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Position Title 
i Research Analyst II

No. of Positions Range /  Step Barg. Unit
1 16 A GG

Time Status Staff Months
Seasonal 6

Location Election District 
Juneau

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount 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 pioparation of the 
necessary fiscal note stating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact.

Salary 18.2
Benefits 7.2
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 25.4 25.4
Travel 0.0
Contractual 1.5
Commodities 0.6
Equipment 5.5
Other

i Total Cost 33.0
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 33.0
l-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

R E Q U E S T  F O R
N E W  P O S I T I O N

F Y  9 3
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Position Title
Research Analyst II

No. of Positions Range/Step Rarg. Unit
1 16 A GG j

Time Status Staff Months
Seasonal 6

Location Election District 
Juneau

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount 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 hn affected by a measure; and preparation of tho 
necessary fiscal note stating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact.

Salary 10.2
Benefits 7.2
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 25.4 25.4
Travel 0.0
Contractual 1.5
Commodities 0.6
Equipment 5.5
Other

Total Cost 33.0
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 33.0
l-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other
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Alaska State Legislature
P.O. Uo\ V 

Stale* Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99H11

M E M O R A N D U M

Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee 
Members

Senator Steve Franfj~^ - 

Proposed CS SS SB 301 (CRA)

March 17, 1992

The following are the changes from the Sponsor Substitute for SB 
301 to the work draft CS SS SB 301 (CRA):

1. Requires a municipal fiscal note only if a bill or resolution,
except an appropriation bill, s ig n ific a n tly  increases costs to a 
m unicipality.

2. Removes requirement for fiscal note to show "savings" to a
m unicipality.

3. The last committee of referral shall request the municipal
fiscal note. In most instances this will be the Finance committee.

4. Requires municipal fiscal note to contain information listed in
AS 24.08.035(c)(1), (2), (6)-(9). (A copy of AS 24.08.035 is included 
in committee folder, under "backup information".)

5. Section 2, sunsets the provisions July 1, 1997.

OUlciul Business

To:

F rom :

Re:

D ate:



217 Second Street, Suite 200 ■ Juneau, Alaska W801 ■ tol (907)586 1325.1 ax (907)/ 3-5480

March 17,1992

TO: Senator Steve Frank, Chair 
and

Members, Senate Committee on Community and Region?: Affairs

FROM: Scott A. Burgess, Executive Direc

RE: SB 301 - An Act Requiring Municipal Fiscal Notes for Bills and Resolutions

The Alaska Municipal League supports SB 301, which would require that each bill or 

resolution that may have a fiscal impact on municipalities be accompanied by a municipal 
fiscal note estimating the cost or savings to municipalities (for a six-year period) that would 

result from enactment of the measure.

The 1992 Alaska Municipal League Policy Statement includes the following statement: 'The 
League supports enactment of legislation requiring affected state agencies to prepare, in 

consultation with the affected local governments, notes assessing the fiscal impact on local 
government of any proposed bill or regulation, including pass-through grants" (I.F.1).

Each session, members of the Alaska Legislature introduce nearly 250 (not duplicated) bills 
that affect municipalities in some way. It is estimated that one-third of these place some 
sort of mandate on local governments, mandates that in most instances impose a cost on 

the municipality, either by requiring a municipality to do something or forbidding it from 

doing something else. Many of the remaining two-thirds also have fiscal impacts on 
municipalities.

Examples of legislation with fiscal impacts on municipalities include not only the obvious 

senior citizens property tax exemption program or the mandatory jails or prosecution bills, 

but also less-noticed bills such as those extending retirement benefits, requiring school 
districts to add certain subject matter to their curriculum, or limiting the moorage fees 

municipalities can charge.

Good public policy making requires access to as complete information as possible about 

potential impacts of legislation and regulation. In evaluating bills and resolutions that affect 
municipalities, legislators need to take into account the fiscal impact they may have on 
local governments. SB 301, by requiring the preparation of municipal fiscal notes, gives 

legislators, the administration, and the affected municipalities and their tax payers better 
access to^his type of information.

The importance and impact of mandates, from both the state and federal governments, and 

the accompanying issue of fiscal notes are becoming more and more understood around

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



Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee 
SB 301 - Municipal fiscal notes 

March 17, 1992 
page 2

the country. The National Council of State Legislatures has endorsed fiscal note legislation 
and the National League of Cities (NLC) is currently working on a "states mandates" 

analysis which includes information on fiscal note requVaments. The data NLC has 
gathered indicate that 28 states now have fiscal note requirements. Fourteen of those 
states also have reimbursement requirements that rely on those fiscal notes.

The League would suggest the following amendments to strengthen SB 301:

1. Add language to the effect that "no legislation or agency rule constituting a cost 
(mandate) on local government shall be binding on local governments if no fiscal 
note was prepared to inform the legislature of the cost on local government prior 

to its enactment."

2. Following from tho above, define "measures affecting municipalities" as "any state- 
initiated rule, law, budget provision, or executive order that requires a local 

government to expand, restrict, or modify its activities in any way that bears upon 

its ability to raise revenues, make expenditures, or conduct the administrative 
business of local government. State-initiated requirements exclude any that 

originate at the federal level. Federal regulatory policy affecting local governments 

does not require a fiscal note sc long as the state does not augment the federal 
standards by imposing higher standards of its own. Enabling legislation or 

conditions of aid are not considered to have a cost and do not require a fiscal note. 

The test for whether an affect or cost exists should be whether the municipality may 
elect not to comply without penalty."

3. Add a provision to require "the appropriate state agencies" to cooperate with the 

Department of Community and Regional Affairs in preparing the fiscal notes. 
Although Community and Regional Affairs has a better overall understanding of 

municipalities than other state departments and better access to them for the 

purposes of gathering information, many of the bills that will require fiscal notes 
have specific technical details that will require other state agencies to provide 

information, explain impacts, and coordinate with DCRA.

State mandates on local governments and the issue of fiscal notes have been key 

concerns of the Alaska Municipal League and its members for many years. It is 

encouraging to see that this concern is shared by legislators. W e  strongly support SB 301, 
with the amendments proposed above.

sab6:sb301.317



217 Second Street, Suite 200 “ Juneau. Alaska 99801 ■ Tel (907)506-1325. Fax (907)463-5480

January 24, 1992

M E M O R A N D U M

TO: Joshua Fink, Legislative Aid, Representative Choquette 
Camden Toohey, Legislative Aid, Senator Uehling

FROM: Scott A. Burgess, Executive Director

SUBJECT: Fiscal Notes (SB 301)

The Alaska Municipal League supports legislation that would require the preparation of 
municipal fiscal notes (see excerpt from 1992 Policy Statement enclosed). I look forward 
to working with you and Senator Uehling and Representative Choquette on this legislation.

With this memo I am also providing some history of past legislative efforts to draw your 
attention to the main differences between SB 301 and SS SB 301 - who should prepare the 
fiscal notes - the Department of Community Affairs or the affected department in 
consultation with DCRA and OMB. Specifically, in 1986, the legislation SB 369 required 
DCRA to prepare the fiscal notes and they came in with a $500,000 fiscal note of their own. 
In response a CS was adopted which said the "affected department." DCRA then lowered 
their fiscal note to $74,000. These are the differences between SB 301 and SS SB 301.
I realize that the state administration and the wot Id have changed since 1966.

Another point is that, while DCRA may be the state department most familiar with 
municipalities (which is important to getting good information) and may able to "staff up" 
to provide staff to prepare such fi cal notes (rather than having this familiarity in each 
department), DCRA will not have the benefit necessarily of the expertise within the affected 
department. In either case, the language that "the municipalities will be consulted" is 
important, even jf the information or response cannot be relied on in all cases.

In any event, the preparation of fiscal notes on the potential fiscal impact of proposed 
legislation and regulations 1) is necessary for good public policy making, 2) will cost 
money, and 3) the impacts will vary among municipalities as significantly as the 
municipalities themselves vary in terms of population, location, budgets, sen/ices, and 
ability to pay.

The National Conference of State Legislatures has endorsed fiscal note legislation and the 
National League of Cities (NLC) is currently working on a "state mandates" analysis which 
addresses fiscal notes. From the data NLC has gathered (manuscript not complete), 
twenty-eight states have fiscal note requirements. Fourteen of these states also have 
reimbursement requirements which rely on those fiscal notes (SJR 32). Of the states with

'f Counties



Fiscal Note Memo
January 24,1992
Page 2

fiscal notes, twenty have the provisions contained in statutes, as opposed to in a "rule." 
Most commonly, the preparer of fiscal notes are units of legislative agencies (legislative 
research) or state agencies (those dealing with budgeting and fiscal analysis). In either 
case, it has been important to require that the preparer analyze and seek input from 
municipalities.
Finally, the success of fiscal notes varies and ultimately depends on the importance the 
legislature and the administration places on them.

Here are some thoughts about additional language to strengthen SB 301 or any fiscal note 
legislation:

1. General - Add language to the effect that says, "no legislation or agency rule constituting 
a mandate on local government shall be binding on local governments if no fiscal note was 
prepared to inform the legislature of the impact of a mandate prior to its enactment."

2. Mandate - Following from the above, "affects" in SB 301 should be defined as mandates,
i.e. "any state initiated rule, law, budget provision, or executive order that requires a local 
government to expand, restrict, or modify its activities in any way that bears upon its ability 
to raise revenues, make expenditures, or conduct the administrative business of local 
government. State initiated requirements are intended to exclude any that originate at the 
federal level. Federal regulatory policy affecting local governments does not require a fiscal 
note so long as the state does not augment the federal standards by imposing higher 
standards of its own. Enabling legislation or conditions of aid are not considered 
mandates and do not require a fiscal note. The test for whether a mandate exists should 
be whether the municipality may elect not to comply without penalty."

3. Timing - Bills can be amended and SB 301 only speaks to the first committee of referral. 
Language in the last paragraph of AS 24.08.035(a) should be included, e.g., "An 
amendment or substitute bill proposed by a committee of referral that changes the fiscal 
impact of a bill shall be explained in a revised fiscal note or statement attached to the bill."

Finally, in the "for what it’s worth" category, I draw your attention to Article II, Section 19 of 
the Alaska Constitution which states in pas*, "Local acts necessitating appropriations by a 
political subdivision may not become effective unless approved by a majority of the 
qualified voters voting thereon in the subdivision affected." While I assume this applies 
only to "special," i.e. defined as individual municipalities, rather than "general" legislation, 
the intent and idea fits. *

I hope this information is useful, and, again, I look forward to working with you on this 
legislation.

Enclosures

sabS:fiscalno.124



M unicipality
of

Anchorage

P.O. BOX 196650
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99519-6650 
(907) 343-4431 
FAX 258-5210

TOM FINK 
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

J a n u a ry  30 , 1992

S e n a to r R ic k  U e h l in g  
P .O . Box V
J u n e a u , A la s k a  99811 

Re: B i l l  o f M anda te s

D ea r S e n a to r U e h l in g :

T h e M u n i c i p a l r t y  o f  A n ch o ra g e re q u e s ts  y o u r s u p p o r t f o r  pa ssag e o f 
t h e  B i l l  o f  M a n d a te s , w h ic h  in c lu d e s  SJR 32 , "P ro p o s in g  an 
amendment t o  th e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f th e  S ta te  o f A la s k a  r e l a t i n g  t o  
m anda te d m u n ic ip a l s e r v ic e s . T h is  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  s p o n s o re d  by 
S e n a to r U e h l in g , w o u ld  in  o u r v ie w , go a lo n g  way in  a d d re s s in g  th e  
r i s i n g  te n s io n s  be tw een lo c a l g o ve rnm e n ts and th e  S ta te  o v e r 
s t a t u t o r y  demands t h a t  lo c a l g o ve rnm en ts p e r fo rm  new f u n c t io n s .

An e xam p le o f a s t a t e  m anda ted p ro g ram  w i t h  s e r io u s  f i n a n c i a l 
c o n se q u e n ce s t o  t h e  M u n ic ip a l i t y  o f  A n ch o ra g e i s  th e  S e n io r 
C i t i z e n s /D is a b le d  V e te ra n s  p r o p e r t y  t a x  e x e m p t io n . I n  1991 we 
exem p ted a p p r o x im a te ly  $5 m i l l i o n  in  ta x e s  u n d e r t h i s  p ro g ra m , and 
was o n ly  re im b u rs e  $ 1 .2  m i l l i o n .  T h is  s h o r t f u n d in g  w i l l  ha ve t o  be 
made up fro m  e i t h e r  an in c r e a s e  i n  ta x e s  f o r  th e  re m a in in g  
ta x p a y e r s  o r  th e  lo s s  o f m ore g o ve rnm en t s e r v ic e s .

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s t a t e  im po sed m anda te s , A n ch o ra g e p r o v id e s  many 
s e r v ic e s  n o t p r o v id e d  by m o s t o t h e r A la s k a n  c o m m u n it ie s . The 
M u n i c i p a l i t y  o f A n ch o ra g e c h a rg e s m isdem eano r s u s p e c ts  u n d e r th e  
M u n ic ip a l Code , th u s  s p a r in g  th e  S ta te  o f A la s k a  th e  expense o f 
p r o s e c u t in g  m isd em ean o rs . The M u n ic ip a l m isd em eano r code i s  
a n a lo g o u s  t o  th e  S ta te  m isdem eano r c o d e . A ls o  o f n o te , A n ch o ra g e 
i s  th e  o n ly  com m un ity t o  c h a rg e  DWI s u s p e c ts  u n d e r a m u n ic ip a l 
c o d e . I n  1990 , th e  M u n ic ip a l i t y  p ro c e s s e d  1 ,2 1 5  DWI ca s e s a t  an 
e s t im a te d  c o s t o f $ 8 0 0 ,0 0 0 . The A n ch o ra g e ta x p a y e r s  b e a r th e  
b u rd e n  o f  th e s e  e x p e n d i t u r e s .

i
The "m a n d a te s " p ro b le m  i s  n a t io n a l i n  s c o p e . Seven s ta t e s , 
in c lu d in g  C a l i f o r n i a  and H a w a ii , ha ve gone so f a r  as t o  amend t h e i r  
c o n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  a d d re s s t h i s  p ro b le m . A 1990 i n i t i a t i v e  d r i v e  in  
F lo r i d a  p rom p te d  l e g i s l a t o r s  t o  pa ss com p rom ise l e g i s l a t i o n  —  no 
m anda te s w i t h o u t money u n le s s  t w o - t h i r d s  o f b o th  ho u se s v o te  
o th e rw is e . Some s ta t e s  c o n s t i t u t i o n s  s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  s p e c ia l a c ts  
n e c e s s i t a t i n g  a p p r o p r ia t io n s  by a lo c a l g o ve rnm e n t do n o t become



B i l l  o f M anda te s 
Page 2

e f f e c t i v e  u n le s s  a p p ro v e d  by a v o t e r  re fe re n d u m . S t i l l  a n o th e r 
a p p ro a c h i s  t o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  th e  in c r e a s e d  c o s ts  r e s u l t i n g  fro m  law s 
o f g e n e ra l a p p l i c a t i o n  be s h a re d  be tw een th e  s t a t e  and lo c a l 
g o v e rnm e n ts . To d a te , a p p ro x im a te ly  17 s ta t e s  ha ve s t a t u t o r y  o r 
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l r e q u ir e m e n ts  t h a t  pa ym en ts be made on som 'j l e v e l f o r  
m anda te s .

W h ile  we b e l ie v e  t h a t  a d d re s s in g  th e  m anda te is s u e  d i r e c t l y  i s  th e  
d e s i r e d  a p p ro a c h  t o  t h i s  p ro b le m , th e  M u n i c i p a l i t y  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  s te p  can be ta k e n  i n  th e  in t e r im  t o  fo c u s  l e g i s l a t i v e  
a t t e n t i o n  on th e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o f l o c a l g o v e rnm e n ts f o r  
p r o v id in g  new s e r v ic e s . T h a t a p p ro a c h  i s  c o n ta in e d  in  SSSB 301 , 
"A n A c t r e q u i r i n g  m u n ic ip a l f i s c a l  n o te s  f o r  b i l l s  and
r e s o l u t i o n s , "  a ls o  s p o n s o re d  b y S e n a to r U e h l in g .

SSSB 301 w o u ld  r e q u i r e  t h a t  when a b i l l  o r  r e s o l u t i o n  a f f e c t s  l o c a l 
g o v e rn m e n ts , t h a t  a fo rm a l e f f o r t  be made t o  e s t im a te  th e  c o s ts  o f 
t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  th r o u g h  p r e p a r a t io n  o f a f i s c a l  n o te . T h is  p ro c e s s  
ha s been used f o r  many y e a rs  when i t  comes t o  e f f e c t s  on th e  
e x e c u t iv e  d e p a r tm e n ts  o f s t a t e  g o v e rnm e n t. SSSB 3C1 w ou ld
u l t im a t e l y  ca u se some a g e n c ie s  o f s t a t e  g o ve rnm e n t t o  more 
c a r e f u l l y  c o n s id e r th e  im p a c ts  o f p ro p o s e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  on lo c a l 
g o v e rn m e n ts , b u t we b e l ie v e  t h i s  i s  o n ly  f a i r .  A f t e r  a l l ,  ig n o r in g  
th e  p ro b le m s o f lo c a l g o ve rnm e n t w i l l  r a r e l y  r e s u l t  i n  b e t t e r  
s e r v ic e  t o  th e  p u b l i c .  C u r r e n t l y , a t  le a s t  42 s ta t e s  r e q u i r e  
f i s c a l  n o te s  d i s c l o s i n g  th e  c o s ts  t o  lo c a l e n t i t i e s .

