


* Native Heritage Park and Tourism Facility, Nenana

* Fairbanks Hospital Expansion Project

* Technical Assistance to Over 472 Businesses and Nont
Establishing or Expanding Businesses in Alaska

Kenai Peninsula Borough Economic Development District
Designated: February 22, 1989

Development of Kachemak Bay Shellfish Industry

Beluga Coal Fields Development

Harvest and Marketing of Beetle Killed Timber

Paint River Fish Ladder Development Project

Kenai Bicentennial Visitor and Cultural Center Development
Homer and Seward Port Development Projects

R T

Kuskokwim Economic Development Council
Designated: February 15, 1991

* Kalskags Gravel Quarry Development and Work Force Training
Project

* Russian Mission Truck Farm Development and Produce Marketing
Project

* Sleetmute Restaurant and Lodging Facility Development

Lower Kuskokwim Economic Development Council
Designated: September 17, 1991

This new ARDOR held its first board of directors meeting in
December, 1991. In addition to producing community economic
profiles and a regional economic development strategy the ARDOR
is presently involved in the following regional development
activities.

* Kuskokwim Fisheries Market Development
* False Pass Fishery Intercept Issue

Lower Yukon Economic Development Council
Designated: November 1, 1991

This new ARDOR will hold its first board of directors meeting and
select an executive director in early February, 1992. The board will
chart the course ofwork for the LYEDC for the following year,
including the production of community economic profiles and a
regional economic development strategy.

Northwest Arctic Borough Economic Development Commission
Designated: June 28, 1989

* Upper Kobuk Birch Bark Basket & Dog Sled Cooperative



* Northwest Arctic Borough Aquaculture Association
* Expansion of Sikisulag Springs Hatchery
* Regional Ecotourism Development Plan (NPS)

Prince William Sound Economic Development Council
Designated: November 1, 1991

This new ARDOR held its first organizational meeting in November.
1991, at which a board of directors was elected and an executive
director hired. In addition to commencing work on community
economic profiles and production of a regional development strategy,
the PWSEDC 1is involved in the following activities.

* Valdez Fisheries Association, Value Added Processing Project
* Technical Assistance to Individual Businesses Throughout Region

Southeast Conference
Designated: April 14, 1989

* AMHS 20 Year System Plan, Full Funding and Implementation
* Value Added Salmon Processing Utilizing New Microwavable Can

Technology
* Tongass Land Management Plan. Evaluation, Alternatives, Lobbying

* Alaska/Canada Access Projects, Taku River and Bradlield Canal

Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference
Designated: April 6, 1989

* Establishment of Southwest Alaska Tourism Council to Implement
Regional Tourism Marketing Program

* Recycling/Waste Management Studies to ldentify Associated
Business Opportunities and Implement Reduction

Recommendations
* Research, Education and Lobbying Activities to Insure Shoreside

Allocation of Regional Fish Resources



ALASKA

DEPARTMENT Or COMML*CE
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION OP BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

ALASKA REGIONAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
GUIDELINES

E the Algska Economi éﬁdﬂ nce Program is to encourage Ehe formation. of Alaska
eve ent gamza ions (A that address the economic ro emso specmc re |on?
estate coor natep ate and public resource? {0 sugﬁlort .economic develo men onare on
asis; provide the state wit ratorm tton onre AO&] econ hssues and opportunities; and ? e
ssistance to local econo versification arid development efforts to encourage economic self su
ciency ameng regions 0 t e stata

chtn rants of y ear for financial and technical assistance will be provided to
eac o% organt?attor?sﬂat qtﬂt 3a P

Tp%ﬁro ram |s a minist er ythe epartment of Co merce and Ec%jomlc P%/elo ment, DIVSIO
SINess eveo ment e ar %thands ro ssist the Re |on |z tton N ot
t eotﬂ Ptza lon an operatlon by prow ormatton da tec n|ca assistance.
This includes but is not ||m|te

1 |nfor ocedures, forms and other materials as required, on how to apply and qualif
BoATES regtronal evelopment; | pply and quaily

2 counseling an ihmcal asswAance to the regtonal economic ongangtlon inestablishing and
operating an Alaska regional development organization progra

3 e¥ Ottzttsble data and Information on the region's economy in support of the regional organizational

APPLICATION PROCEDURES

Applicatigns for ARDOR designation_and funding must be submitted on forms provided by the Depart-
m%ﬁt 0 8ommerce anlé %omltc Developmentll P y P

Who May Apply:

he Department will accept a || ations from any organizatiops wishing to be designajed as.an ARDOR
or a specific region an(je |?ece:J \?e ungtng, as Ioné asgt eapchant meets one oF t%e tloﬁowmg criteria;

1 A nonprofit corporation, Including a regional Native non-profit corporation;

nafsomatton \I\thCh can be comgoseo\ of municipal governments, chambers of commerce, and/or
ocal or regional development councils; or

3 Ahody formed by an organized municipality.
An Economic eeloitmené 1S rtﬁth mall recogntzed b¥the Eco omde Developmenf| fI?tministration

IS automatl a|(}/ esignate he region It serves, but the district must still file an applica-
tion Tor such designation

(Revised 3/13/89)



ngeteh ntially t hfrng Issues ofde neatlr’}E ons nd recommending represe at|ve Hnlzanonj

gion %Jﬁ'(?aneshana“’h dhid it o e g el Blough local iy, Each 1

ﬂlon S?B FP
%0 SIS{(O commu[u les Wit S|m||a orre ath economic problems nd opportunities and with the ability
0 work together to achieve common goals

Where to Apply

|V|5|on of ess Develo ment |V|3|on of Bysi ess Develonent
epart men

Fonopic eve B”n%%?a atg@rggenm Enercea
é tre
ol b i e

What to Submit:
e SR s B DB e e ey
nﬁﬁ“““"%i%ﬁﬂﬁ%B%B e e R HoM N (S R

% A ma %e}ﬁgga‘gg% re’% nr?wla l%ﬁounndarles

i é memuoers |g the 'Board of Directors for the ARDOR:
glaw? 3]e reﬂmna r amza lon:
Formal. resolutjo

§ supporting the application:
A detalle i a‘ a onr p Igsram and

g A }dhé)roect [0POS
. Copy of t npr fif ncorporat|onp
AP(Pllcanon for ARDOR Fundln Thlstagahcanon WI|| be usdedb Rpllcants for fundin th@ oFFDOR

ram. A detaile bud et for 12-mo ect peripd Ipclu ication. o thes non-
WIt tfﬂgggl& jatpodns?c]) gﬁg&ﬁjde styarPunoP Ing, ar} mgappmca tion shou be bmitted

demgna|on
When to Apply:
lications for ARDOR designation al "ding will be acce tedb the department na ear-roun
ﬁja;sp : E}Jenéleglé%lljgatﬁ)nswﬂpgeproct ~j ongmﬂrst come, rstse ved %alglas unt ea proprlateg

Review Criteria:
ication for ARDOR Designation. When an APPLICATION FOR ARDOR DESIGNATIO I3 received
éprﬁ]rﬁa%r? ea ent Itvﬁlee v uated t0 seerllf tcompA|\|es v|\>l|tﬁ ﬁe program statutes an reguFat?ons

1 R | Size—3AAC dAS44 he regional map and population informa-
tlgﬁlgngm?tltzeed %usta resstefollow%ag wanTon d P ane popuiaton’

In 8eneral the re ? ust form an econom|ca|| viable unit WI shared Intere ts res urc S,

traditions a dg als, The region must contamt e entire rea e C umc&) n the

region and Incl east one.commmunity w a) at|on 0 re (5 serves
Ina C|a % ere lon must be at least ~S(jUare

as, are lonal SU %XV rans tat|on and 7l

miles I daréa 0 al ta aréa popu afion 0 ora

(Revised 3/13/89) 2



ner |on leconom| cen er. notl opulation gf at least ) then su lem
t rma rowa t%to ustl 3/ ha t’héte 1S SU I ot%t?l)dpn a[h resourc? Wit |
t reglon t0 u| e|n nt of t rogr m,

2 oarF Representation— ?tat C 57080 and AS 4433 gThg boarq membership descriptio

e rd&aogle%et%” 8”§ e fsrgﬂ'é’ﬂt B both DU t, dat] social Interests ar represented.
d ' naus

private sector re[[)] e tation on
the g etedo IClals, business, service tries, transportation, labor, profes-
slons ande ucational Institutions.

3 )al S an Non Prof| cor oratlon PaP % 3 heb laws of th% or }Z tion
m swhe S m| Nl ould d descn e.0 org nization qbtinec-
ection o |cers dut|es of fficers, meetings do aamendment of bylaws

e {
eor anization has mBorporatgg un erthﬂ laws of t Eh Satat ?M a, a copy of the aytlcles
Incor oration should be provided. (Incorporation is not necessarys)

4 orm | Resolutlonss ortmg]the Apé)hcatton—BAAC 57 ). (f ﬁ
orma resolutio ssuEgp rfin licant organization fro ofrt

and vi Ia es and ecopomic eve afiizations (sucl\ as chamber
80m |tt es, et within the ﬁnn[utt?ose organiz onswhwh can he I(f

torregio a an or community economlc
activi es nee to pass resoluti ons

|rec |nvo|v nbusmess
5 Prtﬁtosed ARDOR FtrBt Year W%rk Pro%ram and

nl t be prowded of

ol
et

evelopmen

—3AAC 57090, The depariment antici-
%hatterewl e more P pt y

A L Wb
rofiles tor ver orim 8 jnft In the reg| adetalfng Sescn tion 0 ﬁhe Woh o

munic
e acco phsh ||n irst ﬁe rZF |f|cat I0n0 the source o?the re tred local match f
receipt 0 the ocal share; an % Ine item bu get detailing expenditures tor the total project.

NOTE: A TION FOR ARDOR FUNDING shoul ho APPLICATION FOR ARDOR
0 E?Gﬂl\%o 0 OR FUNDING should accompany tho CATION FO 0

Applic t|on for ARDOR Fund Once an ARD R has_been desiqna dand funded, in subse ent
Ja‘t e RDORm st nnua %gfteanA PLICA O O?{ KRQ]BSRQFUt)f t|nu ts|on th
e artmen WI revie dbw erforme

VIOUS Wor ra Wi %Pecag (?n 9 hteré‘é'%?s the op ork progr

ﬂ]; Jear h|3W|§ %Iug]etpberewwo WKF% Fgeeéwor ﬁ%]amt%rcom lance W anhg 8
nctions an es ong| |||t|es§1 and f é) evelo nhent trategu g

pos bu get for the nexty ars progra and |dent| catton esource f the local matchi gsh re.

ﬁnARDOrtsqutts an APPLIC TION FOR ARDOR FUNDING fors cond Xeag nldln the de gartment
be especially interested in the progress being made on the eglonl evelopment Strategy

(Revised 3/13/89) 3



ARDOR DESIGNATION DECISION PROCESS
orderto rocess ARDOR desj at|ona lications In as orderly and efficient a manner as
@ rbt &es fil%% th escnbed be?ow It! anolcelg ﬁop thatm(fJl an APaP P@&SHP(%?\I
NA ith all the Zpéecessary Information |b| tS an attachments
appli catlon can eapproved n apprOX|mae days
1 Application Is received by the department.
—Day One—

2 ég\ﬁlésvat el?lgeg%%v\yee)d to see If the information required by requlation has been submitted (see

—Department has Ddays to review application—

3 lt g rﬁ) gn;%n}xﬂﬁtaﬂnﬂsnesumesh é)dphcatmn meets all requirements, Public Notice of Intent

—30 day public review and comment period—

4. |fth t | 5 def t t filed, or substan-
tLJe%B g’cat{gﬂse” e'f}%%éf*v%épd%}fﬁ“(’ﬂ Sd%l&'%”émcr%r{ oA applcaton s el 1
the a é nt with an exg anatloqghstow at needs to be done to maket e application satisfac-
tory; but the process stops until the concerns are correcte

PIease Note "It Is not the responsibility of th dePartmen gmedu?te nfl] cts " 3AACS/

x bstantive ob eclflons orcom etl(r] 8chatonsmust er sove teapp lcant organiza-
tio amajorlw the parties on Tecord expressing the objections.

