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TABLE 1
rr & BREAKDOIN CF STATE EXPENDITURES FCR CRANTS, LOANS.REVBNLE SHARING ANO SHARED TAXES BY ELECTION DISTRICT A\D POPULATION SERED

HOUSE ELECTION DISTRICT CRANTS LOANS ROVENE SHRING SHIRED TAYES
ELECTION OISTRICT Y R
DISTRICT NAVE POPLLATION TOTAL  PRR CAPITA TOTAL PR CAPITA TOAL PRCAPITA  TOAL PRCPITA  TOIAL PR 0¥

1 KETCHOHIRANCL-PETRSBC 1840  UBA5AB  BAM  <U21,80 1,98  «0,10,018 11,080 3,347,985  -IM 138,82 <217

2 INSIDE PASSAGE 10240  PB/I7,538 388 RIRY4 3142 532,90 57 894,054 8 136U I

3 BARMOF-CHICHAOOF 820  H2ABM8 423 1913491 2,38 1B2AB70 1,607 1,010,910 D 1,791,387 218

4 JNEAU B79 10,0084 447 0,794,119 2,141 48,708,008 2,063 6,1%,54 2% 439,88 1B

5 XENAI-C0OX INLET AP 144200 348 5,170,474 150 54,3242 168 5,207,008 W 592,14 1%

4 PRINCE WILLIAV SOND 10,37 #4554 430 19749194 1,907 0,007,972 1,88  2,28,2%5 29 24971 %7
7-15 ANCHORAGE 25401 819,453,785 3,33 FIT500 147 A1,45271 147 18,743,160 7 BN 1D
14 MATANUSXA-BUSITNA 2,84 40,8473 472 041,81 140 80,8274 271 4,609,2% 54 49148 16
17 INTERIR HIGHIAYS 1033 37,273,990 344 242812 2% WA LIR 725,451 70 30,20 ¥
1821 FAIRBAKS ML A0 42% 1820741 201 12L,FLT0 0 L8 657,34 1 1,22 15
22 NORTH 5LOPE-KOT2ERUE N6 0BLMA? 43 AM3411 550 3,78,30 3B 1,798,20 163 3,26,68 2
23 NORTON SONO 07, BIR0B 498  2,B53 382 8278 ™% 1,790,983 18 154,717 W
24 INTRRIGR RIVERS 1042  BAR04 591 5,%74% 544 248,047 28 1,90,59 B 111333 16
% LOMR XUSOXIH 9,802 51,0649 5150 438424 448 4,200,238 25 1,50,007 B 137,03 13
2 RRISTOL BAY-ALEUTIN IS W,00 2045402 4297  M454,%7 331 847,80 6B 1,85,7% 2 33Ul A
77 YOOIAX-EAST A PENINSUA 12,873 57,530,248 4,49 34748407 2,01 17,507,488 1%l 1,807,814 W 34%.64 247

5

TOTAS 52,910 «2,034,912,15? 3,85 11,064,974,807  «2,021 830,009,480 1,587 40,345,383 «80,580,380 <171

GRAD TOTAL** *2,255,482,945 =1,048,580,284

</ctual eipenditures.
eelncludes 1215,432,15? la Alailt Industrial Authority (AIDAI loam approved during FY & which art
ast cogpilad bj locatioa at util ai 13,137,447 ia Student Loam lo nonresident addresses.

Prepared by the House Research Agency, February 1984.
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Education grants, which comprise 54 percent of total State grant pro—
grams, an; broken out by election district in Table 2. Foundation

funding grants are apportioned to each school district on a formula

basis and provide the major share (81 percent statewide) of school

funding.3

School district receipts have been converted to a House election dis—
trict format via the Grant Information Systenm. Foundation grants
received in each election district are also provided in Table 2. He
have described the importance of education expenditures 1n terms of
employment and payrolls for each election district in a previous memo—
randum (Research Request 86-039).

The GIS 1is designed to provide information on the number of persons
directly employed through each grant program it monitors. However,
OMB personnel who run the system have little confidence in the accuracy
of the GIS employment data at this time. The GIS system should have
most of the "bugs" worked out of it by next year, making this type of
information readily available. Because of the ways in which individual
grants may be administered and the current limitations of the GIS, we
are unable to calculate the economic impact of State grants by election
district in standard terms of employment, payrolls, 1income or total
economic activity. At the present time, we are able to provide only
direct State expenditures in each election district.
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Table 2
FY 85 State Education Grants by Election District, Education Grant
Proportion of Total District Grant Receipts, and Foundation Grant Funding

Education Grants Foundation
as a Percentage Grants 2 of
Total District of Total District Foundation Education
Election District Education Grants Grant Receipts Grants Grant Receipts
1 Ketch-Wrang-Ptsbhg $ 19,140,696 482 $ 17,006,239 892
2 Inside Passage 18,286,651 55 16,944,718 93
3 Baranof-Chichagof 9,543,775 47 8,185,261 86
4 Juneau 22,519,462 39 17,143,617 76
5 Kenai-Cook Inlet 34,936,036 62 31,543,512 90
6 Prince William Sound 7,061,582 32 5,979,460 85
7-15 Anchorage 195,827,236 53 138,048,445 70
16 Matanuska-Susitna 36,773,327 67 29,068,188 79
17 Interior Highways 15,648,873 63 13,897,777 89
18-21 Fairbanks 62,742,610 45 49,023,165 78
22 North Slope-Kotzebue 26,475,492 42 23,524,024 89
23 Norton Sound 19,534,685 44 18,019,869 92
24 Interior Rivers 38,154,801 64 36,665,030 96
25 Lower Kuskokwim 22,133,052 49 20,954,979 95
26 Bristol Bay-Aleutians 27,112,336 56 25,546,713 94
27 Kodiak-Ak Peninsula 14,850,650 41 12,791,628 86
Statewide Total $570,741,264 542 $464,342,625 812

State Loans

We have been able to convert all of the currently active State loan
programs into the election district format with the sole exception of
Alaska |Industrial Development Authority (AIDA) program, which amounts
to abou.t 21 percent of total FY 85 State loan activity.4 AIDA sells
bonds 1n financial markets to support purchases of loans from commer—
cial banks (250 loans in FY 85 worth $215.4 million) to help offset

4For our purposes, active loan programs are those which presently make
or service loans.
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risk and encourage small business development and construction of
multifamily housing. At the present time, AIDA does not keep track of
the loans it purchases on a geographical basis.

Table 1 shows the distribution of all loans among election districts;
Tables 3 and 4 provide details of each program. Several programs have
independent bonding powers, and others are revolving funds which are

supposed to become self-sufficient after initial State funding. The
51.05 billion 1in loans granted during FY 85 includes funds from the
sale of bonds and loan payments received by revolving funds. The

amount of General Fund outlays on loan programs during FY 85 was far
smaller— 5136 million- which are listed below:

FY 85 Appropriations to State Loan Programs
(in millions)

Department of Revenue (DOR)
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation 516
Department of Education (DOE)

Student Loan Program 60
Teacher Scholarships 0

Department of Commerce and Economic Development (DCED)

Commercial Fishing Loans 3.
Alternative Technology/Energy Loans

Fisheries Enhancement Loans

Child Care Facility Loans

Historical District Loans

Residential Energy Conservation Loans

Alaska Power Authority

OO0 OUl O

Department of Natural Resources (DNR)

Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund 5
Grain Reserve Loan Fund -5

Department of Community and Regional Affairs (DCRA)
Housing Assistance Loan Fund 45

Total 5136



Table 3
FY §5 State Loan Programs by Election District

Al ternative Commercial Flsherles Residentia
Election District AHFCa Energy Fishing Enhancement Mining Energy
1 Ketch-Wrang-Ptshg 5 11,785,600 5 25,737 $1,194,418 $ 396,900 $ 0 $ 0
2 Inside Passage 0 0 1,020,825 66,780 0 0
3 Baranof-Chlchagof 9,943,550 0 405,873 599,815 0 0
4 Juneau 43,160,432 77,527 256,686 66,500 0 6,890
5 Kenal-Cook Inlet 29,308,692 193,538 3,937,164 0 0 1,334
6 Prince William Sound 5,905,427 4,368 1,622,015 10,683,679 0 0
7-15 Anchorage 357,189,117 930,667 1,665,361 0 90,000 14,956
15 Matanuska-Susitna 70,627,963 333,424 262,800 0 0 27,794
17 Interior Highways 2,844,161 19,511 211,238 0 950,000 0
18-21 Fairbanks 105,029,436 295,536 78,400 0 249 375 375,803
22 North Slope-Kotzebue 243,563 0 5,794 0 0 0
23 Norton Sound 522,077 0 26,529 0 0 18,347
24 Interior Rivers 97,000 0 107,418 0 0 0
25 Lower Kuskokwlm 26,000 14,980 371,078 0 0 0
26 Bristol Bay-Aleutians 346,200 54,810 2,795,024 0 0 0
27 Kodlak-AK Peninsula 8,129,851 33,220 1,596,764 100,000 0 0
Statewide Total 5640,267,192b 51,978,950 $15,557,387 $11,913,134 $1,289,375 $445,124

aAHFC, AIDA and Alaska Municipal Bond Bank loans are primarily funded through bond sales (off budget programs) while
all other State loan programs 1n this table are funded (at least Initially) through State appropriations.

bTotal Includes a 5178,650 loan made 1n Chevy Chase, Maryland.



Table 3 (Continued)
FY §5 State Loan Programs by Election District

DNR Ag. Loan AK,, Muni Bulk Fuel Child Care Housing Assistance

Election District Programs Bond Bank3 REA Loans Loan Fund Loan Fund Loans

1 Ketch-Wrang-Ptshg $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 3 0 $ 0 $ 4,404,900
2 Inside Passage 0 0 0 0 0 3,171,800
3 Baranof-Chlchagof 0 0 0 0 0 917,650
4 Juneau 0 0 0 0 0 759,750
5 Kenai-Cook Inlet 260,924 0 0 0 50,000 16,119,675
6 Prince William Sound 0 0 0 45,666 50,000 413,500
7-15 Anchorage 1,845,676 9,405,000 0 0 226,185 2,426,200
16 Matanuska-Susitna 4,025,102 0 0 0 100,000 779,850
17 Interior Highways 4,036,313 0 0 0 0 2,723,250
18-21 Fairbanks 228,984 0 0 0 12,500 4,552,200
22 North Slope-Kotzebue 0 0 0 125,000 0 2,998,150
23 Norton Sound 0 1,000,000 687, 285 296,408 0 5,231,900
24 Interior Rivers 0 0 0 500,980 0 1,036,450
25 Lower Kuskokwim 0 0 0 469,465 0 2,842,950
26 Bristol Bay-Aleutians 422,200 0 0 282,480 0 3,708,200
27 Kodlak-Ak. Peninsula 5,058 0 0 245,906 0 6,160,250
Statewide Total $10,824,257<= $10,405,000 $687, 285 $1,965,905 $438,685 $58,246,675

aAHFC, AIDA and Alaska Municipal Bond Bank loans are primarily funded through bond sales (off budget programs) while
all other State loan programs 1n this tabic are funded, (at least Initially) through State appropriations

bjotal Includes a $178,650 loan made 1n Chevy Chase, Maryland.

cincludes Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund ($10,042,469 statewide) and Grain Reserve Loan Fund ($781,788 in the Delta
Junction area).
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Table 4
Alaska Student Loans by Election District
District Percent of

Election District Numberof Loans Loan Amount Total
1 Ketch-Wrang-Ptshg 599 $ 2,385,363 3
2 Inside Passage 287 1,133,525 2
3 Baranof-Chichagof 324 1,341,882 2
4 Juneau 1,187 4,380,268 6
5 Kenai-Cook Inlet 1,080 4,481,155 6
6 Prince William Sound 340 1,343,317 2
7-15 Anchorage 8,143 35,472,109 48
16 Matanuska-Susitna 1,101 4,735,823 6
17 Interior Highways 278 1,091,544 1
18-21 Fairbanks 2,492 10,355,516 14
22 North Slope-Kotzebue 111 420,833 <1
23 Norton Sound 144 490.222 <1
24  Interior Rivers 188 687,119 <1
25 Lower Kuskokwim 153 477,760 <1
26 Bristol Bay-Aleutians 217 870,946 1
27 Kodlak-Ak. Peninsula 24 1,246,354 2
Statewide Total 16,668 570,913,736 96
Nonresident Address Total* 798 $ 3,137,647 4
Grand Total 17,466 574,051,383 100

¢Students with nonresident addresses are those who do not maintain a per—
manent Alaska residence while attending school. To be eligible for
the Alaska Student Loan Program, each loan recipient must prove that he
or she 1s a permanent state resident at the time of application.