Passage o f  SJR 32 , and SSSB 301 w i l l  h e lp  r e s t o r e  a b a la n c e  t o  th e  
l e g i s l a t i v e  p ro c e s s  t h a t  ha s been m is s in g  i n  r e c e n t y e a r s ’ and
enhance th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tw een th e  S ta te  and i t s  lo c a l
g o v e rn m e n ts .

Your support for the Bill of Mandates is strongly urged.

Tom F in k  
M ayo r



F a i r b a n k s  N o r t h  S t a r  B o r o u g h

009 Pioneer Road P.O. Box 71267 Fairbanks, Alaska 99707-1267 907/4.99-1000

March 6 , 1992

H o n o ra b le  S te v e F ra n k , C h a ir
Commun ity and R e g io n a l A f f a i r s  C om m itte e
A la s k a  S ta te  L e g is la t u r e
P. O. Box V
Ju n e a u , AK 9981.1.

D ea r S e n a to r F ra n k ,

I  w ou ld a p p r e c ia te  y o u r s u p p o r t o f SB 301 and SJR 32 
in t r o d u c e d  by S e n a to r R ic k  U e h l in g .

S ena te B i l l  301 w ou ld e n s u re  th a t ; an a p p r o p r ia t e  f i s c a l  n o te  
w ou ld be a t ta c h e d  to  any l e g i s l a t i o n  a f f e c t i n g  m u n ic ip a l i t i e s  
f o r  th e  c u r r e n t y e a r as w e l l as f i v e  s u c c e e d in g  f i s c a l  y e a rs . 
L o c a l g o ve rnm e n ts ha ve a r i g h t  t o  know th e  c o s t o r s a v in g s  to  
them as a r e s u l t  o f  l e g i s l a t i o n  in t r o d u c e d  by th e  G o ve rn o r o r 
th e  A la s k a  L e g is la t u r e .

Too o f t e n  th o s e  c o s ts  a re  passed on to  lo c a l g o ve rnm en ts 
w i t h o u t th e  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  b e in g  aw a re o f th e  c o s ts  to  th e  
p u b l i c .  T h is  l e g i s l a t i o n  s h o u ld  h e lp  in  d e f in in g  th o s e  c o s ts .

SJR 32 w ou ld p ro p o s e  an amendment to  th e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  
r e q u i r i n g  th e  S ta te  o f A la s k a  t o  r e q u i r e  an a p p r o p r ia t io n  to  
be made w heneve r a law  i s  e n a c te d  w h ic h w ou ld r e q u i r e  th e 
bo ro ug h t o  p e r fo rm  a new s e r v ic e  o r in c re a s e  th e  le v e l o f any 
a c t i v i t y  th e y  c u r r e n t l y  p e r fo rm . I w ou ld a p p r e c ia te  y o u r 
s u p p o r t o f  a h e a r in g  f o r  SJR 32 .

Thank you f o r  y o u r w o rk on b e h a l f o f th e  r e s id e n t s  o f 
F a ir b a n k s .

M ayor

J S : r l f

*
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DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

M a r c h  5, 1992 

P O S I T I O N  P A P E R

□ 150 THIRD STREET
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99B01-1391 
PHONE: (907) 465-1700

O  949E.36THAVENUE.su/TE-100 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99508-4302 
PHONE: (907) 563-1073

W A L T E R  J .  H IC K E L , G O V E R N O R

RE: SS SB 301

S P O N S O R :  S e n a t o r  U e h l i n g

P r o g r a m  E f f e c t s  of Bill:

T h i s  b i l l  w o u l d  
R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s

r e q u i r e  the D e p a r t m e n t  of C o m m u n i t y  an d  
to p r e p a r e  a f i s c a l  note  on all

n o t e  m u s t  be p r e p a r e d  w i t h i n  f i v e  da y s of the l e g i s l a t i v e  
r e q u e s t ,  or w i t h i n  two da y s if the r e q u e s t  is m a d e  a ft er  the 
90 th  d a y  of the r e g u l a r  s e s s i o n  or d u r i n g  a s p e c i a l  sessi on,  
an d  r e q u i r e s  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  a f f e c t e d  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .

C o m m e n t s :

T h e  D e p a r t m e n t  e s t i m a t e s  fi v e n e w  p o s i t i o n s ,  one p e r m a n e n t  an d 
four s e a s o n a l ,  w o u l d  be n e c e s s a r y  to p e r f o r m  the d u t i e s
r e q u i r e d  by  th is  l e g i s l a t i o n .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t s  w o u l d  
m a k e  it e a s i e r  and  c h e a p e r  to c o m p l y  w i t h  the bi ll ' s
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  If the f o l l o w i n g  a m e n d m e n t s  ar e a d o p t e d ,  the 
D e p a r t m e n t  b e l i e v e s  the n u m b e r  of p o s i t i o n s  r e q u i r e d  w o u l d  be 
t h r e e  i n s t e a d  of five.

A m e n d m e n t  #1: A f t e r  the w o r d  " m u n i c i p a l i t y "  on  p a g e  1,
l i n e  4, in s er t "to the e x t e n t  f u n d i n g  for p e r s o n n e l  is ma de  
a v a i l a b l e . "  T h e  e f f e c t  of this a m e n d m e n t  is to m a k e  it c l e a r  
t ha t if the L e g i s l a t u r e  d o e s  not f u n d  the r e q u i r e d  p o s i t i o n s ,  
th e m a n d a t e  to th e D e p a r t m e n t  is not e f f e c t i v e .

A m e n d m e n t  #2: A f t e r  the w o r d  "cost" on p a g e  1, line 6,
d e l e t e  "or s a v i n g s . "  T h e  e f f e c t  of this a m e n d m e n t  is to r e d u c e  
the b u r d e n  on the D e p a r t m e n t  and y e t  c o m p l y  w i t h  the c o n c e r n  of 
m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  t h a t  the L e g i s l a t u r e  be made  a w a r e  of n e w  f i s c a l  
b u r d e n s  b e i n g  p l a c e d  on them.
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A m e n d m e n t  #3: A f t e r  the w o r d s  "The c o m m i t t e e  of" on  pag e

1, line 8, d e l e t e  "fi rst " and i n s e r t  "se cond". Th e  e f f e c t  of 
this a m e n d m e n t  is to r e d u c e  the b u r d e n  on the D e p a r t m e n t  
b e c a u s e  m a n y  b i l l s  n e v e r  l e av e t h ei r  fi rst  c o m m i t t e e  of 
re f er r a l .  It a l s o  a l l o w s  the n e c e s s a r y  lead time for s t a f f  to 
r e s e a r c h  the bill and po ll  a v a r i e t y  of m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  on the 
a n t i c i p a t e d  impacts .

A m e n d m e n t  #4: A f t e r  the w o r d s  " s u b s t a n t i a l l y  c o m p l i e s  with
(c)" on p a g e  1, line 14, in se r t  "(1), (2), (6), (7), (8), (9)
and (d )". T h e  e f f e c t  of this a m e n d m e n t  is to e l i m i n a t e  
m e a n i n g l e s s  or u n n e c e s s a r y  r e q u i r e m e n t s  for the c o n t e n t s  of 
m u n i c i p a l  imp ac t f i s c a l  n o t e s  s i n c e  the o m i t t e d  s e c t i o n s  focus 
on s t a t e  f u n d i n g  issues.

A m e n d m e n t  #5: I n s e r t  a s u n s e t  p r o v i s i o n  of t hre e y e a r s  so
that the L e g i s l a t u r e  is r e q u i r e d  to r e v i s i t  this m a n d a t e  to the 
D e p a r t m e n t  a f te r a p e r i o d  of e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  w i t h  the 
r e q u i r e m e n t s  of the bill. A s u n s e t  p r o v i s i o n  w i l l  a l s o  force 
the L e g i s l a t u r e  to r e e v a l u a t e  w h e t h e r  the f i s c a l  r e s o u r c e s  are 
a v a i l a b l e  to ren de r this ser vi ce .

We  s u p p o r t  the c o n c e p t  of this bill, bu t can o n l y  s u p p o r t  the 
bi l l if the D e p a r t m e n t  of C o m m u n i t y  and R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s  is 
g i v e n  the a d d i t i o n a l  r e s o u r c e s  to s a t i s f y  the b il l ' s  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .

E d g a r  B l a t c h f o r d ,  C o m m i s s i o n e r



FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:

STATE O F  A L A S K A

1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Title: "An act requiring municipal fiscal notes for bills 
and resolutions."________________________________

Sponsor: Senator Uehling
Requestor: Senate C&RA Committee___________

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

BILL N O .  SS SB 301

Department Affected: Community and Regional Affairs
BRU: Local Government Assistance_________________
Component: Statewide Assistance__________________

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES 156.8 158.7 162.8 164.8 169.9 172.2
TRAVEL 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4
CONTRACTUAL 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
SUPPLIES 3.3 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
EQUIPMENT 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 197.5 172.6 176.7 178.7 183.8 186.1

CAPITAL

REVENUE 
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 197.5 172.6 176.7 178.7 183.8 186.1
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
FUND SOURCE:
TOTAL 197.5 172.6 176.7 178.7 183.8 186.1

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
PART-TIME 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
TEMPORARY

Estimate o f current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

The Department estimates five new positions, one permanent and f  aur seasonal, would be necessary to perform the duties required by this 
legislation. A separate page is attached which shows how the abo''e figures were calculated. Also attached are the necessary Request For New 
Position forms. «

Prepared By: I  p /    Phone: 465-4708
Division:  [ Administrative Services Division  Date: r $  /-?/? / < ? 4

Approved by Commissioner: -  ‘j  c
Agency:  Department o f Community and Regional Affairs  Date: ______________

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Fin., Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB/DBR, Gov Legis. Ofc., & Impacted Agency(ies).
Rev 10/7/91 Page 1 of 7



For Bill/Resolution No. SS SB 301

CONTINUATION o f FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

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

Position Range/Stop Barj* Unit Location Time Status Fiscal Year Sal+ Bens

Research Analyst III 10 A GGU Juneau Permanent FY 93 542,550
Full-time 516,022

558,572

18 B II It II FY 94 560,518
18 C II II II FY 95 562,416(account for annual 18 D II II II FY 96 564,409merit increases) 18 E II II .1 FY 97 566,371
18 F II II II FY 98 568,683

Research Analyst II 16 A GGU Juneau Seasonal FY 93 518,465
6 mos. S6,08S

524,550

16 A II II II FY 94 524,550
(account for merit 16 B H II II FY 95 525,105
increases every 16 B II It It FY 96 525,105other year) 16 C II II II FY 97 525,884

16 C II II II FY 98 525,884

Personal Services 1 permanent full-time staff © R 18 = 
4 seasonal full-time staff © R 16 =

Total

558,572
598,200

5156,7.2 FY 93

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

Total

51,600
51,800
53,400 per year

Contractual Services Estimate 53,000 per staff® full-time =
• Estimate 51,500 per staff© part-time ̂

Total

53.000
56.000
59,000 per year

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

Total

5500
51,000
51,800 FY 93 only

53,300
subsequently 
51,500/year

Equipment 3 personal computers © 53,500 each = 
software 
1 laser printer

517,500
54,500
53,000

Tot?! 525,000 FY 93 one-tirne only

Page 2 of 7



Position Title
Research Analyst III

Time Status
Full-Time

Staff Months
12

No. of Positions Range / Step
18A

Location
Juneau

Rarg. Unit
C G

Election District

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount
Salary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services

42.6
16.0

50.6 50.6
Travel 3.4
Contractual 3.0
Commodities 0.9
Equipment 5.0
Other

Total Cost 70.9
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 70.9
l-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

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 and directing the work of four Research Analysts II 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.

R E Q U E S T  F O R
N E W  P O S I T I O N

A G E N C Y Community and Regional Affairs
F Y  9 3

BRU Local Government Assistance I Page 3 of 7

C O M P O N E N T Statewide Assistance 1 Revised Date: 1



Position Title
Research Analyst II

No. of Positions Range / Step
16 A

Barg. Unit
G G

§$
Time Status

Part-Time
Staff Months Location

Juneau
Election District

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount
Salary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Ser/ices

10.5
6.1

24.6 24.6

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 oe affected by a measure; and preparation o f the 
necessary fiscal note stating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact.

Travel 0.0

Contractual 1.5
Commodities 0.6

Equipment 5.0
Other

Total Cost 31.7
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 31.7
I-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

R E Q U E S T  F O R  

N E W  P O S IT IO N

AGENCY Community and Regional Affairs 

BRU Local Government Assistance

C O M P O N E N T  Statewide Assistance

F Y  9 3

Page 4 of 7 
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Position Title
Research Analyst II

No. of Positions Range / Step
16 A

Barg. Unit
G G

Time Status
Part-Time

Staff Months

TYI’E OF EXPENDITURE
Salary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services

18.5
6.1

24.6

Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other

Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match
General Fund 1004
l-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061 
Other

Amount

24.6
0.0

1.5
0.6

5.0

31.7

31.7

Location
Juneau

Election District

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 o measure; and preparation of the 
necessary fiscal note stating whether or not there would be a fiscal impact.

R E Q U E S T  F O R

N E W  P O S I T I O N
A G E N C Y  Community and Regional Affairs 

BRU Local Government Assistance

C O M P O N E N T  Statewide Assistance

F Y  9 3

Page 5 of 7 

Revised Date:



Position Title
Research Analyst II

No. of Positions Range /  Step Barg. Unit
1 16 A GG j

Time Status Staff Months
Part-Time 6

Location Election District j 
Juneau

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE Amount Justification

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

Salary 10.5
Benefits 6.1
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 24.6 24.6

Travel 0.0
Contractual 1.5
Commodities 0.6
Equipment 5.0
Other

Total Cost 31.7
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 31.7
l-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

R E Q U E S T  F O R
N E W  P O S I T I O N

A G E N C Y  Community and Regional Affairs 

BRU Local Government Assistance

C O M P O N E N T  Statewide Assistance

F Y  9 3

Page 6 of 7 j 

Revised Date: f j



Position Title
Research Analyst II

No. of Positions Range/Step Barg.Ui.il
1 16 A GG

Time Status Staff Months
Part-Time 6

Location Election District 
Juneau

TYPE Of- EXPENDITURE Amount Justification ,

The duties of this position would include: analyzing hills for their potential fiscal 
impact on rnuncipalities; 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. i

Salary 1B.5
Benefits 6.1
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 24.6 24.6

Travel 0.0
Contractual 1.5
Commodities 0.6
Equipment 5.0
Other

1 Total Cost 31.7
FUNDING SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST

Federal Receipts 1002
G.F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004 31.7
l-A Receipts 1007
CIP Receipts 1061
Other

R E Q U E S T  F O R
N E W  P O S I T I O N

A G E N C Y  Community and Regional Affairs 

BRU Local Government Assistance 

C O M P O N E N T  Statewide Assistance

j F Y  9 3

Page 7 of 7 
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S e n a t o r  R i c k  U e h l i n g
Downtown, Klnirmlorl', Norlhetisl Anch(irii|>i'

Senate l’inanee ('niiunitiee 
Interualinnal Trado \  Tntiri.Mii (.'niinnitlee 

State AI lairs (‘ominiiici-

B ILL  SUMMARY

SB 301

AN ACT REQUIRING MUNICIPAL FISCAL NOTES FOR 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS"

The main change achieved by SB 301 is to provide that before a bill 
or resolution is reported from the committee of first referral it is 
accompanied by a municipal fiscal note containing an estimate for 
the current fiscal year and the five succeeding fiscal years the cost or 
savings to municipalities that would result from enactment of the 
measure. SB 301 would exempt appropriation bills from this 
requirement. The fiscal note shall be prepared by the Department of 
Community and Regional Affairs and delivered to the committee 
within five days of the request.

P .O . BOX  V , JU N E A U ,/
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A L A S K A ; v ‘ 
M U N IC IP A L  

.LEAGUE • 217 Second Street, Suite 200 ■ Juneau, Alaska 99801 ■ Tel (907)586-1325, Fax (907)463-5480

March 1, 1992

TO: Senator Rick Uehling

FROM: Scott A. Burgess, Executive Director

RE: Legislation placing mandates on municipalities

As requested, based on a quick review of legislation introduced during the 16th Alaska 
Legislature (1989-90) and to date during the 17th Legislature, I can offer the following:

Sixteenth Legislature

1,159 bills introduced total 

approx. 262 affected municipalities in some way 

of these,
32 were duplicates, leaving approx. 230

approx. 70 (unduplicated) pieces of legislation were identified as 
placing some sort of mandate on local governments

of these, 5 were related to federal mandates

59 of the 230 passed, including 18 that were identified as placing a 
mandate on local governments

Seventeenth Legislature

1,003 bills introduced to date 

approx. 270 affect municipalities in some way 

of these,
37 are duplicates, leaving approximately 233

approximately 74 (unduplicated) pieces of legislation are identified 
as placing some sort of mandate on local governments

of these, 6 are relate  ̂to federal mandates

so far, 27 of the 233 have passed, including 5 that were identified as
placing a mandate on local governments

Whether this two-year history can be projected to other sessions is hard to say, but this
should give you some idea of the magnitude of the problem.

