need to compete for a share of 
an integrated budget made tax levies and expenditures excessive 
and irrational. Throe, the courts had hobbled local govern­
ments with ge.toral rules for construing their powers under 
which local governments could not respond to pressing needs 
because they :ould not find some express provision of a sta­
tute or chartor which gave them the ,>owcr to act on the subject. 
Tho framers crafted article X to cure or remove all three evils. 
Fairview Pub. Util. Dist. No. 1 v. City of Anchorage. 368 P.2dm rW -W  (Alaska' 1962)------ --------------

The provisions of article X carry out the framers



purposes. They prescribe that a "liberal construction shall 
be given to the powers of local government units." Alaska 
Const., art. 1, f 1. They limit local government powers to. 
cities and boroughs. Id., f 2. They allow the legislature to 
delegate taxing power to boroughs and cities only. Id. They 
prohibit new special districts ("service areas") fronTbeing es­
tablished "if, consistent with the purposes of this article, 
the new service can be provided by an existing service area, 
by incorporation as a city, or by annexation to a city." Id..
S 5. The adoption o j . home rule charters is placed in the 

» hands of local voters, id., S 9, and home rule local govern­
ments have all powers not prohibited by law or charter. Id.. 
f 11. Finally, to make boundary changes, including mergers, 
as easy as possible, a state commission is empowered to change 
them, subject only to a two-house veto hy the legislature. Id., 
f 12. In other wotds, if the constitution is followed, none 
of the three evils the framers sought to cure and avoid can 
exist in Alaska.

, The use of traditional village councils *>r iuA coun­
cils to provide local government services is at odds with the 
constitution's provisions on local government. The public 
services they would perform are those which local governments 

| perform. The Alaska Constitution limits the exercise of those
powers by political subdivisions of the state to boroughs and 
cities. The tribal councils are neither. If they are duly 
organized under section 16 of the Act, 25 U.S.C.A. 476 (1963), 
they are tribal governments with sovereign immunity. Parker 

i Drilling C o . v. Mellakatla Indian Community. 451 F.Supp. 1127
i (b. Alaska 1978); Atkinson v. Haldane. 569~P.2d 131 (Alaska

1977). Financing a broad ranee of tribal government activi­
ties on the part of the councils is not for a public purpose 
of the state. Financing a broad range of non-trlbal. local 
government activities through the councils would effectively 
r.ise them to the status of local governments. That conflicts 
with the constitutional mandate that the legislature may only 
use cities or boroughs to provide local government, and it 
indubitably removes any Incentive -- or even any rational ba- 

I sis -- for a village to incorporate as a city. It would also
have the practice effoct of creating or sanctioning a racial­
ly exclusive dc facto local government under color of state 
law, which is the reason that tribal councils cannot be desig­
nated by the state to be cities or local governments. Under 
the Equal Protection Clause, tho state cannot set up racially 
exclusive political subdivisions.

. This is not to say that the state cannot contract
with a racially (or religiously) exclusive group to provide
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public services or manage a public facility on a non-discrim- 
inatory basis for all tne residents of a community. On a lim­
ited basis, therefore, grants can be made to IRA councils in 
their capacity as business corporations to provide some public 
services. The state constitution, however, bsrs the de facto 
establishment under state law of these councils as the local 
governments of Alaska's villages.

There is still another problem. In making monetary 
distribution to Native village governments but not to other 
potential applicants for grants in those villages and in other 
unincorporated communities, the statute may create equal pro­
tection problems by discriminating against the latter without 
a reasonable basis, if these are responsible parties which are 
equally capable of providing community services. This prob­
lem can be solved by amending the law to open the class of 
beneficiaries to other entities and other communities and in­
cluding them, on application, in the distribution. We under­
stand that there are 30 of these communities.

Turning to your specific questions, first to be elig­
ible to participate in the revenue* sharing program, the commun­
ity must meet tne statutory requirements, make application, and 
undertake *;o expend the money ror public purposes on a non- 
discriminatory basis. Because the contract cannot be enforced 
in court unless Congress waives tbe tribal government's sover­
eign immunity, you should use forieiture of the grantee's 
right to a grant in the following fiscal year as an enforce­
ment mechanism.

Second, state money cannot be expended for the costs 
of general administration because the village councils and 
other groups are not public agencies of the state or its po­
litical subdivisions. They are, on the one hand, federally 
recognised and organized tribal entities, and on the other, 
private associations or corporations. With respect to the 
former, depending on whether they are organized under section 
16, section 17, or both of the Indian Reorganization Act, they 
are governmental, corporate, or both. In their governmental 
role, they are tribal. In their corporate role, they are pri­
vate. All of them can provide public services on a non-dJs- 
criminatory basis, and to the extent that they do so, a pro­
portional sharo of thoir general administrative costs can be 
paid from state money.

Third, we. know of no way to insure that tho tmney 
will be spent for the good of the whole community. Obviously, 
each recipient must be required to promise that the money will

A
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be spent for the good of the entire community and to specify 
what public services It will provide on a racially non-discrim- 
Inatory basis. Enforcement will be difficult against a tribal 
council acting in its governmental capacity under section 16 
of the IRA. For that reason, if a section 17 corporation ex­
ists, the grant-contract should state that it is with the vil­
lage council acting in its capacity as a business corporation.

RWP/pJg

cc: Hon. William R. Nix
Commissioner
Department of Public Safety

Daniel W. Hickey 
Chief Prosecutor 
Juneau AGO - Criminal Section
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ATTN: Palmer McCarter, Director Sr.y 2
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WILSON L. CONDON s u b j e c t  Revenue sharing
ATTORNEY GENERAL to unincorporated'*

< ± s .  |r : ... •* z

/ /l _ % communities

B y ‘ Daura L. Davis 
Assistant Attorney General

This responds to your memorandum of October I, 1981.
It is our opinion that AS 29.89.050 should be Interpreted to 
authorize payments only to those unincorporated communities iw 
cated outside the boundaries of any municipality, and admini­
stered in a manner similar to that provided for aid to unincor­
porated communities under chapter 60, SLA 1981. Our reasoning 
follows:

Our memoranda of April 27, 1981 and September 2, 1981 
set forth and explain the legal principles which prohibit the 
recognition of any entity other than an incorporated city, bor- 
oigh, or unified municipality as a unit of local government in 
Alaska. We advised by those memoranda that general revenue 
pharlug with an unincorporated community would be unconstitu­
tional. In order to avoid the conclusion that AS 29.89.050, 
"State aid to Native village governments," is unconstitutional 
and vo.d, we suggested that the legislative lntrnt behind that 
section was to provide state assistance for public services in 
unincorporated communities.

