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FISCAL NOTE

#él696NALYSIS “

Assumptions:

Claims - 1982 - 141,400; 1983 - 145,600; 1984 - 150,000. 3% growth.

Adjusted Claims (Adress changes, ammended, etc.)
1982 - 25,000; 1983 - 26,000; 1984 - 27,000

Forms - Mallout, response to request, forms racks mm225,000 1n
1982. Design would require name, address, property
description, proof of tax paid, a basis for separating
excluded payments from rent and property tax payments,
sttfement of eligibility, signature line and date, and other
required data.

Application and payment processing period - all year, supervision will

be provided by existing staff.

Program Summary:

Forms must be designed and distributed. Completed forms will be received
1n the mall. The mailed forms will be opened and all forms received will
be given a control number, checked for completeness, batched and data
captured. Computer programs will be written, compiled and tested to
enable the data capture, edit of document content, lIdentification of
forms which should receive corrective action or compliance checks,
correction of data, warrant release edit, garnishment processing, warrant
printing and reports such as warrant registers and reference to
Individual claim Information. The data captured claims will be processed
through the computer system with action required on correction errors,
handling garnishment hits, checking and release of warrants.

1. Positions -
FY82
1 PFT Systems Analyst R18 9 $2,838. mo. plus .32% costs

for 4 mos. m15.0
Begin design of computerized processing system.

Total *15.0



1 PPT Personnel Assistant R 12 9 $1,889. mo. plus .321 costs
for 3 mos. m 7.5

Recruitment, nlring, EEO and Contract Administrator, miscellaneous
personnel duties.

1 PFT Systems Analyst R18 9 $2,839. mo.
plus .32% costs - 45.0

Complete computerized system design. Performs maintenance and post
Implementation changes. Develop coding specifications.

1 PPT EDP Programer 11 9 $2,295. mo.

plus .32% costs m 20.7
3 PFT Tax Scanners R8 9 $1,487. mo. 9
plus .32 % costs * 70.0

Open mall, document control numbering, batching, batch control, data
capture, batch correction and warrant release.

4 PPT Tax Scanners R8 9 $1,487 mo.
plus .32 % costs for 4 <%s. - 31.4

Open mall, document control numbering, batching, batch control, data
capture, batch correction and warrant release.

2 PPT Clerk Typists R7 9$1,487. mo.
plus .32 % costs. 1 for 2 mos, 1 for 5 mos. m 13.7

Initial forms distribution, forms and supply services, accounts
payable Including voucher preparation.

Total - 189.0 "T89:TJ
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2. Other expenditures -

FY83
Forms and Instructions: 225,000 9 $50. * 11.3
Postage: Forms Distribution - 150,000 9 .20 * 30.0
Payments - 141,400 plus 14,000 re-malled
warrants 9 .20 -31.

Data Processing (Includes development, data
capture and production):
Computer Resource Units: 80,000 9 1.25

per unit m100.0
Comnon output units: 295 9 $31. (reports,
warrants, COM ) > 9.1
Storage Units: Distribution file 5,000
9 .90 - disk - 4.5
Misc. Including garnishments 400 9 .90-dlsk > 4
Backup file - tape - 1
Warrant stock: 141,000 9 $35.M m 4.9
Warrant Envelopes: 141,400 9 $12.43 M >1.6
Miscellaneous contractual (Insurance, machine
rental) m 5.0
Commodities > 198.0
Total
Commodities

Total



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

RE(%UEST .
Bill/Resolution No. sB 690

Title Providing Tax Credits for Property Taxes or Tax Equivilencv on Rent Paid
Requested by  senate Community and Regional Affairs Qatc3/2/82

I, FISCAL D% AlL
Agency Affected Revenue
°rogram Category ATfected General Government
BRU, Pro?ram, Or Subprogram(s) Affected public Service o~
(Note: IT more than one_bud?et component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 8 FY 8 FY 84 FY 8 FY 8 FY 87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 118.8 127.1 136.0
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL 3| 3.8 4.0
400 COMMODITIES .5 .6

S00 EQUIPMENT _
600 LAND & STRUCTURES !
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL -0- 122.8 131.4 140.6 -0- -0-

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 122.8 "131.4 " 140.6 -0- -0-
FEDERA FUND?
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 3756nni"  3/36mm -n- -n-
PART TIME 4/20mm 4/20mm A/POmMmMm -0-
TEMPORARY

[11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section [I1)

Program Summary: Distribute forms at counters and as requested by phone and letter.
Answer written, phoned and in-person Inquiries. Provide assistance 1n filling out
forms. Receive and put 1n porcess completed forms. Proper handling of returned
undeliverable warrants and re-maiiing of warrants when new address 1s r<*ce»sv®d.

i. Positions -

FY83

3 PFT Tax Examiners RIO 0 S1673. mo. plus .32 X costs 79.5
4 PPT Clerk Typists R7 0 $1487. mo. plus .32 X costs

for 5 mos. 39.3
Total no

2. Other expenditures -
Contractual.: hones, postage, misc.
V. DATE )/ I#% PREPARED

Originali Laé;iclatlva Finance  PHONE,
cCl Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/S1)



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

111. ANALYSIS
HB 690
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Commodities *5

Provide counter service, answer letters and phones, assist public In
filling out forms, process returned warrants at Juneau, Anchorage and

Fairbanks.



ANALYSIS OF SB 690

The following is a section by section analysis of SB 690
entitled "An Act providing tax credits for property taxes or
tax equivalency on rent paid; and providing for an effective

date.": * i

The first section of the bill would add a new section to
AS 43.20 to provide for arefundable tax creditfor a portion
of local property taxes paid on a dwelling occupied by the person
claiming the credit as a principal place of abode. AS 43.20.014(a)
(1) (2) (Page 1, line 11) would deal with individuals who have paid
all of the taxes or rent on the dwelling occupied as a princioal
place of abode, 1i.e. persons who did not share rent or mortgage/tax
payments or who did not rent out part of their abode. These
individuals would qualify for a credit equal tofifty per cent (501)
of property taxes paid up to a maximum of $300.For renters, this
section applies a "tax equivalency”™ formula of one per cent of
rent for each mill of property tax levied on the rental unit.
Renters are entitled to fifty peT cent of this tax equivalency

amount. In other words:

For Owners:

50% x property tax paid mm tax credit
(subject to the $300. limit)

For Renters:

50% x (1% per mill) Xx rent paid m tax credit
(subject to the $300. Ilimit)

Persons who paid all taxes or rent on their dwellings and who
may have both rented cr owned dwellings during a year would qualify

fcr a par: year owners ere Id: aaf a part year renters credit



provided that the total received could not exceed $300. per year.
For example, assume a single man or woman who oimed a $100,000.
condominium taxed at 8 mills for six months and rented an apartment
in the same tax-rate area at $500. per month for ;he remaining six
months. This"person would be eligible for the following:
As an Owner:
501 x ($100,000 x .008) x 1/2 (for six months)

or
501 x $800. « $400 x 1/2 - $200.

PLUS *
As a Renter:
50% x 8% x $3,000. - . 120.
Total Credit $320. (subject to $300. maximum)
Total allowable credit $300.

Subsection (b) of this section (page 1, line 25) deals with
persons who may have paid only part of the taxes or rent on the
dwelling they occupied. Examples might be a homeowner who shares
his or her home ath a roommate in return for rent»or two or more
persons sharing rent on a single apartment. Note that this situation
is different from the situation 1ir vhich a person owns a duplex and
rents out a totally separate dwelling to another. In such a case
the owner would be eligible to claim a full owner®s credit on the
portion of the structure used as his or her dwelling and the tenant
in the other unit could claim a full renter®s credit based on annual
it,**, paid. Under subsection (b) each person sharing taxes or rent
payments on a single dwelling could claim a credit up to a $150.

maximum-



The reason for the lower maximum is to prevent, for example,
two persons sharing rent on a seoo./®onth dwelling from each receiving
the $300. maximum credit while a single tenant pay: -g the entire
rent would have been limited to a total of $300. In other words,
Subsection Th) attempts tc ensure that persons will receive a more
or less equal proportion of rent paid as a credit regardless of
whether they share rent or tax payments with another.

For example, assume two single persons sharing rent on a
$900./month dwelling. Each tenant would be eligible for the
following:

(Assume the mill rate in the area is 8 mills)

501 x (8* x $450/month x 12) - $216.
However, Subsection (b) limits each tenant to $150. maximum. The

total credit received by both tenants will therefore be $300.
or the same as a single person would receive if he or she had
paid all ofthe rent on the dwelling.

Subsection (c) (page 2, line 2) applies the same formula
described in Subsection (a) to married couples. A married couple
Is allowed to file jointly for the credit and Teceive up to the
$300. maximum based on taxes or rent that one or the other has pa.d.
Subsection (d) (page 2, line 12) provides that only one dwelling
may be claimed at any one time to be a principal place of abode.
This subsection also provides that if a person lived in more than
one place during the year, he or she must calculate their credit
for each nortion of the year based on taxes or rent paid for each
dwelling. The S300. or S150. maximuns would, of course, continued

ts be applied.



Subsection (b) (page 2, line 24) states that the credits would
be paid directly to taxpayers by filing a return with the Department
of Revenue in essentially the same manner as presently utilized for
~reimbursement of political contributions or child care expenses under
AS 43.20.012. Fersons claiming a credit would file a form according,
presumably, to regulations that would be established by the
Department of Revenue. The return would include an affidavit swearing
that amounts claimed were based on actual taxes or rent paid or that
the taxpayer is otherwise eligible. Note that it is not anticipated
that extensive documentation would be filed with the return. Rather,
taxpayers would be subject to audit and criminal or civil penalities
for false filings. This method is intended to keep costs of
administration to a minimum while avoiding, to the extent possible,
fraudulent claims.