C92TEST:mandate.301 

*  Member of Counties



HISTORICAL SUMMARY (Continued) 
1959 - 1991

v; . w;. A . i 1 . *. 1

LEGISLATURE/SESSION BILLS INTRODUCED BILLS BILLS
& NUMBER OF DAYS

HOUSE SENATE TOTAL
VETOED BECAME

LAW

10TH LEGISLATURE: 1977 - 1978
1st Session - 141 days 552 370 922 4 155
2nd Session - 161 davs 434 272 706 5 182

Total 986 642 1,628 9 337

11TH LEGISLATURE: 1979 - 1980
1st Session - 112 days 503 289 792 2 87
1st Special Session - 3 days 3 2 5 0 0
2nd Session - 145 days 533 299 832 18 176
2nd Special Session - 3 days 0 0 0 0 _0

Total 1,039 590 1,629 20 263

12TH LEGISLATURE: 1981 - 1982
1st Session - 165 days 620 606 1,226 5 120
1st Special Session - 3 days 0 1 1 0 0
2nd Session - 144 days 274 292 566 14 144

Total 894 899 1,793 19 264

13TH LEGISLATURE: 1983 - 1984
1st Session - 162 days 449 318 767 9 109
2nd Session - 152 days 273 236 509 10 171

Total 722 554 1,276 19 280

14TH LEGISLATURE: 1985 - 1986
1st Session - 119 days 448 322 770 1 105
1st Special Session - 30 days 0 0 0 y 0 0
2nd Session - 120 days 262 162 429 5 146

Total 710 489 1,199 6 251

15TH LEGISLATURE: 1987 - 1988
/1st Session - 122 days 327 310 637 3 96

1st Special Session - 3 days 
2nd Session - 121 days

2
238

2
208

4
446 s 3

5
173

: Total 567 520 1,087 y 6 274

16TH LEGISLATURE: 1989 - 1990
1st Session - 121 davs 360 331 691 •> 117
2nd Session - 121 davs 230 221 459 4 211
1st Special Session - 14 days

Total
_5

603
_4

556
9

1,159 y 6
_ J

329

17TH LEGISLATURE: 1991 - 1992 
1st Session - days 356 313 669 10 96

✓

v /



1 24 .08 .030 L e g i s l a t u r e 5 24 .08 .035

See . 24 .08 .030 . A p p ro p r ia t io n  b i lls . B i l ls  fo r appropriation sha ll 
be confined to appropriations and sh a ll include the amount involved 
and the purpose, method, m anner and other re la ted  conditions o f 
payment. (§ 31 ch 157 SLA  1959 )

Revlaor'a notes. — Formerly AS 
24.30,030, Renumbered In 19SS.

S ec . 2 4 .08 .035 . F is c a l nodes o n  b i l ls , (a ) Be fo re  a  b ill o r  reso lu ­
tion , except an  appropriation b i ll, is  reported from  tbe committee o f 
firs t re fe rra l, there sh a ll be attached to the b ill a  fisca l note 
containing an estim ate o f the am oun t o f  the appropriation increase o r 
decrease which would re su lt from  enactment o f the b ill fo r the cu rrent 
fisca l y ea r and  five succeeding fis c a l years o r, i f  the b ill has no fiscal 
impact, o statement to tha t effect sh a ll be attached. The fiscal note o r 
statement sh a ll be prepared in con form ity with the requirements o f 
this section by the departm ent o r  departm ents affected and may be 
reviewed by the office o f management and budget. The fiscal note o r  
statem ent sh a ll be delivered to  the committee requesting it  w ith in 
five days o f  the request o r  w ith in  two days i f  the request is made a fte r 
the 90th  day o f a regu la r session, o r  during  a special session o f the 
leg is la tu re . I f  the b ill is presented by the governor fo r introduction in 
accordance w ith AS 24 .08 .060 (b ) and the un ifo rm  'ru les o f the 
leg is la tu re , the fisca l note o r statem ent sh a ll be attached to the b ill 
before the b i l l iB introduced. A n  amendment o r a  substitute b ill 
proposed by a  committee o f re fe rra l th a t changes the fiscal impact o f  a 
b ill sh a ll be exp lained in a revised fiscal note o r statement attached to 
the b ill.

(b ) In  uddition to the fiscal note required by th is section, the 
sponsor o f  a b i l l o r  reso lution  m ay p repare a  fiscal note in  conform ity 
w ith the requ irem ents o f  th is section and subm it i t  to the committee o f 
firs t  re fe rra l o r  the finance committee. A  committee mny p repare an 
additiona l fisca l note in  conform ity w ith the requ irem ents o f  th is 
section.

(c) A  fisca l note fo r a b ill o r  reso lu tion  must contain the fo llow ing
In form ation:

(1 ) the fisca l impact on existing program s;
(2 ) the fisca l impact o f  new program s o r activities;
(3 ) a line item  deta il o f the fisca l impact;
(4 ) the source o f funds expected to be utilized by genera l fund 

source, federa ll'und source, o r o the r identified source;
(5 ) the num ber o f  new positions which may be requ ired , identified

as fu ll-tim e , part-tim e , o r  tem porary ;
(6 ) an  ana lys is o f  how the figures in the fiscal note were derived;
17) additiona l in form ation  necessary to exp la in  the fiscal note;

11

4 24 .0 8 .0 3 (5 A la s k a  S ta tu te s 4 24 .08 .037
(8 ) a fiscal impact projection fo r the cu rren t fisccl y ea r nnd fo r the 

succeeding five fisca l years; nnd
(9 ) fo rm a l in form ation  consisting o f
(A ) the b ill o r  reso lu tion  number,
(B ) the name o f the p rim e sponsors,
(C ) the date the fisca l note was prepared,
(D ) the name o f  the committee requesting the fisca l note,
(E ) the name and phone num ber o f  the person who p repared the 

fisca l note , and
(F ) the budget request un it, p rog ram , o r  subprogram  affected.
(d ) The o rig in a l o f  a  fisca l note Bhall be submitted to the D iv is ion  o f 

L eg is la tive  F inance and  copies sh a ll be sent to the prim e sponsor, the 
comm ittee requesting  the fisca l note, and the office o f m anagement 
and budget. (§ 1 ch 153  SLA  1 9 6 8 ; am  § 1 ch 20  SLA  1972 ; am  § 1 ch 
42  S LA  1976 ; am  § 2  ch 60  SLA  1979 ; am  §6 3 , 4  ch 63 S LA  1983 )

Revlaor'a notes. — Formerly AS 
24.30.035. Renumbered in 1985.

E ffect o f  amendments. — The 1983 
amendment designated tho existing lan­
guage as subsection (a) and added subscc- 
tiono (b), (c), and (d); and in present 
subsection (a), in tho first sentence in­
serted "or resolution, except on appropria­
tion bill," following "Before a bill" and

substituted "current fiscal year and fiva 
succeeding fiscal years" for "ensuing fiscal 
year and at least two succeeding fiscal 
years", In the second sentence inserted "in 
conformity with the requirements o f this 
section" and added tho language begin­
ning "and may bo reviewed", and inserted 
the present third sentence.

Sec . 24 .08 .036 . F is c a l n o te s  o n  b i l ls  a ffe c t in g  s ta te  re t irem e n t  
sy s tem s . B e fo re  a  b i l l which would have an  effect on the re tirem en t 
systems o f  the state is reported to  the ru le s committee, there sh a ll bo 
attached to the b ill an an a lys is o f the long-term  and short-term  costs 
to the state i f  the b ill is adopted, as w ell as the impact o f the b i l l on 
the a c tua ria l soundness o f the fund. The ana lys is is in addition to the 
fisca l note requ irem ents o f A S 24 .08 .035 . (§ 2  ch 130 SLA  1977 ; am 
§ 3  ch 60  SLA  1979 ; am  § 81 ch 6  SLA  1984)

Ravioor'i no lo*. —  Enacted aa AS 
24.30.037. Renumbered aa AS 24.30.036 
in 1977. Renumbered again in 1985. 

E ffect o f  amendments. — Tho 1984

amendment deleted "ahall t - ared by 
the Legialative Board o f Retir, ttBeno- 
fita and" following "analyaia" in the aec- 
ond oentenco.

Sec . 2 4 .08 .037 . G e n e ra l o b lig a t io n  b ond  b i l ls . A b ill au thoriz ing  
the issuance o f  genera l ob ligation  bonds creating a state debt fo r 
cap ita l improvements sh a ll contain a statem ent o f  the scope o f  each 
pro ject included in the proposed bond issue. The statement, sh a ll 
include a b rie f description o f each capita l improvement project, its 
location, and, in d o lla rs , th a t portion o f  the to ta l bond issue to be 
allocated to the project. (§ 2 ch 70  SLA  }D73; am 5 30  ch 197 SLA  
1975 )
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Municipality
of

Anchorage

P.O. BOX 196650
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99519-6650 
(907) 343-4431 
FAX 258-5210

TOM FINK 
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

M arch 29 , 1991

S e n a to r R ic k  U e h l in g  
P .O . Box V
Ju n e a u , A la s k a  99811 

D ea r S e n a to r U e h l in g :

The M u n ic ip a l i t y  o f A ncho rage s u p p o r ts  l e g i s l a t i o n  o r a 
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l amendment r e q u i r i n g  c o s t re im b u rs e m e n t f o r  s t a t e  
m anda ted new o r expanded p ro g ram s w h ic h  m us t be p r o v id e d  by lo c a l 
g o v e rnm e n ts . An exam p le o f a s t a t e  m anda ted p ro g ram  w i t h  s e r io u s  
f i n a n c i a l con sequen ce s t o  th e  M u n i c i p a l i t y  o f A n ch o ra g e i s  th e  
S e n io r C i t i z e n s /D is a b le d  V e te ra n s  p r o p e r t y  t a x  e x e m p t io n . F o r many 
y e a r s , th e  S ta te  re im b u rs e d  th e  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  f o r  th e  re v e n u e s 
l o s t  due t o  th e  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f t h i s  e x e m p t io n . I n  1990 , we 
exem p ted a p p ro x im a te ly  $5 m i l l i o n  i n  ta x e s  u n d e r t h i s  p ro g ram  and 
y e t  was o n ly  re im b u rs e d  $ 1 .5  m i l l i o n .  Due t o  th e  in c r e a s e  i n  th e  
num ber o f a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  th e  e x e m p t io n , th e  M u n i c i p a l i t y  has seen 
i t s  re v e n u e  lo s s  f o r  t h i s  p ro g ram  in c r e a s e  a lm o s t 25% o v e r l a s t  
y e a r . T h is  s h o r t f u n d in g  w i l l  ha ve t o  be made up fro m  e i t h e r  an 
in c r e a s e  i n  ta x e s  f o r  th e  re m a in in g  ta x p a y e r s  o r  th e  lo s s  o f more 
g o v e rnm e n t s e r v ic e s . F o r 1991 , we a n t i c i p a t e  e x em p t in g  a n o th e r $5 
m i l l i o n  in  ta x e s . A ncho rage r e s id e n t s  s h o u ld  n o t be a ske d t o  b e a r 
t h e  b u rd e n  o f t h i s  s t a t e  m anda ted p ro g ram .

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s t a t e  im posed m and a te s , A n ch o ra g e p r o v id e s  many 
s e r v ic e s  n o t p ro v id e d  by m os t o th e r A la s k a n  c o m m u n it ie s . The 
M u n i c i p a l i t y  o f A ncho rage c h a rg e s m isdem eano r s u s p e c ts  u n d e r th e  
M u n ic ip a l Code, th u s  s p a r in g  th e  S ta te  o f A la s k a  th e  expe nse o f 
p r o s e c u t in g  m isd em eano rs . The M u n ic ip a l m isdem eano r code i s  
a n a lo g o u s t o  th e  S ta te  m isdem eano r c o d e . A ls o  o f n o te , A n ch o ra g e 
i s  th e  o n ly  com m un ity t o  c h a rg e  DWI s u s p e c ts  u n d e r a m u n ic ip a l 
c o d e . I n  1990 , th e  M u n ic ip a l i t y  p ro c e s s e d  1 ,2 1 5 DWI ca se s a t  an 
e s t im a te d  c o s t o f $ 8 0 0 ,0 0 0 . The A n ch o ra g e ta x p a y e r s  b e a r th e  
b u rd e n  o f th e s e  e x p e n d itu r e s .

The p r o p e n s i t y  o f s t a t e  g o ve rnm en t t o  im pose m anda ted p ro g ram s on 
lo c a l gove rnm en t, i s  by no means l im i t e d  t o  th e  S ta te  o f A la s k a . 
The t a x  r e v o l t  i n  C a l i f o r n i a  in  1978 and 1979 was fu e le d , i n  p a r t ,  
b y th e  s t a t e ' s  t r a n s f e r  o f c e r t a in  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  th e  c o u n ty  
le v e l ,  p la c in g  an on e ro u s t a x  b u rd e n on p r o p e r t y  ow n e rs . 
C a l i f o r n i a  now has an a c t i v e  re im b u rs em e n t p ro g ra m . M a s s a c h u s e tts



S ta te  M anda te s 
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a p p r o p r ia t e s  money w i t h  th e  m a n d a tin g  law  as i t  i s  p a s s e d . I n  a l l ,  
f i f t e e n  s t a t e s  have s t a t u t o r y  o r c o n s t i t u t i o n a l re q u ir e m e n ts  t h a t  
pa ym en ts be made on some le v e l f o r  th e  f i n a n c i a l e f f e c t s  o f s t a t e  
s t a t u t e s ,  and tw e n t y - f i v e  s t a t e s  r e q u i r e  f i s c a l  n o te s  d i s c lo s in g  
th e  c o s ts  t o  lo c a l e n t i t i e s  r e s u l t i n g  from  passage o f th e  p ro p o s e d  
la w . Some s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n s  s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  s p e c ia l a c t s  
n e c e s s i t a t i n g  a p p r o p r ia t io n s  by a lo c a l g o ve rnm e n t do n o t become 
e f f e c t i v e  u n le s s  a p p ro v e d by a v o t e r  re fe re n d u m . S t i l l  a n o th e r 
a p p ro a c h  i s  t o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  th e  in c re a s e d  c o s ts  r e s u l t i n g  fro m  la w s 
o f g e n e r a l a p p l i c a t i o n  be s h a re d  be tw een th e  s t a t e  and lo c a l 
g o v e rn m e n ts .

A t ta c h e d  a re  num erous exam p le s o f m anda ted s e r v ic e s  and s p e c i f i c  
s e r v ic e s  th e  M u n ic ip a l i t y  p r o v id e s  t h a t  a re  n o rm a l ly  p r o v id e d  by 
th e  s t a t e  in  o th e r a re a s o f A la s k a . We ask f o r  y o u r 
a c k n ow le d g em en t o f t h i s  p ro b le m , and u rg e  y o u r s u p p o r t f o r  an 
e q u i t a b le  s o lu t i o n .

S in c e r e ly ,

M u n ic ip a l M anager

A t ta c h m e n ts



Anchorage Police Department 
Memorandum

Date: March 20. 1991

To: Anne W illiams, Executive Assistant
M unicipal Manager’s O ffice

From: Deputy Chief Duane Udland

Subject: Mandates imposed on Anchorage Police Department

The fo llow ing is a lis t o f services provide by the Anchorage Police Department 
which are mandated by the State of Alaska:

S,fcr.Vi££
Jail Contract

CqSI

$1,500,000

Hazardous Materials 
T ra in in g 88,240

Cmnififlta

Contract w ith State Corrections fo r 
the care o f municipal 
misdemeanant detainees in ja il or 
in contracted quasi institutional 
detention fac ilities .

Mandated tra in ing fo r all response 
police personnel, including officers 
and staff that may become involved 
w ith  hazardous materials and the 
uncontrolled release o f dangerous 
substances.

Domestic Violence 
W rits 149,139 Mandated by State law to serve all 

domestic vio lence restraining 
orders w ith in  the confines o f 
A n c h o ra g e
(Approxim ate ly 1000 annually)



ATTACHMENT B

Department Ffra

Service

Fire Response 
outside the service 
area

Paramedic
Transports

Approximate MOA 
Cost 1990/Fund Community 

 Sfluica  Fund Source C o m m e n t s

$ 30,000/User fee 
and Tax

$1,700,000/User fee 
and Tax

Dispatch (Radio Fire 
Alarms) $ 47,000//User fee

and Tax

Dispatch (Private 
Ambulance)

Hazardous Materials 
fee (Right-to-* 

Know)

$206,000/User fee 
and Tax

$155,000/User fee 
and Tax

Unique to Anchorage

Plan Review (Fire) $197,000/User fee
and Tax



T H I S  D O C U M E N T  

H A S  B E E N  R E P H O T O G R A P H E D  

T O  A S S U R E  L E G I B I L I T Y



Anchorage Police Department 
Memorandum

D a te :  March 20, 1991

To: Anne W illiams. Executive Assistant
M unicipal Manager’s Office

From: Deputy Chief Duane U d la n d / ^

S u b je c t :  Mandates imposed on Anchorage Police Department

The follow ing is a lis t o f services provide by the Anchorage Police Department 
which are mandated by the State o f Alaska:

Serv ice 

Jail Contract

Cost

$1,500,000

Hazardous Materials 
T ra in in g 88.240

Domestic Violence 
W rits 149,139

gflmmcma

Contract w ith State Corrections for 
the care o f municipal 
misdemeanant detainees in ja i l  or 
in contracted quasi institu tional 
detention fac ilities .