Any community located within a municipality is a part 
of the municipality. Adult members of the community are eligi­
ble to vote in municipal elections and the municipality is tne 
unit of local government for that community. There is no need 
for the state to provide services through another organisation 
where a municipality exists. To do so would contravene the 
constitutional provision that "all local government powera 
shall be vested in boroughs and cities." Alaska Const., art X, 
f  2 .

Accordingly, we advise that AS 29.89.050 should be 
administered not as general revenue sharing, but as aid for 
specific purposes which are identified in a manner similar to 
that provided for aid to unincorporated communities in chapter 
60, SLA 1981. Payments ahould be made under AS 29.89.050 only 
for the benefit of communities located outside any municipality.

We understand that the Senate community and regional *



November 18Palmer McCarter, Director 
CRA-Local Government Assistance

affairs committee has discussed introducing legislation to 
amend AS 29.89.050 to provide for aid to unincorporated commun­
ities similar to chapter 60, StA 1981. Such legislation would 
confirm our interpretation of the legislative intent behind AS
29.89.050 and would avoid the constitutional problems discussed 
in our earlier memoranda. We hope that this answers your ques­
tions.

UJ>/pjg
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March 31, 1982

MEMORANDUM

To i Gordon Top*
Senator Karttula'a Offie*

Front McKi* Canpb*ll
Senator Gilman's Office

Attached is a copy of proposed language for the House C&RA 
Conmittee to consider amending SB 180 (the Title 29 revision). 
Objections have been raised to the Short Plat Procedure 
currently contained in the bill. The attached language is 
a rewrite of the existing Sec. 29.33.170 (waiver in certain 
cases).

Steve Monnissett did the rewrite and, according to him, Mr.
Moore of tha Alaska Realtors Association approved ot the 
language when Steve read it to hln over the phone, hr.
Moore is scheduled to pick up a copy of the language today 
and we hope he will call Senator Ferttula to discuss i t  with 
him.

We believe that new language allows tha latitude tha realtors 
desire while remaling consistent with the rest of the 
chapter. I believe the House C&RA Committee is very interested in* 
Senator Kerttula*s opinion on this matter.

Attachm ent
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SUBJSCTt Municipal governnent
(CSSB 1 8 0  (CttA) am)

* 4 ' *+ *• * *** *  1 ^  * /  •/ >]T-I
TO* l i p r t i i n t t t l v i  Patrick  M. O'ConnellChairman, House Community and Regional

Affairs Committee
FROM s Tsmara Brandt Cook

Legislative Counsel^£ /

I  have discovered three technical mistakes in CSSB 1 8 0  (C&RA) am which is  currently in your committee.
Chapter 1 4 , which begins on page 3 1  i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  
:ica l to  the provisions des 'lng  with th s c a p i ta l c i ty  in tly  contained in AS 2 9 . 1 1 . 5 1 0  - 2 9 . 1 8 . 8 1 0 . However,ldeatl curren tly

Sec. 7 . Chapter 1 4 3 , SLA . 1 9 7 8  provides th a t th e  C ap ita l C ity  Xncorpo Act **. . • takes e ffec t 3 0  days a f te r  c e r t i f i ­cation t w oond issue for costs of re lo ca tion  o f th e  
cap ita l has teen adopted by th s voters of tha s ta te " .  Thia a ffec tiv e  date was Inadvertantly omitted from CSSB 1 8 0  
(C8 KA) aa, so th a t Chapter 1 4  takes e ffe c t on tha e f fe c t iv e  data the Act. Z would recommend th a t an e f fe c tiv e  da te  sim ilar to th a t contained in  Sec. 7 , Chapter 1 4 3 , SLA 1 9 7 8  be added with respect to Chapter 1 4 , or th a t th a  f i r s t  
sentence of Sec. 2 9 . 1 4 . 0 1 0  be changed to reads 'T h ir ty  days a f te r  c e r tif ic a tio n  tha t a bond issue fo r costs o r re locating  the s ta te  capital ha» been authorised by tn e  “voters o t the s ta te  there is  created and incorporated a c i t y  
or tne s ta te  as tne capita l c ity  of Alaska th a t ia  e c i ty  o f  the f i r s t  c la s s ."
2 . On page 1 3 2 . lin e  2  there 1 s a reference to  AS 3 4 . -
1 0 . 0 7 0  -  3 4 . 1 0 , 2 2 0  which has been carried  over from e x is t in glav . Those sections have been repealed aad th e  reference should be deleted from th is  Act.

i



W ' V & ■*
3 . On page l? 2 f l in e  2 8  an ax lttln g  ehaptar In T i t le  2 9  waa Inadvertantly omitted froa the repealer* . AS 2 9 . AS ahould be repealed in  th ia  Aet, alnce m ate ria l c u rren tly  l a  
AS 2 9 . 4 8  haa been reorganised-into Chapter 3 5  o f th ia  Act*

.
Pleaae contract ae i f  you have any queatlona regard ing  th ese  
te ch n d a l corrections and le t  aa know i f  you o o u ld ll ic e  th e  corrections incorporated in to  a committee s u b s t i tu te  fo r  your committee.
TBCtljb
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Amendments to CSUB170 and CS6S180 ,
Municipal government

P r o b l e m !  N o  l i m i t a t i o n  i n  m a d e  u p o n  t h a  e x e r c i s e  o f  p l a n n i n g ,
platting and zoning authority with respect to projects 
authorised by a stats or federal agency. This could 
result, i n  th* arbitrary and/or unreasonable exclusion 
ox restriction of natural resource development on 
federal, state and fee lands.

.Solution! Insert language in the bills which would prohibit
local zoning decisions froa interfering vitir federal or
s t a t e  a g e n c y  d e c i s i o n s  p r o v i d i n g  for t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  O f  
n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s .

C o m p a r e :  AS 3 5 . 3 0 . 0 3 0  w h i c h  a l l o w s  t h e  g o v e r n o r  to w a i v e

c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  l o c a l  z o n i n g  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h s  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a p u b l i c  p r o j e c t .  ,

.Methods: (li Impost* l i m i t a t i o n  i n  C h a p t e r  40 o £  T i t l e  23,
d e e d i n g  w i t h  the e x o r c i s e  o f  z o n i n g  p o w e r s .

(2} S i n o u  !>onti» rule m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  are n o t  «utoj*ct 
t o  C h a p t e r  40 [except S S 2 0 0  / s u b d i v i s i o n  o f  s t a t e  land) 
« u q  m u  (title to v a c a t e d  area**)), a s  2 9 . 1 0 .  iio, 
r e f e r  to l i m i t a t i o n  i n  C h ^  t a r  40 by i n s e r t i n g  a n e w  
u u b s c c t i o n  In AS 2 9 . 1 0 . 1 1 0  ( l i m i t a t i o n  o f  h o m o  r u l e  
p o w e r s ) .