Representative Clocksin
February 28, 1986
Page Ten

About 67 percent of all State loans go to housing programs. The largest
State lender by far Is the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC),

which loaned $640.1 million 1n FY 85 for home mortgages. The Department
of Community and Regional Affairs loaned another $58.2 mill lon via Its

Housing Assistance Loan Fund programs. The Housing Assistance Loan

Fund consists of three programs in the following proportions; Noncon—
forming Housing (16 percent), Rural Owner-occupied Housing (64 percent),

and Rural Nonowner-occupied Housing (20 percent). AIDA multifamily
housing loans worth $1.15 million were also made in FY 85. State
economic development loan programs accounted for $253.9 million in FY
85, or about 24 percent of total* State loans. Economic development
loan programs for FY 85 Include:

Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund $ 10.8 million
AIDA (except multi-family housing) $ 214.3 mill ion
Alaska Grain Reserve Loan Fund $ .8 million
Commercial Fishing Revolving Loan Fund $ 15.6 mill ion
Fisheries Enhancement Revolving Loan Fund $ 11.9 million
Mining Loan Fund $ 1.3 mill ion

Another major State loan category (7 percent of the FY 85 total) 1is
Department of Education (00E) student loans portrayed in Table 4. The
Scholarship Revolving Loan Fund made 17,466 loans worth $74.1 million
in FY 85. The mean student loan amount was $4,617 for undergraduates
and $5,656 for graduate students. Fifty-four percent of all student
loans were made to students attending schools in Alaska ($37.6 million),
while $37.4% million was loaned to students attending out-of-state
school s.5 The Teacher Scholarship Loan Fund, also administered by DOE,
was established by the Legislature in FY 85, but not funded.

Energy“loans; totaling $3,111,359 were made during FY 85. Active State
energy loan programs which made loans over the past fiscal year Include:
the Rural Electrification Revolving Loan Fund ($687 thousand), the
Alternative Technology and Energy Revolving Loan Fund ($1.98 million),
and the Residential Energy Conservation Loan Fund ($445 thousand).

5In-state and out-of-state components do not add to the total due to
rounding.
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Municipal assistance loan programs (not to be confused with the Munlci-
pal Assistance account of the Shared Taxes Program) which were active
in FY 85 were the Alaska Municipal Bond Bank Authority ($10.4 million)
and the Bulk Fuel Revolving Loan Fund ($1.97 million). The programs
accounted for about one percent of State loans. The Child Care Facility
Revolving Loan Fund ($438.7 thousand) was the only medical and child

care loan program active in FY 85.

Economic Effects of Loan Programs

The economic effects of State loan programs are difficult to trace.
Table 3 merely provides an indication of how the State has managed to
geographically disperse wealth through the various loan programs.
Another limitation is that the borrower®"s address used for location
purposes, which may have little to do with where the 1loan money Iis
actually spent.

A program like AHFC can finance an increase in the stock of local
wealth through new home construction and can generate employmenT"in the
construction industry and further rounds of spending for materials, etc.
In FY 85, 53 percent of AHFC loans were made for new home construction,
which translates to approximately $483.8 million statewide.” An AHFC
financed purchase of an existing home generates very little* economic
activity (except for banking fees) and merely facil 1tates the transfer
of wealth between individuals.

A recent Institute of Social and Economic Research study makes the as—
sumption that the net Infusion of purchasing power to the economy of
all State loan programs (including budgeted programs like the revolving
loan funds as well as off-budget agencies such as AHFC and AIDA) is
about 25 percent of the total value of loans made.® This 1s probably
the best estimate of the actual economic effect of loan programs that
currently exists. Under this assumption, FY 85 State loan programs
added about $262 million to the statewide economy.

Other programs, such as loans for education outside of Alaska, facili—
tate direct leakages of State dollars out of the economy. One could
argue that education loans are an 1investment 1n the state®s stock of
human capital for those students who return to live and work 1in Alaska

ASource: AHFC.

?Scott Goldsmith, “The Sustainable Level of Economic Activity in Alas—
ka," Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska,
Anchorage, February 28, 1985, p. 17.
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and that the loans will be paid back eventually anyway. There 1is an

opportunity cost associated with 1loans which are spent outside of

Alaska however, as that money could have been spent locally for some

other purpose which would generate further economic activity, or in—
vested in a financial instrument (e.g. the Permanent Fund) that would

provide a greater return than Interest on the Iloan. In theory, the

Scholarship Revolving Loan Fund (student loans), like the other revolv—
ing loan funds mentioned in this section, should eventually become self-

sustaining. In practice  is has not been the case and is not likely

to happen anytime in th. near future. We will discuss the State"s loan

programs in some detail in a later memorandum 1in this series (86-049)

dealing with potential expenditure reductions.

Revenue Sharing

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs-Revenue Sharing pro—
gram distributed $60.35 million to eligible city and borough govern—
ments, unincorporated communities, and volunteer fire departments around

the state in FY 85 (see Table 1). Funds are appropriated annually by
the legislature to each of three Revenue Sharing accounts. These are:

the Municipal Tax Resource Equalization Account ($38.35 million), the
Miscellaneous Services Account ($20 million), and the Hospital Construc—
tion Account ($1.6 million). The revenue sharing program distributes

State funds according to each community"s tax effort relative to Its
taxable wealth and other criteria such as the miles of public roads it
maintains, number of hospital beds, and population served by volunteer
fire departments. Unincorporated communities of over 25 permanent
residents receive a flat entitlement of $25,000 to encourage development
of local government.

We have discussed the growth in local government employmentand pay—
rolls in recent years, particularly inthe rural areas of the state in
a previous memorandum (Research Memorandum 86-039). Much of this
growth in the size of local governments can be directly attributed to
State Revenue Sharing, Shared Taxes, and School Foundation Funding
programs. These programs provide year-round jobs and create further
rounds of economic activity at the local Ilevel.

To evaluate the proportion of local revenue received from State pass—
through programs like Revenue Sharing and Shared Taxes and the economic
impacts associated with them, it would be necessary to go through the
separate audits and reports of all Alaska communities. At the present
time, we are unable to trace the flow of State dollars as they are spent
by local governments. Money received from the Stateis deposited in

each community®s general fund. First-class cities submit annual audits
to OCRA. Second-class cities each submit a report listing their sources
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of revenues, and unincorporated communities which receive federal money
must submit annual budgets. Within the next year, the Office of Manage—
ment and Budget plans to incorporate this information into the Grant
Information System,,

Shared Taxes

The Department of Revenue-Shared Taxes Program accounts are broken out
by election district 1in Table 5. The Municipal Assistance account
($81.31 million) distributes a portion of State corporate income tax
revenues to local governments according to a formula which incorporates
a base amount plus a population factor. Other shared taxes program:
are distributed to the communities 1in which the various taxes were
collected. For example, sixty percent of aviation fuel tax receipts are
returned to the airports where they were collected (the remaining 40
percent are kept in the General Fund for administration).

Cigarette taxes ($19.83 million in FY 85) are turned over to the Depart—
ment of Education and applied to the bonded indebtedness of the school

districts in which they were collected. We have attached a table from
previous House Research Agency research which shows shows how cigarette
taxes are distributed and which breaks out the amounts distributed to

each election district.

Rents, Leases, Office Supplies, Food and Fuel Expenditures

Table 6 provides an estimate of State expenditures for leases by elec—
tion district. As of June 13, 1985, there were 383 State leases. The
Department of Administration, Division of General Services and Supply
keeps track of the number and terms of State leases and pays the bills
on 318 accounts. Individual departments pay the remainder. Because of
the way the DOA lease accounts are set up, 1i.e., to pay bills on a
specified date each month, we are forced to extrapolate from a single
point in time (snapshot view) to make estimates of FY 85 lease expendi—
tures ($28.6 million stat. vide). In reality, the State lease picture is
constantly changing as leases are cancelled and renewed, terms are
negotiated, services added or deleted, etc.

Office supplies and food and fuel expenditures are accounted for by the
individual departments and are buried within the commodities category
(%$96.2 million) of the operating budget. We are unable to trace the
amounts that each department spends on commodities to the locations
where those commodities are actually used.