Mandated training fo r all response 
police personnel, includ ing officers 
and staff that may become involved 
w ith  hazardous materials and the 
uncontrolled release o f dangerous 
substances.

Mandated by State law to serve all 
domestic violence restraining 
orders w ith in  the confines o f 
A n c h o ra g e
(Approxim ate ly 1000 annually)



ATTACHMENT A

Department Fire

Approximate MOA 
Cost 1990/Fund Community 

Service  Source BiPd..Sourcfl

Code Enforcement $520,000/Tax Unknown

Public Information 
Education and Relations 
(Fire & EMS)

Fire Training

EMS Training

$107,000/Tax Unknown 

$400,000/Tax Unknown

$280,000/Tax' Unknown

£ftmments

State of AK has 
responsibility in 
most communities 
and bush.

Fire Prevention $193,000/Tax Unknown



ATTACHMENT B

Approximate MOA 
Cost 1990/Fund Community 

SeryjfiQ  SflUIGfi--------  Eupd-Sflurcfl Comments

Department Fire

Fire Response 
outside the service 
area

Paramedic
Transports

Dispatch (Radio Fire 
Alarms)

Dispatch (Private 
Ambulance)

Hazardous Materials 
fee (Right-to-* 

Know)

$ 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

Unique to Anchorage

Plan Review (Fire) $197,000/User fee
and Tax
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ATTACHMENT A

1. Services provided by this department which are not com­
monly provided by other local governments.

(A) Services: Misdemeanor prosecutions, indigent defense, and
Pretrial Diversion Program.

I

Misdemeanor Prosecution

The Anchorage Municipal Department of Law provides for the 
judicial prosecution of all misdemeanor offenses recognized in 
the Anchorage Municipal Code, principally under Title 8 (Criminal 
Code) and Title 9 (Traffic Code), in direct support of enfor­
cement activities of the Anchorage Police Department and the 
Alaska State Troopers. Anchorage is one of four Alaska com­
munities to provide this service. Fairbanks, Juneau, and 
Ketchikan also provide all or part of these services. In all 
other communities throughout Alaska, including but not limited 
to, Kenai, Kodiak, Cordova, Valdez, Palmer, Bethel, Dillingham, 
Nome, Pt. Barrow, North State Borough, Mat-Su Borough, these ser­
vices are performed solely by the State.

Fairbanks has a municipal prosecutor, but he does not prose­
cute DWI's. Those prosecutions are left to the State. In all 
other communities throughout Alaska, except those noted above, 
the State provides for the prosecution of all misdemeanors, i.e., 
DWI, DWLS, assaults, domestic violence, child abuse, trespass, 
petty larceny, etc. If the Anchorage Municipal Department of Law 
did not prosecute misdemeanor cases, it would fall on the State 
Prosecutor's Office to handle them. Since, with few exceptions, 
all municipal misdemeanors are likewise state misdemeanors, in 
the absence of the Municipal Prosecutor processing these cases, 
they would either be prosecuted by the State or go unpunished. 
The State District Attorney's office could not handle the prose­
cution of these offenses without the addition of approximately 16 
full time personnel and supporting space and equipment. In CY 
1990, the Anchorage Municipal Prosecutor reviewed 6,852 cases 
(excl. "Petitions to Revoke") and filed 5,737 cases for further 
cases prosecution.

II

Indigent Defense

Since the Municipal Prosecution prosecutes all misdemeanors, 
including those that result in "time to serve", it is necessary 
to provide indigent defendants legal counsel at each and every 
stage of the proceedings. The service is provided by the
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Municipality through private counsel under contract tc the 
Municipality. if this service were not provided by the 
Municipality of Anchorage, it would have to be provided by the 
State Public Defender Agency or the Alaska state Court System, as 
indigent defense is a constitutional requirement. The state 
Public Defender's office would have to be substantially enlarged 
to handle the resulting increase in volume if the current munici- 
pally funded service was eliminated. The cost of the municipal 
indigent defense program in 1990 was $707,349.

Ill

Pretrial Diversion Program

This is a municipal program that allows the disposition of 
selected misdemeanor cases without trial, thus saving the expense 
of prosecution without jeopardizing a viable, cost efficient pro­
secutorial program. Selected cases are disposed of without trial 
providing the defendants comply with certain conditions, make 
appropriate restitution for their violations, and pay an 
appropriate fee for processing the case through the pretrial 
diversion program.

(B) Approximate cost to the Munlcpallty of Anchorage in CY 1990:

i. Prosecutor's Office: 16 full time positions at a total 
cost to the MOA in Cl 1990 of $986,010 (includes indirect 
allocation).

ii. Indigent Defense: administered through private law 
firms under contract to the Municipality of Anchorage, the calen­
dar year 1990 direct cost was $707,350.

H i *  Pretrial Diversion: administered by the Municipal
Prosecutor1"! Office, CY 1990 direct staff support costs of 
approximately $52,640 were offset by participating offender 
program fees of $17,450.
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ATTACHMENT A

D e p a r t in g , t Law

S e r v ic e
A p p ro x im a te  MOA
C7 1990 C o s t/F u n d S ou rce Fund S ou rce

M isdem eano r P ro s e c u t io n  
( i n c i .  i n d i r e c t  c o s t 
a l l o c a t i o n )

I n d ig e n t D e fe n se

P r e t r i a l  D iv e r s io n  
P rog ram  ( d i r e c t  s t a f f  
c o s t , 1 FTE)

$ 9 8 6 ,0 1 0 /IG C  to  APD N /A

$ 7 0 7 ,3 5 0 /A re a w id e  Tax N /A
S u p p o r t (OMB)

$ 5 2 ,6 4 0 /F e e Revenues N /A
& IGC t o  APD

MCRAWFORD2

O th e r L o c a l 
J u r i s d i c t i o n s

See A tta c h e d  

See A tta c h e d

See A tta c h e d



ATTACHMENT B

A p p ro x im a te  MOA C om m un ity /
S e r v ic e  C o s t 1988 /F und S o u rc e Fund S ou rc e Comments

D e p a r tm e n t Law______________________

There are no special assessments, rates or user fees directly 
attributable to the Municipal Department of Law for the pro­
secution of misdemeanor offenses, save Pretrial Diversion 
Program participant fees. I n  criminal cases, the court and 
its personnel assess fine3 and collect and remit funds to the 
Anchorage Police Department. in 1990 , APD received 
5 1 ,3 9 6 ,2 7 0  in fines and forfeitures (see account 9211) which 
the Municipal Department of Law assisted in collecting. That 
money reduced APD's required tax support on a dollar for 
dollar basis. Additional detail on the makeup of these 
collections may be obtained directly from APD.



ATTACHMENT C

D e s c r ib e  r e la t e d  s e r v ic e s  p ro v id e d  by o th e r l o c a l j u r i s d i c t i o n s  
b u t n o t by fo r ? ?  A n ch o ra g e .

Commun ity S e r v ic e  Fund Sou rce /C om m en ts *

T h e re a re  no c i v i l / c r i m i n a l  le g a l s e r v ic e s  p r o v id e d  by a n o th e r 
l o c a l j u r i s d i c t i o n  t h a t  A nch o ra g e does no a ls o  p r o v id e .

D ep artm en t  Law_____________________

*P le a s e  in d i c a t e  i f  S ta te  f i n a n c i a l s u p p o r t i s  re c e iv e d  by th e  
com m un ity s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  t h i s  s e r v ic e .

N/A
MCRAWFORD-2
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ATTACHMENT A

Department Public Works

Service Approximate MOA Community/
Coat 1990/Fund Source Fund Source Comments

Operation and Maintenance of:
Traffic signal, Street Lights, and Intersection Signs & 
Markings

o & M Anchorage State and city 
owned signals 
operated and 
maintained oy 
Anchorage

0 & M

Cost to Anchorage: $2,128,105
Fund Source: $1,126,000 from ADOT/PF

$1,002,105 from ARDSA

Kenai
Kodiak
Wasilla

All Signals and 
street lights are 
owned and 
maintained by 
the State.

0 & M Fairbanks Most signals 
owned-oparated 
by State. City 
owned traffic 
signalmaintenance 
performed by State 
on T & M basis.

O & M Juneau All traffic 
signals owned by 
State.

No other traffic signals in Alaska.

j/uh<
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Municipality of Anchorage
MEMORANDUM

DATEi March 27, 1991

TO: Larry D. Crawford, Municipal Manager

t h r u : Ed McMillan, P.E., L.S., Director of Public Works

PROM: Rosa B. Dunfee, P.E., Municipal Engineer

SUBJECT: Mandates and Other Burdens Imposed on the Municipality of
Anchorage by the State of Alaska

Drainage Planning

Water Quality Planning

Public Information

Transportation Planning

Materials Inventory & Testing

Stream Monitoring

Monument Information 
Tracking System

Survey Control 
Networks Maintenance

Comprehensive studies to develop 
areawida plan.

Managing program to meet state and 
federal requirements.

Responding to questions and
requests for information from the 
public, outside agencies and 
organizations relative to Pulblc 
Work3 functions (roads and
drainage).

Manages traffic needs and meets 
state requirements.

In-house capability for soils and 
material testing.

In-house testing for stream and 
water quality testing.

Ma nag ^computer data base tracking 
horizontal and vertical control 
monumentation consisting off 1,400- 
plus monuments.

Develop and administer expansion 
of survey control to areas in the 
Municipality where none exists, 
and maintain the existing network 
through bonds, grants, and area- 
wide tax support.



L a r r y  D. C ra w fo rd . M u n ic ip a l  M an ag er
M arch 2 7 , 1991
P age 2

Survey Plat Review

Municipal Survey Standards

Site Plan Review for 
Building Safety

Flood Hazard Permits

Review and Revisions to 
Municipality of Anchorage 
Standard Specifications (MASS)

Provide professional land survey 
technical review to plats sub­
mitted to the Municipal Platting 
Authority to ensure platting
requirements are met prior to 
filing.

Develop and administer survey 
standards for municipal land
survey and construction survey 
projects, the standards which
guide contractors in performing 
su'rvey for the Municipality.

Provide to the Building Safety 
Division to insure that the 
development of properties with 
triplexes and above do not create 
drainage problems for adjoining 
properties. This could and has 
included state projects such as 
airport improvement.

Thi3 function ensures that 
buildings and other work in a 
stream floodplain does not create 
a problem that would deny 
insurance. This is a federal 
requirement.

These Standard Specifications are 
normally used by various other 
local governments throughout 
Alaska, and referenced in their 
construction contracts rather than 
developing their own standard 
specifications. These local 
governments do this as it is 
cheaper to reference our standard 
specifications rather than develop 
and update their own. Although 
the Municipality sells MASS to 
anyone at the purchase price of 
$35.00 each, this cost does not 
provide for full compensation for 
the review and revision time and 
printing costs incurred in the 
Standard Specifications.



L a r r y  D. C ra w fo rd , M u n ic ip a l  M an ag er
M arch  2 7 , 1991
P ag e  3

Subdivision Development 
Requirements

Development of Existing 
Areas through the Assessment 
Process

These requirements provide a 
service to ensure that sub­
divisions created by developers 
are constructed to a standard that 
will provide for an acceptable 
life of the improvements and that 
they meet the criteria to satisfy 
health, safety, and public 
welfare.

This process provides process for 
subdivisions that have existing 
homes on substandard streets and 
possibly minimal public utilities, 
such as water and sewer, to 
acquire those improvements through 
the assessment district process, 
which only Municipalities can 
provide.
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Municipality of Anchorage
MEMORANDUM

D A IE :

T O :

TH R U :

PROM :

S U B J E C T ]

March 26, 1991

Larry Crawford, Municipal Manager

Ed McMillan, P.E., L«S.
of Public Work#

Laid, Building Official 
Building' Safety Division, DPW

M U N IC IP A L  S E R V IC E S  N O T  COMMONLX P R O V ID ED  BY O TH ER  LO C A L  
G OVERNM ENTS

ITEMS

* Building Board of Appeals

* Plan Review

Life Safety inspections

* Coda Compliance 
Inspections

CO M M EN TS /R EM A R K S

Hears appeals from administrative 
official decisions dealing with 
building codas and raviaws naw codas 
and makes recommendations to the 
Anchorage Assembly on modifications 
to meat Alaskan conditions.

Provides complete technical plan 
reviews for structures covering 
soils, seismic, structural, electri­
cal, mechanical, plumbing, elevator, 
energy conversation, and accessibil­
ity for the physically handicapped, 
handicapped.

Inspect existing structures for 
imminent life or safety threats 
before license is issued by 
municipal or state agencies (such as 
p o a t - s e o o n d a r y  e d u c a t i o n  
commission).

Inspect existing structures for 
compliance with uniform Building 
Codes under existing or proposed 
occupancies.



L u r r y  C ra w fo rd
M arch 2 6 , 1991
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F i r e  Damage I n s p e c t i o n s

Bed & Breakfast Facility 
Inspections

Certification of Non- 
Conforming Uses

Zoning Compliance 
Certification

* New Building Inspections

* Licensing of Technical 
Trades

* Elevator Inspections

Advise the Fire Department as to the 
structural stability of fire-damaged 
buildings for continued occupancy.

Certify compliance of bed and 
breakfast facilities with local land 
use regulations, local health codes, 
state on-site sewer and water 
requirements,and building and fire 
life-safety codes.

Written certifications of legal non- 
conforming status required by finan- 
ncial institutions before closing on 
loans.

Written certification that a 
proposed project would comply with 
local land use regulations required 
by banks before making large 
commercial loans.

Provide full service technical field 
inspection services for structures 
covering soils, foundations, 
structural, electrical, mechanical, 
plumbing, insulation, handicapped 
accessibility, and issuance of 
certificates of completion and 
occupancy.

Provides complete testing and 
licensing for contractors and 
journeymen in the plumbing, 
mechanical, and gas piping trades 
and installations.

Provides annual recertification of 
installed elevators and in-process 
inspection, testing and certifi­
cation of new elevators.
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Cross-Connection and 
Back Flow Prevention 
Program

Automated Mapping/ 
Geographical Information 
System (GIS)

Vehicle Maintenance 
Computer Services

Site Addressing

* Services Paid for with 
User Fees

Provides a comprehensive program of 
testing and certifications for 
installers of cross-connection 
devices to ensure safety of public 
drinking water supplies and a 
comprehensive program of record 
keeping of location and test dates 
of individual devices requiring 
testing and maintenance.

The Public Works Building Division 
operates a nationally acclaimed 
GlS/Automated Mapping System. The 
system provides computer mapping and 
geographic analysis services to 
municipal agencies and the private 
sector. This includes joint 
projects with the Anchorage school 
District and cooperative programs 
with state and federal agencies. It 
also provides training opportunities 
for UAA intern students.

The Public Works Building Division 
operates a VAX computer-based 
vehicle maintenance package. The 
computer provides maintenance work 
orders, maintenance history, parts 
inventory, and accounting infor­
mation for the municipal fleets.

The Municipality of Anchorage 
provides site addressing for all 
property locations within the 
Municipality of Anchorage. This is 
a service which is not provided by 
any other agency.

KC:dd
mna\o»\mAnftg«r
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M U N IC IP A L I T Y  O P  ANCHORAGE 
M em orandum

D A TE :

T O :

TH R U :

FROM :

S U B J E C T :

March 26, 1991

Larry D. Crawford, Municipal Manager

£$\ McMillan, P.E., L.S., Director of Public Works

Dietz, Manager, Street Maintenance Division

Municipal Services Not Commonly Provided By other 
Local Governments

SB&VICg/JJ6SSB3UEXI.ffl

Road.Maintenance.and Drainage System

Snow removal, ice control, gravel 
road are apportioned to these grad- 
flood control, drainage mainte­
nance, asphalt maintenance, lean-up 
of hazardous material in right-of- 
way, emergency response. Admini­
stratively assist LRSA/RSA Boards 
of Supervisors.

Code Enforcement

Right-of-way permit enforcement, 
junk car removal, illegal activ­
ity in right-of-way.

Street Light System

Operation and maintenance

Sn ow Di.sp-9Sj3.L .£i'&i&

Operation and maintenance of sites 
used exclusively by MOA and joint­
ly with the state.

Emergency Response

Handle flooding, blocked roads, 
and other emergencies in non­
service areas of the MOA.

COMMENTS/REMARKS

Revenues from the State 
are apportioned to these; 
services from the follow­
ing revenue accounts: ing, 
9342, 9349, 9355, 9357, 
and 9362. Street Mainte­
nance Division has 23 bud­
get units to which these 
funds as allocated.