L a n g u a g e : A . A m e n d  AS. 29.. 40 b y  a d d i n g  n n e w  s e c t i o n  210. T w o  
Alternatives are suggested:

Alternative 1:

Sec. 2 9 . 4 U . 2 1 0 .  A C T I V I T I E S  A O T B O B 1 1 E O  81 9T. f* A G E N C I E S .  

O r d i n a n c e s ,  r e g u l a t i o n s  o r  p e r m i t  d o c i a i o n s  a d o p t e d  o r  p r o m u l g a t e d  

u n d e r  A3  2 9 . 3 3 . 1 9 0  O r  AS 29.40 m a y  not p r e c l u d e  o r  o t h e r w i s e  

i m p e d e  an  a c t i v i t y  c o n d u c t e d  p u r s u a n t  lo a lease, l . c s r u e , p e r m i t  

jk  o t n e r  w r i t t e n  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  U e u c d  b y  a s t a t o  o r  f e d e r a l  r e g u­

lato r y  a g e n c y  o r  d e p a r t m e n t  n a v ^ a g  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o v o r  the a c t w I t y .



AS 29.40.210. OSSS OF STATS CONCEIOf. (a ) Ordinancea, 

regulations and permit decisions adopted or promulgated 

under AS 29.35.ISO or a s  29.40 may not arbitrarily or unreasonably 

restrict uses of stato concern as defined in subssotion (b)
0  A* v j ;  • 1 gL ’ '• • lm.\ .*» A . ^ k; ' s?5.j z\Sf : • * -‘I*
of this section.

(b) Uses of stat* oene e m  means those land end 

water usee which would significantly affect the longterm 

public interest. These uses inolude*

(l; uses of national interest, including ths us# 

of resources for the siting of ports end major facilities 

which contribute to mooting national energy needs r construction 

and maintenance of navigational facilities and systems, 

resource development of federal land, and national defense 

and related security facilities that ara dependant upon 

coastal locations t

(2) uses of mors than local concern, including 

thca> land and water uses which confer significant environ­

mental, stcial, cultural, or economic benefits or burdens 

beyond a single ccastal resource districti

(3) the siting of major energy facilities, activities 

pursuant to a etete oil and gas lease, or large-scale industrial 

or commercial development activities which are dependent on

* coastal location and which, because cf Lhelr xagnxLude or 

the magnitudo of their effect on the economy of the statu or



the surrounding area, are reasonably likely to present 

Issues of more than local significance;

(4) '  facilities serving statewide or interregional 
transportation and communication needs; and

(5) uses in areas established os state parks oar

recreational areas under AS 41.20.010 - 41.20.505 or as
.

stats game refuges, game sanctuaries or critical habitat 

areas under AS 16.20.010 - 16.20.320.

B. Amend AS 29.10.ljf: by adding a r»ew subsection 

37 (and renumbering the preaent subsections 37 and 

following) to retd as follows;

(37) AS 29.40.210 (activities authorised hy state

agencies)•

-3-
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Hon. Arliss Sturgulewskl 
Chairman
Legislative Budget and 

Audit Conmittee 
Pouch V 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Arliss:

I attach a copy of a letter of coaoen. on HB 170/SB 180 
vhlcb I commented on during the Saturday morning hearing last 
December. I have looked at Conmittee Substitute for Senate Bill 
180 which I understand passed the 8enate with six amendments on 
March 11, 1982 (I do not yet have the amendments). I find that 
the comments I made In the letter on the bonding sections were 
not reflected at least In the Committee Substitute I have at 
hand. I will examine the amendments to see If any of them dealt 
with that subject matter.

Arliss, you may recall I came In early on a Saturday morning 
tor the telephone conference meeting with the Conmittee and I 
thought generally that my technical comments were acceptable to 
the Conmittee and Its staff. Some of them are fairly Important 
from a bonding point of view particularly In the ability of local 
governments to Issue revenue bonds for any purpose as long as 
taxes are not Involved.

this.
Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance on

With Kind Regards,

Eric E. Wohlforth

EEW/an

Enclosure - as stated.



TIMOTHY O. MIDDLETON www - w . .  . . . . .  A m  A CODI I
P t T M  A N O rrt lN O C R  ANCHOR A O * .  A L A S K A  • • • 0 1  S ?« .« 4 0 t
R O ICRT  M. J O H N AON 
OKO ftO I T. m iK M A N

November 30, 1981

Hon. Don Gilman 
State Senator
Chairman, 8enate Committee 
on Community and Regional Affaire 
Pouch V 
State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Hon. Pat O'Connell 
8tate Representative 
Chairman, House Conmittee 
on Community and Regional Affairs 
Pouch V 
State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

•
Dear Senator Gilman and Representative O'Connell:

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to conment on com­
mittee substitute for HB 170/SB 180, a revision of the existing 
Title 29 of the Alaska Municipal Code. The slowness of the mails 
(your letter vas dated November 16 and received here on November 
23) and tbe year-end rush prevents us from participating in your 
calendared hearing for December 5 and 6 in Juneau.

Nevertheless, please let us submit for the record the fol­
lowing comments with respect to the above draft bill:

1. I point out to the Committee that the 1972 revision 
of the Alaska Municipal Code deleted references to "city" or 
"borough" (except where required) and used the term "municipali­
ty". I do not see the utility of going back to using "city" or 
"borough”, especially when the unified city and borough of Anch­
orage operates under the teohnlcal nomenclature of "Municipality 
of Anchorage”.

2. With respect to AS 29.47.040 and 29.47.120 and 29- 
jl .47.200, in my opinion a sufficient and full expression of the

A b J i nature of a general obligation bond or note is that "the full
y U  faith and credit of a municipality are pledged". Note that ii

the first two mentioned sections variant phrases are used (e.g.,

_ _ _ _________ _______ ____________________________ _______



Hon. Don Gilman 
Hon. Pat O'Connell 
November 30, 1981 
Page 2.

"a pledge of the full faith, credit'and unlimited taxing power of 
the city and borough" is referred to in A8 29.47.040, line 23, 
and "the full faith, credit, taxing power and resources" Is re­
ferred to in AS 29.47.120, line 26. All three sections should be 
made consistent and an adequate expression is to the "full faith 
and credit".