Table 5
FY 85 Shared Taxes Programs by Election b.strict

Electric A
Telephone Tax

Liquor
License Tax

Municipal
Assistance

Amusement A

Gaming Tax Fisheries Tax

Election District Aviation Tax

65,250 $777,184 $ 2,996,445
1 Ketch-Wrang-Ptsb $ 3,802 $ 22,577 $ 0 $ 65,

2 Inside pasgage ’ 936 0 0 38,325 225,118 964.365
3 Baranof-Chlchagof 1,152 13,839 0 31,050 441,823 1,303,499
4 Juneau 2,959 47,162 9,342 30,550 42,488 4,261,590
5 Kenal-Cook Inlet 7,740 8,957 82,205 157,634 643,700 5,615,872
6 Prince William Sound 1,818 0 84,834 49,820 699,142 1,610,000
7-15 Anchorage 25,200 22,064 665,099 379,475 115,608 37,712,868
16 Matanuska-Susitna 1,894 0 432,484 14,050 451 4,786,527
17 Interior Highways 671 208 6,350 4,850 3,091 " gg:,iég
18-21 Fairbanks 12,050 0 151,717 98,950 53 3,143,086
22 North Slope-Kotzebue 1,312 0 119,488 8,350 14,423 -143,

23 Norton Sound 1,170 0 10,386 15,800 15,144 1,613,257
24 Interior Rivers 78 0 2.C61 9,168 7$,ggg i,;ig.géi
25 Lower Kuslcokwlm 4,057 0 1,924 0 ) 038’451 1,390,350
26 Bristol Bay-Aleutlans 811 0 77,634 27,275 1,408’856 2,001,056
27 Kodiak-AK Peninsula 816 6,713 28,560 21,900 ) ) , ,
Statewide Total $63,530 $121,520 $1,767,511 $862,200 $6,503,103 $81,306,800

Prepared by the House Research Agency,

February 1986.
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Table 6
Estimated FY 85 State Leases by Election District3

Election District Number of Active Leasesb Lease Payments
1 Ketch-Wrang-Ptshg 27 $ 429,480
2 Inside Passage 11 39,084
3 Baranof-Chichagof 9 115,992
4 Juneau 59 7,993,584
5 Kenai-Cook Inlet 21 853,344
6 Prince William Sound 15 1,006,848
7-15 Anchorage 75 14,431,536
16 Matanuska-Susitna 21 455,856
17 Interior Rivers 11 105,456
18-21 Fairbanks 34 1,553,688
22 North Slope-Kotzebue 21 307,920
23 Norton Sound 11 356,172
24 Interior Rivers 14 81,696
25 Lower Kuskokwim 16 384,228
26 Bristol Bay-Aleutians 14 11,096
27 Kodiak-Ak Peninsula 11 21,665
Statewide TotalO 383 $28,601,436

aThese leases were estimated from a 6/12/85 Department of Administra—
tion Division of General Services and Supply printout of active and
inactive leases by location, department and monthly lease amount, We
simply multiplied the monthly lease agreement amount by 12 to estimate
the yearly lease payment. The resulting election district totals can
only be considered rough estimates as the terms and number of State
leases is continually changing.

NLeases are recorded individually by department so that one building
housing multiple agencies will be counted as a lease by each depart—
ment. Lease payments are computed on a square footage basis and are
not double-counted.

cThe total Includes four leases in Seattle worth $56,448, one lease in
South Tacoma for $6,726 and one lease in Washington D.C. for $26,268.

Prepared Ly the House Research Agency, February 1986.
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As we mentioned previously, these data will become available next year

when the AKSAS system will be fully operational for all State govern—
ment departments. Much of the difficulty we have experienced 1in at—
tempting to break down the operating budget by election district 1s

because we are trying to superimpose location categories on data that

are not organized on a location basis. The changeover from the old

State accounting system with 1its budget component and object group

accounting categories to the new AKSAS system with its more sophisti—
cated location, purpose, and vrecipient coding will make this much

easier. The old system was oriented toward a centralized means of

paying the State®s operating expenses without regard to where the money
went or the purpose for which it was being spent. The new AKSAS system
is much more adaptable to analysis, and components of the system like

the GIS will become powerful analytical tools in the future. The pres—
ent transition period between systems makes this type of analysis very
difficul t.

He hope we have at least provided some useful information on the pat—
terns of State expenditures in the various election districts. We have
all of the information in the preceding tables in computer files and can
manipulate it any way you wish. In a future memorandum (86-049) we
will attempt to recapitulate the work we have done so far in this
series in terms of the current State operating budget accounting cate—
gories to show how much of the operatii.j budget we have been able to
capture 1n the election district format. Please feel free to call us
if you have any question on the material contained in this memorandum.

BP

Attachment
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y. Stale Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 4-65-3991

March 4, 1986
MVEMCRANDUM
T0: Representative Don Clocksin
ATTN:. Bob Cole «

FROM G
Legnslati ve Analyst

RE: State Expenditures for Welfare Programs and Unemployment Insurance
Research Request 86-046

You asked us to provide information about the distribution of State
expenditures on several welfare programs. In addition, you requested
an election district breakdown of State unemployment insurance pay-
ments. Finally, you asked us to discuss the spending patterns of
welfare recipients and unemployment insurance claimants.

This memorandum summarizes the data which are available for these pro-
grams, Specifically, we provide a House election district breakdown of
Statu FY 85 payments under the following programs:

Adult Public Assistance
- Old Age Assista ice
- Aid to the Blinc
- Aid to the Disabled

Aid to Families with Dependent Children

Medical Assistance

- Medicaid

- General Relief Medical
- Catastrophic Illness

* Unemployment Insurance

Data Sources and Difficulties

Because you expressed interest in the general availability of and diffi-
culties with the data required to address this request, this section
briefly discusses the sources of data for this memorandum.

V%.J
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The FY 85 expenditures by House election district for Adult Public
Assistance and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) presented
in this memorandum represent annualized estimates rather than actual
expenditures. W estimated the annual expenditures based on representa-
tive monthly recipient data obtained from the Department of Health and
Social Services (DHSS). General Relief program expenditures are avail-
able only on a statewide basis, as are actual FY 85 expenditures for
all programs.

The Medical Assistance data were also obtained from DHSS. These FY 85
data present some difficulties because: 1) only those Medicaid and
General Relief Medical (GRV) payments to hospitals and nursing homes
(about 64 percent of total expenditures) are available at this time;
and 2) federal funds for Medicaid payments are included in these FY 85
expenditures. At this time, it is virtually impossible to provide a
breakdown of physician payments under these programs (12 percent of to-
tal spending) because the data are not available in a geographic format.

This memorandum also presents information on federal funding under the
above-mentioned programs and similar public and medical assistance
programs. These FY85 federal expenditures in Alaska are generally
available only on a statewide basis; nevertheless, they provide a sig-
nificant portion of the public and medical assistance to Alaska's needy
persons.

The unemployment insurance data represent actual payments from the Un-
employment Insurance Trust Fund during FY 85 and were provided on an
census subarea basis by the Alaska Department of Labor. As with the
employment and payroll data in our previous memorandum in this series
(Research Memorandum 86-039), we converted Labor's unemployment compen-
sation data into a House election district format. Also note that this
memorandum includes estimates of Labor's FY 85 census area population
figures which we converted to an election district format. Federal
expenditures for unemployment compensation are provided on a statewide
basi s.

Data on the spending patterns of welfare recipients and unemployment
insurance claimants are limited. The most recent analysis of the spend-
ing of public assistance--or transfei— payments was a study of AFDC
assistance in the 1972 national economy.* Inquiries at State and fed-
eral public assistance agencies and the American Public Welfare Associ-
ation did not yield any more recent studies. Our information about
spending patterns of unemployment insurance claimants stems from the

A'Industry Effects of Government Expenditures: An Input-Output Analy-
sis". Survey of Current Business, May 1975.
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above-mentioned study and a 1975-1978 study undertaken by the U.S.
Department of Labor.”

Public Assistance Expenditures

The State of Alaska offers cash benefits to needy persons in order to
bring their income up to minimum monthly standards set by statute. The
State-funded Adult Public Assistance (APA) program provides monthly
payments to the aged over 65 (Old Agr Assistance”), the blind over 18
(Aid to the Blind) and the disabled over 18 (Aid to the Disabled) who
meet certain income and resource criteria. State and federal funds
provide cash benefits for needy children under 18 through the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) assistance program. The State-
funded General Relief (GRI program provides payments to vendors for
needy families requiring temporary emergency assistance in meeting
rent, utility, etc. obligations.

Actual State expenditures for these programs during FY 85 were:

Adult Public Assistance S13.082 million
Aid to Families with 22.012 million (plus $20,320
Dependent Children (AFDC) million in federal funds)
General Relief Assistance 0.517 million

Table 1 provides a House election district breakdown of annual esti-
mated number of recipients and payments made by the State for the APA
and AFDC programs during FY 85. These figures provide a reasonable
estimate of the geographic distribution of public assistance payments
during FY—55, based on representative monthly data, but should not be
viewed as actual expenditures under these programs. It is important to
note that the AFDC payments in Table 1 represent both the State and
federal funds.3

AChanges in Spending Patterns Following Unemployment, U.S. Department
of Labor, Employment and Training Administration Occasional Paper 81-3.

3Total AFDC funding is split roughly 52 percent State and 48 percent
federal. The State funds a greater share because of a "hold harmless”
provision whereby the State makes up for benefits which would other-
wise be lost under federal regulations due to the Permanent Fund
Dividend program.
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27 10IA-EAST Al PRENINGUA 12,873 B 1B/ 3 8,4% 1 128,08 6] 610,172 1,178,141 11,79
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Prepared bf the Heote Retearch Agencj, March 1964.
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According to the Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS),
monthly Adult Public Assistance benefits statewide during FY 85 aver-
aged $216 (Old Age Assistance), $238 (Aid to the Blind) and $232 (Aid
to the Disabled) to a monthly average of 4,862 clients. The actual
FY 8 ARDC caseload averaged 6,373 households, for an average monthly
payment of $584. The DHSS estimates that about 15,200 needy Alaskans
received AHDC assistance (average caseload times average household
size of 2.5). About 68 percent of the AFDC cases were from urban
areas, with the remaining 32 percent from rural areas. General Relief
provided emergency assistance to about 365 clients monthly, with over
90 percent receiving up to the $80 maximum allowable for nonburial
services (e.g., food, clothing, rent, and utilities).”

Table 2 summarizes total public assistance payments and recipients for
each election district. The number of welfare recipients as a percent
of the election district population varies from a low of 1.3 percent
(District 3: Baranof-Chichagof) to 8.4 percent (District 25:  Lower
Kuskokwitn).5 The prevalence of recipients tends to be less than two
percent of the population in the urban election districts and consider-
ably higher in rural districts, particularly Norton Sound (23), Interior
Rivers (24) and Lower Kuskokwim (25). However, some of the lowest
rates occur in rural election districts 26 (Bristol Bay-Aleutian Is-
lands) and 27 (Kodiak-East Alaska Peninsula) which we believe reflects
the influence of the military and Coast Guard presence and the commer-
cial fishing industry.

On a per capita basis, estimated annual FY 85 public assistance cash
benefits ranged from $68 in election district 26 (Bristol Bay-Aleutian
Islands) to $362 in district 25 (Lower Kuskokwim). As with the preva-
lence of recipients, the per capita value of benefits tends to be
highest in rural election districts, particularly districts 22 - 25.

As a rough measure of the cash flow per recipient, we calculated an
average annual benefit for each election district in Table 2. These
annual benefits range between $3,400 (Prince W.illiam Sound) and $6,500
(North Slope-Kotzebue), with a statewide average of $5,000. In actual-
ity, average annual benefits vary between $2,700 (Adult Public Assist-
ance recipients) and $7,000 (AFDC recipients). The election district
variation in annual average benefit per recipient stems, to some ex-
tent, from the variable composition of recipients among the districts.

AThe maximum allowable monthly General Relief assistance was increased
to $120 in FY 86.

AThese figures underestlmate the percentage of total population actually
receiving benefits because we have counted AFDC cases whereas an indi-
vidual case ncy, for example, have three reciplen~ts (T.e., a mother and
two children).
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For example, the higher benefits to AFDC clients go to only 32 percent
of the recipients In election district 6 (Prince William Sound), whereas
AFDC recipients constitute about 45 percent of the estimated clientele
in election district 22 (North Slope-Kotzebue).

Table 2 lIllustrates the economic importance of the public assistance
benefits to various House election districts with respect to both the
prevalence of welfare recipients and per capita value of the cash
payments. Clearly, public assistance benefits are of greater value to
a larger proportion of the population in several rural election dis-
tricts than in the urban election districts. O an individual recipi-
ent basis, however, the monthly benefits are probably of roughly equal
importance as a crucial source of cash income to any needy person
regardless of where he lives in the state.