A : D S 1 2 / h h
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Service 

Refuse Collections

Solid Waste 
Disposal

Hazardous Waste 

Waste Oil 

Recycling

MUSA

Approximate MOA 
C o st 1990 Fund Source

MOA cost 1990 was $5.2 
million. In addition, 
three other private 
haulers provide collec­
tion services to munici­
pal residents

MOA 1990 cost was 
$9,363 mill ion.

MOA 1990 cost was 
$1,004,000

1990 cost $16,900

Community/ 
Fund Source

User Fees

User Fees

User Fees 

Use** Fees 

0

Refuse Collections 
1990=$65,487 
Solid Waste Disposal 
1990=$404,042

Comments

Most Alaskan communities 
fund refuse collection 
services with tax 
dollars. See attached 
1989 survey.

Like collections, most 
Alaskan communities 
fund disposal via tax
dollars. See attached

%
No other like operation 
in Alaska

No other like operation 
in Alaska

MOA provides facility 
operated by private 
enterprise

Municipal operated 
utilities contribute 
user fee dollars to 
help fund general 
government operations

Utility Revenue* Solid Waste Disposal
Distribution 1990=$85,000

See MUSA comment



ALASKA* •GARBAM RATES DATE PRCRANED: 09/89

LOCATION AUTHORITY SERVICE USER FEES TAX SUPPORT FULL COST NOTES

FAIRBANKS N.S.B. NONAREAWIK-T
ARCAMIOe-DIS*

TRANSFER BOXES A 
BALER 1 LANDFILL

JOO.OG/TON
S40.0C/TON

YES-0.485 ■ 
SU6SI0ISE0

NO
NO

NO FEES CHARGED AT OROP BOXES- TX SUP 
PROGRAM FUHOEO ONLY 1/2 FT (12/31/89)

FAIRBANKS (CITY) COLLECTION- RESIDENTIAL ONLY 
COMMERCIAL-PRIVATE

J7.50/MO. SUBSIDISED NO NO COMMERCIAL COLLECTION SERVICE
HAULS TO BOROU6H FACILITIES
RATE SUPPORTS LABOR 8 EQUIP. OAM ONLY

NORTH POLE COLLECTION NONE NONE NGNE N.A. RESIDENTS RECEIVE FREE SERVICE BY 
HAULING WASTE TO N.S.B. BOXES

KENA1 PEHNS BORO NONAREA W1DE- 
OISPOSAL

TRANSFER BOXES 
HOMER BALER 
SOIDOTNA LANDFILL

$00.00 YES-0.98 m NO TAXING IS EQOIVILENT RATE

KENAI/SOLDOTNA-
AREA

PRIVATE COLLECTION R- SIO.13/mo 
C- $40.08/mo 
(3.0yd cont)

NO NO NO OISPOSAL COST

HOHER AREA PRIVATE COLLECTION R« SIO.23/mo 
C* $42.26/mo 
(3.0yd cont)

NO NO NO OISPOSAL COST

KODIAK BOROUGH DISPOSAL BALER A LANDFILL RESIO.-FREE 
SIO.OO/PU 

$35.00/FLAT 
$55.OO/SEHI

SUBSIDISED NO TAXES FUNO CAPITAL, LANOFILL COVER A 
MAJOR REPAIR COSTS

MAT SU BOROUGH DISPOSAL TRANSFER BOXES & 
LANDFILL

$00.00 YES- NO TAXING IS EQUIVILENT RATE

PALMER CITY-COLLECTION COLLECTION R- $11.50/mo 
C- $47.00/mo» 
(3.0yd cont)

YES NO HAULS TO 80R0U6H LANOFILL

WASILLA PRIVATE COLLECTION R- $20.00/mo 
C- $65.00/mo 
(3.0yd cont)

NO NO PRIVATE HAULS TO BOROUGH LANOFILL 
NO OISPOSAL FEE

VALDEZ CITY CITY COLLECTION & 
OISPOSAL* LANDFILL

NO YES- 0.31 m NO TAXING IS EQUIVILENT RATE

KETCHICAN (CITY) CITY COLLECTION CONTRACT 
W/ 2 PRIVATE HAULER

LANDFILL

R- $12.05/mo 
C» $24.92/Vk 
(2.0yd cont) 

$3.50/car 
S5.70/PU min. 

$8.60/yd.

?

?

7

? LOOKING AT INCINERATOR

SITKA (CITY) COLLECTION
INCINERATOR

R- $16.97/mo 
$5.00/unit

SUBSIDISEDr« NO
NO 1 unit equals one 35 gallon can

JUNEAU PRIVATE

PRIVATE

COLLECTION

INCINERATOR

R- $21.85/mo 
C* $99.86/mo 
(3.0yd cont) 
$100.OO/TON

N.A.

N.A.

ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL

PRIVATE

COLLECTION

COLLECTION

R- $14.30/mo 
C- $45.50/mo 
(3.0yd cont) 
R- $14.04/mo 
C- $66.68/mo 
(3.0yd cont)

NO

NO

YES

YES

MUNICIPAL TRANSFER/LANDFILL $5.00 CAR 
$5.00 PU 
$45.OO/TON

NO 

♦ ♦

YES

EAGLE RIVER AREA PRIVATE CC_ECTION R. $14.37/mo 
C- $57.39/mo 
(3.0yd cont)

NO YES

GIROUOOO PRIVATE COLLECTION R- $13.55/mo 
C- $66.90/no 
(3.0yd cont)

NO YES

IIRUMHMai



ATTACHMENT A

n»p»r»M«nfc Property & Facility Management

Serv ice
Approximate MOA 

C o s t 1990/Fund Sourca
Community/ 
Fund Sourca Comments

lea Rink 
Maintenance & 
Management

Regional
Library Services

Regional 
Museum Services

Homeless
Facilities

158,160

820,000

540,000

76,860

General Tax 
Revenue

General Tax 
Revenue

General Tax 
Revenue

General Tax 
Revenue

Costs are Ret 
of User Fees

Utilities, 
Malnt. & Repair 
Costs for 
Headq. Library 
Facility

Utilities,
Malnt. & Repair 
Costs for ftnch. 
Musota

Utilities, 
Maint. Si Repair 
Costs of 
Facilities 
leased at 
minimal rate to 
non-profits

/0299A



ATTACHMENT A

Departmont Merrill Field Airport

Service

General Aviation Airport 

Services

Approximate MOA 

Cost 1991/Fund Source

$1,870,100

All from user revenues

Community/ 

Fund Source Comments

Almost all airports in 

Alaska are owned and 

operated by the State. 
We provide full 

aviation services to 
over 1,000 aircraft 

at Merrill Field 
Airport.
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ATTACHMENT A

Department Managar/Offlce of Management and Budget

Indigent Defense

Approximate MOA 

Cost 19JSSVFund Source  r i

$855,050/Taxes

Community/ 
Fund Source Comments

The majority of communi­

ties in the state do not 

furnish lawyers for 

indigents. They rely on 

the State's Public 

Defender Office.

4
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MUNICIPALITY OP ANCHORAGE

m e m o r a n d u m

DATE# March 15 , 1991

TOt L a r r y  C ra w fo rd ,  C i ty  Manacrar

THROUGHi M i l l  Gay, E x e c u t iv e  Manager E n t e r p r i s e  A c t i v l t i

PROM i Tom S t a h r ,  G e n e ra l  M anager, M u n ic ip a l  L ig h t

itiV, y
6 P o w a r ^ ^ - * ^

SUBJECTi R esp o n se  t o  March 12 memorandum r e q u e s t i n g
i n f o r m a t i o n  on m an d a te s  and  b u r d e n s  im posed by t h e  
S t a t e  o f  A la s k a .

ML&P C u s to m er  S e r v i c e  D e p a r tm en t  o f t e n  a c t s  a a  a  r e s o u r c e  
c e n t e r  f o r  A n c h o ra g e 's  e c o n o m ic a l ly  d i s a d v a n t a g e d  c u s to m e r s  
i n  t h e  u t i l i t y ' s  s e r v i c e  a r e a .  By p r o v i d i n g  c u s to m e r s  w i t h  
a s s i s t a n c e  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  fo rm s and s u g g e s t i o n s  a s  t o  w hich  
ag en cy  c o u ld  b e s t  s e r v i c e  t h e  c u s to m e r ,  th e y  d e f l e c t  a number 
o f  d i s a d v a n t a g e d  r e s i d e n t s  from  t h e  s t a t e  o f f i c e  o f  E nergy  
A s s i s t a n c e  t o  o t h e r  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  a g e n c i e s .  I f  ML£P c e a s e d  
t o  p r o v i d e  t h i s  r e s o u r c e  t h e  S t a t e  agency  w ould  have  t o  
p r o v id e  t h i s  s e r v i c e .  I t  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  p e rh a p s  35% o f  
one  s e r v i c e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  t im e  p e r  y e a r  i s  d e d i c a t e d  t o  
t h i s  s e r v i c e  a t  a  c o s t  t o  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  a p p r o x im a te ly  
1 1 7 ,0 0 0  p e r  y e a r .

#

«v
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>1— Boviow M tb o r l ty  f o r  i l l  i i t H i l o u  fro n  M M  M i l l  o r
coem octiona; in c lu d in g :

n  n i  s t a t s  cr x l m u  i a  cm rrn  u>c a i io ju

Al Issu an c e  o f  th o  A DSC 'C e r t i f i c a t e  to  C o n s tru c t*

B) A ib u il ta

C) l i m n c i  o f  th o  AX*c - C e r t i f i c a t e  to  Oporato*

M ater sod B n t « v i t « t  TXint O perato r C e r t i f i c a t i o n  T t i l i l i j ;

U l i / B n a U  Program  A ila ln li t ro tl .c n i

CM A pril J ,  19 (4 , th o  A la*hi Department o f  K s iifO M M ti l  
C om aerra tio s  (ADKC) d e le g a te d  tb o i r  ( I ib  review  a u th o r i ty  to  
AMWO fo r  a l l  e x te n s io n s  f ro n  M im mains o r  s e rv ic e  c o n n e c t io n s . 
Tho d e le g a tio n  wo* th o  r o a a l t  o f M W 'i  p e t i t i o n  to  AjDSC 
aa bo th  d epartm en ts  «*r» d u p lic a t in g  e f f o r t s .

Omco tbo  p lan a  or* app roved , M M  proparoa  tb a  ADBC " C a r t l f i - -  
c a to  to  C o n s tru c t ' and forw ard* tbo  c o r t i f l c a t o  to  ADCC fo r  
fo r  s ig n a tu r e .  Tho save p ro ced u re  i s  fo llow ed  fo r  o s b u i l t a  
ond tho s ig n a tu r e  fo r  ADec 'C e r t i f i c a t e  to  o p e ra te ” .

By s t a t e  re g u la t io n s  ( I t  AAC 74.019 th rough  IS AAC 74 .9 0 9 1 , 
o p o ra to ra  i a  ro sp o n a ib lo  chargo  o f f  w ata r/w asto w a to r iy*t*o«i 
m t  o b ta in  and o a ln ta l a  ADtC c o r t l f l c a t o s .

Tho o p e ra to r*  woat a l t  fo r  tho  s t a t a  o rn n in a tio o a  t h a t  lo a d  to  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n .

AtMO has encouraged  and su p p o rte d  onr o p e ra to rs  to  a v a i l  
them selves o f t h i s  t r a i n i n g .  G e n e ra lly , however, i t  In  In  onr 
own t r a i n in g ,  to  b a t t e r  weet th e  needs o f  our more s o p h is t ic a te d  
and s p e c ia l is e d  work f o rc e ,  sometimes wore cheap ly  th an  th e  
S ta te  can do .

AIWO a lso  p ro v id e s  ADCC f r e e  o f  charge a f a c i l i t y  ( th e  T ra in in g  
Boo** in  th o  S h ip  Creek V a te r  T reatm ent P la n t)  to  b o ld  i t s  
tw ic e -y a a r iy  o p e ra to r  ex am in a tio n  in  A nchorage. About 40 
p e o p le , neay o f whoa a r e  AMMO c a p lo y a e a , ta k e  th e  ex am in a tio n s  
a t  each o f f e r i n g .

In  tm s l la r  commsnitjLee a g r a n ts  s t a f f  does n o t s a l a t ,  t h e r e f o r e  
AMC com pletes a pood p e rc e n ta g e  o f th a  a d m in is t ra t io n  oa 0 .S .  
BPA Pectoral and lo c a l  S ta te  lo o n s  and g r a n t  aw ards. Dae to  th e  
doivelofcmmrt o f  th e  g ra n ts  s e c t io n  a t  I M S ,  nosy taufcn a m  
co n p le ta c  by ADHD, n o t th a  S t a t e .



M UN ICIPA LITY  O F  A N C H O R A G E 

M E M O R A N D U M

DATE: March 18, 1991

TO: L a r r y  d . C ra w fo rd ,  M u n ic ip a l  Manager

FROM: M ic h ae l  J .  Meehan, D i r e c t o r  D ep ar tm en t
Economic D evelopm ent and  P la n n in g

SUBJECT: M u n ic ip a l  S e r v i c e s

The f o l lo w in g  a r e  s e r v i c e s  p r o v id e d  by t h i s  d e p a r tm e n t  t h a t  a r e  
o f t e n  p e r fo rm e d  by S t a t e  a g e n c i e s  su c h  a s  Community and  R e g io n a l  
A f f a i r s  and  DOT/PF:

* C om prehensive  l a n d  u s e  p l a n n in g

* Demography and  o t h e r  c e n s u s  i n f o r m a t i o n

* Zoning  r e g u l a t i o n s

* S u b d i v i s i o n  r e g u l a t i o n

* W etland  g e n e r a l  p e r m i t  p r o c e s s i n g

* T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  P l a n n in g

* P u b l i c  f a c i l i t y  s i t e  s e l e c t i o n

* G e o g ra p h ic  and  e n v i r o n m e n ta l  i n f o r m a t i o n

* S e rv e  a s  p r im a r y  r e s o u r c e  ag en cy  f o r  o t h e r  A la s k a
c o m m u n it ie s  i n  l a n d  u s e ,  e n v i r o n m e n ta l  a n d  r e g u l a t o r y
i n f o r m a t i o n .



M u n ic ip a lity
of 

A nchorage

P.O. BOX 196650
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99519-6650 
(907) 343-4431 
FAX 258-5210

TOM F IN K  
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

J anuary 30, 1992

Senator Steve Frank 
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Re: Bill of Mandates

Dear Senator Frank:

The Municipality of Anchorage requests your support for passage of 
the Bill of Mandates, which includes SJR 32, "Proposing an 
amendment to the constitution of the State of Alaska relating to 
mandated municipal services. This legislation, sponsored by 
Senator Uehling, would in our view, go a long way in addressing the 
rising tensions between local governments and the State over 
statutory demands that local governments perform new functions.

A n example of a state mandated program with serious financial 
consequences to the Municipality of Anchorage is the Senior 
Citizens/Disabled Veterans property tax exemption. In 1991 we 
exempted approximately $5 million in taxes under this program, and 
was only reimburse $1.2 million. This shortfunding will have to be 
made up from either an increase in taxes for the remaining 
taxpayers or the loss of more government services.

In addition to state imposed mandates, Anchorage provides many 
services not provided by most other Alaskan communities. The 
M u nicipality of Anchorage charges misdemeanor suspects under the 
Municipal Code, thus sparing the State of Alaska the expense of 
p r o secuting misdemeanors. The Municipal misdemeanor code is 
analogous to the State misdemeanor code. Also of note, Anchorage 
is the only community to charge DWI suspects under a municipal 
code. In 1990, the Municipality processed 1,215 DWI cases at an 
estimated cost of $800,000. The Anchorage taxpayers bear the 
burden of these expenditures.

The "mandates" problem is national in scope. Seven states, 
including California and Hawaii, have gone so far as to amend their 
constitutions to address this problem. A 1990 initiative drive in 
Florida prompted legislators to pass compromise legislation -- no 
mandates without money unless two-thirds of both houses vote 
otherwise. Some states constitutions stipulate that special acts 
necessitating appropriations by a local government do not become



/

B i l l  o f  M andates
Page 2

effective unless approved by a 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. To date, approximately 17 states have statutory or 
constitutional requirements that payments be made on some level for 
mandates.

While we believe that addressing the mandate issue directly is the 
desired approach to this problem, the Municipality believes that a 
significant step can be taken in the interim to focus legislative 
attention on the responsibilities of local governments for
providing new services. That approach is contained in SSSB 301, 
"An Act, requiring municipal fiscal notes for bills and
resolutions," also sponsored by Senator Uehling.

SSSB 3 01 would require that when a bill or resolution affects local 
governments, that a formal effort be made to estimate the costs of 
the legislation through preparation of a fiscal note. This process 
has been used for many years when it comes to effects on the 
executive departments of state government. SSSB 301 would
ultimately cause some agencies of state government to more 
carefully consider the impacts of proposed legislation on local 
governments, but we believe this is only fair. After all, ignoring 
the problems of local government will rarely result in better 
service to the public. Currently, at least 42 states require 
fiscal notes disclosing the costs to local entities.

Passage of SJR 32, and SSSB 301 will help restore a balance to the 
legislative process that has been missing in recent years’ and 
enhance the relationship between the State and its local
governments.