5 |fthere are no substantlve objections or challan es re istered during the 3)d Icr lew

B%{&?R f%i rm nty | gelmgnate t% gﬁ]?ca as nALASKA Rg ONaf_ %YEP/ P!\ﬁ

N an execute a-grant agre

—Department will sign the designation papers in Sworking days—
ARDOR FUNDING PROCESS
fter the ARDOR has received its de to S ng, ollowm rocedure will be
@esed rprocess?ng anI BP'L CA?\%T\? Cﬂ% %6&?@%% equent%’ars
f he ARD R hould file an APPLICATION
1 Egﬁaﬁk%&a}émm&own et?]% e&asrt roect year, the ARDOR should file an CATIO

2 the, depar&ment ll Sewew the application to assure compliance with program regulations (see

review' criteria aove); and
if the revi ew re a#s no areas of concern, anevwranta reemenﬁ will be echu ted with f]he ARDOR
Blﬁrg dg\f the existing project year. T snewggrant will go into erfect upon the termina-
anngr?h g fgg SQrArﬁE(?R to receive funding, a grant agreement must be signed and executed by the ARDOR

(Revised 3/13/89) 4



ARDOR FUNDING POLICIES

ne 0rga on fro artrcul rreg onc n rece eARDOR rant s, No more than rants
e t ent In rsca S 0 ma he avyr toa
nate O as arAp catro fun are T0CeSse I[st come
rs e sr An or anlzak hat recelves un rjorfty for und se
ears onfu |rc ronsv\n et enext Iower rrorrt or un ng int enextstate frsca
e rts scretron rorit re and lo er n Ie els re ues ted b
e s, 10 aCCommo ate no un ed app rcatrons In Y epartm N, recer e
to fund the program.

Granﬁ a]eto he ed in cash, onaone -to- %ne basr% with nonstate. funds, Twenty ercen t of th
atc whrchever IS 1ess, must be from the munjcip at andt r te ectorwrﬁ
%ers ecial circumstances, the rie artment wil revrew Writte reques rom

on. Un nate
FSD%IFQ 03 strt te tot nt ercent of the matc men r erv é‘n g
t_rgr&s % F% ﬁ[g rso R uch arequest shoﬂHJE eop Wlﬂtsh mDSL

A ein- klnﬁsenj;rc contributlons may not su strtu orthe munrcrpalrtres rrvate
sector contribution requrrement ted abova
See 3AAC 57070 (Funding Procedures) for additional information.

ARDOR OPERATIONS

ARDORS must fice with reqular pffice hours and retain the equivalent of one fyll-fime
%ro es?rona starPfa R&%&yoﬂ]o fic sare ex ecdt to have com ue/_(f(évz Egror%mxn?c tl nc lrrtrne]s

aceess computer bulletin boar lHF emsand data bases sucn as laska ma usrness
evelopment Center electronic bulletin oard system.

(Revised 3/13/89) 5



FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO.  HB 452
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: commerce & Econ. Dev.
An Act to extend the Alaska Regional BRU. Economic Development
Economic Assistance Program Component;
SpOﬂSOf: Representative Jacko
Requestor:  Representative Jacko COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 8
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 93 FY %4 FY 93 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98
PEKS%I}IAL SERVICES
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
Ao ' ;
, 0 750.0 750.0
MISCELLANEQUS — 00
TOTAL OPERATING 0 750.0 750.0 _ 73,Q  7504Q .. ...0.
CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND RESOURCE:
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
EEQE&Q& FFHH[[))S O 750.0 750.0 750.0 .750.0 O
OTHER
FUND SOURCE:
TOTAL 0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY
Estimate of current year Impact;

ANALYSIS (Attach a oeparate page tf necessary.)

This program is fully funded in the Governor®s FY 93 Budget Request. The fiscal
impact of this bill does not arise until FY 94 and ends with FY 97.

750.0 750.0 750.0 750.0 0

Prepared By: Terry Miller, Development Specialist Phone; 465-2017
Division: Economic Development Date: 2/5/92
ApprovedWCommissioner: Glenn A. Olds

Aflency; Department of Commerce & Econ Date:

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Fin,, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB/DBR, Gov. Legls. Ofc., and Impacted Agency(les). <

TM/dgll 3943-4/021292a PeS< ~ -
(Rev. 12/91)
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ALASKA
MUNICIPAL

W LEAGUE  217second Street. Suite 200 mJuneau. Alaska 99801 mTel (907)586-1325. Fax (907)463-5480

February 18, 1992

Position Paper

HB 452 - Extend the Alaska Regional Assistance Program

The Alaska Municipal League supports HB 452, an Act to extend the Alaska Regional Economic
Assistance Program until July 1, 1997. In addition, the Alaska Municipal League supports an
amendment to the legislation to allow grants of up tc 100,000 and requests S1.4 million in
funding for tha Alaska Regional Development Organization or ARDOR program (see AML
Resolution No. 92-11 attached).

The AIaska_RegionaI_ Development Or?anization_ or ARDOR program under AS 44.33 has been
successful is advancing local control of economic development efforts and in increasing the flow
and retention of dollars in local economies. _Although there are now 14 ARDOR’s across the
state, many are still in their formative stages. Two areas ofthe state do not have active ARDOR’S
but organizational efforts are underway. Additional time and money are needed to ensure the
successful development and operation of ARDOR’s across Alaska.

The current program will "sunset” July 1,1993. Under AS 44.33, the Department of Commerce
and Economic Development may provide up to 550,000 in matching de\_/eIOé)ment grants to u

to fifteen regional development organizations Ber year. InFY 92, there is 5617,000 authorized.
There are 13 designated and operational ARDOR's receiving state matching funds. With the
continuation of the program and continued and increased fu_ndln?, the state can continue a real,
successfully demonstrated, and critical role in the formulation of state economic development
policy and in the delivery of economic and business development services within the state.

AML sup#)orts HB 452. The League also requests that the legislation be amended to provide for
grants of up to 5100,000 under the Alaska Regional Economic Assistance Program and for the
program be funded at $1.4 million in FY 93,

Attachment

c:ardorhb.452

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties



Resolution of the Alaska Municipal League
Resolution No. 92-11

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ADEQUATE FUNDING
FOR THE ALASKA REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the Alaska Municipal League endorses programs and policies tha*
promote the creation and implementation of Community based ‘economic development

programs, and

WHEREAS, in 1988 the Alaska Regional Development Organization (ARDOR)
orogram was established within the Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic

Llevalopment, and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the ARDOR progi,ram s to facilitate economic
development at regional and local levels by establishing a network of regional
development organizations demgned to advance local control"of economic development
efforts and incréase the flow and retention of dollars in local economies, and

WHEREAS, the ARDORs are designed to play a critical role in the formulation of
state economic development policy and in the délivery of economic and business
development services within the regions, and

WHEREAS, the ARDOR program currently provides matching grants of up to
$50,000 per year for financial assiStance to each designated regional development
organization, and o

WHEREAS, the authorizing Ie%islatjon allows for a maximum of fifteen regional
development organizations to befunded in any year, and '

.WHEREAS, there are fourteen designated and funded regional development
organizations now in operation throughout Alaska, and

WHEREAS, _the Division of Economic Development within the DeBartment of
Commerce and Economic Development, which administers the ARDO pro%_ram
estimates that at least fourteen regional development organizations will be operational
within the next year.
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Representative George Jacko, Jr. | | 2/16/9 2
House Committee on Community and Regional Affairs Presentation

HOUSE BILL 452 "An Act to extend the Alaska Regional

Economic Assistance Program.”

PURPOSE: HB 452 pushes back the sunset date of this program from

EFFECT:

COST:

July 1, 1993 to July 1, 1997.

This will allow the last two unorganized ARDORS to be
established. These are the Tanana Region outside of
Fairbanks and the Matsu Region.

Also, eight of the thirteen existing ARDORS have just
been established within the last 2 years, so this
legislation would allow them a longer window of
oPportun[ty to get established and to take advantage
of technical support.

It will cost $750,000 annually.

This amount allows each ARDOR to receive matching
grants of up to $50000 per year.

(This is not an additional cost for Fiscal Year '93 as it is
already figured into the operating budget. The existing
sunset would have eliminated funding for this program
beginning with FY 94)

PROGRAM BACKGROUND:

13 Alaska Regional Development organizations
(ARDORs) have been designated since 1989,

93% of AK's Population is represented by ARDOR's

More than 200 community leaders serve on ARDOR
board of directors.

The,tARDOR program cost the state less than $100 per
caqQita.
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Resolution of the Alaska Municipal League

Resolution No. 92-11 -

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ADEQUATE FUNDING
FOR THE ALASKA REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the Alaska Municipal League endorses programs and policies that
promote the %reatmn and implementation of Community based ‘economic development
programs, an

WHEREAS, in 1988 the Alaska Regional Development Organization (ARDOR)
Brogram was established within the Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic
evelopment, and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the ARDOR progi,ram s to facilitate economic
development at regional and local levels by establishing a network of regional
development organizations demgned to advance local control of economic development
efforts and incréase the flow and retention of dollars in local economies, and

WHEREAS, the ARDORs are designed to play a critical role in the formulation of
state economic development policy and in the délivery of economic and business
development services within the regions, and

WHEREAS, the ARDOR program currently provides matching grants of up to
$50,000 per year for financial assistance to each designated regional development
organization, and .

WHEREAS, the authorizing Ie%islat_ion allows for a maximum of fifteen regional
development organizations to be funded in any year, and "

WHEREAS, there are fourteen designated and funded regional development
organizations now in operation throughout Alaska, and

WHEREAS, the Division of Economic Development within the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development, which administers the ARDO pro%_ram
estimates that at least fourteen regional development organizations will be operational
within the next year.



Alaska Municipal League Resolution No. 92-11

NOW, THEREFORE, BE ITRESOLVED that the Alaska Municipal League urges the
Governor and the Alaska State Legislature to appropriate $14 million in Fiscal Yedr 1993
and to amend the ARDOR statutes to provide for matching grants of up to $100,000 each
to eligible regional development organizations to be administered through the ARDOR
program.

Adopted this 15th day of November 1901 in Fairbanks, Alaska.

ATTEST:
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Representative George Jacko, Jr. | | 2/16/92
House Committee on Community and Regional Affairs Presentation

HOUSE BILL 452  "An Act to extend the Alaska Regional

Economic Assistance Program.”

PURPOSE: HB 452 pushes hack the sunset date of this program from

EFFECT:

COST:

July 1, 1993 to July 1, 1997

This will allow the last two unorganized ARDORS to be
established. These are the Tanana Region outside of
Fairbanks and the Matsu Region.

Also, eight of the thirteen existing2 ARDORS have just
been established within the last 2 years, so this
legislation would allow them a longer window of
oPportumty to get established and fo take advantage
of technical support.

It will cost $750,000 annually.

This amount allows each ARDOR to receive matching
grants of up to $50,000 per year.

(This is not an additional cost for Fiscal Year *93 as it is
already figured into the operating budget. The existing
sunset would have eliminated funding for this program
beginning with FY 94)

PROGRAM BACKGROUND:

13 Alaska Regional Development organizations
(ARDORs) have heen designated since 1989,

93% of AK's Population is represented by ARDOR’s

More than 200 community leaders serve on ARDOR
board of directors.

The,tARDOR program cost the state less than $1.00 per
capita.
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The ARDORs purpose is to encourage & suploort_ local
responsibility for economic development planning and
economic self-sufficiency.

ARDORs create johs in every region.
ARDORs are supporting new business in every region.

ARDORs are supporting business education in  Alaska's
Schools Systems,

ARDORs have formed a critical linkage between local
communities and state government for the
examination and determination of economic
development policy.

JUSTIFICATION: As the State of Alaska suffers decreasing

revenues and is forced to cut back funding for programs
affecting the municipalities, the ARDOR program has the
ability to provide the assistance needed to allow communities
to take over some of their new responsibilities. | believe this
IS a necessary Pursun and that the state should support the
establishment” of these programs and making thei.
economically sound,

Capital and Economic Development projects of the ARDOR
programs include water system expansion, tourist
development, marketing of several products, AK railroad spur
and dock, electric power trar nission line, waste management
studies, and many more worthy pursuits.

Each of these programs receives matching funds from the
communities they serve. In the example of the Southwest
Alaska Municipal Conference, community members /Ea% $0.50
er resident to support SWAMC. ~ Without the state ARDOR
unding, this amount would need to be increased and would
likely no longer be affordable to the small, isolated
communities in our region who benefit most from a regional
association.

Finally, the Alaska Regional Development Organizations
Program promotes the development of business and industry
throughout Alaska, which simple put means jobs!
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SUPPORT: There are several support letters in your packet from

Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Alaska Mu_mmPal League . o

Kenai Peninsula Borough Economic Dev. District, Inc.
Southw.*'t Alaska Municipal Conference

Aleutians East Borough _

AnchOi rge Economic Development Corporations
Kuskokwim Economic Development Council

Copper Valle% Economic Development Council, Inc.
Interior Alaska Economic Development Council

OTHER WITNESSES: Tom Lawson from the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development is here
to answer any specific program qufcotions.
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217 Second Street. S’ 'e 200 mJuneau. Alaska 99801 mTel (907)586-1325, Fax (907)463-5480

February 18, 1992

Position Paper

HB 452 - Extend the Alaska Regional Assistance Program

The Alaska Municipal League supports HB 452, an Act to extend the Alaska Regional Economic
Assistance Program until July 1, 1997. In addition, the Alaska Municipal League supports an
amendment to the legislation to allow grants of up to 100,000 and requests $1.4 million in
funding for the Alaska Regional Development Organization or ARDOR program (see AML
Resolution No. 92-11 attached).