State dollars expended on public assistance payments enter the local
economy without initial leakages to urban centers or outside the state.
However, the importance of public assistance benefits to the local
cash economy varies among rural villages. A study of the subsistence-
based economies of four villages in southwest Alaska in 1982 provides
some evidence of the importance of transfer payments to total village
cash income.® In 1982, transfer payments (i.e., public assistance,
food stamps and energy assistance) varied from 3 to 13 percent of the
estimated village cash income in the following villages:

Transfer Payments

Election (Percent of Total Annual Per Capita
Village Pistrict Village Income) Public Asstance
Goodnews Bay pis 8.2 $318
New Stuyahok 26 9.6 190
Quinhagak 25 134 338
Togiak 26 3.0 130

The village of Togiak, which received two-thirds of its 1982 cash
income from commercial fishing, is much less dependent on transfer
payments than the other three villages examined. The major form of

"Subsi stence-Based Economies in Coasta 1 Communi ties of Southwest Alaska,
Robert Wolfe et. af! Prepared for the Division of Subsistence, (Alaska
Department of Fish and Game) and the Minerals Management Service (U.S.
Department of the Interior), 1984.
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transfer payment to these villages was public assistance, with old age
assistance providing the largest portion of the payments. The annual
per capita public assistance vreported in these villages In 1982 was
similar, 1n a general sense, with those presented 1n Table 2 where
the election distrf t 25 per capita figure of $362 was substantially
higher than the $68 figure for district 26.

Medical Assistance Expenditures

The State of Alaska also provides funds for the purchase of medical
services and long-term nursing care for needy persons. The joint
federal-State funded Medlcaid program pays medical providers for hospi—
tal, physician, nursing home and other medical services given to eli—
gible clients. Anyone who qualifies for Adult Public Assistance, AFDC
or federal Supplemental Security Income automatically becomes eligible
for Medicaid coverage. The State-funded General Relief Medical program
pays for similar medical services for individuals who need routine or
emergency care and are unable to obtain other medical assistance. The
State-funded Catastrophic Illness program provides financial assistance
to Alaskans who suffer a serious 1illness or injury which results in
unpaid medical expenses of over $1,000 (during a 12-month period) after
all other sources of insurance and third-party payments have been
exhausted.

According to the Division of Medical Assistance in the Department of
Health and Social Services, payments to hospitals and long-term care
facilities account for 60 percentof the division"s budget.l State
FY 85 expenditures for these medical assistance programs were:8

Medicaid $63,127 million (which includes about
$28.2 million in federal funds)

General Relief Medical 11.304 million
Catastrophic Illness 3.157 million
Table “presents a Houseelection district breakdown of mostexpendi—

tures under these threemedical assistance programs during FY 85.
The Medicaid and General Relief Medical figures by election district

"The FY 87 Medical Assistance Budget Request Unit prepared by Rod
Betit, Director of the Division of Medical Assistance.

8These represent final approved FY 85 budget figures obtained from the
Division of Medical Assistance.
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Include only expenditures to in-state nursing homes and hospitals (ex-—
cluding Indian Health Service facilities)— about 64 percent of total FY
85 funds. The balance of the expenditures 1s not available on a geo-
graphic basis and cover payments for physicians (12 percent), Native
facilities (six percent), other services (16 percent), and out-of-state
facilities (twopercent). Table 1 accounts for all expenditures under
the Catastrophic Illness program except about $95,000 (three percent of
the total) for payments to out-of-state facilities during FY 85.

The medical assistance expenditures provided in Table 1 present a
breakdown of State payments by election district, rather than location
of recipients. In contrast to public assistance payments, State medical
assistance dollars flow to the election districts where health facili-
ties occur. For example, 56 percent ("526.6 milllonl of the Medicaid/
General Relief Medical (GRM) FY 85 expenditures we can account for were
paid to Anchorage area hospitals and nursing homes. n the other hand,
there were no FY 85 State payments to five rural election districts
(Inside Passage, North Slope-Kotzebue, Interior Rivers, Lower Kuskokwim,
and Bristol Bay-Aleutian Islands). If we were able to include payments
for physician services, it appears likely that the total State Medicaid
and GRM funds would be more widely distributed.

The concentration of State expenditures under the Catastrophic Illness
program is even more pronounced because serious illnesses or injuries
are more likely to be referred to the state's most advanced urban
health facilities. About 65 percent of the FY 85 Catastrophic Illness

payments went to Archorage hospitals. If we examine the location of
approved applicant? during FY 85, it becomes apparent that the vast
majority of the program beneficiaries reside in urban areas. In fact,

about 87 percent of the FY 85 approved applicants lived in Anchorage,
Fairbanks, Juneau, P1lmer/Wasi 1lla, Kenai or Sitka. This urban concen-
tration of beneficiar.es may reflect: 1) better knowledge of or refei
ral to the program; 2' greater accessibility to facilities by urban
residents; or 3) potential access to Indian Health Service assistance
by rural residents.

Federal Assistance Programs for Needy Alaskans

The federal government also provides considerable assistance to Alaska's
needy persons, as indicated previously for the ADFC and Medicaid pro-
grams. Federal funding of $81 million in Fy 85 for several welfare
programs, including AFDC, Medicaid, Food Stamps, Energy Assistance,
Special Supplemental Food (Women, Infants and Children), and Supple-
mental Security Income for the elderly is summarized below. In compari-
son, the State public and medical assistance FY 85 funding previously
mentioned in this memorandum totaled about $78 million.
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Federal Welfare Program FY 85 Statewide Assistance

Aid to Families with

Dependent Children $20.3 million
Medicaid 28.2
Food Stamps 5.2

Low Income Home
Energy Assistance 11.8

Special Supplemental
Food for Women, Infants

and Children 2.7
Supplemental Security Income 12.7
STATEWDE TOTAL $80.9 million

Sources: Grants Information System, Office of Management and
Budget and individual program managers.

With the exception of Medicaid, federal welfare provides cash or cash
equivalent stamps or vendor payments directly to recipients and their
local economy. On the basis of total welfare expenditures in Alaska,
federal funding Ts clearly as important as State funding. Although
there is currently considerable uncertainty regarding the future feder-
al budget under the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (GRH) amendment of the Emer—
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, it appears that federal welfare
funding to Alaska will remain largely intact. Furthermore, federal
assistance to needy Alaskans appears to fare well under the President's
proposed FY 87 budget.9

Unemployment Insurance Expenditures

State and federal unemployment insurance benefits are paid to Alaskan
workers during periods of involuntary unemployment. The various bene-
fits available and the State and federal expenditures during the
State's 1985 fiscal year are as follows:

}Pay Paddock, Budget Analyst, Office of Management and Budget, Office
of the Governor, personal communication, February 28, 1986.
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Benefit Program State Federal

Regular Benefi ts $112.1 mi 1lion -0-
Supplemental Benefits

Extended Benefits 4.2 million $4.2 million
Supplemental Compensation -0- 9.5 m1lion
Supplemental Interim

Benefi ts 0.2 million -0-
TOTAL $116.5 mi1lion $13.7 mi1lion

Source: Alaska Department of Labor.

The State's portion of the unemployment benefits are paid out of the
Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund. The Unemployment Insurance Trust
Fund is a dedicated fund, which receives most of its revenues through
employer and employee tax contributions. During Calendar Year 1985,
the trust fund maintained a monthly average balance of $142.3 million
and averaged monthly benefit payments of $7.4 million. The State of
Alaska reimburses the fund for unemployment benefits paid to former
State employees because the State is not a regular taxpayer into the
fund.

Table 3 provides an election district breakdown of the unemployment in-
surance payments mede during FY 85. The $89.1 million in State-funded
benefits represents 76 percent of total State benefits; the remaining
$27.4 million in State benefits leaked to out-of-state claimants.
Similarly, federal benefits paid in-state ($9.9 million) represents
73 percent of total federal payments, with another $3.8 million going
to claimants outside Alaska.

On a per capita basis, unemployment compensation during FY 85 ranged
between $61 in election district 26 (Bristol Bay-Aleutians) and $361 in
district 16 (Matanuska-Susitna). Generally, the per capita values tend
to be lower in coastal election districts (Baranof-Chichagof, Prince
William Sound, Bristol Bay-Aleutians, and Kodiak-East Alaska Peninsula)
where fishermen (who are not taxed or eligible for unemployment compen-—
sation) make up a significant portion of the work force. In addition,
per capita values are relatively low in the urban districts of Juneau
and Anchorage where seasonal employees receiving unemployment benefits
are dwarfed by the year-round work force and total district population.
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Some rural election districts have lower per capita unemployment compen-—
sation values because of fewer employment opportunities (which qualify
workers for unemployment benefits) relative to the district nopulation
(North Slope-Kotzebue, Norton Sound, and Lower Kuskokwim). On the
other hand, several districts had relatively higher per capita values
which reflect: 1) the downturn in the timber Industry (Ketchlkan-Wran-
gell-Petersburg and Inside Passage); and 2) a mobile, seasonal work
force (Kenai-Cook Inlet, Mat-Su, Interior Highways and Fairbanks).

According to an analysis of unemployment compensation in Alaska during
the federal 1985 fiscal year (October 1984 - September 1985), weekly
benefits averaged $151 for an average duration of 15.3 weeks.10 On
average, an individual received about $2,300 in FY 85. Two major
trends were noted in this analysis: 1) the percent of total nonfederal
regular benefits going out-of-state declined to Its lowest level since
1972; and 2) the portion of in-state benefits going to residents in
the Anchorage and Matanuska-Susitna area has increased. According to
Table 3, about 47 percent of State and federal expenditures to in-s".ate
claimants ($46.7 million) were mailed to persons in those districts.
Nevertheless, the Anchorage and Mat-Su election districts constitute
about 53 percent of the state's population.

The intent of unemployment compensation is to assist individuals during
periods of involuntary unemployment. The individual , impact of the
monthly benefits is to enable these unemployed workers to maintain, to
some extent, their spending habits or purchasing power. Hith a state-
wide average monthly wage of roughly $2,400 in Cy 84, however, the
average weekly~~benefit~or~$HTI provides a claimant only about 25 per-
cent of the purchasing power of an employed worker.1l The degree of
income security provided by unemployment benefits is generally limited
by the cost of providing benefits and the potential disincentives to
return to work which could occur with higher benefits.

Unemployment benefits tend to ameliorate the effects of seasonal swings
in total statewide employment and payrolls--thereby stabilizing the
state's economy. However, roughly one-quarter of the unemployment
benefits are mailed to claimants outside Alaska and have no beneficial
impact on the state's economy. In the next section, we consider the
spending patterns of unemployment insurance claimants as well as those
of welfare recipients in order to provide a better understanding of the
impact of these government expenditures on Alaska's economy.

10"Unemployment Compensation: Where Does the Money Go?" Alaska Eco-
nomic Trends. Alaska Department of Labor, November 1985.