Your support for the Bill of Mandates is strongly urged, 

ly yours,

Tom Fink 
Mayor

♦
«

«
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SENATE JO IN T RESOLUTION NO. 32 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

SEVENTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

B Y  S E N A T O R  U E H L I N G

Introduced: 5/17/91
Referred: Judiciary, Finance

A RESOLUTION

1 Proposing an amendm ent to the Constitution of the State of Alaska relating to m andated

2  municipal services.

3 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF TH E STATE OF ALASKA:

4 * Section 1. Article X, Constitution of the State of Alaska, is amended by adding a new section to

5 read:

6  SECTION 16. MANDATED MUNICIPAL SERVICES. No law enacted after the

7 effective date of this section that requires a borough or city to perform a new activity or service

8  or increase the level of any activity or service is effective unless an appropriation is made and

9 money is disbursed to the borough or city to pay for costs of implementing the law.

10 * Sec. 2. The amendment proposed by this resolution shall be placed before the voters of the state

11 at the next general election in conformity with art. XIII, sec. 1, Constitution of the State of Alaska, and

1 2  the election laws of the state.

SJR032a -1- SJR32



M E M O R A N D U M

Date: January 30, 1992

To: Alaska Legislature

From: l v V>—  ̂Anne Williams, Executive Assistant 
Municipal Manager's Office

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

MUNICIPALITY 0 ?  ANCHORAGE
I

The following is a synopsis of information regarding mandates, the 
impact of mandate legislation on several states, and fiscal notes 
for mandated services. For a more comprehensive look at the 
mandate issue, please refer to Legislative Mandates - State 
Experiences Offer Insights for Federal Action (United States 
General Accounting Office, Report to the Honorable Dave 
Durenberger, U.S. Senate, September 1988) and Mandates: Cases in 
State-Local Relations (Advisory 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 
letters dated 3/29/91 and 1/30/92.

WHAT IS A  MANDATE?

In its broadest sense, a mandate pre-empts local decision making 
authority. The U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations defines a mandate as any "state constitutional, 
statutory, or administrative action that either limits or placed 
additional expenditure requirements on local governments.

SPECIFIC DEFINITIONS OF MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT REQUIREMENTS IN SEVEN 
STATES

CALIFORNIA

- A rticle XIII B. section 6. California C o n s t i t u t i o n : "Whenever
the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new program or 
higher level of service on any local government, the state shall 
provide a subvention of funds to reimburse such local government 
for the costs of such program or increased level of service, except 
that the Legislature may, but need not, provide such subvention of 
funds for the following mandates: (a) Legislative mandates



B i l l  of M a n d a t e s  
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r e q u e s t e d  by  t h e  l o c a l  a g e n c y  a f f e c t e d ;  (b) L e g i s l a t i o n  d e f i n i n g  a 
n e w  c r i m e  or  c h a n g i n g  a n  e x i s t i n g  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a c r i m e ;  o r  (c) 
L e g i s l a t i v e  m a n d a t e s  e n a c t e d  p r i o r  to  J a n u a r y  1, 1975, o r  e x e c u t i v e  
o r d e r s  or  r e g u l a t i o n s  i n i t i a l l y  i m p l e m e n t i n g  l e g i s l a t i o n  e n a c t e d  
p r i o r  t o  J a n u a r y  1, .1975."

C O L O R A D O

- S e c t i o n  2 9 - 1 - 3 0 4 .  S e s s i o n  L a w s  of C o l o r a d o  1 9 8 1 : "(1) E v e r y
a c t i o n  b y  t h e  g e n e r a l  a s s e m b l y  w h i c h  m a n d a t e s  a n e w  p r o g r a m  o r  t h e  
e x p a n s i o n  of  a n  e x i s t i n g  p r o g r a m  s u b s e q u e n t  t o  J u l y  1, 1981, u p o n  
a u n i t  of l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t  s h a l l  e i t her: (a) P r o v i d e  s u f f i c i e n t
s t a t e  g e n e r a l  f u n d  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  to m e e t  t h e  c o s t  t h e r e o f ;  (b) 
P r o v i d e  f o r  a l o c a l  s o u r c e  o f  r e v e n u e  to  m e e t  t h e  c o s t  t h e r e o f . . . "

F L O R I D A

- F l o r i d a  s t a t u t e  1 1 . 0 7 6  of 1 9 7 8 : "(1) A n y  g e n e r a l  law, e n a c t e d  b y  
t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  a f t e r  J u l y  1, 1978, w h i c h  r e q u i r e s  a m u n i c i p a l i t y  
o r  c o u n t y  t o  p e r f o r m  a n  a c t i v i t y  o r  t o  p r o v i d e  a s e r v i c e  o r  
f a c i l i t y , . . . w h i c h  w i l l  r e q u i r e  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  funds,
. . . must p r o v i d e  a m e a n s  t o  f i n a n c e  s u c h  a c t i v i t y ,  s e r v i c e ,  or 
f a c i l i t y . ..(2) T h i s  a c t  s h a l l  n o t  a p p l y  t o  a n y  g e n e r a l  l a w  u n d e r  
w h i c h  t h e  r e q u i r e d  e x p e n d i t u r e  of a d d i t i o n a l  l o c a l  f u n d s  is 
i n c i d e n t a l  t o  t h e  m a i n  p u r p o s e  of t h e  law."

I L L I N O I S

- c h a p t e r  85. s e c t i o n s  2 2 0 1 - 2 2 1 0 .  I l l i n o i s  R e v i s e d  S t a t u t e s :
. .any S t a t e - i n i t i a t e d  s t a t u t o r y  o r  e x e c u t i v e  a c t i o n  t h a t  r e q u i r e s

a l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  e s t a b l i s h ,  e x p a n d  o r  m o d i f y  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  in 
s u c h  a w a y  as t o  n e c e s s i t a t e  a d d i t i o n a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s  f r o m  l o c a l  
r e v e n u e s ,  e x c l u d i n g  a n y  o r d e r  i s s u e d  b y  a c o u r t  o t h e r  t h a n  a n y  
o r d e r  e n f o r c i n g  s u c h  s t a t u t o r y  o r  e x e c u t i v e  a c t i o n .  S t a t e  m a n d a t e s  
m a y  b e  r e i m b u r s a b l e  o r  n o n r e i m b u r s a b l e  a s  p r o v i d e d  i n  t h i s  Act. 
H o w e v e r ,  w h e r e  t h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y  e n a c t s  l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  c o m p l y  
w i t h  a f e d e r a l  m a n d a t e ,  t h e  S t a t e  s h a l l  b e  e x e m p t  f r o m  t h e  
r e q u i r e m e n t  o f  r e i m b u r s i n g  f o r  t h e  c o s t  of t h e  m a n d a t e d  p r o g r a m . . . "

M A S S A C H U S E T T S

- C h a p t e r  29. s e c t i o n  27C. M a s s a c h u s e t t s  G e n e r a l  L a w s : " . . .(a) A n y  
law, r u l e  o r  r e g u l a t i o n  t a k i n g  e f f e c t  dfl or a f t e r  J a n u a r y  first, 
n i n e t e e n  h u n d r e d  a n d  e i g h t y - o n e  i m p o s i n g  & t l y  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  o r  c o s t  
o b l i g a t i o n  u p o n  a n y  c i t y  o r  t o w n  s h a l l  be e f f e c t i v e  in a n y  c i t y  o r  
t o w n  o n l y  if s u c h  l a w  is a c c e p t e d  b y  v o t e  or  b y  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  
of  m o n e y  f o r  s u c h  p u r p o s e s , . . .unless t h e  g e n e r a l  c o u r t ,  a t  t h e  s a m e  
s e s s i o n  in w h i c h  s u c h  l a w  is ena c t e d ,  p r o v i d e s ,  b y  g e n e r a l  l a w  a n d
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by a p p r o p r i a t i o n ,  for t h e  a s s u m p t i o n  b y  t h e  c o m m o n w e a l t h  of s u c h  
cost, e x c l u s i v e  of i n c i d e n t a l  l o c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  e x p e n s e s ,  a n d  
u n l e s s  t h e  g e n e r a l  c o u r t  p r o v i d e s  b y  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  in e a c h  
s u c c e s s i v e  y e a r  for s u c h  a s s u m p t i o n . . . "

M I C H I G A N

- A r t i c l e  IX. s e c t i o n  29. M i c h i g a n  C o n s t i t u t i o n : " T h e  s t a t e  is 
h e r e b y  p r o h i b i t e d  f r o m  r e d u c i n g  t h e  s t a t e  f i n a n c e d  p r o p o r t i o n  of 
t h e  n e c e s s a r y  c o s t s  of a n y  e x i s t i n g  a c t i v i t y  or  s e r v i c e  r e q u i r e d  of 
u n i t s  o f  L o c a l  G o v e r n m e n t  by s t a t e  law. A  n e w  a c t i v i t y  o r  s e r v i c e  
or  a n  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  l e v e l  of a n y  a c t i v i t y  o r  s e r v i c e  b e y o n d  t h a t  
r e q u i r e d  b y  e x i s t i n g  law s h a l l  n o t  be r e q u i r e d  b y  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  
or a n y  s t a t e  a g e n c y  of u n i t s  o f  L o c a l  G o v e r n m e n t ,  u n l e s s  a s t a t e  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n  is m a d e  a n d  d i s b u r s e d  t o  p a y  t h e  u n i t  of  L o c a l  
G o v e r n m e n t  f o r  a n y  n e c e s s a r y  i n c r e a s e d  c o s t s . . . "

T E N N E S S E E

- A r t i c l e  2. s e c t i o n  24. T e n n e s s e e  C o n s t i t u t i o n : " . . . N o  l a w  of 
g e n e r a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  s h a l l  i m p o s e  i n c r e a s e d  e x p e n d i t u r e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  
on  c i t i e s  o r  c o u n t i e s  u n l e s s  t h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y  s h a l l  p r o v i d e  
t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  s h a r e  in t h e  c o s t . . . "

S o u r c e :  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  G e n e r a l  A c c o u n t i n g  O f f i c e
R e p o r t  t o  t h e  H o n o r a b l e  D a v e  D u r e n b e r g e r ,  U.S. S e n a t e  
L e g i s l a t i v e  M a n d a t e s  S t a t e  E x p e r i e n c e s  O f f e r  I n s i g h t s  for 
F e d e r a l  A c t i o n  S e p t e m b e r  1988

A BRIEF LOOK AT MANDATES IN EIGHT STATES

A L A B A M A

- L i m i t s  t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  p a s s  l a w s  w h i c h  w o u l d  
c a u s e  c o u n t i e s  t o  e x p e n d  a d d i t i o n a l  f u n d s  d u r i n g  a f i s c a l  y e a r

K E N T U C K Y

- L e g i s l a t u r e  p a s s e d  r e s o l u t i o n  a u t h o r i z i n g  s t u d y  b y  L e g i s l a t i v e  
R e s e a r c h  C o m m i s s i o n  o n  s t a t e  i m p o s e d  m a n d a t e s  a n d  o n  i m p r o v i n g  
f i s c a l  n o t e  p r o c e s s .

M A I N E

- R e q u i r e s  s t a t e  t o  p r o v i d e  f u l l  f u n d i n g  f o r  a n y  m a n d a t e  e n a c t e d  b y  
S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  a f t e r  J u l y  1, 1991.
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M I N N E S O T A

- S t a t e  w i l l  a s s u m e  100% c o s t  of n o n - f e d e r a l  s h a r e  of i n c o m e  
m a i n t e n a n c e  p r o g r a m s ,  c u r r e n t l y  50% c o u n t y  - 50% s t a t e ,  b e g i n n i n g  

J a n u a r y ,  1991.

N E W  J E R S E Y

- S t a t e  w i l l  p i c k - u p  90% of  c o u n t y  s h a r e  o f  A F D C  b e n e f i t s .

- S t a t e  w i l l  p i c k - u p  e n t i r e  c o u n t y  s h a r e  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
c o s t s  o f  m e n t a l l y  ill a n d  r e t a r d e d  and e n t i r e  c o u n t y  s h a r e  of 
f o s t e r  c a r e  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  costs.

T E N N E S S E E

- C o u n t i e s  w i l l  n o  l o n g e r  b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  h o u s e  f e l o n s  a n d  if 
c o u n t i e s  c h o o s e  t o  d o  s o  t h e y  w i l l  be r e i m b u r s e d .

U T A H

- S o l i d  a n d  h a z a r d o u s  w a s t e  p l a n n i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t  m a n d a t i n g  c o u n t i e s  
t o  d e v e l o p  f i v e  a n d  t w e n t y - f i v e  y e a r s  m a n a g e m e n t  p l a n s  p a i d  for 
f r o m  n o n - c o u n t y  s o u r c e s  a u t h o r i z e d  in l e g i s l a t i o n .

W I S C O N S I N

- T r a n s f e r s  d i s t r i c t  a t t o r n e y ,  d e p u t i e s  a n d  a s s i s t a n t  d i s t r i c t  
a t t o r n e y s  f r o m  c o u n t y  t o  s t a t e  e m p l o y m e n t .

S o u r c e :  N a t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  of C o u n t i e s
S t a t e - L o c a l  R e p o r t ,  Jan. 15, 1991

COST ESTIMATES (FISCAL NOTES)

T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  p r e p a r i n g  c o s t  e s t i m a t e s  ( f i s c a l  n o t e s )  o r i g i n a t e d  
w i t h  o n e  s t a t e  i n  t h e  l a t e  1 9 5 0 ' s  a n d  s p r e a d  t o  o t h e r s  o v e r  t h e  
n e x t  t w o  d e c a d e s .  Now, 42 s t a t e s  p r e p a r e  s u c h  e s t i m a t e s  f o r  
p r o p o s e d  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  a f f e c t i n g  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s .

C o s t  e s t i m a t e s  h a v e  i n c r e a s e d  f e d e r a l  a n d  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s '  
a w a r e n e s s  of t h e  c o s t s  t h a t  l e g i s l a t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  m a n d a t e s  w o u l d  
i m p o s e  o n  l o w e r  l e v e l s  of  g o v e r n m e n t .  B u t  g e n e r a l l y  t h e  e s t i m a t e s  
h a v e  n o t  a l t e r e d  t h e  c o u r s e  of l e g i s l a t i o n ,  e x c e p t  w h e r e
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l e g i s l a t o r s  w e r e  a l s o  s t r o n g l y  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  t h e  c o s t s  t h a t  
m a n d a t e s  c a n  i m p o s e  on s u b o r d i n a t e  l e v e l s  o f  g o v e r n m e n t .

C o s t  e s t i m a t e s  p r o v i d e  i m p o r t a n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  a n d  
t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  o u t w e i g h  its c o s t s ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  b o t h  
f e d e r a l  a n d  s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t h e  e s t i m a t e s  h a d  
l i t t l e  e f f e c t  i n  d e t e r r i n g ,  m o d i f y i n g ,  or f u n d i n g  m a n d a t e s  u n l e s s  
t h e r e  w a s  a l s o  s t r o n g  l e g i s l a t i v e  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  t h e  i m p a c t  of 
i m p o s i n g  m a n d a t e s  o n  s u b o r d i n a t e  l e v e l s  of g o v e r n m e n t .

I n t e r e s t  in p o l i c y  i s s u e s  a n d  in t h e  p o t e n t i a l  b e n e f i t s  o f  p r o p o s e d  
l e g i s l a t i o n  w a s  b y  far t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  s t a t e  
l e g i s l a t o r s ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  o f f i c i a l s  i n  s e v e r a l  s t a t e s .  
N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g ,  o b s e r v a t i o n s  s h o w  t h a t  e s t i m a t e s  o f  l o c a l  c o s t s  
h e l p e d  r e d u c e  l e g i s l a t i v e  m a n d a t e s  a f f e c t i n g  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s  w h e n  
c o u p l e d  w i t h  s t r o n g  l e g i s l a t i v e  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  l o c a l  c o s t s .  S t a t e  
o f f i c i a l s  in  F l o r i d a ,  T e n n e s s e e ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  a n d  C o n n e c t i c u t  c i t e d  
i n s t a n c e s  w h e r e  h i g h  l o c a l  c o s t  e s t i m a t e s ,  in c o n c e r t  w i t h  
l e g i s l a t i v e  c o n c e r n  f o r  s t a t e  m a n d a t e s ,  d e f e a t e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  
c o n t a i n i n g  m a n d a t e s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  in C o n n e c t i c u t  it w a s  e s t i m a t e d  
t h a t  p a s s a g e  o f  t h e  G i f t e d  a n d  T a l e n t e d  S t u d e n t s  B i l l  r e q u i r i n g  
l o c a l  a n d  r e g i o n a l  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t s  t o  p r o v i d e  s p e c i a l  p r o g r a m s  
w o u l d  c o s t  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s  $40 m i l l i o n .  T h i s  c o n f i r m e d  t o  t h e  
l e g i s l a t u r e  t h e  b i l l ' s  h i g h  l o c a l  co s t  i m p a c t  a n d  d i r e c t l y  
c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  its d e f eat.