**:• • j •" A

3. AS 29.47.180, line 13, the redundant phrase "nego­
tiable or nonnegotlable" should be eliminated.

4. AS 29.47.190, line 16, the term "bond authorisation 
ordinance" has required where applicable that lengthy ordinance 
proceedings must be undertaken by a municipality prior to submit­
ting a bond proposition to the voters. Unless the Committee 
feels there are pollcj^yjhfiflftb for this requirement, the inser­
tion of the term 'TO ̂ resolution" after the word "ordinance" would 
give municipalities the option to abbreviate this procedure prior 
to submission of the proposition to the voters.

5. The most important suggestion I would make would be 
to restore the language of 29.58.200(c) into next section 29.47- 
.350. This language provides "A municipality may also issue 
revenue bonds for any lawful purpose. The bonds are payable from 
any amounts pledged by tbe municipality except taxes and do not 
constitute general obligations of the municipality." The analo­
gous provisions of proposed 29.47.350 would require that revenue 
bonds be payable solely from the revenue and property of the 
project being financed. This -8 an unnecessary limitation which 
was overcome by the above quoted language of 29.58.200(c). The 
reason for the AS 29.58.200(c) language was twofold:

(1) A municipality might desire to issue revenue 
bonds secured by the project bping financed and another 
project already constructed. Such bonds would not be gener­
al obligation bonds, but would simply be bonds secured by 
the revenues of more than the project belnp financed.

(2) Secondly, a municipality might desire to 
issue industrial development bonds which are not necesearily 
secured by the project being financed, but are otherwise an 
obligation of the company on whose behalf the bonds are 
issued.

Botb of those courses of action are desirable, but 
would be inhibited by the provieions of AS 29.47.350, page 138, 
lines 27 and 28; page 139, line 6 and line 14. In all these 
cases, revenue bonds may only be secured by the revenues of the



projects being financed* Finally, 29.47*350 should more appro­
priately be made a part of Article 4 or 6 of the Chapter* Per- 
haps as Section 270 or 460*

Thank you for the opportunity to consent on your proposed 
revision.

Very truly yours,

WOHLFORTH A FLINT

. Pat O'Connell 
November 30, 1981 
Page 3*

cc: Mr. Robert Berry
Assistant to 8enator Gilman
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H.
Collate* 
Sturgulewski 
Perguson

•» Vice-Chairman

June 28, 1982

465-4934
465-4935

Pouch V 
Seat* Capitol 

Juneau, Alaaka 99811

M E M O R A N D U M

Tot Senator Don Gilman
Chairman, Senate Community and 

Regional Affair*. Committee

Promt McKie Campbell
Professional i M W f t n t  
Senate Community VJfad Regional 

Affairs Committee

Subjectt Department of Community and Regional Affairs 
Submission on SB 180

Rather than submitting a standard enx wiled bill report to 
the Governor on SB 180, the Department of Community and 
Regional Affairs has submitted a memorandum from Commissioner 
McAnerney to Governor Hammond along with memorandums from 
Deputy Commissioner Richard Aks to Commissioner McAnerney, 
from Jim Kohler, Deputy Director of Community Planning 
through Larry Kimball, Director of Community Planning, to 
Commissioner McAnerney, and from Palmer McCarter, Director 
of the Local Government Assistance Division, to Commissioner 
McAnerney. Attached to the LGAD memorandum is a memorandum 
from David Swanson, State D e m o g r a p h e r ,  to Riehard Aks.

The package is somewhat unique In that though each of her 
Direct' -a and her Deputy Commissioner strongly recommend 
veto ot SB 180 and carefully detail their reasons, the 
randua from Commissioner McAnerney to Governor Hammond 
glosses over the problems raised and recommends passage of 
the bill.

Though I will occasionally refer to the Direetors' and 
Deputy Commissioner's memoranda on specific points, I would 
like to focus on the memorandum from Commissioner McAnerney 
to Governor Hammond. The memorandum from Commissioner 
McAnerney is a very skillfully written, 4 1/4 page effort



drafted by Av Gross. It would seam that haying an attorney, 
in the employ of the North Slope Borough, draft a commissioner's 
recommendation to the Governor would raise questions of 
propriety. This is particularly true when passage of the 
bill in question would result in over $20 million a year 
flowing from the state general fund and other municipalities 
to t*ie North Slope Borough.

The first paragraph of the memorandum states that most of 
the changes in the bill are necessary, have been supported 
by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, and are 
also supported by the Municipal League and most local govern­
ments. That is true. What is not said in the first paragraph, 
however, is that the Municipal League, most local governments, 
and Commissioner McAnerney's own Directors are now uniform 
in their recommendation that SB 180 be vetoed.

The second and third paragraphs of the memorandum complains 
that discussion of this bill seems to focus not on the 
positive changes the bill makes, but on the three specific 
negative amendments. The people and organisations who are 
now calling for veto are completely and totally aware of 
good aspects of SB 180. The Municipal League, th* Alaska 
Municipal Attorneys Association, the Alaska Municipal Pinance 
Officers Association, Senator Sturgulewski and you are among 
those who have the greatest investment of time and effort 
in the Title 29 revision. The feet that you and these other 
persons and organisations are calling for a veto of SB 180 
is a measure of the depth of your conviction that these amend­
ments have tragically crippled SB 180 and that the wait until 
next year to pass a revised Municipal code will not have damaging 
effects.

The fourth paragraph simply dismisses the amendment forbidding 
municipalities to regulate the possession and use of firearms 
is not being a substantive matter. The paragraph says that 
should municipalities consider this a serious matter, they 
can press for change. It appears that many municipalities 
believe this is a serious enough matter to mention it promi­
nently in their veto requests. The fourth paragraph also 
says there is one municipality in the state that has adopted 
ordinances relating to the use of firearms. This is incorrect.
I believe every one of the larger mmieipalities throughout 
the state have rather detailed local ordinances on the use 
of firearms. Brian Porter, the Chief of Police of the 
Municipality of Anchorage, feels strongly enough about this 
issue that he.has sent a special veto request to the Governor 
on behalf of the Anchorage Police Department.



The fifth paragraph of the memorandum discusses the population 
amendment. This amendment would count all "permanent residents" 
and all workers in isolated job sites. As the Attorney 
General's Opinion on this natter makes plain, this language 
is very ambiguous. Zt may well exclude large numbers of 
seasonal cannery workers that are now included in U.S.
Census accepted population countr.. Despite this clear 
warning in the AG's Opinion and in memoranda from Dave 
Swanson, State Demographer, tha drafter uses the Bristol Bay 
Borough as an example of a municipality that would benefit 
under this amendment. The reason for this choice of example 
is obvious. The fact that the Bristol Bay Borough might in 
fact be substantially penalised is ignored. It is understand­
able, however, why the North Slope Borough was not used as 
an example because precisely the services that are listed in 
the fifth paragraph of the memorandum (police, fire, sewage, 
etc.) are those not provided to workers in isolated job 
sites on the North Slope. You have said repeatedly in the 
past, and I believe this is shared by the Municipal League 
and Senator Sturgulewski, that you would support some adjust­
ment in the regulations governing state revenue sharing and 
municipal assistance to make certain that municipalities 
which do have an influx of non.esident seasonal workers are 
compensated in some manner for this. Such an adjustment in 
regulation could very easily be done under existing law.