Subsection (g) (page 3, line 9) provides a number of definitions
and 1s laregely self-explanatory. "Abode" is defined to include
only the portion of a structure used as a dwelling. For example,
if an owner resides in one unit of a duplex and his or her unit
constitutes sixty per cent (60*) of the entire structure, he or
she could claim a credit based on 60* of total taxes paid on the
structure. The actual method of pro rating taxes or rents on
buildings used for multiple purposes would be established by
requlation. It would be preferable, in this regard, if such
regulations could use a relatively simple formula such as the
example outlined above. "Rent" to be counted tow-atd the allowable



Page 5

credit would exclude utility payments and would exclude.rent paic
through a public housing assistance program, i.e. not actually
paid by the renter. It is also important to note that mobile home
owners will he eligible to include both taxes paid on tbiir home
and spaf”™/rental payments in calculating their allowable credits.
See page 3, line 23. '

Finally, Subsection (h) (page 4, line 5) provides that credits
for property taxes or rent would be paid in the manner previously
utilized for payment of income tax refunds under the now repealed
Alaska individual income tax statutes.

Section 2 of the bill makes a technical amendment to allow
persons to file for their property tax/renter credits in the same
manner as presently used for political contributions and child care
credits. Section s would allow payments for taxes or rent paid
after December 31, 1981. In other words, persons would file returns
presumably in 1983 hased on all of tne taxes or rent paid during 19s2.
Section 4 provides for a "sunset" clause terminating the program
after sanuary 1, 1985, uUnless extended by subsequent legislation.

In conclusion, it should be noted that the property tax/renter
credit program would requii* appropriation to pay for returns filed
in 1983. Although a precise fiscal note has not been prepared, it is
possible to estimate the maximum fiscal impact by examining residential
property tax revenues raised by Municipalities during 1981. Department
cE Community and Regional Affairs estimates for 1981 residential property
;ax revenues were approximately $49 million statewide. If fifty per

cer.t (50*) of all of these revenues were allowable as a credit, the



allowahle maximum would be about $24.5 million. However, in many,
if not the majority of cases, the $300. or $150. limit on credits
established under the bill should hold the estimated actual fiscal
-'Imoact of the tax credit proposal to well below this figure.
Census data is available concerning the owner-occupied and rental
housing units in various regions throughout Alaska. A more precise
fiscal note utilizing these data and data on local tax and rental
rates should be prepared in the near future.



PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SB fi'

]. Page 3, Line 9 - Add to subsection (£) :

The department may adopt regulations necessary to ensure compliance
with the provisions of this section including, butnot limited to,
such regulations as may be necessary to ensure thatindiviuuals

recieve only the credits authorized by this section.

2. Page 3, Line 23 - Add after the word "dwelling"
used as a principle place of abode

3. Add a section to the bill to read:
Section AS 43.05.290 is amended by adding a subsection to read:
(j) The provisions of this section apply to returns, statements or

other documents required or permitted to be filed under AS 43.20.012 -
AS 43.20.014.



POSITION PAPER

Requested by: Senate Community & Regional Affairs Committee

Cnhioft* Senate B111 690

Departmental Position:  Qpposed

Remarks:

Currently there 1is a trend toward using State revenues to reduce local
property taxrs. Last year the passage of Senate Bill 125 alone caused a
direct reduction in local revenues statewide amounting to approximately 35%.
In addition, there are numerous bills currently before the Legislature which,
if passed, would either directly or indirectly (state aid to education, for
example) result 1n additional reductions in local property taxes.

IT that trend continues, Lhe Department is concerned that the amount of taxes
rebated under the proposed language would not justify the cost of the
administration of sucn a program.

On the other hand, If state collected revenues continue to decline, the
Department questions the advisability of establishing a costly program which
might be abandoned because of dwindling revenues.






COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
?/1/n2 rin.mce
FURTHER:
Date: Z jl1, m
Mr. President
,ir,».4 rmu
The Committee on Wt » iy - has had q-- ,

ithfTM zinr nunicipnlicito exenpt. hueinc'Bs in/*ntoric» frnn *R:catior

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

( 1 do pass [ Po not pass

[ ) do passwith attached amendments(s)

( ]same title
( 1 vreplace with CS for ( J new title

and recommends

( 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note

( 1 reports it back without recom®tendallon

[ J referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
1
CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



ALASKA 13 INVENTORY TAX

The 1inventory tax 1is the most unfair and inequitable business tax

in Alaska today. This tax has been condemned repeatedly by the
Federal Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and

by innumerable state level Ilegislative and administrative studies.
Many of their conclusions are well known and we think it is unnec—
essary to dwell on them at length, but we do think they shoul 1 be
stated briefly for the record. The 1inventory tax 1is unfair in that
it bears no relation to profit or loss, placing a heavy burden on
one segment of the business community which 1is not shared, either

by private citizens or by other segments of the business and pro—
fessional community. The business or profession that docs not hold
merchandise for resale, but who may deal with services, professional
or otherwise, pays no similar tax. In fact, the merchant who
attempts to compete efficiently by stocking more sizes to serve the
hard-to-fit, who has more inventory and less turnover, ends up paying

more 1inventory tax -- even if there 1is no profit with which to pay Iit.

Taxes on the same amount of inventory vary widely because of different
local tax rates and different methods used by taxpners in determining
"fair market value", with some taxpayers paying a tax on maximum

value while others pay on a much lower amount. Inventory taxes are,
by universal admission, almost impossible to administer Tfairly, even

by the most conscientious tax assessor.



Inventory taxes discourage the warehousing of goods within the
State and can cause serious disruptions in the flow of goods,
higher prices (such as freight) and more inconvenience to the

consumer. In Alaska, this is a matter of critical concern

When seeking to attract new industry nontax states openly advertise

that they have no inventory tax

Attached is a list of the forty (40) states, plus the District

of Columbia, that have acted to repeal or substantially reduce the
inventory tax. Note that twenty-seven (27) states, plus the District,
have completely repealed it or are in processof completely phasing

it out, (Note also, inthis connection, that on March 11, 1979 the

[Ilinois Supreme Court declared the personal property tax abolished

as of January 1, 1979 irrespective of whether or not the legislature

acts to implement its prior constitutional mandate.)

Most of these actions have occurred during the past dozen years

an'  there is every indication that the trend will continue. No
staio that has repealed itsinventory tax hasever reimposed it.
The evidence shows just theopposite., States that have abolished

the tax arc reporting increased business activity and more jobs
created from improvement in the state's business climate. State
and local tax revenues have increased due to improved sales tax

and income tax collections, Increases in the number of jobs lowers

welfare and unemployment insurance costs. The repealed inventory



tax 1increases the efficiency of city and town administration by
permitting greater attention to appraisal of real property and

other items of personal property that remain subject to tax.

And, most importantly, a repealed inventory tax removes the pyramiding
of inventory tax costs through the various trade levelswhich are

reflected in the price of consumer goods.

In summary, the inventory tax 1is unfair, unwieldy and unworkable,
and has been recognized as such by most states whichseek to attract
and retain a wide variety of business and industry. If a tax falls
unfairly upon a limited few, and if its enforcement 1is irregular
and compliance strained, then the tax should be abolished and a
better system substituted 1in its place. The tax on inventories

should be repealed.



Alabama

Ari zona

Cali fornia
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware

District of

Columbia

Florida

Hlawn i1

Idaho

111inois

Indiana

lowa

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi

Montana

Inventory tax repealed by constitutional amendment
effective 10/1/78.

State constitution exempts all inventories effective
1964 .

Inventories taxed at .51 of value effective 7/1/78.
95V exemption on inventoricr effective 1973.
Inventory tax phases out b> 1982.

Exempts all personal property, 1including inventories,
effective 1953.

Inventories exc rt effective 1974.
901 exemption for inventories of finished goods,
991 exemption for g>ods in process and raw materials,

effective 1978,

Exempts all personal property, including inventories,
effective 1347,

Inventories exempt effective 1971.
An approved constitutional amendment to ex mpt
all personal property, including inventories,

effective 1/1/79, has yet to be implemented by
the legislature.

35V cxcmptioi on inventories plus 201 property tax
credi t.

Annually increases personal property credits until
total exemption is reached, probably in 1986.

Inventories exempt effective 1977.

Local option phaseout of inventory tax is 1in
progress, each county having different effective
date.

All personal property, 1including inventories, 1is
exempt unless taxpayer 1is subject to the corporate
excise tax.

Inventories exempt effective 1976.

Inventories exempt effective 1967.

F.xempts manufactured products in hands of manufacturer
effective 1942.

931 exemption on 1inventories effective 197S.



Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oregon

Pcnnsylvan ia

Rhode Island
South Car 1lina
South Dakota/
Tennessee

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington
Wisconsin

Wyoming

Inventories exempt effective 1979,

1978 constitutional amendment phases out the
inventory tax over four years and authorizes the
legislature to exempt all other personal property.

Exempts all personal property, 1including 1inventories
effective 1970.

Inventories exempt effective 1966.

Inventories exempt effective 1974.

Exempts all personal property, including inventories

effective 1917.

Partially exempts manufacturers®™ inventories

effective 1/1/80.

Exempts all personal including 1inventories

effective 1970.

property,

Phasing in an inventory tax exemption of 65V.
Inventories exempt effective 1980.

Exempts all personal property, 1including 1inventories
effective 1939.

Exempts manufacturers®™ inventories effective 1966.
Exempts manufacturers® inventories effective 1962.
Inventories exempt effective 1979.

Inventories exempt effective 1972.

Inventories exempt effective 1973.

Inventories exempt on local option basis.
Inventories exempt in all counties that 1impose

license tax.

Inventory tax phaseout, with full exemption in 1983
Inventory tax phaseout, with full exemption in 1981
Inventories exempt effective 1972.
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February 18, 1982

MEMORANDUM

T0: Senators Bennett and Dankworth
Co-Chairmen, Senate Finance Committee

FROM: Senator Don Gilman
Chairman, Senate Community and Regional
Affairs Committee

SUBJECT: Senate Bill No. 709

The Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee
recently considered and passed on to your Committee
Senate Bill 709, sponsored by Senators Ferguson and
Sackett. This bill would create the Alaska Federal
Budget Impact Fund.

The fund would be administered by the Governor to fund
state and non-state agencies affected by Federal budget
cuts. The fund is not to exceed $30 million. Though
the Committee passed the bill out, we are concerned
about the need for an examination of Federal cuts
before state money 1is committed to offsetting then.