The Alaska Regional Develo‘pment Or?anization or ARDOR program under AS 44.33 has been
successful is advancing local control of economic development efforts and in increasing the flow
and retention of dollars in local economies. Although there are now 14 ARDOR's across the
state, many are til! in their formative stages. Two areas ofthe state do not have e.ctive ARDOR'S
but organizational efforts are underway. Additional time and money are needed to ensure the
successful development and operation of ARDOR’s across Alaska.

The current program will "sunset” July 1, 1993. Under AS 44.33, the Department of Commerce
and Economic Development may provide up to $50,000 in matching development grants to u
to fifteen regional development organizations Ber year. InFY 92, there is $617,000 amherhed.
There are 13 designated and operational ARDOR's receiving state matching funds. With the
continuation of the program and continued and increased fu_ndm?, the state can continue a real,
successfully demonstrated, and critical role in the formulation of state economic development
policy and in the delivery of economic and business development services within the state.

AML supports HB 452, The League also requests that the legislation be amended to provide for
grants of up to $100,000 under the Alaska Regional Economic Assistance Program and for the
program be funded at $1.4 million in FY 93,

Attachment

c:ardorhb.452

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties
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Resolution of the Alaska Municipal League

Resolution No. 92-11

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ADEQUATE FUNDING
FOR THE ALASKA REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the Alaska Municipal League endorses programs andJ)olicies that
BF%nr%tr%Sthgn%reatmn and implementation of community based economic development

WHEREAS, in 1983 the Alaska Regional Development Organization (ARDOR)
Brogram was established within the Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic
evelopment, and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the ARDOR progi,ram s to facilitate economic
development & regional and. local levels by establishing a network of regional
development organizations demgned to advance |ocal control"of economic development
efforts and incréase the flow and retention of dollars in local economies, and

WHEREAS, the ARDORs are designed to play a critical role in the formulation of
state economic development policy and in the delivery of economic and business
development services within the regions, and

WHEREAS, the ARDOR program currently provides matching grants of up to
Per year for financial assistance to each designated regional development

000
organization, and

WHEREAS, the authorizing Ie%islatjon allows for a maximum of fifteen regional
development organizations to be funded in any year, and "

WHEREAS, there are fourteen desi%nated and funded regional development
organizations now in operation throughout Alaska, and

WHEREAS, the Division of Economic Development within the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development, which administers the ARDO pro?,ram
estimates that at least fourteen regional development organizations will be operational
within the next year.



Alaska Municipal League Resolution No. 92-11

NOW, THEREFORE, BE ITRESOLVED that the Alaska Municipal League urges the
Governor and the Alaska State Legislature to appropriate $14 million in Fiscal Year 1993
and to.amend the ARDOR statutes to provide for matching grants of up to $100,000 each
|toomeélrga”t%le regional development organizations to be administered through the ARDOR

Adopted this 15th day of November 1901 in Fairbanks, Alaska.

ATTEST:
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110 Willow Si.. Suite 106 « Kenal. Alaska 00-S11 » (907) 283-3315 FAX (007) 283 3913 . d d

ECOMIOM 0
DEVELOPMENT

DISTRICT. INC.
February 19, 1992

epresentative George G. Jacko, Jr.
laska State Legislature
BoxsV
eau, Alaska 99811
E; House B ill 452

Dear Representative Jacko;

‘‘a copy of Resolution 92-2 recently passed by our
Board of Directors. As you may be aware, the Kenai Peninsula
Borough Economic Development District, Inc. gEDD) was the first
organization to be designated as an ARDOR. incé that time, we
have aggressively pursued our mission of job creation and
retention with a substantial amount of success

b
n

Enclosed is' a
f e
0

Our level of success, however, could not have
without the financial contribution of ARDOR f
assistance of the State ARDOR staff.

| appreciate your support in the authorship of this bill.

ssible

en po _
nd technical

e
unds a

Please don't hesitate to contact me if | can be of further
assistance

Stanley R. Steadman
Executive Director

SRS/sh
enclosure
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KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, INC

RESOLUTION 92-2

QUREASTING LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATION TO CONTINUE THE ARDOR

Penin
5|s

el
S

ev
ot

e Renal sula Borough Economic Development
nc.. (EDD the first organization to be designated
| opment Organization (ARDO% and has
ort to accomplish the shared economic
the State and EDD; and

WHEREAS, this state/regional partnership has allowed state funds
to be leveraged many times over to create qus and emJonment
within the Kenai Peninsula Borough and additional funding would

expand this leveraging potential; and

=

I
on

WHEREAS, the network of regional organizations and coordination
by the Department of Commerce and Economic Development has
successfully enhanced the opportunities for individual ARDOR
program development; and

WHEREAS, EDD has established a stable and effective
that is in a position to provide ongoing regional ec
development leadership; and

anization
mic

WHEREAS, EDD believes a reasonable portion be appropriated to
each ARDOR and should require a local match; and

WHEREAS, the continued and expanded leveraging of local, federal,
and other funding sources and the development and effectiveness
of state and regional economic_ development roarams s to a large
measure dependent on continuation of the ARDORprogram.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BYTHE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE
KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, INC., THAT

Section 1. The Alaska State Legislature is requested to
authorize the continuation of the Alaska Regional Development
Organization Program,

Section 2; This resolution shall take effect immediately upon
Its adoption.

DOPTED BY
CONOMIC D
992

HE BOARD Or DIRECTOR
ELOPMENT DISTRICT, |

ENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
1S 30th OF

S
NC. AY OF JANUARY

O

T OARD
EV MENT

—m>
o



ALEUTIANS EAST BOpOUGH

SERVING THE COMMUNITIESOF A7 e
m KING COVE mSAND POINT mm AKUTAN i COLD sav m FALSE PASS mNELSON LAGOON

February 19, 1992

Representative George Jacko, Jr.
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Jacko:

The Aleutians East Borou?h supports the introduction and passage of
HB 452. The extension of the sunset forovmon of the ARDOR program
until January 1, 1977 will greatly facilitate the implementation of the
ARDOR programs throughout the State.

| believe that SWAMC was one of the first ARDORs funded br the
State of Alaska and is the most effective organization currently
operating. It has been actively promoting southwest Alaska since its
inception and is undertaking new projects at breathtaking speed. |
will not detail these, as | am sure you are familiar with the scope and
breadth of theiré)rograms. The extension of the sunset date will allow
not only SWAMC, but other ARDORSs to perfect their programs and
make a lasting economic impact on Alaska.

Sincerely, o
'

Robert S. Junttner
Borough Administrator

RSJ:emn
CIERK/PLANNER BOROUGH ADMINISTRATOR FINANCE DIRECTOR
P.O. BOX 349 1600 ASTREET, SUITE 103 P.O. BOX 49
SAND POINT, ALASKA 99661 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 -5146 KING COVE, ALASKA 99612
(907) 393-2399 (907)274-7555 (907)497-2588

(907) 383-3496 FAX (907) 276-7560 FAX (907) 497-2338 FAX



ALASKA
MUNICIPAL
m LEAGUE  17second Street. Suite 200 mJuneuu, Alaska 99801 mTel (907)586-1325, Fax (907)463-5480

February 18, 1992

MEMORANDUM

T0: Jerry Mackie, Chairman _ _ _
Members, House Community and Regional Affairs Committee

FROM: Scott A. Burgess, Executive Direct
SUBJECT:  Testimony on HB 399 - E.'tablishment of Port Authorities

The Alaska Municipal League supports the intent of HB 399 - 1) the recognition of the potential
benefits of port authorities to bring about community or regional economic development and 2)
to clarify, if necessary, the authority of municipalities to form, operate, and finance port authorities
in the best interests of the publicand municipalities involved.

However, notwithstanding the sponsors’ gooo intentions, the legislation as proposed in HB 399
may be, to a large extent, unnecessary or, worse, unnecessarily restrictive from the standpoint
of the Alaska constitution, existing statute, and the desire for maximum local self-government.
| have attached a cocpy of a memo dated Februaiy 11, 1992 from Jerry Luckhaupt, Legislative
Counsel, to Senator Curt Menard. The Senate Transportation Committee, which Senator Menard
chairs, is also considering port authority legislation, including SB 352 which is similar to HB 399.
Mr. Luckhaupt's memo substantiates my belief the legislation, except for the public records
provisions and separate honding authority, is perhaps unnecessary. By implying iue need for
specific statutory authority, the legislation may have the effect of restrict™ - di* = | municipal
pOWers.

The AML urges the legislature to craft and pass minimal legislation which:

1. reinforces the provisions for maximum local self-government, a liberal construction of powers
of local governments, and the ability for joint administration of any function or power under the
ZCé)nssStlétiH&nS)(Artlcle 10, Sections 1 and 13) and, subsequently, by statute (AS 29, Article 6; AS

2. clarifies the ability of municipalities, singularly or jointly, to form public corporations, authorities,
or similar public entities through which they may exercise municipal powers,

3. clarifies, under state and federal IRS laws, the ability of a public corporation or authority to sell
bonas that are solely the debt of that corporation or authority, and

4. leaves, to the extent possible, the decisions as to the formation, powers, and structure of an

authority to the municigality or municipalities involved - by ordinance, including requiring a vote
of the people, and/or by bylaws.

Member of the National League of Cities and tine National Association of Counties
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AML Testimony on HB 399, Port Authorities
February 19, 1992
Page 2

The Alaska Municipal League Board of Directors passed Board Resolution No. 92-1 urging the
gassage of legislation to allow for local and reglonal port authorities. The AML 1992 Policy
tatement states,” The League opposes any effort by the Legislature to restrict the method of
establishment, form, powers, or other features of municipal port or other authorities. The League
supports legislation that would clarify the ability of municipalities to form public corporations,
authorities, and similar public entities through which they may exercise a power." (Page 47).

Again, the AML supports legislation as necessary to clarify that municipalities have the ability to
form public corporations and authorities such as port authorities, singularly or jointly, and that
such authorities have the power to incur debt separate from the municipality or municipalities.
However, AML urges the legislature to pass the minimum amount of legislation needed and to
avoid diluting or restricting municipal powers and local control.

For the Committee’s and the sponsors' review, |have also attached a list of questions and
concerns regardlng the specifics of HB 399. For your information, I have also attached a copy
of a memo to me dated February 13, 1992 from Lee Sharp, an attorney in private practice and
a person I'have worked with on municipal issues for a number of years. Inthe memo Mr. Sharp
raises @ number of other "observations” for the committee’s consideration. Icontacted Mr. Sharp
regarding the port authority legislation before the legislature this year because we had worked
together on this and similar issues in the past and I respect his expertise in municipal law.

Ilook forward to working with the sponsors and the committee on this legislation to accomplish
our mutual goals.

Attachments

cc.  Representative Baker
Senator Pearce
Senator Duncan
Senator Menard
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AML Testimony on HB 399, Port Authorities
February 19, 1992
Page 3

HB 399 - Questions and Concerns

o Overall: Too much policy language, i.e., what should be in bylaws and policies and
procedures, in statute, e.g. .615(b), most of .625, and second sentence in .630(b),

0 .P_a?e 2, .600(d)- is the authorit¥ wholly owned and controlled by a municipalities, i.e. is it
eligible to be insured under AS 21.76 which are limited to insuring "municipalities and school
districts"? See insurance provisions in.680. Also, see Luckhaupt memo, “8uest|on 1"

(e) - Is this an areawide, non-areawide, or service area power? See Luckhaupt memo,
"Question 5."

(%) - Requiring at least one member of the board to be a person with at least five years
of experience is unnecessary (CEO can be the expert) and would probably rule out the
possibility of having the council/assembly sit as the board.

%h) - Unclear. What "provisions" in the terminology "granted under those provisions"
emphasis added)?

0 Pages 3-4 - ﬁ?) appears to have or include the same meaning as "(16)" and "(17)" and “(19)"
appears to be the same as "(9)" and "(17)."

0 Page 6, .640(b) - Why to just an "auditor"?

.660 - Why should authority have exclusive land use Fowers vested in boroughs? Private
property owners do not enjoy this power. This includes land “"managed” by authority.
Does this hold true if the authority area is not contiguous? The exercise of land use
Bowers or eminent domain powers in.655 appears to be at the discretion of the authority
uth not necessarily the discretion of the municipality to grant such powers to the
authority.

0 Page 8, .695 - Specific development plans as a port develops should be required in addition
to an initial overall development plan.

0 Page 10, .720(a) - Assume that the private or leasehold interests are not tax exempt. Should
this be clarified?

(c) - "Boundaries of the authority" are referred to but not defined. Although very specific
in many other ways,_nothm% inthe law requires the municipality to set out the boundaries
of the authority within which power is to be granted and exercised. Does the area have
to be contiguous? For example, the language here would seem to exclude the possibility
of requiring the authority to pay for legitimate off-site improvements necessitated by the
development or activities of the port.