The sixth paragraph acknowledges that this amendment is seen 
by many as special interest legislation benefiting only the 
North Slope Borough. The paragraph references an Attorney 
General's Opinion by Rod Pegues but attributes a conclusion 
to that Opinion that I do not believe can be found there, no 
matter how strained the reading. What the Opinion does say 
is, "We have concluded that the word 'population* as used in 
the new Revenue Sharing Act, AS 29.88, includes all those 
persons who would ordinarily be counted in a given locality 
by the census." This is exactly the standard imposed by 
existing law .and clearly contrary to the proposed amendments 
in SB 180.

teragr^ph no. 7, *he first paragraph on the third page, 
repeats a theme that has often been sounded by proponents of 
these amendments. It suggests patching the law with regulations 
to make it workable until next legislative session and then 
letting the legislature pass new legislation to amend the 
policy if it appears faulty. In his memorandum to Commissioner 
McAnerney, Deputy Commissioner Richard Aks points out the 
foolishness of this approach. This approach would wind up



with an administration enacting very controversial regulations 
in its final days, and there is no guarantee that the legis­
lature will be in a position to address this issue early in 
the .session. It will be a new legislature, with attendant 
organisational problems and lack of familiarity with many 
issues which take a great deal of time. I believe a new 
legislature would be reluctant to undo what the previous 
legislature had done without a very careful and long look, 
tfe all also know, that once you give someone something, no
matter how undeserved, it is very hard to take away.

••
Though forest lands are not specifically mentioned in paragraph 
no. 7, it should be pointed out that the forest lands problem 
will not lend itself to being fixed by regulation. Title 29 
is state law; however,the collection of local taxes is a 
local matter between the tax payer, the local assessor and 
the municipal attorney. The state has no authority to issue 
regulations or interfere in this relationship.

Paragraph no. 8 states that the final objection to the 
population amendment is that it complicates census counts in 
Alaska by using different standards than the federal census. 
While I do not agree this is the final objection, I do agree 
it is certainly an additional objection. Paragraph no. 8 
makes plain that either the drafter of Commissioner McAnerney's 
memorandum has not read the other atcached supporting memo­
randa from her Deputy ‘Commissioner and Directors or simply 
chooses to ignore them. In LOAD'S memorandum, a memorandum 
from David Swanson, State Demographer, is included. He 
points out that one of the problems with the amendment is 
that the term "permanent resident" is, "neither tied to a 
census definition of resident nor clearly defined. By 
departing from the definition used by the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, the amendment introduces a number of problems that 
have already been resolved during the 200 years of experience 
acquired by the U.S. Bureau of the Census." He then lists 
13 categories, with 16 subcategories, of persons whose 
residence would be in doubt under this amendment. Despite 
this, paragraph no. 8 says, "the counts that we will use 
will include "permanent residents" of a borough as that term 
is employed in the federal census." Icing over problems or 
pretending they do not exist does not c o jtribute to an 
intelligent discussion of the issues.

Paragraph no. 9 concludes that the amendment on population 
is not perfect by any means but holds that the basic approach 
of the amendment is sound and does not warrant a veto. I



strongly disagree with that conclusion. Nowhere in the 
- discussion of the population amendment does it mention that 

only the North Slope Borough would benefit from the population 
amendment attached to the tax limitation statute, that there 
would be an annual cost to the State of Alaska General Fund 
of over $18,000,000, and that virtually every other munici­
pality in the state could potentially lose large amounts of 
municipal assistance and revenue sharing as indicated in the 
chart published in the Senate Journal Supplement No. 53. In 
fact, this amendment may have the effect of taking away 
money from some of the very poorest municipalities in the 
state to give it to one of the very richest..

Paragraph no. 10, which is the middle paragraph on page 3, 
starts the discussion of the "forest land” amendment. The 
memorandum states, "the legislature has made a policy choice 
to treat timber like oil as a statewide resource subject to 
state rather than local taxation.” This is simply not 
correct. On three separate occasions, representatives of 
Sealaska Corporation testified in front of legislative 
committees urging the adoption of an exemption from municipal 
taxation fo: forest lands. On each occasion, the committees 
refused to adopt the amendment because it was only a partial 
measure exempting forest lands from municipal taxation but 
not placing them under any other form of taxation. Representatives 
of Sealaska were repeatedly told that a number of legislators 
would be willing to work with them to draft legislation to 
be introduced next session which would set up a statewide 
severance tax on timber and at the same time, through use of 
a tight definition, exempt commercial forest ltnds from 
municipal taxation. Representatives of Sealaska chose 
instead to have a very poorly drafted amendment attached on 
the House floor where it was not exposed to public comment 
and did not receive the benefit of any committee work.
Passage of SB 180 would result in no taxation on timber. I 
can ismgine nothing more dissimilar to this than the way the 
oil industry is taxed. Paragraph no. 10 says, "I gather 
there is no fundamental opposition to this policy decision."
Mhll'. a policy decision on the taxation of the timber industry 
may be appropriate in the future, it has not been made at 
thia time and passage of SB 180 would not result in the 
situation the drafter suggests.

Paragraph no. 11 states the authors of the forest lands 
amendment intended the amendment to apply only to commercially 
viable timber stands. I agree that this is what the authors 
of the amendment were concerned about. However, a reliance



on intensive lobbying and political pressure rather than the 
committee process and public discussion produced a very 
poorly drafted amendment which could have a devastating 
financial impact on municipalities throughout tha stats.
These effects became evident before the bill went to the 
Senate for concurrence, but a choice was made to gain a 
concurrence vote rather than allow the bill to go to conference 
committee where the problems could be worked out.

Paragraph no. 12 again employs the device of suggesting that 
opinion be sought from the Department of Law on meaning of 
the forest lands amendment, while ignoring the Department of 
Law's June 11, 1982 opinion specifically on this subject.
I aa certain the Commissioner was aware of this opinion 
because Z had discussed it with her at length a number of 
days prior to this memorandum's date.