It is our unsubstantiated feeling that some of these
cuts leave gaps the state needs to promptly fill, others
may cause less serious problems, and in some areas it
may be unccnstitutional for the state to provide the
assistance the Federal government has traditionally.,
provided.

The Community and Regional Affairs Committee would Ilike
to suggest that you consider attaching a fiscal note to
SB 709 to provide for a comprehensive study of the effect
of Federal budget cuts on Alaska. The Department of
Community and Regional Affairs 1is the agency we would
suggest to perform such a study. They are currently
preparing a fiscal note on the cost of the study and

will forward the fiscal note to Legislative Finance as
soon as it is completed.

Thank you for your consideration.



DEPT.

OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVESERVICES

February 18, 1982

Elmer Lindstrom, Fiscal Analyst
Division of Legislative Finance
Legislative Affairs Agency

Dear Mr. jJjjdstrom:

As

fiscal

requested by the Legislative Finance Division,
note for SB 709 "An Act creating the Alaska Fed

Impact Fund."

enc

EAU. ALASKA 99111

;ed is a
*al Budget

Should you have any questions concerning this note please contact me
at 465-4709.

CC:

Division of Administrative Services

Senator John C. Sackett
Alaska State Legislature

Senator Frank R. Fergusc ’
Alaska State Legislature

Keith Specking, Legislative Assistant
Office of the Governor

Ron Lehr, Director
Division of Budget & Management
Office of the Governor

Susan Greene
Special Assistant to the Governor
Office of the Governor

McKie Campbell
c/o0 Senator Gilman



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

I.  REQUEC

Bill/Resolution No. -
Title An Act creating~the Alaska Federal Budgpt Impact Fund

Requested by Legislative Finance Date 2/16/82

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Community & Regional .Affairs
Program Category Affected__ Community Development
BRU, Program. Or Subprogram(s) Affected Administration. Of,ice of Commissioner
(Notes If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 82 FY 03 FY 84 FY 8 FY 8 FY 87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL 200 .a
400 COMMODITIES

50r EQUIPMENT

60u LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL 200.0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND ---200TTT
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TINE .
TEMPORARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section II1)

The Department will utilize these funds to conduct a complete analysis of the
impact of federal budget cuts on the quality of life in Alaska and provide
recommendations for the expenditure of funds authorized by this legislation.

These funds should be available for expenditure through FY83.

iv. date .prepared by* Richard Aks
o ) i ) AGErICY_jifipt, .of f.nmaunily- _.Regional. Allalis
Original! Legislative Finance hHONEjE531FI1Q
cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)



THE LEGISLATURF OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWELFTH UXHSIATORE

FISCAL NOTE.

!

RUWRMh.rinn NIn Se"ate Bl111

TiUe tP&tatidiy Lu Llic Litrdllull Of the Aldikd Buuyei Impact Fund and

Regulated bv »-BUIS"HVB PHIJTTO~ n,t, 41B7BT
n. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency effected Labor

pr ram Category Affected Sueldl services, kudiic Krotecndri

, Program, or Subprogram?!) Affected  tm.Syihent security, administrative services?
(Note Hmore than one budget component isaffected, separate line-rten mfmountsand funding foreach
component inthe analysis ssction.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

* QOccupational Safety and Health

FY 82 FY 83 FY84 FY 85 FYffe FY87

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EOUIPMENT

600 LAND A STRUCTURES
7Q0  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL 3.000.0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollan)

GENERAL FUND 0 3,000.0 0 0 0 0
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ll. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructians, Section 1)

The Employment Security programs (both Employment Service and Unemployment Insurance)
experienced massive cutbacks In federal funds 1n January, 1982. Based upon U.S.
Congressional action these are expected to be restored although cutbacks experienced In
1981 are not. Although furthei cutbacks are not xpected In FFY 1983, this Is unsure
considering the deficit climate at the national level. Cu rently no further funding
reductions are expected .n the OSHA program.

IV. DATE 2/18/82 PREPARED BY Wilcolaas W. Hr.
gency labor------—---—--—--

Origirel: Legislative Finance PHONE 466-2720

a; Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)






English Bay VIA
ofer Afatka 99603

December 29, 1981

Sena}]tor Don Gilman
Pouc
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Gilman,

The Village of English Bay (and Port Graham) has a
Protflem The "Attorney “General " recently declared that vve arﬁ
neligible to recejve’ State Revenue S arln(T; FunuS. (we are _also
currentl Ineligible to receive 3 Mum(:lp? Aid Grant). This
%Jggor unate deC|S|on legves us with few alternatives, = Last
ee
?0
HF

—

3 Revenue Sharm? Funds allowed us to provide man¥
ded services and_fynctions which, the Kenal Peninsula Borough
es not provide. Th year we WI|| not be a lFIe to provide
se sae %lceﬁ his deC|3|on [ to all ﬁm unities
ec e %t IS eC|3|on and we wou ike your help. In work-
on ch a ?alor amending the legis at|on or reversing the

In
At ornﬁzase r]e rr?e ﬂﬁo'vr\}'%ow | can Work W|th you In chanig

thi lece of legislation, | smcere We. can wor -
get?] P on this Isgsue and | look orward to ﬁearmg from you.
I
Sincerely, \
/hsjrCH.VI1 if /
Vincent Kvasnlkoff, Pe3|d?
English Bay Village Counci
mkn

cc. Reoresentat|ve Hu?h Malone
Representative Pat O'Connell



MY S. HAMMOMD, SOYBHUM

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY A REGIONAL AFFAIRS
OMSK*O fLOCAL SOYERHUEMTASSISTANCE ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 69601

November 13, 1981

The Honorable Donald E. Gilman, Chairman
Senate Community & Regional Affairs Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V
Juneau Alaska 99811

and
The Honorable Patrlck M Q' C?nnell Chairman
House Community & Regional Atfairs Committee
é(l)ajghaVState Legislature

Al .. L > QuOo 11

RE:  STATE REVENUE SHARING CONSTRUCTION AID FOR HOSPITALS

AS 29.90. 010 IE)rowdes state a|d or hosgntal fonstructmn as gart of the Staé
Revenue . S ar| Program.  This law makes it clear that the State is obligate
to provide ur] mgr up to 2% ercent of the total Proitect cost of constryction
or a hospita he' law, ever, 1S n?t as C e% the question of what
W |ch as been constructe W|th

Qccurs when a ub [C nop- protlt hosplta
State assista IS sold o a rivate for R ? fit corporation or ceases to
Berate as a ospltal If this type of tra does” occur, t u%Testlons of

[8 blic funds enrlchln? a prlvate cor oratlon and the m|suTe 0 ic_funding
ome under consideration.” In a OPII ﬁgu lations to implement t e ?eate

Revenue har|n? Pro?ram the DeP tment nas attemp te to address at least the
Potent|a problem oI wha cou se the State as 1f a hosR|ta Ce0 e« t?
unction. " 19 AAC 30.061(a)(4)(B 2] prQV| es a fo”™ula byw ich a_hospital that
"ceases to Ppe a hospital as. definex in AS 29.90.

) J]}OS ). within 20}/ rs after
the completion of construction repays the State Its contribu |on toward
tne cost of fonséructmg This secpon of the requlations IS sor??
%ontroversm based on advice from the Attor ey General's Office, may be
enuous

The statut]e covermg hospital construction does. not address what actions tht
State m|g t exeﬁms ecover 3tate construction alg and, there[ore this
section Of regulatjons Is a oroad Interpretation of the enabmg ?|slat|on
| have |scuised th|s otential roblem with Tamara CO?k the | g|s tive
attorney working with your comm tbees on tne rewrite of Title 297 She agrees
that 1t”Js a question that could be dealt with In the Title 29 review process
to clarify the intent of the Legislature.



WyBris5
«Th Honorable Donald E. Gilman, Chairman

The Honorable Patrick M O'Connell, Chaim.an
N%/gmber 13, 1981

| woul reciate it if the Community and Regional Affairs ¢

give tH|spr$1atter thet|r attention \A}rJ]enyurt ergmeetlngs are he?d on SB180/HB
Sincerely,
LEE MCANERNEY
COMMISSIONER

rl’!!/IcCarter

Director

cC: Helen %Irne Commssmne
in oc|a erV|ces
am ra Cook, Leqislative Affairs.
Ke|t pecg 9 Sgwlatwe Assistant
ffice of the Governor

m/ f

mmittees

S Wou Id

B170.

_W;



PROPOSED AMENDMENT REQUIRING REIMBURSEMENT OF STATE AID FOR CONSTRUCTION
IF A FACILITY CEASES TO BE OPERATED AS A NONPROFIT HEALTH FACILITY

OR HOSPITAL. (Re: memo by Palmer McCarter dated 11/13/81)

Sec. 29.60.235. REIMBURSEMENT OF STATE AID. To qualify for state
assistance under AS 29.60.230, the municipality or other sponsor shall
agree, if the hospital or health facility ceases to operate as a nonprofit
hospital or health facility within 20 years after construction of the
project is completed, to pay the state an amount of money equal to

(1) the fair market value of the hospital or health
facility at the time it ceases to operate as a nonprofit hospital or health
facility;

(2) multiplied by the amount of state assistance received
under AS 29.60.230; and

(3) divided by the total project cost.

Page 153, line 27:
After "hospital” insert "that 1is owned or operated or both by a

mu*_.icipality.nonprofit corporation, or other nonprofit sponsor”



TITLE 29 COMMTTEE MARK-UP
Comments from Steven H. Morrlssett
Attorney for the Matanuska-Susitna Borough

The Matanuska-Susitna Be ough nbs probably the only Alaslcr,
municipality to both declare Itself malapportioned and change Its of
government (from 5 to 7 members) 1r i°81. AS 29.23.023 and .025, adopted
In 1980 are conflicting and create corfusion In attempting to follow the

statutory process. The following revl lons are proposed to correct the
conflicts for HB 170:

29.20.070.  Delete subsection (d). It conflicts with subsection
(b) of AS 29.20.080, which requires an ordinance adopting a plan or plans
before submitting 1t to the voters.