AN Statistical Quarterly 2nd Quarter 1985, Alaska Department of Labor.
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Spending Patterns of Welfare Recipients and Unemployment [Insurance
Claimants

A detailed study of the national economy in 1972 by the U.S. Department
of Commerce provides the most recent analysis of welfare spending pat—
terns we were able to locate. Table 4 compares the spending of federal

government transfers (AFDC, federal civilian pensions, and unemployment
insurance) with nontransfer personal consumption expenditures 1in 1972.

According to Table 4, food, wholesale/retail purchases and real estate

(i.e., rent) accounted for 59 cents of each dollar spent by AFDC recip—
ients. In other words, 1industries in the food, wholesale/retail and
real estate business were the primary beneficiaries of welfare spending.
The most noticeable differences between welfare recipient spending and
that of the general populace were: 1) considerably more spent on food;

2) somewhat more spent on wholesale/retail goods; 3) somewhat less spent
on real estate; and 4) no medical expenditures recorded (presumably
because the AFDC recipients”™ medical expenses were covered under Medi—

caid).



ladus try

Ocher Agricultural
Food
Tobacco

Apparel

Cleaning Arcicles
Motor Vehicles
Footwear

Coeamnication
except Radio/TV

Appliances

Utilities

Wholesale and
Retail Tt«de

Finance
Insurance
Real Estate

Medical
Education

All others < 1C

TABLE 4

DIRECT EFFECTS ON INDUSTRY OUTPUT OF SELECTED
GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS (1972)

(C of $ of transfers)

Nootrans fer

Federal Personal
Civilian Unemployment Consucrption
AFDC  Pensions [nsurance Expenditures
.01
23 .14 13 .13
.03 .01 .01 .01
.04 .03 .04 .04
.01
.02 .03 .04 .04
.01
02 .01 .01
.01
.04 .04 .03 .03
26 .21 .22 .22
.03
.01 .02 .02 .02
.10 .16 .14 .14
.06 .05 .05
.01 .04 .03 .03

SOURCE:  "Industry Effects of Government Expenditures: An Input-Output
Analysis." Survey of Current Business, May 1975, Tables 3-4
pages 9-23.
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In contrast, the spending pattern of unemployment Insurance claimants
reported in the same study was similar to that of the general populace.
Unemployment compensation appears to be treated like other income by
individuals. A more recent study, undertaken during the period 1975 -
1978, analyzed the adjustments in household spending following 13 weeks
of unemployment in order to, assess the adequacy of unemployment insur-—
ance benefits . Results Cf the study indicate:

e although monthly gross household income declined about 43 per-
cent, during the period of unemployment, mean household consump-
tion spending declined only 15 percent;

e nearly half of the households used savings to help maintain
spending or drew upon other sources of cash (personal loans or

sale of personal property);

e other members of the household worked longer hours, began work-
ing, or began looking for work;

e the categories which exhibited the greatest reduction in spend-
ing were: services/other (45 percent reduction); travel/enter—
tainment (432); clothing (402); education (282); medical (212);
and the support of outside persons (202);

e housing, loans and food— the major household expense cate-
gories— also witnessed spending reduntions ranging from six
to 15 percent;

e the degree of spending reductions depended upon the adequacy
of the unemployment insurance benefit for individual house-
holds; and

e 71 percent of the households made some reductions in consumption
during the period of unemployment under study.

k k k k k

We hope this information is wuseful to you. Please call if you have
any questions.



January 28, 1988

All Legislators of Alaska
P. 0. Bex V
Juneau, AK 99811

To AlIl the Legislators of the State of Alaska:

As a member of the rural constituency of Alaska | support
and ask that you support SCR 36 cr HCR 33. As an
advocate of these resolutions, | oppose 2nd SSHB-1 and
ask that you do likewise. The following are some of my
reasons for supporting the resolutions and opposing the
house bill.

1. Mandatory or voluntary formation or
annexation of boroughs must be studied prior
to and not after boundary decisions are made
in order to determine residents desires,
educational needs, resource and economic
capabilities, usefulness to residents, etc.

2. The Local Boundary Commission wields more
power over Alaskan residents then it should.
We need to investiga-te this department to
ensure it openly approaches the people of this
state.

3. Lesser classifications of local government®
must be considered and presented to the people.

4. Present monstrously oversized boroughs

that do not represent or service ALL of their
residents should not be allowed any further
annexation of land, people, and businesses

until they can prove to the State of Alaska

that they are meeting ;the needs of every person,
place and business within their present

boundaries.(ie Mat-Su Borough). Inequities
occur daily within these gigantic local
government entities. I honestly believe the

boroughs should not be allowed to get any
larger but should be limited in size.



5. The creator of 2nd SSIIB-1 stated in a
letter to the Railbelt School District that

"an area covering 2/3"s of the state (is)
operating under a comnlex...confusing systenm
of...governments, and service areas...". This
refers to land mass and not population density.
The Regional Government Study states that of a
total state population of 553,<QS0 only 56 ,650
people (10% of the total population) 1live in
unorganized areas with 40,516 of these people
residing in 1st class, 2nd class or home rule
cities. That leaves a mere 12,934 (2% of the
total population) taking care of themselves

and their neighbors in the unorganized areas.
This leads me to conclude that the creator of
2nd SSII1B-1 is not concerned with the people of
rural Alaska, but rather with the number of
dollars that he can garner off of such projects
as the pipline. It is therefore the land mass
and not the people that the boroughs and their
supporting urban legislators are lusting after.

6. Department of Community and Regional
Affairs was instituted to oversee the needs
and services of the people in the unorganized,
rural areas. It has not been discharging
these duties satisfactorily for some time.

The fact that D.C.R.A. produced the Regional
Government Study in an extremely one-sided
manner is proof of its disloyalty to rural
residents. This also warrants investigation.

Many other arguments in favor of the Alaskan rural
people and their lifestyle could be presented during
the course of comparing all of the reports, letters,
and bill revisions that have been introduced. I will
settle for the six that I have set forth in this letter
as I'm sure other rural Alaskans have submitted these
and other points of contention. Interest in being



forced into a new borough or annexed into an existing
borough is not as preeminent as urban legislators and
borough assemblyoeople would have every one believe.

| reiterate my request for your support of SCR 36 or
IFICR 33 as the proposed movement to total government
must be studied to a maximum before any drastic measures
are taken.

Sincerely yours,

Armeda A. Bulard
P. 0. Box 87
Cantwell, AK 99729
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January 8, 1988

The Honorabe Henry Springer
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Springer,

| am writing you to comment further on HB1l, specifically relating
to some of the conclusions that were presented to you in the
memorandum of October 9, 1987, from Legislative Analyst Karen
Oakley of the House Research Agency.

| believe that this report shows that HB1, stripped of the sponsors’
IoftK rhetoric, is basically unworkable, of considerable detriment
to the boroughs that would be compulsorily formed, and of no
significant value to the already formed boroughs. Rather than
mmplz reiterate Ms. Oakley's concise and negative analysis,

| wish to share with you my experience in the rural areas of
Central and Western Alaska during the past 7 years, as an inter-
viewer for the U.S. Census Bureau (my observations are of a per-
sonal nature and are of course not an official position of the

U.S. Bureau of the Census.).

The memorandum states that, "More work is required to assess

the ability of residents in the proposed boroughs to pai/] property
taxes." (page 2) This is a terrific understatement. The memoran-
dum further states that "The economies of many of the rural com-
munities... are based on varying mixtures of subsistence and cash,
and cash in such economies is often of limited availability."(page
18) As an example, a man 1 talked with last month, who was livinyg
in"a regional housing author|t% house in a small village on the
Lower Yukon, mentioned to me that he was "supposed to he ﬁaymg
$19.00/month" toward the purchase of this home, but that he had
"not made any payments for the last two P/e_ars," and, "I don't
know, if they come and take it away, |'Il just move out on the
trapline | guess..." Nothing about his lifestyle belied this
inability to pay, his was a typical financial picture for a rural
resident in these areas: that of a family living a subsistence
existence, trapping some in the winter, and firefighting in the
summer for a few weeks. Some of the cities such as Galena and
Fort Yukon have a secondary structure of store owners and service
industry businesses, such as small general stores, snow machine
/outhoard motor repair shops, for example. Most of a typical
family's cash income goes toward the purchase of food and clothing,
often by mail order. ~The imposition of a sales tax would have

the effect of further discouraging local businesses, which must
already compete with cheap freight in the form of subsidized

U.S. mail delivery.

The memorandum states that "State Assessor Mike Worley has sug-
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gested that alternative means of taxation within the unorganized
borough be considered. For example, the legislature could impose
by statute a formula for taxing property in the unorganized
borough." (page 18) Since any "formula™, no matter how complex,
would most certainly contain many inequities, 1| see nothing ahead
but a morass of lawsuits resulting from this "unique™ approach.

Frankly, we must acknowledge that as long as the rural areas

in the unorganized borough do not meet the standards specified

in the Article X of the Constitution, 1ie., population, geography,
economy, transportation, etc., there is no alternative to sup—
porting education in these areas from the general revenues of

the State (to which rural residents are also, of course, entitled)

Although the memorandum estimates that the net savings to the
general fund would be on the order of (an insignificant) $3 mil—
lion (page 2), | believe that even this estimate 1is unrealistic-
ally high, that the newly formed boroughs would cause a net drain
on the general fund for years to come. For the Lower Yukon REAA,
for instance, the Report®s figures show that the total generation
of revenue at a 4 mill tax rate would be $357,512 (table 5).

It is obvious that this amount would barely cover the cost of
collection, and as mentioned above, the imposition of a higher
tax rate would be impossible.

Representative Springer, as a family, we are very interested

in the status of our educational system (my wife 1is currently
serving on the Railbelt REAA school board). Considering HBI®s
devastating effect on rural education, |1 must urge that your
Committee give this bill a "thumbs-down". For Rep. Larsen, a
former educator, to have introduced this legislation at all,
leads mo to question whether he has a sincere interest in the
education of all Alaskans, or if so, whether he has done his
homework by researching this legislation adequately. I ask you
whether a net revenue increase of $3 million that would theo—
retically be available at some future date from this bill, it
worth the dissension, legal ensnarlment, and certainly high start—
up costs.

It appears that a far better piece of legislation 1is Senator

J. Kertulla®s new SB314, which by having the State assume the
responsibility for school debt retirement in all areas, would
significantly lower the tax liability of current borough residents
Specifically, Mr. Ted Beilman, Sen. Kertulla®s aide, estimated
during his telephone conversation with me today that the average
taxpayer®s burden would be reduced by about 60%.

With State revenue forecasts uncertain, but almost certainly
necessitating a retrenchment in State spending, 1t seems that

we must at all costs protect funding for the schooling of our
young people, even if we must sacrifice capital spending projects,
for example, to do so. It appears that SB314 would enable the
State"s Organized Borough residents to decide to what degree

they wish to support the librarys, swimming pools, service dis—
tricts, etc., which they desire,
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while allowing those of us in the rural areas to do without these
benefits, but enjoy the lifestyle unregulated, untaxed, self-
sufficient lifestyle that we so cherish.