Paragraph no. 13, the last paragraph on page 3, points out 
that most of the high quality commercial timber land in 
Alaska lies outside municipal boundaries and that federal, 
state and Nati e corporation timber lands within municipal 
boundaries are not subject to property tax until they're 
developed or leased for timber harvesting purposes. This is 
true, but it has nothing to do with the objection to the 
amendment. The objection to the amendment lies in the faot 
that it has been very poorly drafted and references a very 
broad definition contained in A8 41.17.950(6). This definition 
reads, "forest land means land stocked or having been 
stocked with forest trees of any sise and not currently 
developed for nonforest use, regardless of whether presently 
available or accessible for commercial purposes, and includes 
any such land under state, municipal or private ownership.” 
Opinions by both Legislative Council and the Attorney General's 
Office have stated that this would effectively exempt un­
developed land with trees on it from municipal taxation.
This is an opinion that is shared by municipal attorneys and 
assessors throughout the state.

In paragraphs 14 and 15, the memorandum overstates the 
opposition's case so that it is easier to argue against.
Despite what the memorandum suggests, n o one has suggested 
that a residential lot with a residence and trees on it 
would be exempt from taxation under this amendmenty however, 
undeveloped land, no natter what its intended purpose, would 
be exempt if it were tree covered. Using very conservative 
estimates, local assessors in boroughs throughout the state 
have estimated that they will lose from 7 to 53 percent of



their total tax base if this language becomes law. Having 
set up the straw man of any lot with a house and tree on it, 
the drafter of the memorandum then argues that the legislature 
would not have enacted such a basic change in the municipal 
taxing structure in this way. I believe the memorandums 
froa Legislative Council and the Attorney General's Office 
are clear on what the effect of the forest lands amendment 
would be.

Zn paragraph no. 14, the drafter engages in wishful conjecture 
stating, ”1 think most people will assume the amendment was 
not meant to apply to that type of property. Por those 
people who nay try to take advantage of an amendment which 
was obviously not meant to apply to them, the cost of a 
lawsuit against local government would he heavy, the benefits 
slight, and in ay view, the chance of success minimal."
This is in direct contradiction to the Attorney General's 
Opinion which predicts, "This amendment should become known 
popularly as the Lawyer's Relief Act."

Paragraphs 16 and 17 conclude the memorandum stating that 
the question comes down to whether SB 180 should be signed 
into law and then cleaned up by legislation next session or 
whether it should be vetoed and reintroduced next year. The 
memorandum says, "on balance having reviewed the arguments 
pro and con raised by people in this department and having 
considered it myself at some length, Z recommend enactment 
of this legislation." Z believe it is a point worth making 
that I am not a^are of any conclusions in favor of passage 
of SB ISO by members of the Department of Community and 
Regional Affairs other than the Commissioner. Z believe 
this is supported by the memoranda attached to the Com­
missioner's memorandum.

Zt is worthwhile to note that those persons who are now 
expounding the virtues of SB 180 and claiming that it is a 
vital and necessary piece of legislation are, in general, 
people who had no interest whatsoever in this bill until 
their amendments were attached to it, while those persons 
who have worked hardest and longest on the bill, including 
the Alaska Municipal League, the Alaska Municipal Finance 
Officers Assocatlon, the Alaska Municipal Attorneys Associ­
ation. and the pest and present Chairs of Senate and House 
Community and Rejional Affairs Committees, are all strongly 
urging the veto ot this legislation You are aware that 
these are the persons and groups that have the greatest 
investment in SB 180, who give up the most i t  it is vetoed, 
and yet they all join together to unanimously call for the 
veto of SB 180.
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May 26, 1982M E M O R A N D U M

TO: All Senators

FROM: A rllaa  Sturgulewsklva:
Senator, D la tr lc t 10-H

<&
U t HCS CSSB l80(JUD)amB

Tha Bouse version of Senate B i l l  180, "An Aet re lating to Municipal 
governnent, and providing for an effective  date," w i l l  soon be before 
the Sena, The auendnents nade to the Senate veralen. In ny v lw ,  
create se.lous probleas chat need to be resolved before f in a l passage of 
the b i l l .

Of ths nearly SO changes nade by the Bouse, the following Issues are the 
noat In need of further work:

1. Exception of private forest lands froa taxation,
AS 29.43.030(a)(7). This amendment vas added without analysis of e ffect  
on eurrent or future municipal tax-base or revenues. State 
reimbursement of lost reveuues, as provided for senior c lt lse n  tax 
exemptions, was not included In the b i l l .  The de fin ition  of "forest 
lands" referenced In the act Is extremely broad, and could apply to 
timbered land In a number of boroughs. The de fin it ion  of forest lands 
includes land, of any acreage, "...stocked with forest trees of any alse  
and no: currently developed for nonforest use, regardless of whether 
presently available or accessible for coancrclal purposes..." While an 
accurate figure of possible impact of this exemption lo  not avall*S le , 
the amount received by m unicipalities under the Format Service Receipts 
program In FT 81 totaled $3,773,194.43. (This amounts to about BE of 
to ta l national forest receipts during the year.)

2. Feaaltlea and Interest on delinquent taxes, AS 29.43.230.

By unanimous action on the Senate floor, the rates o f lntereat on 
delinquent real and personal property tax assessments was aet at 6X. 
Feaaltlea on late tax payments were set at 102. The House doubled these
Interest and penalty figures, raising the lim its  to 132 on lntereat and
202 on penalties.



•'■ser* .$? i ^ * .
3. Granting of Franchises and permits, AS 29.35.060-070.

4ti * ,T .*V
Tha Alaska Public UtUltlat Commission la seriously eoncarnad that tha 
revised language, coupled with deletions of existing law, undermine th< 
current "due process" requirements for granting franchises and setting 
rates for utilities not regulated by the AFOC. These concerns are 
complex, and need conference coneittee consideration.

A. Amending the definition of "population", AS 29.65.080(e),
AS 29.65.090(b), A8 29.60.020, AS 29.60.130(a).

I setting 
c e m s  are

j

AS 29.65.080(e),

These amendments revise the definition of population to be uaed by the 
revenue sharing program, eld to volunteer fire departments, limitations 
on property tax collections and limitations on taxation ef 
state-assessed oil and gas property. The direct fiscal impact on the 
state of this language would have been a loss of $18.8 million In FT 82 
general fund revenues froa state taxation oi oil aad gas production aad 
transportation property. In addition municipalitiea would have lost 
some $1.5 million In municipal assistance aad revenue scaring program 
grants that would be diverted to the Rorth Slope Borou»a. (See attached 
Table)

Tbe proposed larguage would elso create inequities In eligibility under 
these prograas. While temporary employees at "remote job sites" could 
be counted by some.communities, ths same type of temporary or seasonal 
employees located In or near other coamunltles could not be counted. 
Thus, the "in-town" seasonal employees found In many H a d * *  
construction and lumbering communities, that place demands en local 
facilities and services, would net fall within the definition of 
amployeea at "remote sites."