29.20.080.  Subsections (b), (d) and (e) appear redundant In
part. The following amendments are suggested:

ﬁ/%ﬁlT 29.20.080.  ASSEMBLY RECOMPOSITION AND REAPPORTION-

°£a Not Iater than two months after the official
(H federal d?cennU census, the assemply
S determlne and declare bK “solution whether the
existin Pportlonment of the assembly meets the
-tandards of AS 29.20.060,

b). At other times the assembly may review on Its
own Initiative whether the existin rea portlonment of
the assem[tl)ly meets the standards of AS 29.20.060.

c) [leave as

d) “The assembl shall provide, by ordinance, for
a change In the exis md Pportlonment of the assembly
whenever 1t determlnes the apportionment does not
meet the standards of AS 29 20.060. At the sar.; time
the assembly ik. by ordinance, prowde for a change of
composition of “che”assembly.  Any chande must be ~sub-
mitted to the voters for “approval. If the assembl%
submits to the voters a form of representation whic
Licludes election of assembly members under AS 29.20
.070&b){23 or (b 53 the ‘assembly shall submit with the
proposition a proposed plan df apportioment which
corresponds to ‘the form_ of representation proposed.
The assembly shall describe the plan of ap ort|onment
In the ballot groposm?n and may resené lE)an In
any manner which 'Lt believes accuratel %SCH es th e
apportionment which 1S proposed under the form of



Title 2 Cgmmlttee Mark- Hp Comments from Steven H. Morrlsset®, Attorney for
Matanuska-Susitna Boroug

2

representation. If the assembly degrmmes that Its
eX|st|n% apport|onment meets the “standards of 9.20

maX submit the existing a porhonment as a
roPose f-apportionment of" as embIY seats. which
orresponds a form of rePres ntation Mich 15
roposed. Any change must e apg oved by a majorlty of
he voters voting on the question, exce t that 1f more
than one altermative Is  presented the alternative
recelvhn the most (\{otes over 40* of the total votes
cast s e adopte

The assdnbly shall adoFt an ord|nance and

submi the proposition to the voters wth|n six months
from the date on which 1t determmes that t e a(%)ornon
ment r'oes not meet the standards of
at the end of the slx-month time P]enod an ordlnan e
Prowdlng for reapportionment has ot been agprove g
he voters, the commissioner shall rOV|d for t
rea%ortlonment In accordance W|th the standards of ﬁg

éellvenng P’he Pda |n90 o bOFOUé)h rrnegfportlonment d

Changes are suggested In Section 29.45.400, relating to the tax

foreclosure redemption periods. The present language would never require
tax payments to be brought current. Proposed:

Sec. 29.45.400. REDEMPTION PERIQO.
Properties transferred to  the mummpah% are
eld by the municipality for at least one ¥ear uri g
the re emptlon Penod a art having an In erest In th
Pro erty ma)( edeem payin len amount

ncudln? all taxes due Ius enaﬂle Interest, and
costs,  Tncluding all costs Incurre under AS 29.45
440(a. Property redeemed Is subiect to all taxes,

assessments, 'Hens, and claims

s though 1t had
continued In private ownership.
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DPAPT
Law

For an Act entitled: An Act relating to aid to unincorporated communities;

I
and providing for an effective date.

BE IT EXACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. Sec. 2(a), ch. 60, SI.A 1981. is amended to read:

* Sec.

(a) During the period ending Juno 30, 19J33 [FISCAL YEAR
ENDING JUNE 30, 1982), the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs shall compute and pay an entitlement to each unincorporated
community in the unorganized borough. The entitlement for each
community shall be computed in accordance with (b) of this
section, and is payable by the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs in accordance with (c) of this section.

2(c), rh. 60, SLA 1981 1is amended to read:

(c) After notificationA(BY AUGUST 15, 1.981, 'HIE DEPARTMENT
OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS SUM L NOTIFY) each unincorporate
community that 1its entitlement 1is available, the department [.
TIE DEPARTMENT) of Community and Regional Affairs (WITH ADVICE
FfOM fi.K DEPARTMENT OF LAW) shall determine whether there is”
in t.fi nitincorporated conminity, an Incorporated entity or
in Vi ,;-ri*o_vijlage.council that [A KEDKRA1 Y CHARTERED
r.Kn.Y . AT OT POSSESS SO. KKN » ,b"nY *>) will agree
to < iva iu* *pi*nd the entitM ent -r-.y [m.GKIVKD UNDER THE
e ,ti = me*le *| ihero is, *a -1 eii ,n > > ml.d "im ity .
,, ro 1~ Iit « to alifled 1 e i r- ) I.< ®EiRRA* *.Y c.i1AKIKRKD)
ent If.y(,) K*™*, *the «nlLlele cut ivV.o department (DEPAKiMEa"
LFoaL it /) FtA - S) I.all >.y the c.ttinTorrent
e<0i*cy (UN “IR TIE M.l eL1. 9 to 1\o entity that the departrwiit
finds imt 111*lo<l *0 uleho and spend the money consistent

with (d) ...d (e) of ih1¥ <% I1t'll. (IN SELECTING THE RECIiI'IKNf

FNTI oY, SIK 1M, t-F « ti*uY AM) JiIFCIUMM.AI FA* S FHm I.



telephones
204 N FRANKLIN ST
007, 586 139
586 6526 JUNEAU: ALASKA 89801

March 3, 1982

The Honorable Don Oilman
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senitor Gilman:

The Alaska Municipal League urges you to aak the House Finance Committee
to recjnelder their actions in slashing $13 million from the FY 82 level
of thu municipal assistance fund, one of the line items in the shared
taxer section of the Department of Revenue FY 83 budget.

Several years ago, the Legislature repealed the gross business license
tax, 60X of which was autom atically rebated to the municipality in which
it was collected. The purpose was to make business taxes more equi-
table, not penalise local government. For that reason, the Legislature
established a municipal assistance fund, containing an amount "equal to
or greater"” than 10X of the corporate income tax received, but subject
to legislative approprlation.

The Legislature Intended that the municipalities use, for local tax
relief, any funds over and above that which would have been generated by
the gross business license tax rebate. As is indicated by the enclosed
questionnaire results, that is exactly what happened in most of the
major municipalities throughout the state as a result of the Increased
level of funding appropriated last year by the Legislature, it Fy 82
leva's are not maintained or Increased to recognise the 9X inflation and
the 4.7X population Increases, than municipalities will have only two
choices - cut back on services or raise the local taxes back up again.

The reason the 10X corporate Income taxes is lower thla year than lest
is because at the end of the 1981 session, the Legislature shifted ol

and gas taxation from corporate income to severance (SB 324). Aa waa
the case with the gross business license repeal, it is my understanding
that the intent was to maks o il and gas taxation more equitable, not
penalise municipalities. Unfortunately, if the Legislature eticks to
the "10X" instead of the "more greater" the reaults will be that munici-
palities and the local tax payera w ill be adversely impacted. Had there
been no change in the corporate Income tax law, 10X of the receipts
would be $108 m illion, inatead of the $74 million currently in the House

Finance version of the FY 83 budget.

MKMSER OF T>« NAfUNM IXAOUC OF area AVO IK NATYMM MW TrUNA OF OXMKt



Municipal Assistance - page 2

AML urges you to at least maintain the current level of funding and

preferably Increase to $99 m illion, an upward adjustment recognizing
inflation and population Increases. The latter amount is still

m illion less than what would have been shared without SB 524.

Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you have any

questions please do not hesitate r contact me.

enc:

Sincerely,

Executive Director

The Honorable Jay S. Hammond, Governor

The Honorable Terry M iller, Lieutenant Governor
Coosa*ssioner Lee McAnemey, Community & Regional A ffairs
Jerry Reinwand, Executive Assistant, O ffice of the Governor
Sue Greene, Special Assistant, O ffice of the Goxemor
Jessie Dodson, Special Assistant, O ffice of the Governor
AML Board of Directors

AML Legislative Committee
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Aj F  January 3, bJl
B 125 (Cl. S SLA I9ET)
CRA/AIt QUESTIONNAIRE SESfGNSES

Vv
were E-T 1932 REDUCTION MAS NEW LISTED 1IN
TAXES LEVEL CF FEES h RATE OR FEE SERVICES IS FLYING 3I»LCET FCR
9FOOCEQ7 1930 LEVEL 1931 LEVEL M/0 FUiI0JING CHARGES I .NOXLnS-0? FROVICEO?  ADECILChTE7 FY 82 rl 33
Kjiiclpality of Anchorage Yes 12.U6 mills 8.30 mills 12.06 mills* No Yes NO 1?31
average
Sr~stc 7 Bay Borougn Yes 7.5 0llls 6.5 mills 8.5 mills N/A No Yes NO Yes
Area./ide Areowide
falroir.ns North sta* Yes 6.2 mills 5.5 mills N/R No NO Ho NO Yes*
"iorctjh 8 W
t.ilnos oj°rc.ign Yes i.B milis I mill 3.3 mills m/a ho i0 YcS Vos
Clty/earcu”~n of Juneau Yes n.us mils 4.90 mills 11.73 mills No User No NO Yts
average fees
Ker.af “cflinsula Borough Yes 2.5 mlils 1.75 mills 2.63 mills NO No NO NO YeS
K.-icnlkert Gate«ey Borough na 2.5 rills 1.0 mills NR Yes NR MR NR HR
Area*13* \ Utility Rates
Kodak 1Is inJ I;rou;h Yet 7 mills 5.5 mills No ho MO Yes Yes
ecrcujh Yes 6.4 mills 6.7 mills 9.9 mills No NO Yes Ko Yu.
Marti iloo.- Borough NR
City/lcrjujn of Sitka Yes 3.5 mills 3.0 mills 5.5 mills NO Yes NO No Yes*
41 4* 45

Qr + At OpliC/le

- KOipu.se uvlejr, intonation estimate



WNICPRLITY

mictpalHy of Anchorage
Srost:* 3Jy 3oraugh

fairosr.ns North E*ar
Sjrcecgn

Vairit; iorough

CU)//barOJAn of Juneau

mﬂ ®rtinsula 3orou ,h
Kutmtten Gateway Borough

Kodak Is ad 3rough
Eoreuh
Sort mi’ oou Borjugn

CUy/Bcrough Cﬂ Sitka

A e i
"9p 1iC«.0I<I

Wir-:
TAXES
RFbUEEDY

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

IR

Yes

Yes

Yes

1930 LEVEL

IEZCXS mills

average

7.5 ranis
Areawide

6.2 mills
n

i.d mills

11.0S aills
a.erage

25 mills

2.5 rills
Areawide

IHIE

64 nins

;i? raills

LA KbspCLse unclear, information estimat"d

1981 LEVEL

8.30 mills

6.5 mil Is
Areawide

5.5 milis

(o]

1 mill

4.90 mills

1.75 mills

1.0 mills

5.5 mills

6.7 mills

3.0 mills
U

eet 1932
LEVEL
W/0 FU-01.\3

12.06 mills*

3.5 mills

N/R
35 mills

11.73 mills

2.63 mills

NR

9.9 mills

5.5 cills

4]

reojction
Cf FEES 4

CHARGES

No

K/7A

n/A

No

N

Yes
Utility Rates

to

H

has
RATE OR FEE
1S"CwCASED?