Sincerely,

Mile 260 Parks Highway
Healy, AK 99743



House of Representatives

Committeeon
Community & Regional Affairs

January 20, 1988

Mr. John Dailey

Mile 260 Parks Highway

Healy, Alaska 99743

Dear Mr. Dailey:

Let me acknowledge receipt of your letter of January 8, 1988,
Your unique insights and thoughts shared in the fetter are
very much appreciated.

Your letter of January 8, 1988 will be on file as testimony.

Sinceffly,

Representative Henry Springer, Chairman
Community and Regional Affairs Committee

¢/ ) N b gj.



&epresentattbe Ikmattr 11 Hammon
JDistn'ct 16J5

TO: All Leaislat”rs
FROM: Representative Ronald L. larson

SUBJ: Response to a recent letter regarding SCR 36, HCR 33,
and 2nd SSHB 1

DATE: February 8, 1988

Attached is a letter sent to all legislators regarding SCR 36,
HCR 33, and 2nd SSHB 1, as well as our response to the letter. |
believe the letter raises sane legitimate concerns. | hope | have
addressed them adequately. Please feel free to give me a call if you
have questions.



Alaska gbtate legislature

InerimAddress
BOX53
PALVER ALASKA 9545

(07) 7453806+ Pelrrer
(@07) 3768628 Wesilla

ftEpresentatibe ftonalb li. llartfon

jhifitrict 16$

February 5, 19P8

Armeda A. Bulard
P.0. Box 87
Cantwell, Alaska 99729

Dear Armeda:

Thank you for your letter regarding SCR 36, HCR 33 and 2nd SSHB 1.
As prime sponsor to the last, 1 thought it important that 1 respond.

I agree with the first point you make. | have no problem with SCR
36 and HCR. 33. An 18 month moratorium on borough annexation would have
no effect on the process outlined in my bill. More importantly, 1 think

a halt to all annexation attempts, so that regions being threatened can
examine the formation of a borough on their own, would be a good thing.
There 1is nothing I would like more than to see various regions of the
state form their own boroughs on their own terms— with the boundaries
they choose and with a form of government that would best meet their
needs. In fact, one of my underlying motivations in introducing HB 1
was to encourage this very thing. You hit it on the nose: Citizens of
various regions in the state should assess th®ir educational needs,
their resource and economic capabilities, the effects borough government
would have (both the pros and the cons), and then proceed accordingly.

As to your concern about the power wielded by the Local Boundary
Commission, let me say this: The catmission was purposely set up to be
independent from the legislature and frcm any state agency. Moreover,
it is made up of five citizens frcm around the state. | believe that it
is appropriate that such an apolitical commission study and make
recarmeneations to the legislature regardina municipal boundaries. If
it were otherwise.. I"m afraid, boundary decisions would likely be the
result of political battles based on emotion and self interest.

You make the point that lesser classifications of local government
should be considered. | disagree. In 1972 the legislature eliminated
all Fourth Class Boroughs. In 1986 the legislature passed legis3.ation
mandating that no more Third Class Boroughs could be formed. | believe
that in both instances legislative discussion pointed out the many
problems associated with Third and Fourth Class Boroughs. | don"t
believe we have to debate the issue again, and I believe that to reverse
the legislative decisions already made would be a mistake. Most
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STAIECAPITCL BULDING

JUNEAUL ALASKAGEBIL
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E>tate leqislature

ftepresentattibe ftonalb H. Hammon
Bistrict 16$

February 5, 1988

Armeda A. Bulard
P.0. Box 87
Cantwell, Alaska 99729

Dear Armeda:

Thank you for your letter regarding SCR 36, HCR 33 and 2nd SSHB 1.
As prime sponsor to the last, | thought it important that | respond.

I agree with the first point you make. I have no problem with SCR
36 and HCR. 33. An 18 month moratorium on borough annexation would have
no effect on the process outlined in my bill. More importantly, 1 think
a halt to all annexation attempts, so that regions being threatened can
examine the formation of a borough on their own, would *je a good thing.
There 1is nothing I would like more than to see various regions of the
state form their own boroughs on their own terms— with the boundaries
they choose and with a form of government that would best meet their
needs. In fact, one of my underlying motivations in introducing Kl 1
was to encourage this very thing. You hit it on the nose: Citizens of
various regions in the state should assess th<ir educational needs,
their resource and economic capabilities, the effects borough government
would have (both the pros and the cons), and then proceed accordingly.

As to your concern about the power wielded by the Local Boundary
Commission, let me say this: The cotrmission was purposely set up to be
independent from the legislature and fran any state agency. Moreover,
it 1s made up of five citizens from around the state. | believe that it
is appropriate that such an apolitical connission study and make
recaunendations to the legislature regarding municipal boundaries. If
it were otherwise, 1™m afraid, boundary decisions would likely be the
result of political battles based on emotion and self interest.

You make the point that lesser classifications of local government
should be considered. | disagree. In 1972 the legislature eliminated
all Fourth Class Boroughs. 1In 1986 the legislature passed legislation
mandating that no more Third Class Boroughs could be formed. I believe
that in both instances legislative discussion pointed out the many
problems associated with Third and Fourth Class Boroughs. 1 don"t
believe we have to debate the issue again, and I believe that to reverse
the legislative decisions already made would be a mistake. Most
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importantly, 1 believe the type of borough government, called for in mv
current bill, that of Hone Pule Boroughs, offers the most flexible and
adaptable form of government available. Citizens of a region can
literally mold their Heme Rr.le Charter to their own circumstances and
needs.

Even though I represent the Mat-Su Borough, 1 pretty much agree
with your fourth point. There is some ineauity in the provision of
services to different areas within current boroucrhs. 1 believe it the
responsibility of each Borough Assembly to eliminate that inequity as
much as it can. | also agree that unless there are very unusual
circumstances most boroughs should not add to their present boundaries.
I would say that the Bristol Bay and the Ketchikan Boroughs might be
exceptions.

You present several arguments in your fifth point. Part of your
argument is vein" “similar to one I make in favor of borough formation.
You are right, of the 56,000 people living in the Unorganized Borough,
almost 80 percent of them live in some form of municipality right now.
That is one of the primary arguments for borough formation: People are
already familiar with, and part of, municipal government; the adjustment
to borough government should not be difficult. As to the 13,000 not
living in municipalities, little will change. They can continue their
rural life style and continue to take care of themselves and their
neighbors.

You end your fifth point by talking about the dollars 1 "can gamer
off such projects as the pipeline.” I want you to know that I stand to
gamer nothing from borough formation- other than the satisfaction of
making this state a better and a more effectively functioning one. As
to the pipeline itself, vou should know that the state now gamers all
the revenue frcm taxes on the pipeline in the Unorganized Borough (taxed
at a 20 mills). With borough formation, each borough could tax the
pipeline up to the 20 mill rate to use for its own purposes, and the
state would receive only what remained short of 20 mills.

Finally, in your sixth point you castigate the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs for authoring the Regional Government
Stud””. You accuse the department for "its disloyalty to rural
residents.” 1 think vou are wrong. | think the department is very much
an advocate of rural Maska. Each year it oversees and provides
millions of dollars of programs and services to rural citizens.

In regards to HB 1 itself, the department has officially taken a
stand against the bill as it is currently written. Though it strongly
endorses the concept of borough formation across the state as a whoie,
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it has taken the stand that the process should be slaved and that an
educational effort aimed at rural Alaska is necessary. | can agree with
both. There is nothing magical about the year 1992. 1 can agree that
there are sane areas that will need a longer time to form as boroughs-
or need a large ongoing subsidy frcm the state. Howe”r, 1 also believe
there are other areas that should have long ago formed as boroughs (and
taken on sane of the responsibilities now shouldered by the state). As
to an educational effort, right now I am attempting to get funding for
such an effort. It is important for the people who will be affected by
borough formation to understand it, to know the. pros and cons of it, and
therefore be able to make an informed decision.

Armeda, 1 could go on to argue the merits of borough formation, but
I wonT. I will only sav that there are many advantages, both to each
region that would be organized and to the state as a whole. | won"t
deny that there is a "flip side to the coin,"” however. | have attended
a number of public hearings on the issue; I will continue to do so. |1
have received and responded to several letters like your own. | have
discussed the issue with many a rural legislator. | have listened, I
have noted the problems that have been raised, and I have searched for
solutions to those problems. I wi.ll continue to do the same.

Let me assure you, though. [In the end- it may be 5 years, 10
years, or 20- the state as a whole will be organized into boroughs. In
the end, all people of the state must have equal access to programs and
services; all people of the state must share in local responsibility for
those programs and services; and all people of the state must take local
control of their affairs.

Again, thank you for writing.

Sincerely,

Representative



January 28, 1988

All Legislators of Alaska
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

To All the Legislators of the State of Alaska:

As a member of the rural constituency of Alaska 1 suonort
and ask that you support SCR 36 or HCR 33. As an
advocate of these resolutions, |1 oppose 2nd SSHB-1 and
ask that you do likewise. The following are some of my
reasons for supporting the resolutions and ounos.ing the
house bill.

1. Mandatory or voluntary formation or
annexation of boroughs must be studied orior
0 and not after boundary decisions are made
in order to determine residents desires,
educational needs, resource and economic
capabilities, usefulness to residents, etc.

2. The Local Boundary Commission wields more
power over Alaskan residents then it should.
We need to investiga-te this department to
ensure it openly approaches the people of this
state.

3. Lesser classifications of local government”
must be considered and presented to the people.

4. Present monstrously oversized boroughs

that do not represent or service ALL of their
residents should not be allowed any further
annexation of land, people, and businesses

until they can prove to the State of Alaska
that they are meeting®the needs of every person,
place and business within their present

boundaries.(ie Mat-Su Borough). Inequities
occur daily within these gigantic local
government entities. I honestly believe the

boroughs should not be allowed to get any
larger but should be limited in size.



5. The creator of 2nd SSHB-1 stated 1in a
letter to the Railbelt School District that

"an area covering 2/3"s of the state (is)
operating under a comnlex...confusing system
of...governments, and service areas...". This
refers to land mass and not population density.
The Regional Government Study states that of a
total state population of 553,880 only 56,650
people CIO% of the total population) Ilive in
unorganized areas with 40,516 of these people
residing in 1st class, 2nd class or home rule
cities. That leaves a mere 12,934 (2% of the
total population) taking care of themselves

and their neighbors in the unorganized areas.
This leads me to conclude that the creator of
2nd SSHB-1 is not concerned v/ith the people of
rural Alaska, but rather with the number of
dollars that he can garner off of such projects
as the pipline. It is therefore the land mass
and not the people that the boroughs and their
supporting urban legislators are lusting after.

6. Department of Community and Regional
Affairs was instituted to oversee the needs
and services of the people in the unorganized,
rural areas. It has not been discharging
these duties satisfactorily for some time.

The fact that D.C.R.A. produced the Regional
Government Study in an extremely one-sided
manner 1is proof of its disloyalty to rural
residents. This also warrants investigation.

Many other arguments 1in favor of the Alaskan rural
people and thpir lifestyle could be presented during
the course of comparing all of the reports, letters,
and bill revisions that have been introduced. I will
settle for the six that | have set forth in this letter
as I°"m sure other rural Alaskans have submitted these

and other points of contention. Interest in being



forced into a new borough or annexed 1into an existing
borough 1is not as preeminent as urban legislators and
borough assemblyoeople would have every one believe.