Finally, this definition of population could affect future state end 
local revenues from federal revenue sharing programs and all other 
federal programs distributed on ths basis of population. Including CETA 
funds, cooperative extension services programs and the new federal block 
grants. After several years effort, the U.S. Census Bureau has agreed 
to accept ths state's own estimates of population. This means that 
federal agencies now must use state population estimates In their 
funding formulas. The attached memo from the State Demographic warns 
that the proposed definition of population varies greatly from federal 
standards, and the state will lose Its hard earned ability to set 
population figures for federal programs.

Attachnenta

_______________
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D E P A K T M K V r  O F  L A K O H

§OX 114$Senator A rliss Sturgulewskl 1 a la a k a  $ $ $ i i
Senator Donald E. 611man
Pouch Y Hay 27 , 1982
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Senators:
In response to  your request fo r  an analysis of Amendment No. 10 to  House CS 
fo r CS fo r  Senate B il l No. 180 (copy attached ), I am providing the follow ing  
two examples o f the amendment’ s f isca l Impact.
1 . This amendment's defin ition  of population will cause the U .S . Bureau o f th e  

Census to reverse I t s  current acceptance of sta te -ass is ted  census re su lts  
for federal revenue-sharing and other programs. As an example o f  the f i s c a l  
Impact of such a reversa l, the c ity  o f  Nome is  curren tly rece iv ing a n o tic e  fo r  
a federal revenue-sharing entitlement of $908,820 fo r period 14 (1 0 /1 /8 2 - 
9/30/83) using a federal estimated population of 2 ,301 . By using the s t a t e -  
assisted census figure of 3 ,242 , the estimated revenue sharing en tltlm w n t 
could be as high as $423,494, an Increase of $114,674 In federal revenue-sharing,
I f  the amendment had been In effect when Nome did I ts  s ta te -a s s is te d  census, 
the potential for an Increase of $114,674 In federal revenue sharing would 
not have been possible . Similar Impacts will occur over the en tire  decade -  
projecting the loss for Nome to 1990 would find a loss o f  about $ 1 .1  m ill io n .

2 . Under the current policy being developed at Community and Regional A f fa ir s , 
no d t y  o r borough In the sta te  except the North Slope Borough has an 
"Isolated work s ite" as defined In the amendment. Had the amendment been 
1n e ffe ct la s t year, the following c i t ie s  could not have counted any of th e  
following seasonal workers msployed during the ir census counts.

Estimated S tate Revenue 
City Nimber o f Seasonal Workers Lost Sharing funds lo s t_______
Cordova 96 $32,000
Petersburg 95 $22,400
Wrangell 42 $10,900
Unalaska 890 $258,500
The preceding seasonal workers were counted because they met the d e fin it ion  o f  
a census residen t. F iscal losseTBue to the wendnent  would Impact every community 
with canneries 1n a manner sim ilar to those shown above.
S incerely ,

i w a v v S n ^
David Swanson 
State Demographer

Encl. (1 )
c c : Ed Orbeck, Commissioner



I think this method of illustrating 
the effects of population helps 
understand the effects of the amend­
ments in SB 180.

Bottom line is North Slope Borough 
taxed for operation in FY'82 
834,447,963. They can only tax for 
$32,207,512 under new population 
(7098) for PY'83; using 11,252 they 
can tax for $51,056,487.
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"Population is 
counted on July 1 
and serves as the 
basis for Revenue 
.'‘•h iring  .«•*-1 Mtuiu*i|»it 
Assistance for that 
fiscal vivii .iihI lln* 
cap an property tax 
for operating rev- 
iimu for Ilk* loll<br­
ing fiscal year.

There is no statu­
tory limit on the 
amount of tax a 
municipality can 
collect to |ay 
bonded indebtedness.

The figures after 
June 1982 are esti­
mates. The double 
set of figures in 
the oolnmt starting 
in July 1982 arc 
baaed on hypo­
thetical icpulations 
of 7098 or 11,252.
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS A G E N C Y

P O U C H  y . JTATE CA»i*CX 

JUNEAU, ALASKA 9» l  1'
907-46SJI3C

M E M O R A N D U M Ju n e  1 , 1982

SUBJECT: Amendment to municipal code revieion
(HCS CSSB 180 (Judiciary) am H)

TO: Senator Donald E. Gilman

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Legislative Counsel

You have asked for an interpretation of Amendment No. 17 to 
HCS CSSB 180 (Judiciary) am H adopted by the House. In
5  articular, you have asked whether the reference to AS 41.- 
7.950(6) can be construed to Incorporate other provisions 

of AS 41.17.

Sec. 29.45.030(a) of the bill lists the types of property 
that are exempt from municipal taxation. Amendment No. 17 
adds to that list "(7) forest land as defined in AS 41.- 
17.950(6)". AS 41.17.950(6) provides the following d e f i­
nition:

"forest land" means land stocked or having been stocked 
with forest trees of any size and not currently developed 
for nonfoitst use, regardless of whether presently avail­
able or accessible for commercial purposes, and includes 
any such land under state, municipal, or private ownership:

Under the terms of Amendment No. 17, a municipality would 
not be able to tax any property that meets this broad 
definition of forest land. Note chat the definition is not 
limited to tracts of a certain size or to tracts with 
commercial potential. Any land stocked with forest trees 
that is not developed for a nonforest use qaallfles for the 
tax exemption.

None of the other provisions of AS 41.17 are applicable to 
the determination of whether land «s "forest land" for the 
purpose of municipal taxation. I:, particular, AS 41.17.050(c)



June U  1982

■ 1 >'
I

[■*%? >
y / v

■B ,v  vf

’ ' 1 *

J' ■ , ' • •
authorizes the commissioner of natural resources to exempt 
certain forest lands "from the provisions o f  AS 41.17.010 - 
41.17.950". The commissioner is not authorized to exempt 
any land from provisions contained in AS 29. Nor under 
Amendment No. 17 would he have the authority to provide that 
certain forest lands are subject to municipal taxation.