Yes

So

NO

NO

Yes

new
SERVICES
PROVIDED?

No

AN

NO

YcS

Yes

to

listed in

CbNJ-T FGP.
FY U ri 33

iS5

Yes
Yes*
Yes
Yes
Yes
HR
Yes
Y.«
Yes*
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fCi
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3
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1<5m'ils
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055 nil It
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129 » U h

137 ;1lls 24 137 2. 113 2t
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S5nills n

3 mills

22

12.0 mils

*/55ills

4 mills 34

6.55 nills

Bmils U

7.2 tills

12.3 mill 32 Exited Sales
Ta> on lu.3t.inj
and utilities

NR Fuol J. Utilities

H No

7 mills 34 No

NR 1'0

34 tic

\

M No

Kh No

6 mills 32 No

it NO

lie.Us to XA. \o

12.5 rallls

Unknown 1o

No

No
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i's
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REFORM OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS FOR LOCALITIES
IN * ALASI® A

Recommendations for Action by the Governor

State of Alaska
Department of Community and
egional Affairs

January 1982



SUMMARY

During fiscal year 1982, over $1 billion will be spent by
four State agencies for 15 programs to provide financial
assistance to localities in Alaska.

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs has
examined all of these programs with particular emphasis on
Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance and finds the
following problems:

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

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

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

4) Localities are growing increasingly dependent on the
State for funding of property tax relief and increased
service provision at the same tine as State revenues
continue to fall and a Constitutional spending limit 1is
considered by the voters of the State.

5) Municipal Assistance encourages municipal
incorporation while Revenue Sharing does not.

6) The Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance Programs
are administered by two different agencies and have
different reporting and accountability requirements.

In order to address these problems, the Department proposes
the following program:

1) The Municipal Assistance statute should be repealed
and all funds for this purpose should be distributed
through the Revenue Sharing progran.
2) Each recipient should be required to spend 50% of its
funds on 3 municipal services from among the following
list:

Municipal Administration, Finance and Planning

Police Protection

Fire Protection

Environmental Pollution Cont?ol



Solid Waste Collection and Disposal

Land Use Planning

Parks and Recreation

Roads and Street Maintenance

Hospitals

Health Facilities

Airports*

Marine Ports

Small Boat Harbors
% The mwnmum entnlement for incorporated entities

uld b 000. Unincorporated entities should be
eleted from the program and treated separately.
In order to insure that no conwnunny receives Iess
ding as a result of com |n|n th ese E %% %mf
t ent ro 0S€eS that a I munitie
les s at t e [|sca ear 3 aIIocat|ons In order
et the formula take ef ect the Degﬁftment proposes
t any additional appropriatjons b ocated
|

a
cipients using the revenue sharing formula W|th the
oviso that fifst q lority for additional fundln% go to
m fa

v

n
par
[

mﬁnlnes that | below the minimum entitleme
e

ire program shouli be funded at a level no
th roposed fiscal year roprlatlon of
300, "This amount should |n§rease eac geai by

er t the Propose Constitution

0Wws th State budget to increase.

tate should Iedge to “reduce exgendltures

es by a aimila

R

amount each year
eX|sung ural Devdopment Assistance Program
be expahded to pe a ? ram of assistance” to
rgoratd cmnmunnms ha re%uwes applicatioi on
titive basis grants u% 100,000 10T
Spgﬁdects ﬁﬁrat|on and maintenance of capital

community services,
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REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On July 9, 1981 Governor Hammond appointed a Cabinet level
Task Force to review existing mummﬁ),al ald Rro rams and |
develop recommendations for organizational angd %ro?ram_matlc
con. oelrlsdauon. The Task Force“consisted of the fo

Executive Assistant to the Governor oL
Special Assistant to the Governor for CRA Activities
commissioner of Community and Regional Affairs
commissioner of Administration

commissioner of Revenye

Director of Budget and Mana?ement o

Assistant Attorney General for Legislation

The Task Force met with Governor Hammond in September 1981
and agreed In principle tc consolidate pro,%ram In the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

The staff of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs (DCRA) then began a re-examination oé the [r),ohcy
objectlveé of “exjsting programs and developed a series of
recommendations for action™hy the Governor.

This report provides the findings and recommendations of the
Tasﬁ Fol?ce aﬁd the DCRA staff. J !

Review of Existing Programs

The State of Alaska provides a wide variety of direct
financial a33|sthance pro?rams to local governments an%, _
communities. The followTng chart shows that over $1 Dbillion
will he sPent In _fiscal P/ear 1982 amon 15_grograms
administered by four different State agencies:

lowing



State Financial Assistance Programs Available to Municipalities and/or

Unincorporated Communities

Operating (0)

Program or Capital
State Revenue Sharing )
Municipal Assistance 0)
Amusement & Gaming Shared Tax(0)
Aviation Fuel Shared Tax ()
Electric & Telephone Coop.

Shared Tax )
Liquor License Shared Tax )
Fisheries Shared Tax (Raw

Fish Tax) )
Municipal Grants (C)&(0)

Grants to Unincorporated
Communities ©

Municipal Aid Account(SB If >(C)

Aid to Uninctrporated
Communities (SB 168) ©

Basic State Aid to Education (0)
Supplemental Equalization ()

State Aid for Retirement of
School Debt 0)

*$95,000.0 planned for Municipal
Community Aid 1in FY 83.

(In thousands of dollars)

eeFunding contained in basic State Aid to Education

Notet This listing does not include discreti
programs (i.e., Village Safe Water~DEC; RDA, Community Legal

Fuel, etc.-C&RA; Local Service Ro.tds and Trails-DOT/PF: etc.)

AMOUNT
FY 80 FY 81
(©) D pt. Actual Actual
(C&RA) $26,899.6 $52,601.3
(Revenue) 11,400.0 56,500.0
(Revenue) 30.8 34.4
(Revenue) 162.9 135.0
(Revenue) 2,521.7 1,092.9
(Revenue) 588.7 770.3
(Revenue) 3,893.8 3,279.5
(Acmin.)New Program 208,255.9
(C&RA) 3,445 .4 9,582.1
(Admin.) New Program
(C&RA) New Program
(Education) 238,308.1 27°,,300.7
(Education) New Progra >**
(Education) 24,081.0 38,380.2

FY 82

Budgeted

$55,707.

87,400.

36.

141.

2,100.

900.

5,907.

281,389.

12,898.

*200,000.

*13,131.

345,337.

3P,262 .

Aid and $6,246.7 planned for Unincorporated

inary or competitive grant
Assistance,

Bulk

6

0



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

STATE REVENUE SHARING

This program distributes funding to incorporated and unincor—
porated entities on the basis of population and local tax
effort as it relates to relati 2 size of the tax base.
Additional funds are shared on the basis of provision of

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

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

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

2. Hold council meetings 2. Submit budget

3. Adopt a municipal budget 3. Make application

4. Adopt a code of ordinances

5. Make application

6. Provide Department with 1in
annual audit or certified
financial statement

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

MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE

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



municipalities. The first $10.6 million 1is allocated on the basis
of the distribution of fiscal year 1978 Gross Business Receipts
Taxes. The balance of the appropriation is distributed on a
strictly per capita basis.

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

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

Problems With Current Structure

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

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

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

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

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

The 1980 amendments to the Rovenuo Sharing Program enacted a
formula based on population and local tax effort. The leg—
islation also contained a provision requiring all recipients
to be held harmless at 1251 of the 1980 allocation. This
provision has not allowed the formula to reallocate
resources among recipients and has continued to emphasize



population as the basic factor for distribution of funds.

4. Localities are growing 1increasingly dependent on the
State for funding of property tax relief and increased
service provision at the same time as State revenues
continue to fall and a Constitutional spending limit is
considered by the voters of the State.

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

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

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

5. Municipal Assistance encourages munici.al 1incor—
poration while Revenue Sharing does not.

Municipal Assistance 1is available only to incorporated
communities and hence, advances the Governor®s desire to
encourage incorporation without mandating it. Revenue Shar—
ing is available to incorporated communities with a minimum
entitlement of £25,000 plus a cost of living adjustment and
to unincorporated communities with a minimum entitlement of
125,000. This approach offers practically no incentive for
incorporation and the small amount of funding does little to
enhance capacity for self-government.

0. The two programs are administered by two different
agencies and have different reporting and accoun—
tability requirements.



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

Proposed Policy Objectives

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

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

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

3. Any distribution scheme should provide incentives

for incorporation without mandating 1incorporation and
should provide a minimum entitlement sufficient to pro—
mote self-government at the local level.

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

Proposed Program
The Department proposes the following program:
1. The Municipal Assistance statute should be repealed
and all funds for this purpose should be distributed
through the Revenue Sharing program.
This change 1is proposed co preserve the concept of
distributing funds on the basis of local tax effort and
local tax base 1is well as population. This change will also
simplify administration of the programs.
2. Each recipient should be required to spend 50% of
its funds on 3 municipal services from among the fol—
lowing lists
Municipal Administration, Finance and Planning
Police Protection

Fir* Protection



Environmental Pollution Control
Solid Waste Collection and Dispose*
Land Use Planning

Parks and Recreation

Roads and Street Maintenance
Hospitals

Health Facilities

Airports

Marine Ports

Small Boat Harbors

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

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

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

4. In order to insure that no community receives less
funding as a result of combining these programs, the
Department proposes that all communities be held harm—
less at the fisal year 1983 allocations. In order to
let the formula take effect, the Department proposes
that any additional appropriations be allocated using
the revenue sharing formula with the proviso that first
priority for additional funding go to communities that
fall below the miniuum entitlement level.