0 Page 11, .750(5) - This would seem to make port employees ineligible for PERS.



RECEIVED
fte 18 1992

ALASH UlaGUE

T0: Scott Burgess, Executive Director

FROM: Lee Sharp

RE: Personal observation on Port Authority Legislation
DATE: February 13, 1992

I have watched with some interest the Port Authority legislation that has been
introduced off and on for the last five years or so. Following are some personal
observations. As always, | come from the position that if a single municipality wishes
to establish a port operation, there need be no special legislation authorizing it to do so.
If such legislation is put on the books, it is superfluous to existing powers and raises the
serious question about how many other kinds of powers should be specifically delegated
to municipalities in order to ensure that they have the authority to do what they already
have the authority to do. Will we need legislation to allow municipalities to operate
their hospitals under something called a hospital authority? We are not a "'Dillon’s Rule™
state and | am always alarmed when a municipality comes forward stating that they have
been told that they need special legislation granting and detailing the method of
exercising a municipal power. If a port authority bill is going to go through the
legislature (and it is possible that one may be needed for other reasons discussed below)
then | sincerely hope that any prefatory language in the bill not indicate that it is in
the public interest to authorize municipalities to create port authorities. | would hope
that if such prefatory language is thought to be necessary that it be changed to indicate
that it is in the public interest to provide by statute one specific method by which
municipalities may exercise their rights to create port authorities and that such statutory
provisions do not constitute the only method by which one (or more) municipalities could
create a port authority under existing municipal powers nor does such legislation limit
the powers or methods of operation of port authorities that are established outside the
purview of the subject legislation.

Using CSHB 399 (TRA) as a basis for comment, | offer for your consideration
the following comments and questions.

Section 29.35.600(a). May an Authority that is not established pursuant to this
section call itself a ""Municipal Port Authority' or is this term now reserved solely for the
use of those Authorities that are formed pursuant to this legislation?



Under Section 600(e) may a borough establish a service area in which it assumes
the port power and then use that as the basis for joining another municipality in the
formation of a Port Authority which occupies, in the borough, only the area inside the
service area? If it may, is it then legitimate for it to give up its planning and zoning
powers as to Authority property within the service area as planning and zoning is an
areawide power.

Although Section 600(h) purports to make clear that a municipality cannot use the
legislation for the purpose of exercising a power that has not been granted under these
provisions, | am not sure just what this means. Does it mean that a dual municipality
Port Authority can exercise only those powers that are possessed by both municipalities
and are specifically delegated to it? This is not what the section says. Is there a
distinction between the exercise of a power by the municipality and the exercise of a
power by the Authority; that is, if the legislation authorizes an Authority to exercise
certain powers, may it do so even though one (or perhaps both) of the participating
municipalities is not authorized to exercise that power? For example, under Section
610(12) the Authority is given the right to "exercise police powers' with respect to a port.
Police powers are extremely broad and include not only police protection, but the full
gambit of powers associated with the public health, safety and welfare. Under these two
provisions, may a municipality, in its authorizing ordinance, authorize the Authority to
exercise the full gambit of police powers even though the municipality does not possess
those powers? May these powers be exercised only within the "jurisdiction”™ of the
Authority or only as to property of the Authority? It would be the Authority exercising
these powers, not the municipality, and Section 600(h) only indicates that this legislation
does not authorize a municipality to exercise a power that has not been granted under
these provisions. However, the police powers are being exercised by the Authority, not
the municipality; and in any event, it appears under Section 610(12) that it literally does
not make any difference whether the Authority and the municipality are viewed as the
same entity (which they aren’t) as the municipality does not delegate any of its authority
to the Authority, it merely sets out in its authorizing ordinance the extent of the police
powers that the Authority may exercise. If it is intended that port authorities be able
to exercise powers that the participating municipalities do not possess, then language
making that clear would help avoid having to face these questions after the legislature
has gone home. If Port Authorities are to be able to exercise all the powers of a
municipality (except as may be limited in their authorizing ordinances) without regard
to whether the municipality itself possess that power, then we should make that clear.
On the other hand, if we intend that the Port Authority have no more power than the
participating municipalities, then that should be made clear. Actually, we get into this
problem mostly with respect to the concept of the Authority exercising what are
traditionally viewed as governmental powers. If the Authority were not given police
powers, including land use regulation veto power, these questions might be less important.

Continuing on the "powers'” question, what happens if a municipality exercises, on
an areawide basis, a power that will be exercised by the Port Authority; e.g.. fire
protection? Does the borough no longer have areawide fire protection powers? If the
Authority, pursuant to Section 610(14) finds that it is necessary or appropriate to serve
a public purpose that the Authority construct and operate public roads within its

-2 -
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jurisdiction, does it simply oust the municipality from its authority to undertake such
projects? What if the Port Authority is within a borough road service area? Are the
service area boundaries deemed to have been changed? Or, if during the Authority
formation process, the borough clearly gives to the Authority road construction and
maintenance power within the jurisdiction of the new Authority, does this cast upon the
Authority the duty and public responsibility to provide for road construction and
maintenance within its jurisdiction? As the Authority has no taxing powers and is not
entitled to revenue sharing for roads, would it be appropriate for the Authority to expend
port revenues for road purposes within the service area?

What if a municipality has areawide solid waste disposal powers and has
covenanted with solid waste facility bond holders to continue to exercise that power on
an areawide basis and to require all persons within the borough to use the borough solid
waste facility; may the Port Authority provide for solid waste disposal within its
jurisdiction, or even just for the property it owns or controls in its port function?

Section 655 on eminent domain probably needs to be there as the courts are
reluctant to find that any public entity has the power of eminent domain or declaration
of taking unless it has clearly been delegated to that entity. As Title 29 currently
prohibits municipalities from exercising eminent domain outside their boundaries, it is
doubtful whether a court would view the exercise of eminent domain by an Authority as
a "joint'" exercise. However, the right of eminent domain and declaration of taking
granted under this section applies only within the jurisdiction of the Authority. It might
be helpful if someplace in Section 600 there is a requirement set out that the parallel
ordinances must not only set out the number, qualifications, manner of appointment and
terms of board members, but should also provide a legal description of the boundaries
of the Port Authority. Then everyone will know vhat is inside and outside its jurisdiction
for purpose both of the exercise of eminent domain and of police powers.

Section 660 appears to function essentially as the grant of a veto power over
zoning regulations that would otherwise be applicable to the property of the Authority.
This provision is not without some fairly substantial public policy questions. For example,
is it really necessary in light of the fact that municipalities retain substantial control over
the Authority through Section 695 (requiring municipal approval of Authority
development plans)? Even the state of Alaska is required to conform its projects to
local building and zoning codes unless the governor, for reasons of an overriding state
interest, grants a waiver. Why shouldn’'t a Port Authority be required to comply with
the zoning requirements imposed by the government within whose jurisdiction the port
is located? Why should the owner of parcel A, who must comply with zoning
restrictions, be left without the protection of the zoning ordinance if the Port Authority
buys or condemns the parcel abutting his parcel A?

Section 720 exempts the Authority property from all taxes and special assessments.
Again, is there any sound public policy reason for exempting an Authority from the
requirement to pay special assessments for improvements that specially benefit the
Authority property- Title 29 requires the state of Alaska to pay such assessments.
Should Authorities be treated any differently? Should they be permitted to have streets
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abutting their property paved under a project where all the neighboring property owners
pay a special assessment, but the Authority does not?

Under Section 720(c) there is authority for the Authority to agree to payments in
lieu of taxes. May the Authority agree with one municipality to make payments in lieu
of taxes and not agree with the other municipality in which it is located? Considering
that generally the largest part of the tax revenues of a municipality go to support
education, this restrictive use of payments-in*lieu seems unwarranted. While it is true
that the Authority will be an industry that will create jobs, the people who hold those
jobs have children who must attend school and the restriction on the objects of
expenditure for the payment-in-lieu revenues seems unrelated to the general burdens
created by the enterprise.

The declaration of inapplicability of certain statutes under Section 750 might be
examined to determine whether they are necessary and whether, on balance, they
accomplish a desired result. For example, is it necessary to exempt the Authority from
Title 19?7 Title 19 governs the highways and public (state) projects that are undertaken
by DOT/PF. New projects undertaken by the Authority would not appear to be public
projects falling under Title 19. There are provisions of Title 19 that apply to areas near
highways, however these sections are called out as exceptions to the Authority's immunity
from the application of Title 19. WTiat, in particular, within Title 19 was thought would
apply to port authorities that would have made it difficult or impossible for Port
Authorities to function?

V/hat is it in Title 35 (Public B \ildings, Works and Improvements) that was
thought would apply to Authorities and would prevent them from operating efficiently?
Public facilities and buildings as used in that chapter generally applies only to those
controlled, held or constructed by the state of Alaska. One deviation from this is in A.S.
35.10.015 that requires DOT/PF to prepare, adopt and enforce regulations governing the
construction of public buildings by the state, the university and political subdivisions to
ensure that public facilities are accessible to and usable by the physically handicapped,
aged and infirm.

Title 38 deals with public lands. Among its many provisions are ones that give
upland property owners a preference for a negotiated lease of tidelands abutting their
property and the authority for the state to convey lands to public entities at less than
market value. Do Authorities want to divest themselves of these rights through a blanket
disavowal of the application of Title 387 Again, what specific provisions of Title 38 were
thought to impede the ability of Authorities to function?

V/hat is it under Title 39 that would appear to impede the functioning of a Port
Authority? Do municipalities not want to be able to make available to Port Authority
employees access to PERS? Of course, if they do, not only will this exception from Title
39 need to be removed, but there should also probably be considered amendments to
Title 39 to ensure that Authorities have access to PERS. Although it appears that the
director and appointed Authority board members are exempt from the conflicts of
interest statute, if that statute is applicable to city or borough managers and planning or
zoning commission members, is there a sound policy reason to exempt the members of

-4 .



a Port Authority board of directors and the executive director of the Authority from
filing such statements? Perhaps the statute should be amended to include them.

Although, if there were a judicial challenge, I suppose that a court would put
reasonable limits on the scope of the word "port” as it is defined in Section 790(5),
nevertheless a port being any "facility of commerce' located in the state seems, awfully
broad for what most people, think of as a Port Authority. Ports, at least in my mind, are
generally associated with transportation facilities, typically marine ports and airports.
Marine ports might also include associated rail facilities. However, even limiting it to
transportation facilities are we talking about truck and highway facilities that are
relatively independent of marine or airports? Are we including overland passenger
transportation facilities? Are we intending it to go beyond just transportation facilities
to include anything that involves the buying or selling of goods under the broader
definition of "‘commerce."

As to the need for these bills, 1 do recognize that there may be reasons beyond
simply some nagging doubts that some may have about whether municipalities really can
join together under agreements for the cooperative or joint administration of functions
or powers as provided in the constitution and in Title 29. One of these relates to the
issuance of tax exempt obligations. If the entity is not the state or a political subdivision
of the state, the IRS has established requirements with which other governmental entities
must comply if they are to be permitted to issue tax exempt obligations. If these special
requirements of the IRS are thought to require such legislation, then it may be helpful
for someone to produce the specific IRS requirements so that the legislation may be
examined in light of the specific requirements of the IRS. Then, those concerned with
the Port Authority bills will be better able to evaluate what is required and what is
surplusage in the bills.

I would urge you to bear in mind that if the perceived local government powers
questions could be answered with very much abbreviated but more general legislation,
then that may be the approach to take. Again, my concern is that we not put something
on the books that will lead to the argument (or worse yet the conclusion) that these
types of powers must be specifically delegated to municipalities by statute; but if there
is to be such a delegation, it should be as short, uncomplicated and unrestrictive as
possible. What may work for a Southcentral Port may not work for the Pribilofs or for
Southeast Alaska. Those of us who were involved in drafting the present Title 29
attempted to rid it of all detail that seemed unnecessary. As | recall, presently there are
only two areas in Title 29 that deal in what | think may be unnecessary detail with
respect to the exercise of certain rather narrow powers. Tlie Port Authority bills would
add to Title 29 more extremely fine details then | believe could be found in Title 29
since its first major revision twenty years ago. Unlike a Dillon's Rule state, Alaska does
not require detailed delegation of power. And, unlike this memo, Title 29 should be
kept as short, simple and uncluttered as possible.

H\GLS\99991-00.155HPCRTA 172
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110 Willow St.. Sulie 106 « Kenai. Alaska 99611 * (907) 283-3335 FAX (907) 2833913

KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH

ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

DISTRICT. INC,
February 19, 1992

epresentative George G. Jacko, Jr.
laska State Legislature

.0. Box V

neau, Alaska 99811

E; House B ill 452
Dear Representative Jacko;

Enclosed is a copy of Resolution 92-2 recently passed by our
Board of Directors. As you may be aware, the Kenai Peninsula
Borough Economic Development Diistrict, Inc. éEDD) was the first
organization to be designated as an ARDOR, ince that time, we
have aggressively pursued our mission of job creation and
retention with a substantial amount of success.

b ssible
n

Our level of success, however, could not have 0 ,
f d technical

without the financial contribution of ARDOR
assistance of the State ARDOR staff.

| appreciate your support in the authorship of this bill.

een p
unds an

Please don't hesitate to contact me if | can be of further
assistance

Stanley R. Steadman
Executive Director

SRS/sh

enclosure
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KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, INC.