TBCtljb



of value and revenue losses that would resu lt from proposed AS 2 9 .4 5 .0 3 0 (7 )
H I ‘iMunicipality Value Loss Revenue Loss % of tax o tse  lo s s

•Anchorage $456,415,224 $4,056,975 7k
Fairoanks 303,825,000 2,278 ,688 22k
Juneau 69 ,176 ,160 342,422 10k '
Kenai 474,041 ,744 1,597,561 27S
Mat-Su 469 ,397 ,469 3 ,670,688 53k
Ketchikan 55 ,798 ,245 97,647 13k
Sitka 45 ,168 ,945 135,506 U k
Haines 20 .995 .620 88.811 36k
Total $1 ,846 ,818 ,407 $12,268,298
Tnese figures are based on a s t r ic t  Interpretation of what appears t o  t>e very 
l io e ra l language. Therefore, the to ta l local revenue lo ss  could be
substan tia lly  higher.
Prepared at tne request of Senator 61 lean by the State A ssessor's o f f i c e .  
Department o f Community and Regional A ffa irs . Poll of Assessors conducted by 
telephone. *
TE/J1/0948Q

%
----------------- ------------------------------------
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Official Bm Im m
465-4934
465-4935

Donald Gilman, Chairman
Robert H. Ziegler, Sr., Vice-Chairmen
Mika Collacea
Arliaa Sturgulewskl
Frank Farguaon

Pouch V 
State Capitol 

Junaau, Alaaka 99811

Juna 4, 1982

Tha Honorabla Jay Hammond 
Governor, Stata of Alaaka 
Pouch A
Junaau, Alaska 99811 

D'-'tr Governor Hammond:

For tha past two legislative sessions I have worked long and 
hard for the passage of the Municipal Code Revieion. I 
never envisioned that I would spend the waning hours of the 
Twelfth Legislature writing you to urge your veto of this 
piece of legislation.

Unfortunately, urging your veto of HCS CSSB 180 (Jud) am H 
is exactly what I must do, and I urge it most strongly.

The manner in which the amending and changing of SB 180 was 
carried out embodies all of the worst that the legislative 
process has to offer. After innumerable hearings before 
standing committees, these amendments were inserted on the 
floor of the House. An intense lobbying effort on behalf oi 
the municipality and industry most favorably affected was 
then uncertaken to convince the Senate to concur with the 
amendment* without the benefit of a conference committee.
It 's absolutely the worst example of power politics I have 
ever witnessed. 1 am asking you as Governor of this state 
to rise above these tactics and veto this legislation, 
because if you don't, you will be condoning such iction.

We have already discussed t ese damaging amendments together, 
and I have enclosed backup information on them. Therefore I 
will be brief end simply mention the most objectionable 
portions of the bill.



1) As a result of the 1980 Census, the population esti­
mates of every municipality in Alaska over 500 were 
adjusted downward. The population amendments would 
benefit ..a municipality at the expense of the treasuries 
of the state and other Alaskan municipalities. The 
amendments would also hamper the ability of the state
to collect accurate population data, either resulting 
in double counting or forcing the state to keep a 
double set of books. Specific information of the 
effect of this amendment is enclosed.

2) I believe the forest lands amendment is potentially the 
most harmful addition to the bill though it certainly 
was not the maker's intention; sloppy drafting produced 
an amendment that would exempt virtually all undeveloped 
la. 1 with trees on it f.om municipal taxation. This 
has the potential for wrecking the finances of munici­
palities throughout the state. Specific information is 
attached.

3) The APUC has expressed strong concern over the portion 
of the revision dealing with utilities, and it is my 
understanding that Carolyn Guess is detailing their 
objections and will send them directly to you.

It is very unfortunate when a good piece of legislation is 
damaged so badly that a veto is necessary. Unfortunately, 
this is what has happened with SB 180, and an examination of 
the p b l i c  policy issues connected with the bill will clearly 
show a veto is called for.

Sincerely,

Don Gilman 
State Senator

Enclosures
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Committee on 
Community &  Regional Affairs

Donald Gilman, Chairman
Robert H. Zitglar, Sr., Vice-Chairman
Mika Collacta
Aril a Sturgulavskl
Prank Ptrguaon June 4, 1982

465-4934
465-4935

Pouch V 
State Capitol 

Junaau, Alaska 99811

PRESS RELEASE

FROM: SENATOR DON GILMAN'S OFFICE

Senator Don Gilman sent a letter to Governor Jay Hammond 
today strongly urging the veto of SB 180, the M u n i c i p a l  Coda 
Revision. In the letter Senator Gilman said:

"The manner in which the amending and changing of SB 180 w a a  
carried out embodies all of the worst that the legislative 
process has to offer. After innumerable hearings b e f o r e  
standing committees, these amendments were inserted o n  the 
floor of the House. An intense lobbying effort on behalf of 
the municipality and industry most favorably affected was 
then undertaken to convince the Senate to concur w i t h  the 
amendments without the benefit of a conference committee.
It is absolutely the worst example of power politics I have 
ever witnessed. I am asking you as Governor of this state 
to rise abo* these tactics and veto this legislation, 
because f you don't, you will be condoning such action."

As a result o* t  ̂ changes in the population definitions 
affecting the municipal assistance and revenue sharing 
programs, it is Senator Gilman's intent to work on a complete  
revision and combinatic of these programs. The Municipal 
League has announced it. willingness to cooperate w i t h  
Senator Gilman in this effort, and it is expected the Alaska 
Finance Officers Association and the Association of Mayors 
will also participate in the effort. Senator Gilson expects 
to prefile legislation on this matter for the start of the 
Thirteenth Legislature. If the Municipal Code Revision is 
vetoed as Senator Gilman is urging, he expects to prefile a 
revised version of that bill also for next session.
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M E M O R A N D U M June 1, 1982

SUBJECT: Amendment to municipal code revision 
(HCS CSSB 180 (Judiciary) am H)

i J'v ' ' . V \
Senator Donald E. Gilman

Tamara Brandt Cook 
Legislative Counsel

You have asked £or an interpretation of Amendment No. 17 to 
HCS CSSB 180 (Judiciary) am H adapted by the House. In

? articular, you have asked whether the reference to AS 41.- 
7.950(6) can be construed to incorporate other provisions 

of AS 41.17.

Sec. 29.45.030(*' of the bill lists the types of property 
that are exer-»t from municipal taxation. Amendment No. 17 
adds to that .st "(7) forest land as defined in AS 41.- 
17.950(6” . AS 41.17.950(6) provides the following defi­
nition:

"forest land" means land stocked or having been stocked 
with forest trees of any size and not currently developed 
for nonforest use, regardless o f  whether presently avail­
able or accessible for commercial purposes, and Includes 
any such land under state, municipal, or private ownership:

Under the terms of Amendment No. 17, a municipality would 
not be able to tax any property that meets this broad 
definition of forest land. Note that the definition is not 
limited to tracts of a certain size or to tracts with 
commercial potential. Any land stocked with forest trees 
that is not developed for a nonforest use qualifies for the 
tax exemption.

None cf the other provisions of AS 41.17 are applicable to 
t**e determination of whether land is "forest land" for the 
purpose of municipal taxation. In particular, AS 41.17.050(c)
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