I reiterate my request for your support of SCR 36 or

HCR 33 as the proposed movement to total government

must be studied to a maximum before any drastic measures
are taken.

Sincerely yours,

Armeda A. Bulard
P. 0. Box 87
Cantwell, AK 99729



2/5/88
Henry,

Jim Filip, City Mgr for City of Yakutat, called on 2/5/88.
(Box 6, City of Yakutat, Yakutat, AK 99689, 784-3323)

He is opposed to HB 1. He 1is also opposed to the obvious
lockout of communities in the unorganized borough to at least
listening access to Committee hearings on HB 1 (mentioned
Yakutat, Fort Yukon and Galena). He found it interesting that
all the teleconference (T/C) sites chosen for our hearings
just happened to be in organized boroughs. (Another plot
against the unorganized areas.) He requested that we open
hearings up to at least "listen only"™ capabilities in all

areas (unorganized borough) that would be affected. He also
suggested televised coverage of the hearing. He wanted to
know exactly what was being said by the Committee. He has

requested copies of the transcripts of T/C and tape copies.

\9



HB 10 198
CITY of YAKUTAT

P.0. BOX 6
YAKUTAT. ALASKA 99689
(907) 784-3323

February 9, 1988

Representative Henry Springer, Chairman
Community and Regional Affairs Committee
P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Springer:

| would like to take this opportunity to object to the
proposed procedure for taking public oral testimony on 2d
SSHB 1.
- The basis for my objection is that as it is arranged,
individuals such as myself cannot listen to the entire

hearing on a real-time basis without travelling to a
Legislative Information O ffice.

Since the work you are doing is important, and since |
feel you have an obligation to provide the broadest possible
access to these hearings, | hope you will provide access on
a listen-only basis to all volunteer teleconference sites as

well.

_ Alternatively, | think someone on your staff should
investigate wusing the Rural Alaska Television Network to
broadcast the audio portion of the hearings which would
reach areas which are directly affected by this legislation.

For our record | am requesting copies of tyé)ed_minutes

as they are available, and I am enclosing six 90-minute

cassette tapes, for your use in making copies of the verbal

record, and to be returned to me as promptly as possible.
Thank yju for making this service available.

Sincerely



cct Senator Dick Eliason w/o Encl.
Representative Peter Goll w/o Encl.
Representative Larson w/o Encl.
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February 5, 1988

Mr. Carl Bandy
P.0. Box 944
Delta Junction, AK 99737

Dear Mr. Bandy:

Thank you for your recent letter expressing your concerns
about proposed legislation regarding the formation of
borough government where boroughs currently do not exist.

An you may know, the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs has just completed a study of regional government in
Alaska. A forty-five page report on the study, as well as
an additional booklet titled "Regional Government in Alaska"
(still in draft form), have resulted from this effort. |
have enclosed a copy of each for your information.

You raised several interesting points regarding the limita—
tions of borough formation in the Delta Junction area.
Although your assessment of taxation was not entirely
accurate, your alarm over project property tax revenues is
understandable. You have stated thav. property taxes would
not exceed five mills in the borough. However, the fact 1is
that the authority of boroughs to tax real and personal
property is generally limited to thirty mills or three
percent of the full and true value of the property. Please
see discussion on page 20 of "Regional Government in
Alaska."

You may Ffind the report and booklet to be of additional
interest since they discuss an array of possible financing
opportunities and constraints for all areas of the Unor—
ganized Borough. You also made mention of the effects of
the Matanuska-Susitna Borough®s annexation of the Delta
Junction area. While the report and booklet do not deal
specifically with borough annexations, they do provide
insight in th» operation of borough government.i



Mr. Carl Bandy

2 - February 5, 1988

Once again, | appreciate hearing your concerns. If you have
questions or wish to share additional ideas please do not
hesitate to contact Ms. Marty Rutherford, Director of the

Division of Municipal and Regi

in Anchorage.

Enclosures

cc: Commissioner Hoffman
Marty Rutherford
Director, MRAD
DCRA

“ -8586

Governor



P.0. BOXV MEMBER

JUNE@BJ} ﬁlégszlgg\sg%ll Community and Regional
(907) 465- Affairs
DISTRICT 10 Special Committee

on Telecommunications

Finance Sub-Committee
for Labor

2600 Denali; Suite 501
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
(907) 276-7943

Anchorage Caucus,
Representative Virginia M. Collins House Chair

February 6, 1988

Representative Heinrich Springer

House Community and Regional Affairs Committee Chair
Court Bldg., Room 601

P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Sprifrger — i

Enclosed please find a copy of a Iet{er, aith attachments, which I re-
ceived from Thomas A. Mays from Copper Center, Alaska. His letter ex-
presses concerns about the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
report, "Regional Government Study,' regarding borough formation.

I felt you would be interested iIn his comments and thought you would like



January 30, f~SS
RC 60 Box. 303

Copper Center., AK 99573
7iepneAc.ntc.tive Vin.gin La Pi. Collir.A
AlcAika State LeaiAlature
7.0. Box i; ffiS 3/00)
Runeau, AilaA.ka 99711

Dean. ftepreAcntative CollinA."

I am encloAinou, a cope orl my Letter, to Senator StUI’Cﬁ,HEWAki

for noun information. Since you Aerve on the Community
ana liegional AffairA Committee, | would. appreciate bearin':,
from you on iniA Aubfect. In particular | would like to

know where ygou Atanc on thin iAAue and. what you can do to
Atop the DCTiA from Apending. public money to luppcrt borough
iformation and . taxation. It in not ri%.ht |Cor DCTiA to take.
aidca in thiA iAAue aA the Atate government aKgulc repreAcnt

all ihe people of AlaAiia.

Aa a final comment I muni advinz you that | have a tetter
from anina inc. voicing their ntrong. apparition to any borou
formation. If you would like a copy of thiA letter plecAe

let me. know.

AT mnGn&l !



R an 10, 1988
HC 60 Box 303

Copper Center, Alanha

99573

Senator Arlinn Sturgulewnki
Alanha State Leg.iAlatu.re
7.0. Box V (PS 3/001
Runeau, Alanha 998//

4

Dear Senator Sturgulewnki,

I am writing, to expreAA my emp itcc oppOAition to the forced
formation of a borough government, in the Copper 'Diver Banin,
and to comment on ihe minleading, deceptive and nJLanied
report produced by the Department of' Community and Reg ionallL
Affairn for the State Lcginlature. the report in entitled

"Regional Oovernment Study".

thin report which DCRA calln a ntudy in nothing, more if.an

a nupport document for a political agenda which neekn to
encumber ihe unorganised arean of Alanka with a form of
government the local people do not denire, and in many ccaca

find repugnant.

One of my main criticinmn of thin report in itn minleading.
and deceptive une of data to nupport the goal of increaneti

government and iaxation in rural Alanka.

In nection | page 3> 1ihe report indicaten that 80% of the
population of ihe unoryaniged borough already live within
a municipal government niructure, inferring wide range

acceptance and nupport for local government. Uhile the number.a

may be correct, they are atnoluiely not repncnen.tciive



of the Copper River Banin or the Copper River Piural Cducation
Attendance Area (CRCAAJ. 1o my knowledge there in not one
incorporated Home Rule, hirnt clann, or Second clann city

in the Copper River Banin. the more logical conclunion

here in that the people do not denire any local government,'

taxation or annociated nervieen.

In nection Il the report referencen 9 iablen in nupport of

itn agenda. In thene tablen the information bane and or

area in aajunted to nuit ihe author 'n (DCRA) purpone by including
arean that are not geographically, racially, or economically
connectea to the Copper River Banin. ton example in iablen

D, 5, 6, and 8, the Copper River Banin in included in the
Valdey-Condova Cennun area. thin inclunion dramatically
diniortn the figuren nuch an per capita income, average
monthly wage, unemployment raten, and racial camponition.
flatunally there figuren are meant to project an affluent

area well able to financially nupport local povernment.

Roth ing could be farther from ihe truth. I alnc tare exception
with table /, which nhown ihe Copper River RCAA with, fully
taxable property, in the amount of 1.2 billion dcllarn.

thin figure muni either include the Valdeg Ripeline terminal

on a gola mine which han yet to be dincovered. I would

nunpeci that 95% of thin figure in 7rann Alanha Pipeline

property which in already taxed by the State of Alanha.

Section 111 of thin report which nupponedly dealn with "Opiionn
for Deqg\ion fllahern” in a broad bared attach on ihe current
nchool funding nyntem. Uhile completely ignoring ihe cent
aiifereniial of providing education faciliiien, trannportation,
and utiliiien in a nchool cintrict like ihe CRRCAA which

ccvern nuch a Ierq)C @eo(gralphical area; thin report |ocunen
on a no called inequity bared nolely on ihe amount of nicie

money r.eceivea per niuaent.

Finally, thin document goer on to nicie that we may 6e in

violation of ihe State Conntiiutior. Leccune we don't have



U A.(/CCa. y (/I' L # [/ /m(<e Cs nxatisat{C(,a . jrAc.~c/SLc.~ACu me /il
Conntiiutiun c] the Side ol Alan.Ua in Article X, jection
3 npeciiically ntden, "the entire Side At.all be divided
into boroug.hr, organiged or unorganized". it giver cuual

errpharir to both.

burthen, in Section 6 ihe Conniiiuiion. readn, "the leginlaiurc
nhall provide lor the performance of rervicer it dcemr r.ecenncnt;
or xdvinable in wunorganiged bcrouy.hr, allowing, lor maximum

local participation and renponnibiliiy.".

@

oared on the State Ccnrtiiuiion then, we have at much ric.ht

to remain an unorqg.aniged borough an other are.an have to

remain or&ganiged. In Jad name concern nan been cxprenned

that the DCRfi orchentrded plan to IIonce borouqh. government

on uncnganiged arean in unconniiiuiional.

the final kicker 1in thin repori in a nidemeni on PR e t7
and L i~uoie '"while the Department doer not advocate an"
particular courne of action in thin regard, 1i; in report
aoula not be conniderea comlplete without ihe {ollowinc ||ir.c|
comment.i. ". thin nidement 1in on ouiri(bhi {alnehooc. An.é
perron of renona'ole intelligence who neadn and niucizn thin
document can nee that the DCnA in advocating, the elimination
of unorganiged boroug.hr to accomplinh tin political agenda
which in ihe /AXAl iOft of all privately held property in

tnc nz.de ol Alanha.

thin report b@' the DCRA in bianed,7 minlecaine,7 era innuliinrt

to the iniell ivi:ence ol the people c] Alankec. An a Side

Senator 1 hope that gcu will nupport our conniiiuiioncl

ri)éAt to remain an unor(ganiaed borourh. and hole DCRA accountable.
for itn obvioun minune oi public fur.dn i:i nupport ol a particular

political uj—\enda.

s tmtL (_C /i C—4G7



PETITION

c A IN s 1T FORMATION OFA BOROUGH

V/E, the undersigned, wish to go on record as omo sing House Bill #1

and the formation of an organized borough in our area.