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



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

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

FUNDING FOR UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES

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

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

The current law, which provides an entitlement of $25,000 to
each Native Village Government in Alaska, has caurud a
number of administrative problems and the Department has had
to rely on a series of legal opinions which give guidance on
implementation. The Department of Law has raised
significant objections to programs that share exclusively
with Native Village Governments on the grounds of violation
of the "public purpose®™ and "equal protection” clauses of
the Alaska Constitution. Law has ruled that theso funds
must be shared with all unincorporated communities,
Objections have also been raised to programs which provide
an entitlement to unincort"oratod entities. Law is concerned
that a discretionary entitlement confers local government
decision-making powers on unincorporated entities 1in



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

While the Department has no objection to a program that en—
compasses all unincorporated communities, the Department 1is
concerned that prohibitions on dealing with existing en—
tities do nothing to enhance the concept of local self-
government.

In order to provide a coherent program of assistance to un—
incorporated communities and meet some of the legal objec—
tions raised by the Department of Law, the Department recom—
mends repealing the Statute providing revenue sharing to
Native Village Governments and transferring the $2.5 million
funding for the program to a revised Rural Development
Assistance (RDA) Grant program. The revised RDA program
would be available exclusively for unincorporated
communities to apply for grants up to $100,000 on a compet—
itive basis for capital projects, community service projects
and funds for operation and maintenance of capital facil—
ities. With $3.3 million for the program proposed in the
fiscal year 1983 budget, total program funding would be $5.8
million for fiscal year 1983. (It should be noted that ap-—
proximately 2/3 of the fiscal year 1981 RDA program appro—
priation was awarded to incorporated areas. It is expected
that the increased minimum entitlement oncer the revenue
sharing prograr would provide greater certainty of funding
to these communities.) DCRA would propose to provide fund—
ing to existing entities in any unincorporated community and
to conduct all grant funding on a contractual basis in order
to insure that funds are ipent in a manner consistent with
the State Constitution and Laws. The Department further
proposes to add a provision to law that would allow with—
holding of additional State funds 1*a finding is made that
expenditure of funds was not consistent with those laws.

The Department strongly feels that this approach 1is equit—
able, preserves incentives for incorporation and provides
the greatest ease of administration.

Capital Programs

There are 4 basic programs of capital assistance to local—
ities as followst

Municipal Grants - Department of Administration

Municipal grants were formalized under AS 37.05.315, which
set out a general process by which the Department of Admin-



istration disperses and administers specific legislative
grants to municipalities. The Department 1is prohibited by
this law from adopting regulations or procedures for admin—
istering those appropriations. The Division of Budget and
Management 1indicates that many municipal grants will be
considered part of the operating budget in the future.

Grants to Unincorporated Communities - DCRA

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

Municipal Aid Account - Department of Administration

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

Aid to Unincorporated Communities - DCRA

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

The Department had planned to recommend a p-jgram of plan—
ning for capital projects and a distribution of funds based
on population and need. However, budgetary Imitations have
forestalled this effort. The Task Force did agree in prin—
ciple, however, that future appropriations under these prog—
rams should be administered by the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs. The Governor®s Office has requested
preparation of legislation to accomplish this purpose.

Concl aion

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

The Task Force concur?, with those recommendations to the ex—
tent that an organisational consolidation of programs

occur. Othor recommendations wero prepare® and submitted by
the Department of Community and Regional Afinirs.

11



The Department is submitting these recommendations in the
belief that the State needs a coherent policy for sharing
State wealth with localities. This proposed program at—
tempts to alleviate a variety of existing administrative
problems and enhance the Governor®s policy objectives con—
cerning local government.
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$158,816,000

$2,135,658 $14,388,068

$142,292,273

TOTAL



MUNICIPALITY

Municipality of Anchorage

Bristol Bay Borough

."airbanks North Star
Borough

Haines Borougn

City/Borough cf Juneau

Kenai Peninsula Borougn

Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Kodiak Island Borough

Kit*Su Borough

North Slope Borough

Ctty/borougn of Sitka

KR - Ko Response
N/A - f.oi Applicable

MERE
TAXES
REOUCEO?

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

1981 LEVEL
12.06 mills

average

7.5 mills
Areawide

1.8 mills

11.06 mills
average

2.5 mills

7 mills

8.4 mills

3.5 mills
4X

* - Response unclear, information estimated

SB 125 (CH. 6 SLA 1981)

CRA/AML QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

19B2 LEVEL

8.30 mills

6.5 mills

Areawide

1 mill

4.90 mills

1.75 mills

5.5 mills

6.7 mills

3.0 mills
41

EST 1982 REDUCTION
LEVEL OF FEES t
U/70 FUNDING CHARGES
12.06 mills* No
8.5 mills N/ZA
3.5 mills N/A
11.73 mills No
e
2.63 mills No
6
No
9.9 mill* No
5.5 mills No
41

HAS
RATE OR FEE
INCREASED?

Yes

NO

NO

User
fees

No

No

No

Yes

NEH
SERVICES
PROVIDED?

No

Yes

No

No

NO

No

Yes

No

IS FUNOING
ADEQUATE?

NO

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

LISTEO 11
bUC*IET FOR
FY 32 F/ 83

1981
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes"



Cordova (Home rule)

Craig

Dillingham

Galena (1st)

Hoonah

Kake (1st)

King Cove

Nenana

Home (1st)

Pelican

Petersburg

Sand Point

Skagway (1st)

Unalaska (1st)

Valdez

Wrangell (Home rule)

Vakutat (1st)

I < ho htspc

N/A < Not Applicable
* e Response unclear.

Yes

HR

NR

No

NR

No

NR

NR

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

Yes

Yes

NR

Yes

No

IS mills 4X

3X

3X

15 mills 3X

S.S mills 3X

3X

7 mills 4X

13 mills IX

12.9 mills

1 mills 4X

3X

3X

9 mills 3X

S mills 3X

2X

4 mills 3X

13 mills IX

7.2 mills

13.7 mills 2X 13.7 mills 2X

Information estimated

IS mills 4X

3X

3X

12.S mill 3X

7 mills 3X

3X

S mills 3X

Rates to Max.

12.9 mills

Unknown

No

NO

NO

Exempted Sales
Tax on heating
and utilities

No

No

No

No

No

No

NO No

Yes™™ Quest—
ionable

Yes Yes

No Yes

No No

No No

Yes No

No In the

process
No No
No No

Yes

NO

No

Yes

Depends on
fishing
sxcess

No

Barely

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Some

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes*

Host
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MUNICIPALITY

Akiachak(2nd)
Akiak(2nd)
Akolmiut(2nd)
Akutan(2nd)
Ali"<anuk(2nd)
Atlakaket

A-.ibler (2nd)
Anderson
Anyoon (2nd)

Aniak
AnvIik

Atmautluak (2nd)
Bethel (2nd)

Brevlg Mission
Buck land

Chefornak (2nd)

Chevak (2nd)

Chualhbaluk
Clark®s Point
Deertng

Della Junction
litoi.dc

Cagle

Cck

EkwOk

Ilia

Ei-aunak

K!' - No Response
NA « Not Applicable

WERE
TAXES
REDUCED?

NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR

No

NR

No

NR
NR

No

No

NR
NR

No

No

NH
NR
NR
NR
NR
No
NR
NR
NR
NR

19B1 LEVEL

1982 LEVEL

EST 1982
LEVEL
V/0 FUNDING

REDUCTION
OF FEES 1
CHARGES

WAS
RATE OR FEE
INCREASEQ?

NEW LISTEO IN
SERVICES IS FUNOING EUDGET FOR
PROVIDED? AOEQUATE? FY 82 FY 83

o€

Yes

Yes

NO

NO

No

Yes



MUNICIPALITY

Fort Yukon (2nd)

Fortuna Ledge
Ganbel)
Golovin
Goodness Bay
Grayling

Holy Cross
Hoonah

Hooper Bay
Hugi .es

Hut 111
Hydaburg
Kacneuak

Kakt

Kaltag

Kasaan

Kiana *

Kivalina (2nd)

Klatock

KoLuk

Not 11k
Ket/.ouc
Koyuk

Koyukuk
Kuprcanof
KwaiNluL
Larsen Bay
Loacr xalskag
Kanokotak
McGrath
Kekoryuk
Mountain Village

Napaktak (2nd)

Nipaskiak
Neu StuyaNok
N«t>Nalen
Keutok

HB - No hcsponie

N/A « Not Applicable

HERE
TAXES
REOUCEOQ?

No

NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NK
NR
NR
NR

NR

No

NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR

NR

No

NR
NR
NR

1981 LEVEL

1982 LEVEL

EST 19P2
LEVEL
W/0 FUNDING

REOUCTION
OF FEES t
CHARGES

WAS
RATE CR FEE
INCREASED?

NEW
SERVICES
PROVIOEO?

Yes

No

IS FUNDING
ADEQUATE?

8UOGET FOR

FY 82

FY 83



e
MUNTCIPALITY

Ntghimute
Nikolai
NonJilton

Nui®ut

fiulato

0ld Harbor
OQuzinkic

Pilot Station
Platinum

Point .lope
Port Alexander
Port Holden
Port Lions

Qutnnagak (2nd)

Ruby

Russian Mission
Saint Michael
Saint Paul
Savoonge
Seaman

S- .u.~on Bay
Seli-»k
Shagalu
Sfiintool ik
Sheldon Point

Shtstaeref (2nd)

Shungnck
Subbins

Tanana (2nd)

leller

Tenakee Springs (2nd)

R3 - No Response
NA « Not Applicable

USRE
TAXES
REOUCEO?