T h e  t i m i n g  o f  c o s t  e s t i m a t i o n  in t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  p r o c e s s  c a n  a f f e c t  
h o w  l e g i s l a t o r s  w i l l  u s e  it. C o s t  e s t i m a t e s  d o n e  e a r l y  w e r e  u s e d  
t o  a g r e a t e r  e x t e n t  t h a t  w h e n  p r e p a r e d  la t e r ,  a q u e s t i o n n a i r e  
a n a l y s i s  s h o w e d .  Fur t h e r ,  in f o u r  s t a t e s  w h e r e  e s t i m a t e s  w e r e  
c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  t i m e l y  a n d  i n f l u e n t i a l ,  o f f i c i a l s  s a i d  t h e y  w e r e  
r e a c h i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s  b e f o r e  d e c i s i o n  o n  b i l l s  w e r e  m a d e .

I n  s o m e  s t a t e s ,  a r e p o r t  is p r e p a r e d  to p r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  
l o c a l  m a n d a t e s .  O f  s t a t e s  r e s p o n d i n g  to t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  13 
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  a g g r e g a t e  l o c a l  e s t i m a t e s  i n  e i t h e r  a n  i n t e r n a l  
r e p o r t  or  t h r o u g h  a p u b l i s h e d  a n n u a l  report, e.g.:

• I l l i n o i s .  C o n n e c t i c u t ,  a n d  T e n n e s s e e . E s t i m a t i n g  u n i t s  m a i n t a i n  
a n  i n t e r n a l  r e p o r t  t h a t  a g g r e g a t e s  t h e i r  l o c a l  c o s t  e s t i m a t e s  a n d  
is a v a i l a b l e  f o r  u s e  by  l e g i s l a t o r s  or  o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s .

• C a l i f o r n i a . O n e  o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  two c o s t - e s t i m a t i n g  u n i t s  
p u b l i s h e s  a n  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  t h a t  l i s t s  e n a c t e d  s t a t u t e s  w i t h  l o c a l  
c o s t  i m p l i c a t i o n s .

• F l o r i d a . T h e  s t a t e - l e v e l  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i s s i o n  on 
I n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l  R e l a t i o n s  p u b l i s h e s  a n  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  t h a t  
d e s c r i b e s  a l l  b i l l s  p a s s e d  h a v i n g  a local c o s t  i m p a c t .
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T h e  a n n u a l  r e p o r t  p r o v i d e s  an  o v e r a l l  p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  a g g r e g a t e  c o s t  
i m p a c t  of  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  o n  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s  a n d  is u s e f u l  to 
l e g i s l a t o r s  d e l i b e r a t i n g  n e w  s t a t e  m a n d a t e  p r o p o s a l s ,  o f f i c i a l s  
f r o m  C a l i f o r n i a  a n d  F l o r i d a  said.

A t  t h e  s t a t e  level, t h e  d e g r e e  of  i n v o l v e m e n t  b y  l o c a l  i n t e r e s t  
g r o u p s  a l s o  a f f e c t s  t h e  l e g i s l a t o r s '  u s e  o f  c o s t  e s t i m a t e s .  F o r  
s t a t e s  in w h i c h  c o s t  e s t i m a t e s  w e r e  u s e d  a n d  i n f l u e n c e d  t h e  
o u t c o m e s  of l e g i s l a t i o n  c o n t a i n i n g  m a n d a t e s ,  s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  n o t e d  
t h a t  i n t e r e s t  g r o u p s  p l a y e d  a m e a n i n g f u l  role. A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e s u l t s  s h o w e d  t h a t  c o s t  e s t i m a t e s  w e r e  u s e d  t o  a 
g r e a t e r  e x t e n t  i n  s t a t e s  w h e r e  l o c a l  i n t e r e s t  g r o u p s  w e r e  r e p o r t e d  
b y  s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  t o  b e  m o r e  i n v o lved.

C o s t  e s t i m a t i o n  a c c o m p l i s h e s  t h e  b a s i c  o b j e c t i v e  o f  g i v i n g  
l e g i s l a t o r s  a d d i t i o n a l  o r  c o n f i r m i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  c o s t  
i m p a c t s .  B u t  it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  c o s t  
e s t i m a t e s  o n  e l i m i n a t i n g  o r  m o d i f y i n g  t h e  m a n d a t e  b u r d e n  of 
p r o p o s e d  l e g i s l a t i o n .  W h i l e  l e g i s l a t o r s  m a y  b e  b e t t e r  i n f o r m e d  as 
a r e s u l t  of c o s t  e s t i m a t e s ,  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  o f  s u c h  c o s t s  s e e m s  to 
h a v e  i n f l u e n c e d  l e g i s l a t o r s  t o  e l i m i n a t e  or m o d i f y  m a n d a t e s  o n l y  
w h e n  c o u p l e d  w i t h  s t r o n g  l e g i s l a t i v e  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  m a n d a t i n g  c o s t s  
o n  s t a t e  a n d  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s .

S o u r c e :  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  G e n e r a l  A c c o u n t i n g  O f f i c e
R e p o r t  t o  t h e  H o n o r a b l e  D a v e  D u r e n b e r g e r ,  U.S. S e n a t e  
L e g i s l a t i v e  M a n d a t e s  S t a t e  E x p e r i e n c e s  O f f e r  I n s i g h t s  f o r  
F e d e r a l  A c t i o n  S e p t e m b e r  1988
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 301 (CRA)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

SEVENTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION 

BY THE SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsors): SENATORS UEHLING, Sturgulewski

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"A ii Act requiring m unicipal fiscal notes for bills and resolutions."

BE IT  ENACTED BY T H E  LEGISLATURE O F THE STATE O F ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 24.08.035 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) If a bill or resolution, except an appropriation bill, significantly increases costs to a 

municipality, there shall be attached to the measure a municipal fiscal note containing an estimate 

for the current fiscal year and five succeeding fiscal years of the cost to municipalities that would 

result from enactment o f the measure. If the measure does not significantly increase costs to a 

municipality, a statement to that effect shall be attached. The last committee o f referral shall 

request the municipal fiscal note. It shall be prepared by the Department of Community and 

Regional Affairs. It shall be delivered in accordance with (d) o f this section within five days of 

the request, or within two days if the request is made alter the 90th day of a regular session or 

during a special session. To the extent practicable, before delivering the fiscal note the

depiirtment shall consult with municipalities that would be affected by the measure. The

municipal fiscal note must contain information that substantially complies with (c)(1 ), (2 ), and

-1- CSSSSB 301(CRA)
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1 (6) - (9) of this section.

2 * Sec. 2. AS 24.08.035(e) is repealed July 1, 1997.
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E x e c u t i v e  S u m m a r y

P u r p o s e Since the 1960s, many federal statu tes have been enacted mandating 
state  and local actions th a t impose additional costs on those levels of 
government. Similarly, many states have enacted mandates th a t impose 
costs on their local governments. Responding to concerns about these 
mandate burdens, federal and state governments have sought to 
increase legislators’ awareness of such costs and, in some cases, to 
defray all or some of the  costs.

At the request of Senator Dave Durenberger, formerly Chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Senate Committee on 
Governmental A ffairs, g a o  analyzed some techniques used by federal 
and state  governments to address m andate burdens. The objective was 
to determine w hat could be learned from state  experiences th a t might be 
useful a t the federal level.

B a c k g r o u n d The prim ary federal and state response to concerns about m andate bur­
den has been to require estimates of the cost impact o f proposed legisla­
tion on subordinate levels of government. A t the federal level, the State 
and Local Government Cost Estimate Act of 1981 requires the Congres­
sional Budget Office ( c b o )  to estimate such costs for proposed federal 
legislation. The principal purpose of these estim ates is to increase con­
gressional awareness o f the costs 3tate and local governments would 
incur if proposed legislation were adopted. Similar processes exist in 42 
states. (See p. 9 . )

Another approach, used by 14 states to  reduce the  local burden of man­
dates, is to require reimbursement of local governments for additional 
costs imposed. A t the federal level, Senator Durenberger and Congress­
man Doug Barnard, Jr., each have introduced legislation th a t would 
require federal paym ent for costs incurred by state  and local govern­
ments in complying w ith  new federal mandates. (See p. 10.)

g a o  examined c b o ’s  activity in estimating state  and local costs linked to 
federal legislation. Also, g a o  reviewed m andate-related cost-estimating 
and/or reimbursement processes of 8 states and queried all 50 states in 
this regard.

R e s u l t s  i n  B r i e f
Requirements th a t s ta te  and/or local costs be estim ated or th a t local 
costs be reimbursed have had only a  limited impact on the burden of 
mandates. When coupled w ith strong legislative concern about 
restraining costs to subordinate levels o f government, these processes

Page 2 GAO/HSD-88-75 LegULutve



Executive Sammary

appeared to have some success in deterring, modifying, o r providing 
funding for mandates. But in the  absence of strong legislative concern, 
they appeared to have little impact.

At the state level, cost estimation seems to have a  greater impact when 
the estimates are prepared early in the legislative process or for impor­
tan t amendments to proposed legislation. Adopting these changes could 
enhance the impact of the federal process.

Two key factors th a t seemed to make mandate reimbursement work at 
the state  level were public initiation of the requirement through a refer­
endum or a  constitutional amendment and the existence of a  healthy fis­
cal climate. In the absence of one or both of these factors, the 
workability of a federal reimbursement policy at this time is 
questionable.

G A O ’s  A n a l y s i s

Cost estimates have increased federal and state  legislators' awareness of 
the burden th a t legislation containing mandates imposes on lower levels 
of government. However, they have not altered the course of such legis­
lation except when there was also strong legislative concern about 
imposing costs through mandates.

At the  federal level, c b o  produces reliable estimates tha t enhance legis­
lators’ understanding of state and local costs, congressional committee 
s ta ff said. Cost estim ates had no apparent effect, however, on legislative 
deliberations on five of eight bills g a o  reviewed. Committee s taff identi­
fied certain factors th a t limit the impact of the c b o  estimates. First, pro­
grammatic and policy issues are usually of greater concern to legislators 
than are state and local costs. Second, the c b o  estimates are not pre­
pared until after the full committee has made its key decisions and pre­
pared its report. (See pp. 17-18.)

Certain techniques used by states could be employed a t the  federal level 
to focus greater attention on the impact of federal legislation on state 
and local costs. These would include preparing:

Cost Estimating: 
In form ative , but Impact 
Limited
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Executive Sammary

• estimates for key bills prior to the full committee report so there is 
greater opportunity for costs to be considered before key legislative 
decisions are made (see p . 20);

• estimates of the cost impact of major amendments to bills tha t mandate 
state and local actions, so th a t im portant changes to proposed legislation 
are not overlooked (see p. 21);

• estim ates for legislation currently exempt from the process, such as tax 
and/or appropriations bills, which may contain mandates (see p. 21); 
and

• a biennial report of the total costs imposed by federal mandates to 
increase legislators’ awareness of the total impact such mandates have 
on sta te  and local governments (see pp. 22-23).

The impact of introducing these features into the federal process is 
uncertain. While they would increase legislators’ awareness of mandate 
costs, they might have little impact on the total state and local mandate 
burden. Other forces, including policy and programmatic issues, play a 
major role in influencing legislation.

Fourteen states require state reimbursement of local governments for 
the cost of state  mandates. In four o f the seven states visited by g a o , 

mandate reimbursement requirements deterred legislators from passing 
some unfunded mandates or prompted them to modify mandates to 
reduce local costs. Only one of these states had appropriated significant 
funding to defray local costs. In three states, reimbursement require­
ments had little impact on deterring or modifying the mandates con­
tained in proposed legislation or generating funding for state mandates. 
(See pp. 32-40.)

A major lesson learned from these seven states is that, when a  reim­
bursement process did result in deterring, modifying, or funding man­
dates, it was coupled w ith strong legislative concern about imposing 
costs on subordinate levels of government.

g a o  encourages congressional committees to ask c b o  to prepare state and 
local cost estim ates for proposed legislation tha t has potentially signifi­
cant effects on state and local costs and is scheduled for m arkup or has 
resulted from floor amendments. Consultation w ith state and local inter­
est groups could help identify potentially significant mandate legisla­
tion. (See p. 25.)

M a t t e r s  f o r  

C o n g r e s s i o n a l  

C o n s i d e r a t i o n

Reimbursement by States 
Has Varied E ffects
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Executive Saaunary

R e c o m m e n d a t i o n

A g e n c y  C o m m e n t s

g a o  recommends th a t the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations prepare a biennial report of the total estimated costs of new 
m andates contained in legislation passed by the Congress during its 2- 
year term. (See p. 25.)

c b o , the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, and 
seven mayor sta te  and local interest groups commented on a  draft of this 
report. (See apps. XI-XIII.) Their comments substantially supported our 
conclusions and recommendation.

One principal area of concern among those commenting was the prepar­
ation of cost estim ates for tax  and appropriation bills. The Advisory 
Commission and the interest groups supported the preparation of cost 
estimates for such legislation, c b o , however, was less enthusiastic and 
commented th a t legislative m andates affecting state and local govern­
ments are rarely contained in appropriation bills. Further, c b o  stated 
th a t it usually has little time to review appropriation bill language 
before bills are reported. With regard to tax  bills, c b o  stated th a t esti­
mating the potential effects on state  and local governments would be an 
enormous undertaking. Also, it commented th a t tax-writing committees 
m ark up bills in concept only and specific legislative language is not 
drafted until bills are reported from committee.

A fter analyzing the comments, g a o  agrees th a t requiring estimates for 
tax  and appropriation bills on a routine basis may not be practical—  
particularly, if  other approaches can serve to highlight the state  and 
local cost impacts in th is type of legislation. Therefore, g a o  believes 
that, where tax  and appropriation legislative provisions th a t may have 
potentially significant impacts on state  and local governments are iden­
tified, cost estim ates should be prepared on a request basis, similar to  
the suggestion g a o  has made for other legislation.

4
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Chapter 1_________________

I n t r o d u c t i o n

M a n d a t e s  A r e  a  M a j o r  

C o n c e r n  t o  S t a t e  a n d  

L o c a l  G o v e r n m e n t s

Over the past two decades, federal and state governments have enacted 
numerous laws and regulations imposing requirements and related costs 
on subordinate levels of government. Such provisions are referred to as 
mandates. The federal government uses mandates to help assure 
residents of every state  a minimum level o f benefits or protection in 
areas ranging from public assistance to occupational safety and health.

During the 1960s and 1970s, federal regulation of state  and local gov­
ernments expanded dramatically and became increasingly burdensome 
and costly to them, according to the U.S. Advisory Commission on Inter­
governmental Relations (acir).' Over tha t period, federal statu tes calling 
for new state and local expenditures and other adm inistrative actions 
were enacted. The mandates covered such fields as civil rights, environ­
mental protection, education, w ater quality, and fair labor standards. 
Because many of these mandates lacked federal funding to facilitate 
state and local compliance, significant state  and local outlays were 
required to implement them. That costs imposed on local governments 
by federal requirements can be substantial was affirm ed by a  1980 
Urban Institute study2 of six major federal mandates. The report was 
cited by acir as one of the pioneering studies on th is issue.

Federal mandates continue to be a  m atter of concern. In April 1985, acir 
highlighted continued mandating activity by the federal government in 
testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Rela­
tions. Examples cited included: a  minimum drinking age, state  adminis­
tration of federal trucking standards, and expanded public welfare costs 
for states. Further concerns were prompted by the 1985 Supreme Court 
decision in Garcia v. San Antonio Transit A uthority , which extended 
federal fair labor standards to sta te  and local governments. This deci­
sion was viewed as a withdrawal by the Court from prior efforts to 
define the federal/state boundary of authority.3 Finally, federal pro­
grams th a t help state  and local governments finance m andated costs 
were reduced—most notably, general revenue sharing was eliminated in 
1986.

'Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Regulatory Federalism: Policy, Process. 
Impact, and Reform (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 1984).
2Thomas Mueller and Michael Fix, "The Impact of Selected Federal Actions on Municipal Outlays,” 
Special Study on Economic Change. Vol. 5: Government Regulation (Washington D.C.: US. Congress 
Joint Econonuc Committee, 1&30)!
3Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Reflections on Garcia and Its Implications for 
Federalism (Washington, D. C.: Feb. 1986).
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Chapter 1 
Introduction

These developments led several national organizations representing 
state and local governments to identify federal mandates as a major con­
cern. The National Association of Counties and the National League of 
Cities specifically established this area as one of their priority legisla­
tive initiatives for the 100th Congress.

Similarly, state-enacted mandate legislation has imposed costs on local 
governments. In recent years, state  mandates costly to local govern­
ments have increased dram atically according to a 1985 a c ir  s tu d y  tha t 
cited as examples solid waste disposal standards and special education. 
In response to  a  questionnaire we developed for this review, 62 percent 
of the interest groups representing local governments said the level of 
mandate activity in their states had increased in the past 5 years. Fur­
ther, nearly half of the groups responding termed the level of state- 
imposed mandates significant.

F e d e r a l  a n d  S t a t e  Both federal and state  governments have sought to address the cost bur-
. .  a  j  j  dens created by mandates, principally by estimating the costs of pro-

A c t l O n S  A d d r e s s  posed legislation to subordinate levels of government. A second major
M a n d a t e  C o n c e r n s  steP by several states has been to require th a t local governments

receive funding for such costs.