SIGNATURE PRINT NANE ADDRESS
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PETITION

/(GAINST FORMATIONOF. BOROUGH

WE, the undersigned, wish to go on record as opposing House Bill #1

and the formation of an organized borough in our area.
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WE,

the undersigned,

and the formation

wish to go on record as opposing House Bill

of an organized borough in our area.

PRINT NAME ADDRESS
‘fcvberjr 'Bd'X 3DHO
2) 6
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M m r t

and the formation of an organized borough

SIGNATURE
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formation of/i borough

WE, the undersigned,

PRINT NAME

7ftic/C 7 " ASIss
m a2 5 1 ml<zz+
Zv/s/rt ft 1/1/ess/v

g/Irar P t™IN&

/tJaifikrz & &

7 Z »-1~TtL PEf/T-i.
uS px ¥ ti/t#/

3 &A/M-k. 7 kwH -

wish to go on record as opposing House Bill #1

in our area.
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WE,

and the formation of an organized borough

SIGNATURE

PETITION

. FORMATION. . . BOROUGH

the undersigned,

wish to go on record as opposing House Bill #1

in our area.
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PETITION
..., FORMATION OF/I BOROUGH

V/E, the undersigned, wish to go on record as opposing House Bill #1

and the formation of an organized borough in our area.
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PETITION

.« «vwvs« FORMATION OFA BOROUGH

WE, the undersigned, wish to go on record as opposing House Bill #1

and the formation of an organized borough 1in our area.

SIGNATURE PRINT NAME ADDRESS
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PETITION

o .. fOrmation... borough

WE, the undersigned, wish to go on record as opposing House Bill #1

and the formation of an organized borough in our area.

PRINT NAME ADDRESS
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PETITION

AGAINST FORMATION OF A BOROUGH

WE, the undersigned, wish to go or. record as opposing House Bill #1

and the formation of an organized borough in our area.
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V/S, the undersigned, v.lsd no go or. record as orr-osing House Bill {4

and the forrati ;r of an organirod c.5rough in our area.
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V/3, the undersigned,
and the formation

GI"TATURE

wish to go on record as onoosing House Elil uZl

of an organized .rorougi: In our area.
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V'’H, the undersigned, wish to go or. record as oprosing House Bill erl
and the-formation of an organised corough in cur area.
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January 29, 1988

Mr. and Mrs. Mike Coombs
P.0. Box 325
Nenana, AK 99760

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Coombs:

Thank you for your recent letter and public petition concerning
House Bill 1 (HB 1) and the recently completed "Regional
Government 1in Alaska Study" by the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs. i

Your petition has raised a very interesting point regarding
HB 1. That 1is, the petitioners have taken the position that
"public hearings should be held in all affected areas of SSHB-1
by the bill sponsors and local representatives.” You will be
interested to know that a sponsor-substitute for House Bill
No. 1 was introduced in the legislature on January 20, 1988.
This version provides in part that the Local Boundary
Commission "shall conduct at least one public hearing in the
area of each proposed new borough" (Section 1 (b)]. The new
version of the bill would still mandate the formation of
boroughs. However, the substance of the bill has changed
considerably from the former version. A copy of the current
version of the bill is enclosed for your review.

Your additional comments regarding the background study of

regional government in Alaska are also appreciated. It was
hoped that this report would generate discussion and awareness
of borough government in Alaska. Judging from your interest 1in

this subject, it appears that the report has been successful in
this regard.

e4oy- CCY erf” pe"titifohS



Mr. and Mrs. Coombs -2 - January 29, 1988

Your comments will be forwarded to the appropriate departmental
staff and legislative committees. In the meantime, 1if you have
questions or wish to share additional 1ideas regarding borough
government please do not hesitate to cont,. ;t Ms. Marty
Rutherford, Director of the Division of Municipal and Regional
Assistance, in the Department of Community and Regional Affairs

in Anchorage at 561-8586.

Sincerely,

Steve Cowper
Governor

Enclosure as stated
cc: (w/ copy of Coombs letter and petition)
Senator Sturgulewski

Representative Springer
Alaska State Legislature

David G. Hoffman, Commissioner
Marty Rutherford, Director
Department of Community
and Regional Affairs
Municipal and Regional
Assistance Division



Mike and Barbara Coombs
JAN 1d 1983 P.0O. Box 325
Nenana, AK 99760

Pouch A
Juneau, Ak 99811

January 12, 1988
Dear Governor Cowper,

These petitions that we are sending you are in protest
of both House Bil"l //1 and the move on the part of the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs to create new boroughs 1in the
unorganized borough. We feel that the manner in which such an
important issue is being pursued is not in our best interests,
nor in the best interest of the state as a whole.

The forming of boroughs in the unorganized borough ranks
as ane of the largest political moves since statehood. It v/ill
have a dramatic effect on our way of life. So far, we who v/ill
be effected the most have had the least to say on this issue.

We protest the short time period in v/hich to submit comments
on the Boundary Commission®s draft report on the subject. The
report was not made available to all interested parties, and
the time period given for comments, over the Christmas holidays,
v/as set to the greatest disadvantage for any in depth study of
the report. Such an important matter as this should not be
conducted in a closed door manner, as it has been so far.

Article 10, Section 12, of the- State Constitution gives
the vehicle, and Section Paragraph if, of the Regional
Government Study by the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs shows the intent by which certain people would force
this upon us. This is not the democratic process at work, vrather
a dictatorial one. Refer once more to our State Constitution:
Article 1, Section 2: Source of Government. This says it all
precisely, and mandatory formation of boroughs goes absolutely
contrary to the law of our land.

We appeal to you to use your good offices to ensure that
we in the effected areas have a say in any effort to make changes

in the unorganized borough and our future.

Sincerely,
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The Department- would add tc this list thel benefit that
establishment of boroughs throughout Alaska icould convert
a fractionalized system of delivering services 1into one
which 1is uniform and potentially far more efficient.

3. To be., :welcome, a regional government must serve
useful functions as defined by its residents and the
state, . lt_must also be of a form which 14s <considered
acceptable to its residents. To this end, the Department

believes that a home rule borough 1is the best vehicle to
address the needs of the state and regions, |

- - " V.77 - i .
7 4. ldeally, residents of unincorporated regions would
/ seek to form boroughs on their own initiative. However,

// reality indicates that this 1is not Jlikely to happen.
el Nearly 96%, of all the Alaskans who live in boroughs today,
live in boroughs which were mandated to be formed by the
legislature. Mn = 1963 - 1964. Only four boroughs have
incorporated "since 1964. Without some compulsory action,
it is .unlikely that many unincorporated regions of the
N— s.had/e-wirldr”orm boroughs in the foreseeable future -

(5. Many -of the residents of the Unorganized Borough
Uready “live within a Jlocal government structure similar
to a borough. More than 36% of the residents ol the
*Uno7”raiTtzgth-frurough live within home rule and first class
cities "organizations whose powers and duties are
virtually."identical to boroughs. Further, 43 percent of
the residents of the Unorganized Borough live within
second -class cities - organizations which, in many
respects,;.:;are identical to boroughs. Thus, nearly 80% of

the epopulation of the Unorganized Borough 1lives WwTEITrn a
structure Zsimilar to or identical to a borough?®)

6. -Clearly, the "natural resources”™ of the state j.-
whether "they.-; be fishing, minerals, timber or property used
in- oil and.";ghs exploration, production and transportation
— "are not"jlocated so as to promote equitable distribution ,
of" the. benefits of those resources. it iIs apparent that*,
some "unincorporated regions presently have the resources-7~
. to support”™a.-.borough government. In fact, some would seem
to ..have rr,far. greater resources than many existing.
e boroughs;V?-0Other regions, however, have much more limited
/.-_.mresources.;*and may not be able to support a borough under
y ithe" present formulas for funding public services.
7. In mahy cases, the boundaries of regional educational
" _attendance";, areas would serve as poor boundaries for
« prospective” boroughs.

SECTION V
FINAL COMMENTS

- The .role-of- the Department 1in this matter was simply to..
examine and report on issues relacing to regional
government in the Unorganized Borough as directed by the
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January, 1988

Governor Steve Cowper
Office of the Governor

P Q Box A

Juneau, Alaska 9e811-Q101

Dear Governor Cowper:
W the undersigned, in the interest of good representation and public

information, believe public hearings should be held in all affected
areas of S3B-1 by the bill sponsors and local representatives.

Sincerely,
NAME MAILING ADDRESS PHYSICAL ACDRESS
fio-/3~2Y31 9/czaly sr //<z
A i fW 3Q<«w fcunsL Fal2> 50 MnekKi
X 23*X 13 1 J [ C&2. id ypx-cyj&cC sc 4>
JcC JA0OK™ J Hce<zly C<-niA2'1 s /-/(/[
4 >y
fad.m .
da* & ‘Pa ly4fr7?t) fcZ /ba LnA/L
7 | n L / / a - Tovog /
*3i/ fypj i A)C\ .a
LbXi PISr lk ~w -y f
[jK r~Cfk-/ CC~,2 To'sMX.
SLeKC”- QJ N7 p <rt r a [ 73~

T)%CUA 1S XQ kA a3 c 7 <rH Kp *



ix /X d k d S t t*fo-2& > r

47?7 r?€st

S/\yd 9/ \js\f/\L/\yY A? %3 3.S-X7

kvk ~2Jf 4 (A » & in srm td
S X K vy fle<zly oo e
3 -7 7 U
- PjIDIAANYN ‘fcoxtf') AVKi(«PomJiW st m,fl<3.37 H r

'ig I* SsL



January, 1988

Governor Steve Cowper
Office of the Governor
P. Q Box A

Juneau, Alaska <E811-Q101

Dear Governor Cowper:

e the undersigned, in the interest of good representation and public
information, believe public hearings should be held in all affected
areas of S3B-1 by the bill sponsors and local representatives.

Sincerely,
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MAILING ADCRESS
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January, 1988

Governor Steve Cowper
Office of the Governor

P Q Bx A

Juneau, Alaska 9E811-Q101

Dear Governor Cowper:

\\é the undersigned, in the interest of good representation and public
information, believe public hearings should be held in all affected
areas of S3B-1 by the bill sponsors and local representatives.

Si.".cerely,
NAVE MAILING ADDRESS PHYSICAL ADDRESS
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January, 1988

Governor Steve Cowper
Office of the Governor

P QO Box A

Juneau, Alaska 9e811-0101L

Dear Governor Cowper:
W the undersigned, in the interest of good representation and public

information, believe public hearings should be held in all affected
areas of S3B-1 by the bill sponsors and local representatives.

MAILING ACDRESS PHYSICAL ADCRESS
X £ i41
XW\h_> US
// L1 n M r
f7 -Fl. £) “tiagJcj
co , /1 a i' -L.v O rﬂo"CL
GU* 31%Malf BB AYL
A -0/ H ked L Cr N 2N zalld.
\ ( \
/1ft ~ n a . MTL
flg<£ HJJ a-Htl/l- M ‘tog QI]M‘AK W&A 7-7"fa |t|UU|
yl/ r -"gajg rcfii;N\ " /&m K Tamd\ < S

haU ) £k Il { wHXQPC
I=£
fv A rsn I M fas/fo"')"?.
s 5. s.g.V/ jiix . u WU 4-p-36,03LILjL

27 Lsfj yX