RESOLUTION 92-2

REQUESTING LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATION TO CONTINUE THE ARDOR
PROGRAM,

WHEREAS, th
District, Inc.
an Alaska Regi
received finan
development mi

e Kenai Peninsula Borough Economic Development

n EDDB) is the first organization to be designated
evelopment Organization (ARDORJ and has

_ suPport to accomplish the shared economic
0

the State and EDD? and

WHEREAS, this state/regional partnership has allowed state funds
to be Ieverangd ‘many times over to create jobs and employment
within the Kenai Peninsula Borough and additional funding would
expand this leveraging potential? and

w oo

I
ston

WHEREAS, the network of regional organizations and coordination
by the Department of Commerce and Economic Development has
successfully enhanced the opportunities for individual ARDOR

program development? and

WHEREAS, EDD has established a
that is in a position to provi

development leadership; and

table and effectiv
n

organization
ongoing regional economi

S e
de ec C

WHEREAS, EDD believes a reasonable portion be appropriated to
each ARDOR and should require a local match? and

WHEREAS, the continued and expanded leveraging of local, federal,
and other funding sources and the development and effectiveness
of state and regional ecor]omlc_develo?mentﬁ)rograms is to a large
measure dependent on continuation ofthe ARDOR program.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS QF THE
KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, INC., THAT

Section 1. The Alaska State Legislature is requested to
authorize the continuation of the Alaska Regional Development
Organization Program.

Section 2: This resolution shall take effect immediately upon
its adoption,

ADOPTED BY THE BOA
I%S%OMIC DEVELOPME

RD OF DIRECTORS OFTHE_KENAI P
NT DISTRICT, INC., ON THIS 30th



AT/EITHFANS EAST BOROUGH

SERVING THE COMMUNITIES OF
B KING COVE mSAND POINT |1 AKUTAN mCOLD BAY Q FALSEPASSB NELSON LAGOON

February 19, 1992

Representative George Jacko, Jr.
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Jacko:

The Aleutians East Borou?h supports the introduction and passage of

HB 452. The extension of the sunset Frovision of the ARDOR program
until January 1, 1977 will greatly facilitate the implementation of the

ARDOR programs throughout the State.

| believe that SWAMC was one of the first ARDORs funded bY the
State of Alaska and is the most effective organization currently
operating. It has been actively promoting southwest Alaska since its
inception and is undertaking new projects at breathtaking speed. 1
will not detail these, as I 'am sure you are familiar with the scope and
breadth of their programs. The extension of the sunset date will allow
not only SWAMC, but other ARDORS to perfect their programs and
make a lasting economic impact on Alaska.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Juettner
Borough Administrator

RSJiemn
CLERK/PLANNER BOROUGH ADMINISTRATOR FINANCE DIRECTOR
P.O. BOX 349 1600 ASTREET, SUITE 103 P.O. BOX 49
SAND POINT, ALASKA 99681 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-5146 KING COVE, ALASKA 99612
(907) 383-2899 (907) 274-7555 (907) 497-2568

(907) 383-3496 FAX (907) 276-7580 FAX (907) 497-2386 FAX



Representative George Jacko, Jr. | _ 2/16/92
House Committee on Community and Regional Affairs Presentation

HOUSE BILL 452  "An Act to extend the Alaska Regional

Economic Assistance Program."

PURPOSE: HB 452 pushes hack the sunset date of this program from

EFFECT:

COST:

July 1, 1993 to July 1, 1997

This will allow the last two unorganized ARDORS to he
established. These are the Tanana Region outside of
Fairbanks and the Matsu Region.

Also, eight of the thirteen existing ARDORS have just
been established within the last 2 years, so this
legislation would allow them a longer window of
oPportun[ty to get established and to take advantage
of technical support.

It will cost $750,000 annually.

This amount allows each ARDOR to receive matching
grants of up to $50,000 per year.

(This is not an additional cost for Fiscal Year '93 as it is
already figured into the operating budget. The existing
sunset would have eliminated funding for this program
beginning with FY 94)

PROGRAM BACKGROUND:

* 13 Alaska Regional Development organizations
(ARDORs) have hbeen designated since 1989,

*  03% of AK's Population is represented by ARDOR's

*  More than 200 community leaders serve on ARDOR
board of directors.

*  The _/tARDOR program cost the state less than $100 per
capita.
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The ARDORs purpose is to encourage & supfoort. local
responsibility for economic development planning and
economic self-sufficiency.

ARDORs create jobs in every region.
ARDORs are supporting new business in every region,

ARDORs are supporting business education in Alaska's
Schools Systems,

ARDORs have formed a critical Iinka%e between local
communities and state government for the
examination and determination of economic
development policy.

JUSTIFICATION: As the State of Alaska suffers decreasing

revenues and is forced to cut back funding for programs
affecting the municipalities, the ARDOR program has the
ability to provide the assistance needed to allow communities
to take over some of their new responsibilities. | believe this
IS a necessary Pursmt and that the state should support the
establishment of these programs and making them
economically sound.

Capital and Economic Development projects of the ARDOR
programs include water srstem expansion, tourist
development, marketing of several products, AK railroad spur
and dock, electric power transmission line, waste management
studies, and many more worthy pursuits.

Each of these programs receives matching funds from the
communities _they serve. In the example of the Southwest
Alaska Municipal Conference, community members /EaE $0.50
Per resident to support SWAMC. Without the state ARDOR
unding, this amount would noed to be increased and would
likely no longer be affordable to the small, isolated
communities in our region who benefit most from a regional
association.

Finally, the Alaska Regional Development Organizations
Program promotes the development of husiness and industry
throughout Alaska, which simple put means jobs!



SUPPORT: There are several support letters in your packet from

Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Alaska Mu_mmPal League , o

Kenai Peninsula Borough Economic Dev. District, Inc.
Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference

Aleutians East Borough .
Anchorage Economic Development Corporations
Kuskokwim Economic Development Council

Copper Valley Economic Development Council, Inc.
Interior Alaska Economic Development Council

OTHER WITNESSES: Tom Lawson from the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development is here
to answer any specific program questions.



UNITED STATES PORT AUTHORITY
ORGANIZATION, INVESTMENT
AND GOVERNMENT RELATIONSHIPS
By Charles E. Doan
Deputy Executive Director
Port of Tacoma
INTRODUCTION
The United States has a thriving public port rndustry with
over 100 commercial deep dr ft ports ope at n% fou
coasts: Great Lakes, Atlantic, Gulf and th acific, from
the Arctic ice in Alaska to the tropical zones of Pu rto
Rico and Guam. Vital mater aIs for our industries transit
through these ports and the uroHd S Iargest trading country
Bé%s its commerce over their docks ir\ record volumes, i.e.
Metric Tons Dollar Value
Exports 374,963,098 $161 billion
Imports 502.654.347 383 billion
Total 877,617,445 $464 billion

In view of these ports' strate rc nature to the economy and
security of the USA, it is pro Y surprising to realize

t there is no national port sys em, authority or even
orograms to govern, develop, fin or promote

Constnutron does gr federal
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he U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. " But
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rities in the United States are instrum
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There are, of course, many prrvate docks and fac.i
but most of these serve sPecrf industry operauo
as steel mills and oil refineries, and are not ge
available for public use.

Public port.s in the USA have been around for a few.years;
possibly the earliest is San Francisco, authorrzed y the
California State Legislature in 1851. A good example of
why public ports were developed is my own Port of Tacoma



Alabama Massachusetts

Connecticut Mississippl.

Delaware New Hampshire

Georgia North Carolina

Hawall Oregon

Indiana Puerto Rico.

Louisiana South Carolina

Maine Virginia

Maryland
The next grouping of ports with similar governing
characteristics are local ports, usually encompassing
an area larger than a city (i.e., county?1 within a
state. States which have authorized such ports are:

Florida Pennsylvania

[linois Texas

Michigan Washington

Ohio

The final grouping of_Ports with similar governing
characteristics are city ports. The following states
have authorized certain of their municipalities to
engage in port development and operations:

Alaska Minnesota
California Rhode Island
New York

Governmental Authority

Generall spea_kln_q, the four types of ports categorized
herein share similar political forms of control and
?ove_rnlng authority within their category. | will try
0 give a representative sample for each:

1. Bistate Authority of New York/New Jerse¥ was
created by a treaty between the two states with 12
commissioners, six” from each state appointed by
their respective governor. They serve without pay

for overlapping terms of six years. The executive

director is elected by the Board of Commissioners
with both governors having veto power. The Port
Authority TIs a,self-supportl.ntg, corPorate agency
functioning without tax assistance to plan, develop
and operate terminal, transportation and other
facilities of commerce, and to improve and protect
the commerce of the bistate port.

This bistate Port authority has the broadest range
of powers in the USA. They are responsible for:

a) Six interstate toll tunnels and bridges
b) An interstate rail transit system (PATH)
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C. Port Commissions
The most common thread throughout the USA ports is
their governing body, usually called a commission
but sometimes also @ board of directors. As you can
ascertain from the followmg table, most boards are
appomted — 64% among those 105 major commercial
rts surveyed by the American Association of Port

A thorities” (AAPA). However, you will also note
th t nine ports have no governing board..

U. 8. PORT COMMISSIONERS — ELECTIVE STATUS
No

, Governing _ Indirect
Recrion Boards Appointed Elected Election Total
North Atlantic 3 14 1 0 18
South Atlantic 2 6 3 1 12
Gulf o 1 14 I 2 24
South Pacific 1 11 2 ~ 14
North Pacific 2 3 13 18
Great Lakes 19 19
TOTAL 9 67 26 3 105

Sometimes the anomtment is a shared responsibility,
e.g., Chicago, Illinois has 9 commissioners,
appointed by the mayor and 4 by the governor; Duluth,
Minnesota has 7 commissioners, 2 appointed by the
governor, 2 by the city council and 3 by the county

council,

Certain port authority charters or enabling acts Jay
down specific geographical or p rofessional criteria’ for
the choice of porf commissioners The members of the
North Carolina State Ports Aut ho rity, all appointed by
the governor, must be select d "from the stare-at-large
and msofar as practlcal shall represent each section
of...t business ([JrICUHU al and industrial
mterest of the State." The 11 member board of the
Virginia Port Authority may include no more than a
total of three representatives from municipalities in
the tidewater area of Hampton Roads.

By its charter, the Port Commission of Richmond,
Virginia shall include:

he city manager o
person experienced in' maritime commerce .
person experienced in... freight transportation
person experienced in financé _
person experienced in sales and marketing
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Administrative/ - Actions to carry out established policies,

Executive

l.e., appointments
Execute contracts
- Supervise leases
- Repair of facilities
- Collect revenues

d) Division of Responsibility:

Commission can desi%nate its own treasurer for
custody of port funds

- Comnﬂsﬂon.appomts its own auditor to ensure
accountability of funds

The State Auditor is charged with conducting an
annual audit to assure compliance with state law
in the conduct of the ports activities. The state
legislature examines the enabling legislation on a
regular basis

Nature and Powers, Generally

Port districts in Washington State are created by
law as "municipal corporations" of the state. Like
private corporate entities, they are capable of
contracting, suing and being sued. As "municipal”
corporations, however, their functions are wholly
public. They are, in a sense, incorporated agencies
of the state, exercising local governmental powers,

Counties, cities and towns are regarded as "general
purpose” municipal corporations hecause they possess
general governmental authority in all matters of local
concern, including police power,

Port districts are created for special purposes and
their powers, though extensive, are limited to those
areas of jurisdictron. On the other hand, because of
their unique and relatively broad spectrum of powers,
Port districts in this state bear a close resemblance
0 "general purpose” municipal corporations.

Port District Powers

The legislature has described the basic purposes of
a port-district as follows:

"Port districts are hereby authorized to be
established in the variouS counties of the state
for the purposes of acquisition, construction,
maintenance, operation, development and regulation
within the district of harbor improvements, rail
or motor vehicle transfer and terminal facilities,
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Before discussing the source of funding,
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shown |n Chart 1, the public sector has invested

$10.5 b| ion in cafltal exgendltures during the 44

¥ rs from 1946 to 1989. T figure does not include
investments made bg the private sector, principally

f dr¥ and liguid bulk facilities, estimated to
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Funding

Port authorities obtain funds from a variety
sources. user charges lease payments, inte
Erants bond proceeds and, in Some states, t

inancing for capital |mprovement programs s
issue and challenge facing toda S. publ
industry. On the side of deman for funds, we have
seen the rapid increase in the amount of expenditures
made by the port industry in the last 11 years. On
the funding supply side, there is grOW|n? pressure for
ports to become more self sufficient — less dependent
on tax-based support.

1. Taxes are a source of income for a limited number
of port authorities. In a 1989 survey of member
ports conducted by the AAPA, eight states had ports
which reported the use of tax révenues as income.