KR
NR
NR
KR
NR
NR
NR
NK
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR

No

NR

NR
NR
NR
NR
ta
NR
NR
NR
NR

No

NR
NR

No

Ml

No

1981 LEVEL

1982 LEVEL

EST 1932
LEVEL
W/0 FUNDING

RF[OL*CTION
Of: FEES &
(marges

was
RATE OR FEE

increaseo?

NEW LISTED IN
SERVICES IS FUNDING BUDGET FOR
provided?  AOEQUATE? FY 82 FY 8)

Yes

NO

Yes

Yes



MUNICIPALITY

Toglek
Toksook Day
Tuluksak
Tun-jnak

Unalaklect (2nd)

Upper Kalskeg
Uainurtgnt
Kales

Masllla

White Mountain
Whittier

- No Response

N/A < Not Applicable

MERE
TAXES
REDUCED?1981 LEVEL

NR
NR
NR
NR

No

NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR

1982 LEVEL

EST 1982
LEVEL
M/0 FUNDING

REDUCTION
OF FilES t
CHARGES

MAS
RATE OR FEE
INCREASED?

NEW
SERVICES
PROVIDED?

IS FUNDING
ADEQUATE?

LISTED
EUOGET
FY 82

IN
FOR*
FV*83



State of Alaska

DnpAimtniJT of cuM’inuiTsr and RsciofJAL affairs

TO, O0ATE October 2, 1901

All Commissioners
FILE NO

TELEPHONE NO

from Leo McAnorney SUB'EET Inventory of "local
Coiitilouionur cervices" provided
by State agcnciee ,,

At tho Cabinet meeting on September 21, Governor Haauond
indicator that each State agency should identify any services
currently provided by the State which might be more
appropriately delivered by a local government. Tito purpose
of tills identification process would bo to oxoaine tho
potential for linking the provision of these sorvicra with
tho receipt of State revenue charing and municipal assistance
fundu by local governments.

The Governor has already appointed a working group, which I
chair, to reexanine the policy objectives of financial aid
programs for local governuentc. One taspect of this
rocxanination involves oxplcring the concept advanced by tho
Governor. To assist in thic effort, | would appreciate
Information from your agency on any prograon or services
delivered by state govornront which you fool should be
dolivorod at tho local lovel. While it IS difficult to make
a distinction between State and local responsibilities, |
might ouggcct that "local services”™ include local public
protection, stroots and sidewalks, local utilitlos, local
health clinics and hospitals, libraries, planning, platting
nnd zoning, mass transit, ambulances, boat harbors anil parks
and recreation. Itowovor, plooao feel free to provide
information on ptogracu or services which are not linced that
yon foal are Appropriately "local™ 1in r.aturo. X would
appreciate a concise description of tho progran or servico,
whore the program or oervlco 1is providod, the level of
funding for tho program or service end tho level of technical
support provided In addition to direct program or service
funds.

I would appreciate your rus-nr.:> to my office no i«.tor than
Octobor 10, I0itl.

Thank you for your cooperation.

19
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UP

M EMORANTDUWM State of C T B P "
fccC 17 1931
to %%%M&%Fgﬁg?y DA\TE December 17~7*81 Oc COMMUNITY
De arcneaen(tnof Community ALE NO fttGIONAL AFFAIR!
|
Reg TEEHOE N
subject: Inventory of “Local
Commi ssioner Services" Provided b
Degartment of Health and State Agencies
Social Services

| am sorry for the delaK In respondrnﬁ to your memorandum of October 2.
However, vve find that the |ssue of what Is” nore property a local service
as. op Rose to a state service Ps consider blg (more complj ?ated than It
orrdr y appeared on the surface as evigenced 1In our etforts over the
two ears to contract with_local entitles for the delrverx of various
tlr pes of health and social servrfes Those efforts have demonstrated that
there are substantial legal problems. As | understand the various opinions
and memoranda of advice Which we have received from the Department of Law
on this_topic, there are Ie?al impediments which restrain the state from
relinquishing certain functions particularly In the area of discretionary
functions and to some extent also In the area of ministerial functions.
| Presume that extensive statutory revisions would be required In order
the state to hand over certaif functions‘to local ?overnment and also
aPnecmr]rlgt local government to assume them regardless of the source of
|

A second complicating factor |s the problem of economies of sca”e, Many of

our communrtres are 0f Insufficient size to suPport full-time workers sich

asv\)ou ljc eat nurses, scral workers, Rroba lon office s etc, A move
ard local services would require In many Instances the

type of local district combining several small units.

A third problem irea would be definition of the state's role If any in
e&trnd standard]s to be met b Iocally delivered servrces In some of the
evenue S arrng %rs ation th ere were examples of standards such as
qualifications of personnel, etc, to which a munici artr{ had to a ree In
order to receive funds Atough the prevailing national. mood seems A
anti-requlatory. 1t does appear” that certain sensible minimum standards
ought to be applied at least In certain areas such as hospital construction,

ormation of some

Notwrthstandrng the ‘ese vations expressed above consideratign c?uld be
snve to a str tn 0ca nsrn§ revenue sharing or municipal assistance
unds for the foflowing types of activities:

1, Munhcrpal health centers, Anchorage operates. the ?nlr(] n alth department
I t] ﬁtat]e and the state contrrb tes aﬁﬁrorrmate e eral
EUb ealth rt)rogram costs throy an a %rant to the Munrc
alrbanks has traditionally provided %reat p?rt to te
Fairbanks health center |n the way of additions or remoderng, equrpment

20



etc, Relatively few other local Igovernments make any substantial contri-
bution to the fealth centers whic serve heir E opulations. In fact,
there seems to have been a withdrawal of loca] ort In some com-
munities. Certainly some municipal revenue sharr funds could be

used In communities” such as Ketc |kan Sitka, Petershurg, Wrangell,
Homer, Kenal, etc. to ” cosﬁs of space rentaI equer nt rert)l cement,
vehicles, etc.  Where heath center servhoth a municipality and

a surrounding area, some adjustment Presumably would have ‘to be made
depending upon the proportions of sefvices provided within a munici-
pality versus those outside.

2. Various programs_serving developmentally disabled Individuals could
conceivaply receive a portion of their Support from revenue snaring
g%r;\dlsceSThee?g might Include infant learning programs, respite care

3. Certain thes of counselrhg and ¢risis Intervention types of services
such as those provided thr ugh Big Brothers/Brg Sisters and various
local contractors or granteés now recervrng finds directly from the
state could presumaby aP o rratey be sup{horted through use of revenue
sharrn% funds. e costs of community meptal health centers and
commu |% alcoholrs and drug abuse programs could be met through revenue
sharing mechanisms.

4. Support for operatjonal costs of local hospitals could also be met
to some extent with revenue sharing mechanisms. It Is doubtful that In
the smaller communities If revenué sharing would be an adequate source
of funds for major capital improvements t0 the hospital system.

In summary, theoretrcalal almost all of the grant or contract programs cur-
rently o erate ){ epartment could bw handled throu h revenué sh arrdg

at theA leve have attached material re argrnge Eotentral Ing
Involved In these ﬁro grams.. A major question tate's obli-
%atron to assure that certarn types of seryices such as acohol or mental
ealth are In fact available at the focal leve]. Each overln% statute would
ggréeogghbe researched to determine Its compafibility with a lo€al control

Attachments
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TO Debra Behr date December 14, 1981

8'? cial Assistant
ice of the Commissioner fue no  DB.29

Dept, of Health & Social Services

TELEPHONE NO

rrow Joanne Clark 4 sunject  FY 82 Grantees
Actm% Directoi/
Mana? ement and Budget
Dept, of Health 6 Social Services

Attached 1s a compilation of FY83 Detail Budget form 18's showing the
Department of Health and Social Services FY 82 Grantees and the amounts
granted. A summary of these forms Is as follows:

Number of Total FY 82
Component Grants Authorized
Alcoholism Grants h . 14,151.3
Drug Abuse Grants 8 1,573.6
HSA™ Grants 3 300.0
community Services 19 4,549.4
Comm HH Grants 23 4.178.4
Spec ProJ. and Grants l 2.0
and|c rﬁmd Children 3 75.5
o IEd ti t N - 126188
ec. uca ion ran UMmerojs 400,
(S;Fr]ans Hun. of Anch. 1 ) 939.
PUb|IC Health Admin. 4 196.3
Pro%/Handmapped Various 620.9
Ho |st|c ealth 17 215.3
Health Clinics 9 942.0
EMS Administration _ 4 148.3
EHS Grants - Reg. Councils 4 1.365.0
TOTALS 155% 31,281.5
Attachments
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Staxe ot AlasKa

Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

TO Lee MCAnemy OATE December 14, 1981
Comm|33|oner 000H
gartment of rp unity PILE NO:
nd Regional Affairs
telephone NO. 465—3900
subject: mventory "Local
ot SerV|tc%s provided
sportation ate agencies.
: et 102550

With a few excentlons the DOT/PF ls the overaII planning and constructmn
%ency for facilities of all }ypes for th 8 ahnous De artlnents of the

S ate's ro rams. DOT/PF un ess mandated otherwise le |sIature
for sgem |c grog ams, has th ree meaps to Implement rolects VYIt in
mun| ipalitie 5 means of transterring DOI/PE responsibjliities to
local governments, b by means of granting” or passm? through"  funds to
local governments, and ¢) by means “of, doifg the work for municipalities.

The transfer of resPonslblltles agreement (TORA) 1s p resentdy employed to
varying degrees at the request of"local government and by administrative
determination by the Department. |

Grants to political sup-divisions are still em where federal funds
or otﬁer DFe) artments o % %tate ?unds are In\PoP eg are to be admin-

Istered by DOT/PF. These grants funds are made avallable In varying
degrees depending upon the reC|p|ents ability to administer them.

'f“lSth Orl; fﬁCIlItleS rograms with WhICh DOT/PFlls usually Involved and
AN, 10, some Sutent could oe shitel 10 the poItical Sub-diviaions,
is as follows:
&Local Service P.oads and Trails
&Mass Transit
#Bicycle Paths
#Pedestrian Walkways
SAirports
Airport Terminals
SAircraft Parking
®Airport Concessions

&Ports - Under emstmq law the Alaska Port Development Act (AS 30. 152
a*lows runiclpiltttes to receive grants from the state for por

.onstructlon aid Improvement upon application and approval.