In our state, Washington law authorizes ?ort
districts to use five separate property tax levies
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General Obligation (GO) Bonds are
term financing instruments used b
GO bonds are normally floated by
government acting as the legisla
Port,and provides the security fo
he limit of their taxing authority. Wi
?enerated repayment base, GO bonds carry tt ull
aith and credit of the authority as a taxing unit.
This provision implies that, while earmarked tax
revenues underwrite the bonds, all sources of
revenue may he used to service the debt subject

to any specific limitations or exclusions. "The
issuance of £hese bonds is often preceded by a
voter referendum to determine the willingness of
the community to fund the proposed bond ‘issue.
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v

y
a
t
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Revenue Bonds are another type of long-term
financing instrument. These bonds are secured by
general port income or the revenues generated by a
specific port project. The issuance of these honds
does not require voter approval. Revenue bonds
generauy carry a higher interest rate than GO

onds since they are secured by an operating
revenue stream rather than an approved tax
authority.

Loans include loads received from state and local
governments and from commercial sources.

Grants includes grants received from state and
local governments. The source of these funds
may include transportation trust funds, budget
apfroprlanns, and appropriated subsidies. ~ The
federal government does not offer specific grants
for port development. The Economic Development
Administration has provided grant assistance
esigned to aid

indirectly thrqu%h programs

economically distressed areas.

- 11 -



V. BJMMARY STATEMENT

ts are created to serve the public need. Using
unds to create and enhance economic development.
ublic interest, those same entities should be ,
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| hope | have been able to bring to you ideas as to how many of .
the public ports in the U. S. are legally enabled and manaEethls
through a public/private approach to their business. Thank you

very much.
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by keeping costs to an absolute minimum and

high as possible to maximize the utilization

e

e

private sector has always worked on these
public sector has tended to do just the

oPo==

With respect and acknowledgment to:

mAmerican Association of Port Authorities (AAPA).
Rexford Sherman Report: "Public Port Agencies in the
United States and Canada". July 1990,

mU. S, Maritime Administration &MARAm _
"United States Port Development Expenditure Report".
February 1991
CED:ram
USPortAu
2113192






STATE OF ALASKA
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

FISCAL NOTE

Title: "An act requiring municipal fiscal notes for bills

and resolutions."

Sponsor: House C&RA Committ
Requestor House C&RA Commi

ee

ttee

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
FUND SOURCE:
TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:

FY 93
156.8
3.4
9.0
3.3
25.0

197.5

197.5

197.5

1.0
4.0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page ifnecessary.)

FY 94
158.7
3.4
9.0
15
0.0

172.6

172.6

172.6

1.0
4.0

Department Affected:

BILL NO.

HB 476

BRU: Local Government Assistance

Component:

Statewide Assistance

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

FY 95
162.8
3.4
9.0
1.5
0.0

176.7

176.7

176.7

1.0
4.0

FY 96
164.8
3.4
9.0
1.5
0.0

178.7

178.7

178.7

1.0
4.0

Community and Regional Affairs

Fy 97
169.9
3.4
9.0
1.5
0.0

183.8

183.8

183.8

1.0
4.0

FY 98
172.2
3.4
9.0
1.5
0.0

186.1

186.1

186.1

1.0
4.0

The Department estimates five new positions, one permanent and four seasonal, would be necessary to perform the duties required by this
legislation. A separate page Isattached which shows how the above figureswere calculated. Also attached are the necessary Request For New

Position forms.

Prepared By:

Division: Administrative Sfrrvtcfcs Division

Approved by Commissioner:

Agency: Department of Community and Regional Affairs

Phone: 465-4708
Date: rz?/?r j /<%->

_ T = - c
Date:

Distribution (by pregarer): Leg. An., Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB/DBR, Cov. Legis. Ofc., & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/7/91

Pae 1 of 7



CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No.

HB 476

CALCULATION OF COSTS TJ THE STATE: Includes one permanent full-time Research Analyst Ill and four seasonal full-
time Research Analysts II, plus operating monies.

Position

Research Analyst Il

(account for annual
merit increases)

Research Analyst

(account for merit
Increases every
other year)

Personal Services

Travel

Contractual Services

Commodities

Equipment

Range/Step Barg Unit Location
18A GCU Juneau
188 ! (
iod I I

I I
1188% H I
18F I I
16A GGU Juneau
16A N I

I I
%gg I H
16C I I
16C I }

1 permanent full-time staffe R 18 =
4 seasonal full-time staff @ R 16 =

Total

2 3-day trips to Anchorage © 5800 each =
2 3-aaytripsto Fairbanks ® 5900 each =

Total

Estimate $3000 per staff ©full-time
Estimate $1,500 per staff® part-time

Total

Estimate 5500 per staff © full-time =
SstimatP 5250 per staff @ part-time =
Plus 51,800 start-up costs =

Total

3personal computers © 53500 each =
software
1laser printer

Time Status

Permanent

Full-time

Seasonal

6m

0S.

558572
598200

5156772

51,600
51800

53400

53000
56,000

59.000
51,000
51800
53300

517500

%4500
53000

525,000

Fiscal Year

FY 93

FY %
FY %

FY 97
FY 98

FY 33

FY A
FY %5
FY %
FY 97
FY 98

FY B

peryear

per year

FY Bonly

FY 33

Sal + Bens

42550
516022
558572

560518
962416
564409
566,371
568683

518465
56,085
524550

>24550
5-5105
525,.05
525864
525884

subsequently
51,500 /year

one-time only

Page 2 of 7



Position Title
Research Analyst llI
Time Status Staff Months
Full-Time 12

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount
Salary 42.6
Benefits 15.0
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 58.6 58.6
Travel 3.4
Contractual 3.0
Commodities 0.9
Equipment 5.0
Other

Total Cost 70.9

FUNDING SOURCE FOR TO fAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 70.9
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION

COMPONENT

BRU Local Government Assistance

Statewide Assistance

No. of Positions Range / Step

1 18A

Barg. Unit
GG

Location Election District

Juneau

Justification

The duties of this position would include: analyzing bills for their potential fiscal
impact on muncipalities; determining the extent of any fiscal impact; consulting with
specific municipalities which would be affected by a measure; preparation of the
necessary fiscal note stating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact;
supervising arid directing the work of four Research Analysts Il during the legislative
session; offering testimony at legislative committee hearings regarding any findings
of municipal fiscal impact; performing work on interim activities; and assisting in
regular department activities that were rescheduled from the legislative session to the
interim.

This position would also be responsible for managing and supporting a
comprehensive municipal database that would further enhance the department'’s
ability to respond to the Legislature's need for information about municipalities.

FY 93
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Position Title
Research Analyst Il
Time Status Staff Months
Part-Time
TYPE OF EXPENDITURE
Salary
Benefits
Premium ?ay
Other
Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION

COMPONENT

Amount
18.5
6.1

24.6 24.6
0.0
1.5
0.6

5.0

31.7

31.7

No. of Positions Range/Step

1 16 A

Barg. Unit
GG

Location Election District

Juneau

Justification

The duties of this position would include: analyzing bills for their potential fiscal
impact on muncipalities; determining the extent of any fiscal impact; consulting with
specific municipalities which would be affected by a measure; and preparation of the
necessary fiscal note stating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact.

FY 93
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Position Title
i Research Analyst Il
Time Status Staff Months
Part-Time
TYPE OF EXPENDITURE
Salary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other
Toial Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION

COMPONENT

Amount
18.5
6.1

24.6
0.0
15
0.6
5.0

24.6

31.7

31.7

No. of Positions Range/Step

1 16 A

Barg. Unit
GG

Location Election District

Juneau

Justification

The duties of this position would include: analyzing bills for their potential fiscal
impact on muncipalities; determining the extent of any fiscal impact; consulting with
specific municipalities which would be affected by a measure; and preparation of the
necessary fiscal note stating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact.
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Position Title
Research Analyst II
Time Status Staff Months
Part-Time
TYPE OF EXPENDITURE
Salary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other
Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION

COMPONENT

Amount
185
6.1

24.6 24.6

0.0
1.5
0.6
5.0

31.7

31.7

AGENCY Community and Reg

BRU Local Government Assistance

Statewide Assistance

No. of Positions Range/Step

Location
Juneau

Justification

The duties of this position would include:

impact on muncipalities; determining the extent of any fiscal impact; consulting with
specific municipalities which would be affected by a measure; and preparation of the

necessary fiscal note stating whether or not

ional Affairs

Page

Barg. Unit

16 A GG

Election District

analyzing bills for their potential fiscal

there would be a fiscal impact.
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Position Title
i Research Analyst Il
Time Status Staff Months
Part-Time
TYPE OF E.".i/LMDITURE
Salary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other
Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST
Federal Receipts 1002
0 F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

REQUEST FOR
NEW POSIT50N

COMPONENT

Amount
18.5
6.1

24.6
0.0
1.5
0.6
5.0

24.6

31.7

31.7

No. of Positions Range / Step Barg. Unit

1 16 A GG

Location Election District

Juneau

Justification

The duties Gfthis position would include: analyzing bills for their potential fiscal
impact on muncipalities; determining the extent of any fiscal impact; consulting with
specific municipalities which would be affected by a measure; and preparation of the
necessary fiscal note bating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact.
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=0 217 Second Street, Suite 200 mJuneau. Alaska 99801 mTd (907)586-1325, Fax (907)463-5400

March 11, 1992
T0: Represen ative Jerry Mackie, Chair
Maembers House Committee on Community and Regional Affairs
FROM: Scott A :ecutive Director
RE: HB 476-An Act Requiring Municipal Fiscal Notes for Bills and Resolutions

The Alaska Municipal Lea?ue | ors HB 476 which would require that each hill or
resolution that ma have a fiscal Impact on municipalities be accompanied by a mumoB a
fiscal note estimatin t ecost or savings to municipalities (for a six-year period) that would
result from enactment of the measure.

The 1992 Alaska Municipal League PollcyStatementln?Udea the following statement: 'The
League supports enactment ol Ie?|s|at|on requiring affected sfate a enmes to prepare, In
consultation with the affected loca ?overnments notes assessm te iscal im act on Iocal
government of any proposed hill of requlation, including pass-through grants” (

Each session members of the Alaska Le([nslature introduce nearl?q 250(undup||cated) bills
that affect municipaliti |eﬁ insome way. [Tis shmahed that one-third of these place Some
sort of mandate on |ocal governments, man atest at in most Instances |mgo e a cost on
the mun|C|pa|t e|ther bt{wrequmn%a municipality to da something or forbidding it from
doing.something else. "Man ? e remalnmg two-thirds also have fiscal Impacts on
municipalities. Examples of legislation with fiscal impacts on mun|C|pa||t|eS|nc|ude not only

E)hr%s(e)golt?ouns D15 Dt 680 e JOLced IS St 2% he e(nrd|tnge R menC bl

equmn% school districts o add c%rtam subject matter to their curriculum, o eemting the
moorage fees municipalities can charge.

Good pubhc pohcymaklng requires access to as complete in ormatlon as possible about
%otent|a |mgactso legisldtion and regulahon Inevalu tlnﬁ bills and reso}lu lons that affect
un|C| alities e|s|at rs nee to take Intg account the fiscal impact they may have on
local overnmens yre Uiring the preparation of mun|C|pa| fiscal notes gives

them Detter access to th|s type of Inforniation.

The importance and impac of manda es, from both the state and federal ﬁovernments ang
the accompanﬁln% ISsue o iscal notes are becomlng more and more understood around

the countr at|ona Coungl| of State Legislatur ? has endorsed fiscal note le |s ation
and the National eggue of Cities (NLC)’ IS current?/ work mg on a staées mandates”
analysis WhIC Includgs information"on fiscal note requireménts. The data NLC has

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties



Faitirbanks North Star Borough
809 Pioneer Road P.O. Box 71267 Fairbanks, Alaska 99707*1267 907/459*1000

March 6, 1992

ble Steve Frank, Chair _
unity and Regional Affairs Committee
a State Legislature

. Box

au, AK 99811

Dear Senator Frank,

ﬁ
fab)

| would appreciate your support of SB 301 and SJR 32
introduced by Senator Rick Uehling.

HB . .
Senate B1ll 301 would ensure that an aPproprlate fiscal note
would be attached to any qulslatl_on affecting municipalities
for the current year as well as five succeedln% fiscal years.
Local governments have a rlgi.ht to know the cost or savings to
them as a result of legislation introduced by the Governor or
the Alaska Legislature.

Too often those costs are passed on to local governments
without the municipalities belng aware of the costs to the
public. This legislation should help in defining those costs.

SJR 32 would propose an amendment to the constitution
requiring the State of Alaska to reqhulre an appropriation to
be made whenever a .law is enacted which would require the
borough to perform a new service or increase the level of any
activity they currently perform. | would appreciate your
support of a bearing for SJR 32.

Thank you for your work on behalf of the residents of
Fairbanks.

Mayor

JS:rif
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ALASKA

MUNICIPAL
LEAGUE 217 Second Street, Suite 200 mJuneau, Alaska 99801 mTel (907)586-1325, Fax (907)463-5480
March 11, 1992
TO: Representative Jerry Mackie, Chair
an . . . .
Members, House Committee on Community and Regional Affairs
FROM: Scott A Jtive Director
RE: HB 476 -An Act Requiring Municipal Fiscal Notes for Bills and Resolutions

The Alaska Municipal Lea?ue supports H3 476, which would require that each bill or
resolution that may have a fiscal Impact on municipalities he accompanied byamumoBI
fiscal note estimating the cost or savings to municipalities (for a six-year period) that wolld
result from enactment of the measure.

The 1992 Alaska Municipal League PollcyStatementlnC|Udes the fo||0W|ng statement The
League supporh nactment? Ie(ruslanon reﬂumng affected state agenme E{Jre are, |n
consultation with the affected loca’governmenits, notes assessing the fiscal impact on local
government of any proposed bill o regulation, including pass- rough grants” (LF.1).

Each fsessmn memtfers of the Alaska Le?|slature intr dHce nearl}/] duepho ated) hills
that affect munlopa ities In some way. ITis estimated that one-third of these place some
sort of mandate on |ocal governments, mandates that in most instances |mgoseacos on
the mummpah}q elther %re umn?ha mun|c|pa||t¥ to do somethm%1 or fornidding it from
doin someth| else, ‘Many of The remaining two-thirds also have fiscal impacts on
mumoea ities. Examples of fe |s|at|on with f|sca| Impacts on mumooalltlesmclude not only
the ob |ous senlor It en roperty d;aé exem tion ro ram or the mandatory éans or
prosgcution hills butaso ess-rioticed nills suc ast 05 extendlng retirement”benefits,
requmn% school districts to add certain subject matter to their curriculum, or limiting the
moorage fees municipalities can charge.

Good ﬂlbhc olic maklng requires access to as complete mformeglon as possible a?out
%oten al In )acts of legislation and reﬁulanon Inevalu tlnﬁ bills.and resolutions that atfec
un|C| all es Ieplslators need to take intg account the fiscal impact they may have on
local %overnmen 476 by requiring the preparation of municipal fiscal notes, gives
them Detter access to this type of information,

The importance and |mpact of mandates fromboth the state and federal %overnments ang
the accompan%m% issue of fiscal notes are becommg more and more.u derstoo around

the countr ational Coungil of State Legislatur ? has endorsed fiscal note le |s|at|on
and the ﬁt L[ ague of Cities (NLC)f 1S current?/ wQrk mg on g 'states mandates"
analysis which Includés information”on Tiscal note fequireménts. The data NLC has

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties



House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
HB 476 - Munlc'pfU fiscal notes

March 11, 1992

page 2

gathered indicate that 28 states now have fiscal note requirements. Fourteen of those
tates also have rermbursemen t requirements that rely on those fiscal notes.

The League would suggest the following amendments to strengthen HB 476

1. Add language to the Gffect that "no legislation or agency rule constitutin
mandate on local government shall be hinding on local governments if no scal
note was prepared to Inform the legislature of the impact of a mandate prior to its

enactment.”

2 Following from the above, define "mandates" as "any state-initiated rule, law, budp

grovrsron or executrve order that rqurres a local government fo expand, res rrct
I modlfy its activities In aanag that bears upon it abrlrtho raise revenues, make
expenditures, or conduct the administrative usrness of Tocal government. _State-
mrrrarbd requrrements exclude any that orig |nae at the federal Ievel Federal
reg lator 430 |ceya frectin ocaﬁ ernments es N trerﬂurrea |f]ca note so Iong
?t e stte does not au entt efedera stan rdé y gosrng |gherstandard

its own. Enabling legislation or_conditions of al t considérea N)es

d%on t require a fiscal note, The test for w ether]a mand te exists s ou
whether the municipality may elect not to comply without penalty.”

3 Add a Provrsron to require "the ap%ro rrate state agencies" to cooperate with the
R ent of Community_and” Regional Affairsin pre arrnﬁ the fiscal notes.
though Community and Regronal ffairs has a hetter overall understanding of

munrcr alrtres than other state departments and petter ac?ess to them forthe
Rurpo es o gathering in ormatr%n many of tho bills that will red]urre fiscal notes
ave specific technical details that will “require other state agencies to provide
Information, explain impacts, and coordinate with DCRA.

State mandFte]s on Iocal ’\%overnments and the |ssue of frscal notes have been key

concerns, o unrcrg eague %d {s members for n]any years. It IS
encouraging to see tha this concern Is shared by legislators. We strongly support HB 476,

with the amendments proposed above.

C92test:HB476.311



Faitrbanks North Star Borough

809 Pioneer Road P.0. Box 71267 Fairbanks, Alaska 99707*1267 907/459-1000

March 6, 1992

Honorable Steve Frank, Chair _
Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. Box

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Frank,
| Us W
| would appreciate your support of SB 301 and SJR 32

introduced by Senator Rick [ehling.

H . :
Senate B‘%I 301 would ensure that an aPproprlate fiscal note
would be attached to anyleglﬂatmn affecting municipalities
for the current year as well as five succeeding fiscal years.
e COSt 0r savings to

Local governments have ari%httq know th
them as a result of legislation introduced by the Governor or
the Tilaska Legislature,

Too often those costs are passed on to local governments
without the municipalities bemg aware of the costs to the
public, This legislation should help in defining those costs.

SJR 32 would propose an amendment to the constitution |
requiring the State of Alaska to require an appropriation to
be made whenever a law is enacted which would require the
borough to perform a new service or increase the level of any
activity they currently perform. | would appreciate your
support of a hearing for SJR 32.

Thank you for your work on behalf of the residents of
Fairbanks.

Mayor

JS:rlif



WALTER J. NICKEL, GOVERNOR

o 150 THRDSTREET
JUNEAU, ALASKA. 99B0'->291

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS PHONE: (9074654700

o H9E 6THAVENLE SUITE400
ALASKA 99508-4302

OFFICEOF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE (907) 5631073

March 5, 1992
POSITION PAPER
RE: House Bill 476
SPONSOR: House C&RA
Program Effects of Bill:

This bill would require the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs to prepare a fiscal note on all proposed

legislation that has a fiscal impact on municipalities. The
fiscal note must estimate the fiscal 1impact for the current
fiscal year and for five succeeding fiscal years. The fiscal

note must be prepared within five days of the legislative
request, or within two days if the request 1is made after the
90th day of the regular session or during a special session,
and requires consultation with affected municipalities.

Comments:

The Department estimates Tfive new positions, one permanent and
four seasonal, would be necessary to perform the duties

required by this legislation. The proposed amendments would
make it easier and cheaper to comply with the bill*s
reauirements. If the following amendments are adopted, the

Department believes the number of positions required would be
three instead of five.

Amendment #1: After the word "municipality"™ on page 1,
line 4, insert "to the extent funding for personnel 1is made
available.™ The effect of this amendment 1is to make it clear

that if the Legislature does not fund the required positions,
the mandate to the Department is not effective.

Amendment #2: After the word '"cost"™ on page 1, line 6,
delete "or savings." The effect of this amendment 1is to reduce
the burden on the Department and yet comply with the concern of
municipalities that the Legislature be made aware of new fiscal
burdens being placed on then.



Position Pager on HB 476
March 5 1992
Page Two

Amendment #3: After the words "The committee of" on page
1, line 8, delete "first"™ and insert '"second". The effect of
this amendment is to reduce the burden on the Department
because many bills never leave their first committee of
referral. It also allows the necessary lead time for staff to
research the bill and poll a variety of municipalities on the
anticipated impacts.

Amendment #4: After the words "substantially complies with
(c)" on page 1, Uline 14, insert "(1), (@), (), (M, ), O
and (). The effect of this amendment is to eliminate

meaningless or unnecessary requirements for the <contents of
municipal impact Tfiscal notes since the omitted sections focus
on state funding 1issues.

Amendment #5: Insert a sunset provision of three years so
that the Legislature 1is required to revisit this mandate to the
Department after a period of experimentation with the
requirements of the bill. A sunset provision will also force
the Legislature to reevaluate whether the fiscal resources are
available to render this service.

We support the concept of this bill, but can only support the
bill if the Department of Community and Regional Affairs is
given tne additional resources to satisfy the bill"s
requirements.

Edgar Blatchford, Commissioner



MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
MEMORANDUM
Date: January 30, 1992
To: Alaska Legislature

FromAnne Williams, Executive Assistant
Municipal Manager's Office

Subject: Bill of Mandates . _
SJR 32 Mandated Municipal Services ,
SSSB 301 Municipal Fiscal Notes for Bills

The following is a synopsis of information re?arding mandates, the
impact c¢f mandate legislation on several stafes, and fiscal notes
for mandated services. For a more comprehensive look at the

mandate issue, please refer to Legislative Mandates; - State
Experiences O ffer |n3|%h_ts for Federal Action (United States
General Accountlng Otfice, Report to the Honorable Dave
Durenberger, U.S. Senate, September 1988) and Mandates: Cases in
State-Local Relations gAdwsory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, September 1990).

Also, for additional information relating to the effect of the
mandate issue on the Municipality of Anchorage, please refer to our

etters dated 3/29/91 and 1/30/92.

WHAT IS A MANDATE?

In its broadest sense, a mandate pre-empts local decision makln%
authority. The U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmenta
Relations defines a mandate as any “"state constitutional,
statutory, or administrative action that either limits or placed
additional expenditure requirements on loc”™l governments.

g?AE%:EISFIC DEFINITIONS OF MANDATE REIMBURSITAENT REQUIREMENTS IN SEVEN

CALIFORNIA

Article XIIl B. section 6. California Constitution: "Whenever
Leqlslature or any state agency mandates a new program of
her level of service on any loca government, the state shall
vide a subvention of funds to reimburse such local government

costs of such program or increased level of service, except
e Legislature may, but need not, provide such subvention of
or the following mandates: (a) Legislative mandates

—:
—_ o O



Bill of Mandates
Page 2

requested by the local agency affected, (b) Legislation defining a
new crime or changing an existing definition of a crime; or |c)
dg|slat|ve mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975, or executive
ers or regulations initially implementifg legislation enacted
pr|or to January 1, 1975.r

COLORADO

- Section 29-1-304. Session Laws of Colorado 1981 "() Every
action by the general assembly which mandates a new prog am or the
expansion of an existing program subsequent to July 1,7 1981, upon
a unit of local government shall either: (a) Provide suff|0|ent
state general fund appropriations to meet the cost thereof (b)
Provide for a IocaI source of revenue to meet the cost thereof...'
FLORIDA

Florida statute 11.076 of 1978 "(1) Any general law, enacted by
he Legis I ture after July 1, 1978, which requires a municipality
unty to perform anm activity or to provide a service oT
cility .. wh|ch il require the expenditure of additional funds,
must powde a means to finance such activity, service, of

cility...(2) This act shall not apply to any general law under
which the ‘required _expenditure of additional” local funds is

incidental to the main purpose of the law."

ILLINOIS

- Chapter 85. sections 2201-2210. Illinois Revised Statutes:
5( State-initiated statutory or executive action that requires
a Ioca government to establish, “expand or modify its activities in
such a way as to necessitate additional expenditures from local
revenues, “excluding any er issued by a court other than any
order enforcing such statutory or executive action. State mandates
may be reimbuTsable or nonréimbursable as provided in this Act.
However, where the General As sembIY enacts legislation to comply
with a federal mandate, the Sta shall be exempt from the
requirement of reimbursing for the cost of the mandated program..."

MASSACHUSETTS

Chapter 29. sectior. 27C. Massachusetts General Laws: "...(a) Any
Iaw rule or regulation taking effect on or after January first,
nlneteen hundred and eighty-oné imposing any direct service or cost
obligation upon an>{ city or town shall be effective in any city or
town” only if such law s accepted by vote or bY the appropriation
of money for such purposes,.. .unless’the general court, at the same
session” in which such law is enacted, provides, by general law and

d
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Bill of Mandates
Page 3

by appropriation, for the assumption by the commonwealth of such
cost, exclusive of incidental local administration expenses, and
unless the general court pOVId by appropriation in each
successive year for such assumption..."

MICHIGAN

- Article IX. section 29 MIChI(f]an Constitution: "The state is
hereby prohibited from re ucmg he state financed proportion of
the necessary costs of exisfing act|V|ty or seryice required of
units of Local Governmen by state law. A'new activity or service
0r an mcreasmg the level 'of any activity or service beyqond that
required b){ existing law shall not be required by the Ieéwlature
or any state agency of units of Local Government, unless a state
appropriation 1s made and disbursed to pay the unit of Local
Government for any necessary increased costs..."
TENNESSEE
- Article 2, section 24. Tennessee Constitution: No law of
general application shall impose increased expendlture requirements
on cities or counties unless the General Assembly shall provide
that the state share in the cost..
Source;: United States Genera] Accounting O ffice
Report to the Honorable Dave Durenberger U.S. Senate
Leg|slat|ve,Mandates State Exg)enences 0 ffer Insights for
Federal Action September

A BRIEF LOOK AT MANDATES IN EIGHT STATES

ALABAMA

- Limits the ability of the legislature to pass laws which would
cause counties to expend additional funds during a fiscal year

KENTUCKY

- Legislature passed resolution authormng study by Legislative
Resedrch Commission on state imposed mandates dnd “on improving
fiscal note process.