23



Lee McAnerny -2-

&Snnll Boat Harbors The costs of constructlon for small boat harbor
Bro ects are usyally assumed br)n/ the State upon roI]ect a Proval
){ T/PF and a ter negotiation with the mumcp ity adition-
Fl y, local Interest assttme the responsjbilities for rowqu
ands, easement, rights-of-way and operation and maintenance o
these facilities.

oHarbor? of Ref uge and taunchmg Fdamhnes Thesg are usually smaII
aC| ItieS with few amenities and are constructed and maintained
Y the StatF Ln Some. cases tnese facilities ar? within the boundrles
of political sub-divisions with taxing or fee collecting authority.

®Buildings - The responsibilities for buildings ny types which a
Pesen tly congtructed Insured, mamta%et? aﬂg Xp gted sofy lrJy
he State to satls the varlous Departments’. programs could, [n
varyin egree s|te to the mun|C|paI|t|es In some Cases,
the# lic wou V|ousy be better served und% State oReratlon
the cases o Pioneers’ Homes or remote hi waYs maintenance

:’:hCI lities, for exairple. However, TS In the case of .schoo Bro%ams
|c to the greatest extent possible, are now administere ¥ e
political sub divisions, there are numerous other facilities that

could fall Into this category of administration to different degree*.
A partial 11st 1s as follows:

|hce bqumgs warehouses, storage facilities re?atr faC|I|t]tes
vehicle, alrcraft, marine), telecommunications facilities, utilities
acilities, libraries, museums, hospitals, public meeting centers,
g mnasiums. S|mm|n Bools vocational repab|l|tat|on cente{s housmg
nnected wit [neo gro rams s%ct] atchenf law en orcemendt
etc courts, d other rehabilitation facilities and combine
%8|1|t|es tttat ight serve toth several state programs needs li
addition to local programs,

oPIannin? More refé)onSIblllt r both éransrﬁtortatlon and facilities

Pannln% cou (? n e vested with the political sub-divisions
n anticipation of their greater Involvemen
Cost f or serV|c s and programs which are currently bejng provided by the
state which m|g % nPregappropnate?y dehveredyb logaP governmettt are
Indent [fled as “follows:
Program $ Millions
1. Local erwﬁe Roads and Trails - Construction 7.0

glnclu ing local streets, sidewalks and trails)

tatewide™s Rural Areas
2. Local Roads and Street Maintenance 16.0

gFttgaeWI galrs grading, snow-Ice removal)

24



Lee McAnerny -3-

Program $ Millions
3. Airports Maintenance 1.6
Statewide
4, Mass Transit (Planning) 1.0
Statewide
5. Bicycle Paths 2.0
Statewide
6. Ports 10.0
Statewide
7. Small Boat Harhors 20.0
Statewide
8. Harbors or Refuge andLaunching Ramp Facilities 2.0
65.6

Buildings - These amounts can vary radically depending upon various agency
gro grams re uwements Federal ‘or other Rartlmpatlon and™
ommumty c Pab| ity or contractmg maintenance and operations.

Alsg, much o the acjlities financing 1Is tied to previous
bond” measures which m|?ht lead to serfous legal Implications
If contracting authority were changed.



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

7o  Richard Aks date; November 20, 1981
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Community FILE NO

& Regional Affairr -

TELEPHONE NO

rrom  Glenn Akins subject dnventory of Local
Deputy Comml*siajroner Services
Department of] Environmental
Conservation

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

As we have discussed with Senator Sturgulewski®s Title 29
Review Commission, the main functions we believe should
be delegated to locals are the following:

1. Subdivision Plan Review (approval of subdivisions®
plans to assure adequata disposal of sewage).
DEC regulations allow local administration.
Anchorage has an excellent program.

2. On-Lot Water and Sewer Inspections. DEC inspects
homes for which bank loans are desired, to assure
the bank that the property has safe and adequate
water and waste disposal. Anchorage conducts
this program locally.

3. Sanitation (Health) Inspections. Restaurants,
public facilities and institutions are inspected
to assure protection of public health.

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

5. Air Quality. Local governments may establish air
quality control programs, including permitting.
Tho North Slope borough has expressed an interest
in this program.

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

26
10/C,



M
>—

M EMORANDUM State of Alaska
to Lee McAnerne?/ Commissioner oate  Qctober 16, 1981
De}gartment of Community &
egional Affairs FILE NO
Charles R Webber, Cémmissioner sueect —|nventory of Local Services
Department of Commerce & Economic Provided” by State Agencies

J~ Development

Your memorandum of October 2 requesting each state agency to Identlftf services
Bu”elnocgl pgr;%\/lerﬁ(rjneb the State ‘which might be more &ppropriately delivered

The Cultural FaC|O||t|es Development Fund PrOV\deS State assistance 1{1 the
construction and development of cultural tacilities within municipalities
which actively provide support to the arts.

The facilities are for local use and are funded on an individual basis by
the Legislature.

There 1s also an Adwsory Council on Cultural FaC|I|t|es to aSS|st and

reV| w requests from municipalities, This council 3 funded for one yea*
the amount of $37,500. Technical support [s provided by the department.

Although capital funding was requested by the AdV|sory Councd for FY 8§

0 r|at|ons were approved; $10,0 0 will be Tequested
B ﬁg rﬁ)ot been approved) |Dby the %udget and Review Comr%]ttee to date

Attached 1s further Information concerning this program.
CRW/cw#2511/wfs 5u
Attachment

27
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to.

from

Lee McAnerney, CommlssK.ier sate.  CCtober 9, 1981
Departir'nt of Community and

egional Affairs FILE NoO:
TELEPHONE NO 465-2700
LI
Ednund N. Orteagk, Gommissioner svseet.|nventory of “Local

Department of Labor Services" Provided b
State Agencies

Pursuant to your memor%ndum_of October 2, same subé'ect | have reviewed
the services ;ﬁrowded this dePartment with respéct to those which
might be handled by a [ocal government.

The. employment and unemployment services of tne Department are
de?lverg(?yln a Focal are% )énvwonment %ut_ rely on pthe statewide labor
market and service concept for full effectiveness. Our worker grotec-
tion components .also are aimed toward c_overaqe In the local areas, but
are quite technical In nature and considerable effectiveness is lost

In fragmentln? them. For gxample, auth0r|t¥ for Inspections 1s 9ranted
to local ?ove nments according to the, statutes and the department
Prowdes echnical asmstancg and tra|llnq fo Jocal ve[]nment byilding
nspectors upon request |n those few mun Clpﬁ itles which have adopted
codes and taken on that function. Even so, there are continuing
%G%JGS'[S for electrical and plunolng Inspections In those locations

rom our State Inspectors.

In s,ummarB/, ve do not believe ther aEg gro%rams or services currently
y e

Per%lped our department which shou elivered at the local
cc: Jay S. Hammond, Governor
Terry Hiller, Lieutenant Governor
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At the outsat, please forgive this department for not responding, but
your letter reflected that a response was necessary only on "any programs
or services delivered by state government which you feel should be
delivered at the local level."” Since this department could not identify
ongoing existing state programs that could be diversified for local
government to assume responsibility, we did not respond.

Those program®* which are conducive to local management have already been
implemented. | speak of the Village Public Safety O fficer Program, the
Emergency Medical Services, with ambulances being provided by the
Highway Safety Planning Agency, and limited incarceration at certain
local jail lacillties

In each of the cited cases, the programs are not, and presently cannot
be, autonomous local programs. They are, in fact, wholly or partially
supported monitarily and monitored by the state because of existing law
or because it is a more con/er.ient rode of operation for the state with
corresponding benefits to the local communities.

29



m EMORANDUM State of Alaska

to

FROM

Lee McAnemey aate  NOvember 25, 1981
Commissioner _ _
Department of Community and Regional ~ rue no

telephone NO 465'2800

. suvject INVENtory of "Local Services
Commissioner / _
Department of Education

| have received your "tickler" of November 19, 1981, concerning oyr
lack of response”to your earlier memo on the above referenced Subject.
In this case, ?ur non-response was indeed a response, . To ny knowledge,
all educational services under the jurisdiction of this department
are delivered at th* local level unless othenrfise precluded by law.



Frop~

M E

FROM

atWIHIlir, in

L ORANDUM

Lee McAnern
Comm:* ssione
Department

and Regio

e

4 date
r
of Community FILE NO

nal Affairs

TELEPHONE NO

WILSON L. CONDON

ATTORNEY GE
By:
Elizab
Assist
Depart

T

subject

NERAL

eth Shgw
ant orney General
ment /JBr Law

his department has not identified any services

State

November 19,

"65-3600

Inventory of

of Alaska

1981

"local

services"

currently provided by our attorneys which would appropriately be
delivered by 1local governments.

We hope that our delay 1in

memorandum
you

of October 2, 1981, has not

31
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to

from

Lee McAnerney date 16 October 1981
Corrmissioner
Department of Conraunity and FILE NO
Regional Affairs
TELEPHONE NO

Major General C.F. Necrason subject Inventory of "local services
The Adjutant General Provided by State Agencies
Department of Military Affairs

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

governments could provide them adequately.

fhank you for the opportunity to conment on tliis nutter.

s °ct9
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TO

from

MEMORANTDUM State of Alaska
Department o( Revenue

The Honorable Lee McAnerney 0OATE October 27, 1981

Commissioner
Department of Community FILE NO:
and Regional Affairs
TELEPHONE NO

- - SUBIECT -
Thomas K. Williams Investing of "local
Commissioner w services" provided
Department of Revenue state Agencies

We have reviewed the programs administered by the
Department of Revenue considering which would be more

appropriately administered by Jlocal government.

Several of our programs have aspects which could be
effective at the local government level. However, these
programs also have factors and conditions which effect the
unincorporated areas of Alaska. These are primarily Jlicense

and permit programs which require that continuity be maintained

i
at the state-wide level. Re-direction of these programs 1is
not a practical idea until such time as local administrative

powers exist in the unincorporated areas.

TKW:PAW:mil
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