MAINE

- Requires, state to Provide full funding for any mandate enacted by
State Legislature after July 1, 1991,



Bill of Mandates
Page 4

MINNESOTA

- State will assume 100% cost of non-federal share of income
maintenance gl)rograms currently 50% county - 50% state, beginning
January, 199

NEW JERSEY
- State will pick-up 90% of county share of AFDC benefits.

- State will pick-up entire county share of jnstitutionalization
costs of mentally i1ll and retarded and entire county share of
foster care socidl services costs.

TENNESSEE

- Counties will no longer !oe required to house felons and if
counties choose to do so”they will be reimbursed.

UTAH

Solid andhazaMous waste phnn|ngrequwementrnandanngcountms
{0 develop five and twentg ive gears management plans paid for
from non-county sources authorized in legislation.

WISCONSIN

Transfers district attorn y, d
té

- epunes and assistant district
attorneys from county to staté emplo

yment,

Source: National Ass ciation of Countes
State-Local Report, Jan. 15, 1991

COST ESTIMATES (FISCAL NOTES)

The concept of prepann? cost estimates (fiscal notes) originated
with one state 'in the Tate 1950's and spread to othérs over the
next two decades. ~ Now, 42 states prepare such estimates for
proposed state legislation affecting local governments

Cost estimates have increased federal and state |s|ators
awareness of the costs thatleg|SMt on ontamln? man ates would
impose on lower levels of government. Butgenera y the estimates
have not altered the course of legislation,” except where
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legislators were also stron W concerned about the costs that
mandates can impose on subordinate levels of government.

Cost estimates provide important information to legislators, and
the benefits of the process outwergh its costs, according to both
fderI and state officials, etheIess the estinfates had
little effect in deterring, modrfyr g, or funding mandates unless
there was also strong législative concern abolt the Impact of
imposing mandates on Subordinate levels of government.

issues and in the potential benefits of proposed
far the most important consideration for state
rding . to officials in several states,
servations show that estimates of local costs
gr ative mandates affecting local governments when
onag Ie1grs ative concern about local costs. State
[ ennessee, California, and Connecticut cited
where high local cost estimates, in concert with
ve concern” for state mandates, defeated legislation
ing mandates. For example. in Connecticut it was estimagted
passage of the Gifted and Talented Students Bill requiring
and Tegional school districts to provide special programs
cost lfocal governments $40 million. This confirmed to the
lature the 111"s “high” local cost impact and directly
r

huted to its defeat

The trmrnq of cost estimation in the legislative process can affect
ators will use it. Cost estimates done early were used
xtent that when prepared later, a questionnaire
rther, in four states where estimates were
ly and influential, officials said they were

slators before decision on bills were made.
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* Florida. The state-level Advisory  Commission on

Intergovernmental Relations publishes an anpual report that
describes all bills passed having a lo aI cost impact.



The annual report provrdes an overall picture of the aggregate cost
impact of state legislation on local governments and i's useful to
legislators delrberatrng new state nfandate proposals, officials
from California and Flofida said.
At the state Jevel, the degree of involvement by local interest
groups also affects the legislatorsl use of cost’ estimates. For
States in which cost estimates were used and influenced the
outcomes of legislation containing mandates, state officials noted
at interest groups played a meaningful role. Additionally, the
questronnarre results showed that cost estrmates were used to a
%reater extent in states where local interest groups were reported
y state officials to be more involved.

Cost estimation accomplishes the basic objective of givin
legislators additional or confirming information about™ cos
Impacts. But it is difficult to dssess the effect of cost

estimates on eIrmrnatrn or modifying the mandate burden of
proposed egislation, ile legislators may be better informed as
result of cost estrmate , thé& knowledge of such costs seems to
have influenc e |sIators to eliminaté or modify mandates only
when coupled with s rong legislative concern about ‘mandating costs
on state and local govérnmeénts.
Source: United States General Accounting O ffice
Report to the Honorable Dave Durenberger, U.S. Senate
Legrslatrve Mandates State Ex8oer|ences Offer Insights fo
Federal Action September 198



M UﬂICIpallty P.O. BOX 196650

ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 995196650
f (907) 343-4431
FAX 258-5210

Anchorage 1o Fiie

MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

March 29, 1991

Senator Rick Uehling
P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Senator Uehling:

The Municipality of Anchorage supports legislation or a
constitutional amendment requiring cost reimburSement for state
mandated new or expanded programs ‘which must be provided by local
?_overnm ents. An example of a state mandated program with Serious
| onsequences to the Mun|0|pa||ty of "Anchorage is the
izens/Disabled Veterans property tax exemption.” For many
State reimbursed .the municipalities for the revenues
the implementation of. thls exemption, In 1990, we
proximately $5 million. in taxes under this program and
ly reimburséd $1.5 million, Due to the mcrease in the
number of applications for the exemption, the Municipality has seen
its revenue loss for this program increase almost 25% “over last
year. This shortfunding w'ill"have to be made up from either an
Increase in taxes for the remaining taxpayers or the loss of more
government services. For 1991, weanticipate exempting another $5
million in taxes, Anchorage residents should not be asked to bear
the burden of this state mandated program.
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In addition to state imposed mandates Anchorage provides m ny
services not rowded by most other Alaskan communities. The
Municipa ||tcy Anchorage char%es misd emeanor suspects under the
Municip ode, thus sp arlng te State .of Alaska the expense of
prosecu |% misdemeanors, ~ The Municipal misdemeanor code s
analogous Yo the State misdemeanor_code. Also of note, Anchorage
is the onl¥ commumty to char%e DWI suspects under a municipal
code. , un|C|pa| ¥ processed 1,215 DWI cases at an
estlmated cost of he Anchorage taxpayers bear the
burden of these expendltures

The propensity of state government to impose mandated programs on
local government is b)( no. means limited to the State of” Alaska.
The tax revolt in Calitornia in 1978 and 1979 was fueled, in part,
by the state's transfer of certain responsibilities to the county
lével, placing an onerous  tax burden on property owners
California now'has an active reimbursement program. MasSachusetts



State Mandates
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apPropnates money with the mandating law as tls passed. In all,
fifteen states have statutory or constitutional requirements that
payments be made on some level for the hnanc al etfects ofstam
statutes, and twenty-five states require fi scaI notes d|scm3|n%
the costs to local entities; resulting fr om assage of the propose

law. . Some state constnut|ons Sti e that special acts
necessitating appropnaﬂons Iocalgovunmentdo not become
effective unless approve K voter referendum.  Still another
approach is to require that the increased costs resulting from laws
of general application be shared between the state and local

governments.

Attached are numerous examples of mandated se
services the Municipality provides that are n
the state in other areas of Alaska.
acknowledgement of this problem, and urge you
equitable solution,

vices and specific
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Sincerely,

C
Municipal Manager
Attachments



A nchorage Police Departm ent

M em orandum

Date: March 20 1901

To: Anne  Williams, Executive  Assistant
Municipal Manager’s Office

From:  Deputy Chief Duane Udland/U"

Subject: Mandates imposed on Anchorage Police Department

ing is. a list of sgrvi ' he Anch Police Department
T8 5 P v Ao Pl Do

Service Cost Comments

Jail  Contract $1,500,000 %ontract w?h State Corrections for
the care 0 munlc,lrﬁ)a o
mlsdemeanan(tj detainees in {all or
| contract? .flua3| Institutional
etention  facilities.

Hazardous Materials o

Training 83240 Mandated training for all response
olice personnel,” including . off,cers
nd staff that may become™ involved
with haﬁ?rgous aterla}s dand the
uncontrolled release of dangerous
substances.

Domestic Violence

Writs 149139 ylandated %Fetate law to serve all

omestic . violence retgtramm
orders within the confines o

A
(Anpcpr8>r<ﬁ%§tely 1000 annually)



Department EIm

Approximate MOA

Code Enforcement

Publlic Information
Education and Relations
(Fire & EMS)

Fire Training

EMS Training

Fire Prevention

ATTACHMENT A

Cost 1990/Fund
Source

$520,000/Tax

$107,000/Tax
$400,000/Tax

$280,000/Tax’

$193,000/Tax

Community
Bind SourcQ

Unknown

Unknown
Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

State of AK has
responsibility in
most communities
and bush.



Department Fire

SfITYisa

Fire Response
outside the service
area

Paramedic
Transports

Dispatch (Radio Fire
Alarms)

Dispatch (Private
Ambulance)

Hazardous Materials
fee (Right-to-
Know)

Plan Review (Fire)

ATTACHMENT B

Approximate MOA
Cost 1990/Fund

SFALLEf

$ 30,000/User fee
and Tax

$1,700,000/User fee

and Tax

$ 47,000//User fee
and Tax

$206,000/User fee

and Tax

$155,000/User fee

and Tax

$197,000/User fee

and Tax

Community
Bind Sourca

Unique to Anchorage

Comments



ATTACHMENT A

Services provided by

1, this department which are net com-
monly provided by other local gove

08

S

ernments.

(A) Services: Misdemeanor pr

p s, indigent defense, and
Pretrial Diversi

secutions
on Program.

|
Mjademeanor Prosecution

.The Anchorage Municipal Department of Law provides for the
al prosecution of all misdemeanor offenses recognized in
chora1qe Mun|C|paI Code pr|n<3|pally under Title 8 (Criminal
and Traffic Code), 'in_direct support of enfor-
act|V|t|es the Anchorage. Police De?artment and the
ka State Troop Anchorage is one of four Alaska com-
service. Fairbanks, =~ Juneau, and
or part of these services. in_al
t Alaska, including but not limited
Valdez. Palmer, Bethel, Dillingham,
0 u%h Mat-Su Borough, thesé ser-
he State.
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has a municipal prosecutor, b
Those prosecutions are left t
munities throughout Alaska, excep
provides for the prosecution of a

S

e does not Iprose
e State. n

ose noted above,
misdemeanors, I.e.
au Its domestic vmlence h||d abuse, trespass,
ettc. |f the Anchorage M n|C|pa| epartment 0f Law
fi

O

e misdemeanor caseS, it would fall on the State
ice to handle them. Since, with few exceptions,
misdemeanors are likewise state misdemeanors, In
e Municipal Prosec rsoocessmg these cases,

be prosecuted tate or o unpunished.
Attorney's offi ce
nses without the

rsonnel and supportmg
Anchorage Municipal Pro
|. "Petitions 1o Re oke") and
S prosecution,

o e
,-rCE

not handle the prose-
ion of apprommately 1
an
[

r—I-D_

equipment. In
eviewed 6,852 ca
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[ ses
5,737 cases for further

s C
e e
fi e

[

|
Indigent Defense

~ Since the Mu
including those,
to provide indig
stage of the D

nicipal Prosecution prosecutes all misdemeanors,
hat result In “time to serve", it S necessary
nt defendants_legal counsel at each and every
oceedings. The™ service is provided by the



ity through nprivate counsel undar ntract to tha
Iity. if° this service wara not rOVI ed by the
ty of nchorage it would hava to e rovid by the
IC_Defender ency 0r tho Ias a State Court System as
e Is. . a €0 stltut|ona requirement. ~ The state
s office. would have to be substantially enlarged
t sylting increase; in volume if the current mynici-
ded service was eliminated. _The cost of the municipal
defense program in 1990 was $707,349.

11
Pretrial Diversion Program

nicipal program that allows the disposition of
cases without trial, thus saving the expense
jeopardizing a viable, cost efficient pro

elected cases ar ed of without tfial
nts comply with certain conditions, make
n for " their violations, and pay

rocessing the case through the pretr|al

‘ay UND—+

proximate cost to the Municpality of Anchorage in CY 1990:

i.  Prosecutor's Office; 16 full time pogsitions at a total
C(|J|St tto t?e MOA  Tn CY 1990 of $986,0010 (includes indirect
allocation).

IS rd through private law
lit y of Anchorage, the calen-

inistered b
irect staff s

retria
Prosecutor?' f
el t by partici

approximately
program fees o
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ATTACHMENT A

Department D aw

A m Other Local

Service yp t/Fund Source Fund Source Jur|esrd|ct|ons
Misdemeanor Prosecution
(incl. indirect cost
allocation) $986,010/1GC to APD N/A See Attached
Indigent Defense $707,350/Areawide Tax N/A See Attached

’ Support (OMB)
Pretrial Diversion $52,640/Fee Revenues N/A See Attached
Program é%g t staff & IGC to APD

MCRAWFORD?2