Cost Estimates The concept of preparing cost estimates (also called fiscal notes)
originated w ith one state  in the late 1950s and spread to others over the 
next two decades. Now, 42 states (see app. I) prepare such estimates for 
proposed state  legislation affecting local governments.

At the federal level, the Congressional Budget Office ( c b o )  is required by 
the State and Local Government Cost Estimate Act of 1981 (Public Law 
97-108) to prepare estim ates of costs th a t would be incurred by state 
and local governments in complying with proposed federal legislation. 
The Act amended a law th a t already required c b o  to estimate the federal 
costs of proposed legislation. Too often, according to the Senate Commit­
tee on Governmental A ffairs’ report on this amendment, well- 
intentioned legislation designed to affect national policy passes on to 
state and local governments costs th a t never were contemplated.

4 Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. The Question of State Government Capability 
(Washington. D C.: Jan. 1&S5).
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Chapter 1Introduction

The preparation of such cost estim ates (required when bills are reported 
out of committee) was to serve as a caution light to the Congress before 
it enacted new and possibly costly legislation. Initially, the Act was 
authorized through September 30, 1987; in 1987, the Congress 
reauthorized it on a perm anent basis. During the 2-year period of the 
99th Congress, cbo reported th a t it had prepared state  and local cost 
estim ates on over 1,100 bills reported out of committee. Of these, it iden­
tified 91, or less than 10 percent, as having potential state  and local 
costs.

Mandate Reimbursement Fourteen states have established m andate reimbursement requirements,
beginning w ith California in 1973 (see table 3.1). Essentially, such 
requirem ents provide for paym ent of costs a  government imposes on 
other levels of government through mandates.

On the federal level, legislation w as introduced in 1987 in both the Sen­
ate (S. 585) and H orse (H.R. 1087) th a t would require the federal gov­
ernm ent to pay the costs to state  and local governments of compliance 
w ith new federal mandates. In the  absence of reimbursement, these bills 
provide th a t a m andate cannot be enforced w ithout a  two-thirds vote of 
the Congress.

On September 11,1986, Senator Dave Durenberger, then Chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs., asked us to analyze techniques used by federal 
and state  governments to address m andates imposed on lower levels of 
government. Specifically, we were to assess (1) approaches used by cbo 
for developing cost estim ates and (2) processes used by the states for 
both estimating and reimbursing costs of state  m andates imposed on 
local governments.

As clarified in discussions w ith the Senator's office, the prim ary objec­
tives of our review were:

At the  federal level, to determine the reasonableness of c b o ’s approach 
for preparing cost estimates, and
At the  state  level, to determine w hat could be learned from state  expe­
riences th a t (1) could improve che usefulness of the federal cost estima­
tion process and (2) might indicate how well a  federal mandate 
reimbursement program would work.

O b j e c t i v e s ,  S c o p e ,  a n d  

M e t h o d o l o g y
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Chapter!Introduction

We reviewed c b o 's  cost-estimating procedures for preparing state and 
local cost estimates. In addition, we examined eight of the bills with the 
most significant state  and local costs for which c b o  prepared estimates 
during the 99th Congress (see app. 11). We met with

♦ c b o  analysts to discuss the a p p r o a c h  a n d  m e t h o d o l o g y  use d  for prep a r­

ing these estimates,

• congressional staff o n  c o m m i t t e e s  h a v i n g  jurisdiction o v e r  the eight bills 

to gain their v i e w s  o n  the usefulness of the estimates a n d  their i m p a c t  

o n  legislation, a n d

° officials of several m a j o r  public interest g r o u p s  representing state a n d  

local g o v e r n m e n t s  to learn their v i e w s  o n  the i m p a c t  of c b o ’s  activity.

In Ju ly  1987, we testified before the Senate Committee on Governmental 
A ffairs5 on reauthorizing the State and Local Government Cost Estimate 
Act, which was to have expired on September 30,1987. Our testimony 
provided information concerning c b o ’s  activities in preparing state and 
local cost estimates.

Also, we visited eight states (California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, 
Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Tennessee) to review their cost- 
estimating and reimbursement activities. We selected these states 
through a literature search of prior studies and a telephone survey of 
the 50 states. Seven of the states were chosen primarily to include those 
w ith differing types of mandate reimbursement processes. One state 
included had considered but did not adopt a reimbursement require­
ment. Seven states had a cost-estimating process as well.

In each state, we met w ith (1) executive and legislative branch officials 
responsible for or knowledgeable about the s ta te ’s cost-estimating and 
reimbursement activities and (2) interest groups representing the coun­
ties, cities, and school districts. We obtained information on the back­
ground, scope, and processes for each sta te’s activities. This was done 
primarily through discussions w ith various state  officials and review of 
pertinent legislation, operating policies, and reports on program activi­
ties. Also, we gathered opinions on the impact of cost estimating and 
mandate reimbursement through discussions w ith state officials a n c ^  . 
public interest group representatives. Where possible, we talked w ith

5Reauthorizadon of the State and Local Cost Estimate A a . Statement of J. William Gadsby, Associate 
Director. Human Resources Division, before the Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Federalism 
and the District of Colombia, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs (GAO/T-HRD-87-20,
July 30.1987).
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legislators and local government officials about their perceptions as to 
the impact of these activities.

We supplemented our audit work in the eight states with questionnaires 
to all 60 states. Little information existed on the current status of state 
activities in cost estimation and reimbursement. Through the question­
naires, we were able to profile nationwide the scope and impact of these 
processes. We developed three questionnaires th a t we sent to

• state  officials responsible for or knowledgeable about their s ta te’s cost 
estimation and reimbursement activities (84 percent responded);

• the legislative leaders in each house of the state  legislature (71 percent 
responded); and

• interest groups representing counties, cities, and school districts (91 per­
cent responded).

A detailed description of our questionnaire methodology is included as 
appendix III.

We did our work between September 1986 and July 1987 in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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F e d e r a l  a n d  S t a t e  C o s t  E s t i m a t i o n  P r o c e s s e s

C B O  a n d  S t a t e s  F a c e  

C o n s t r a i n t s  i n  C o s t  

E s t i m a t i n g

Time Limits, Range o f 
Subjects Hamper W ork

To make legislators more aware of mandate costs, federal and state  gov­
ernments have established processes for estimating the cost impact of 
proposed legislation on lower levels of government. Certain constraints, 
such as legislative deadlines, limited availability of information, and 
competing priorities, affect the processes used by c b o  and the states. 
Given these constraints, c b o 's  approach is reasonable.

Cost estimates have increased federal and state legislators' awareness of 
the costs th a t legislation containing mandates would impose on lower 
levels of government. But generally the estimates have not altered the 
course of legislation, except where legislators were also strongly con­
cerned about the costs th a t mandates can impose on subordinate levels 
of government.

Certain features of state processes, if adopted at the federal level, could 
focus more attention on the impact of federal legislation on state  and 
local costs. Preparing cost estimates (1) before bills are reported out of 
committee, (2) for significant amendments, and (3) for appropriation 
and tax bills could be useful. Also, a biennial report identifying the cost 
of all federal mandates enacted during each Congress would focus 
greater attention on the total mandate burden on state  and local 
governments.

Since 1982, along with estimating the impact of proposed legislation on 
the federal budget, c b o  has also prepared estimates on the state and 
local costs of bills reported out of full committee. As w ith the states, 
tight legislative deadlines, the wide range of legislative subjects, and 
data limitations cause c b o  to use a  flexible, bill-specific method of cost 
estimation. In view of the constraints, c b o ’s  approach seems reasonable 
and probably cannot be significantly improved.

Limited time is the fu s t constraint facing federal and state estimating 
units. Typically, c b o  has 3-5 days to prepare an estimate when bills are 
reported out of committee for inclusion in committee reports used in 
floor consideration. The msyority of state  cost-estimating units faced 
similar time limits; over one-half typically have 5 days or less to prepare 
local cost estimates.

Also, the many program areas co»eied by proposed legislation preclude 
use of standardized cost estimation approaches. On the federal level,
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Chapter 2Federal and State Coat Estimation Processes

Data Sources Inadequate

bills subject to cost estimates cover such m atters as education, the envi­
ronment, and lat>or standards (see app. II). State cost estimation prac­
tices showed similar patterns. Accordingly, C B O  and the states must 
tailor estimation strategies to each issue, using bill-specific data collec­
tion and assumptions.

A third  constraint is the lack of meaningful data sources on which to 
draw  for sta te  and local estimates. Cost estimation . .  is clearly a  diffi­
cult task  especially when there is no historical information on which to 
base the cost e s t i m a t e s t h e  Illinois Cities and Villages Municipal 
Problems Commission pointed out in a  study. Using a network of state 
and local personnel knowledgeable about m andate areas, the Commis­
sion said, was the most reasonable approach to determining the likely 
cost of m andates contained in legislation.

N
At the federal level, c b o  does not maintain any single listing of state  and 
local officials it routinely contacts. Rather, contacts will vary w ith the 
issue. Typically, c b o  collects data  through telephone contacts w ith sev­
eral sources, including committee staff having jurisdiction over the bill, 
the responsible federal agency, and selected state  and local governments 
and public interest groups. Federal agencies are good contacts, c b o  ana­
lysts commented, because of their program databases and knowledge. 
c b o  also values contacts w ith state  and local governments, which can 
provide cost da ta  as well as comments on c b o 's  views of the cost 
impacts.

For example, for the estimate on the Safe Drinking Water Act Amend­
ments of 1985, c b o  analysts told us they contacted: (1) staffs of 3 com­
mittees to obtain data  sources; (2) Environmental Protection Agency 
and Office o f technology Assessment officials, because of their experi­
ence w ith safe drinking w ater standards; (3) 2 interest groups represent­
ing local w ater control agencies; and (4) 12 local public w ater treatm ent 
plants tha t would be affected, for cost data and overall comments on 
c b o ’s  estimation approach.

The states face similar da ta  constraints. Nearly half of the respondents 
to our questionnaire said tha t they did not maintain databases on local 
cost impacts and, like c b o , relied heavily on telephone data surveys. 
State agencies were the prim ary data sources used by state  cost- 
estimating units, as figure 2.1 shows.
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Chapter 2Federal and State Coat Estimation Processes

Figure 2.1: Eaurce# o f Coat Information 
Used Frequently by State Eutimating 
Unite

Competing Tasks Occupy 
O fficials

100 Poreanl of stata aatlmallng unto

CO

Notsi'Frequontty* was defined as sources of cost information that state animating units use most or 
all of the time.See app. IV for complete data.

When estimating units contacted local governments, it was most fre­
quently on a case-by-case basis, although about one-third of the units 
reported using a  network of local contacts (see fig. 2.2). For example, 
one unit in California routinely contacted a geographically dispersed 
mix of counties, school districts, and cities.

Finally, competing priorities ham per both federal and state  units in pre­
paring estimates. At cbo, estimating the federal budgetary costs of pro­
posed legislation receives higher priority than  estimating state  and local 
costs. Typically, bills will not be considered on the floor w ithout a  cbo 
estimate of the federal cost impact, but state  and local estimates are not 
required. For example, during consideration of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act Amendment of 1985 the federal cost estim ate was included in com­
mittee reports, but the state and local estim ate was not available until 
after the bill passed. The cbo cost-estimating s ta ff also have other
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Figure 2 .2 : Frequently Used Methods (o r 
Obtaining Local Government Data

SO Parcant ol atala estimating unit# 

70

Nota:’Frequentfy used methods* was defined to be methods that state estimating units use to 
contact local governments for data to o great or very great extent.See app. V for complete data.

duties, s u c h  as p r e paring outlay estimates of  appropriations bills, assist­

ing in the preparation of b u d g e t  resolutions, a n d  analyzing the adminis­

tration’s budget.

Similarly, state legislators use estimates of state costs m o r e  t h a n  the 

local estimates, state estimating officials told us. O t h e r  duties, s u c h  as 

preparing the state budget, also c o m p e t e  for the time of s o m e  state esti­

m a t i n g  staff. F o r  e x a m p l e ,  a  Florida official said that, besides preparing 

local cost estimates, analysts p r e p a r e  state cost estimates, help w i t h  the 

state budget, a n d  m o n i t o r  a g e n c y  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  the budget.
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C o s t  E s t i m a t e s  A r e  

U s e f u l  b u t  D o  N o t  

R e d u c e  M a n d a t e s

Federal-Level Outcomes

Cost estimates provide important information to legislators, and the 
benefits of the process outweigh its costs, according to both federal and 
state  officials. Nevertheless, the estimates had little effect in deterring, 
modifying, or funding mandates unless there was also strong legislative 
concern about the impact of imposing mandates on subordinate levels of 
government.

c b o  produces reliable and objective estim ates th a t enhance or confirm 
legislative knowledge about the state and local cost impact of federal 
legislation, according to congressional committee s ta ff we interviewed. 
Although they value these estimates, they recognize th a t state and local 
cost estimates usually do not influence changes in legislation to either 
reduce m andate burden or provide m andate funding.

More specifically, for five of the eight legislative proposals we reviewed, 
cost estim ates had no effect on reducing the mandate burden. Committee 
s taff cited three reasons for this:

1. Programmatic and policy issues usually are of greater concern to leg­
islators than are state and local costs. For example, the prim ary reason 
the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments (which imposed additional 
standards on local w ater systems) passed was the need for clean drink­
ing water. This overshadowed state and local cost considerations, esti­
mated by c b o  to include capital costs of $3.5 billion and another $200- 
$300 million annually.

2. Federal policy debates focus primari) • on federal not state and local 
costs, often leading to mandates requiring state  and local cost-sharing. 
For example, two legislative proposals, the Housing Act of 1985 and the 
W ater Resources Act of 1985, called for federal, state, and local govern­
ments to share the costs of emergency shelters for the homeless and 
w ater projects, respectively. Cost-sharing recognized the state and local 
character of these problems and the limited federal funds.

3. Some c b o  cost estimates are too late, as they are prepared after bills 
are reported from committees. For example, c b o ’s  state  and local cost 
estimate for the Ocean Dumping Amendments Act of 1985 was not 
available in time to be included in the committee report; thus i t  played 
no role in the consideration of the bill.
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Outcomes at the State 
Level

On the o ther hand, in three of the eight cases we reviewed, c b o 's  state 
and local estimates did influence the Congress to reduce or fund man­
dates. For example, there was strong congressional commitment to 
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act. The purpose was to lessen the 
state and local co3t impact of the Supreme Court’s Garcia decision, 
which applied federal overtime and minimum wage provisions to state 
and local governments, c b o  was asked to do a special cost impact analy­
sis, state  and local interest groups and public employee unions having 
presented conflicting data  as to the burden of the proposed amendment.

c b o ’s  estim ate of $0.5-$ 1.6 billion in costs to lower levels of government 
promoted support for the wage amendment, committee s taff said, and 
validated interest group claims th a t the court’s decision would have 
imposed a significant cost burden. The amendment would reduce the 
cost impact to state and local governments by authorizing them  to use 
compensatory time off ra ther than paid overtime to reward employees 
working overtime, c b o 's  cost estimate was influential, according to com­
mittee staff, because of c b o ’s  credible and bipartisan reputation and 
because the estimate was prepared before the committee approved and 
reported out the legislation. This was earlier than required under the 
cost estimate statute.

At the sta te  level, the impact of cost estimation processes is similar to 
th a t a t the federal level, prim arily increasing legislative awareness of 
local costs. Estimates had more effect in th a t respect than  in deterring, 
modifying, or funding state  mandates, all three groups responding to our 
questionnaire reported (see fig. 2.3).

Interest in policy issues and in the potential benefits of proposed legisla­
tion was by fa r the most im portant consideration for state  legislators, 
officials in several states said. Notwithstanding, we observed th a t esti­
mates of local costs helped reduce legislative mandates affecting local 
governments when coupled w ith strong legislative concern about local 
costs. State officials in Florida, Tennessee, California, and Connecticut 
cited instances where high local cost estimates, in concert w ith legisla­
tive concern for state mandates, defeated legislation containing man­
dates. For example, in Connecticut^, was estimated th a t passage of the 
Gifted and Talented Students Bill requiring local and regional school dis­
tricts to provide special programs would cost local governments $40 mil­
lion. This confirmed to the legislature the bill’s high local cost impact 
and directly contributed to its defeat.
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Rgura 2.3: Highaai Cited Outcomes o f 
Cost Estimation

C e r t a i n  F e a t u r e s  o f  

S t a t e  C o s t  E s t i m a t i o n  

C o u l d  I m p r o v e  t h e  

F e d e r a l  P r o c e s s

t

| | Stma official*

[ .j Legislative leader*

Interest fiitups

Notei'Higkost cited outcomes* was defined as outcomes of local cost estimates occuring to a great 
or very great extent.See app. VI for complete data.

Certain features of state cost estimation processes that s e e m  to facilitate 

use of the estimates merit consideration at the federal level. N o t e w o r t h y  

are preparing estimates (1) earlier in the legislative process before bills 

clear cognizant committees, (2) for i m p o rtant a m e n d m e n t s  to p r o p o s e d  

bills, a n d  (3) for all types o f  bills, including p r o p o s e d  tax a n d  appropria­

tion legislation, for w h i c h  estimates h a v e  not previously b e e n  p r e p a r e d  

at the federal level. In addition, periodically estimating the total cost of 

m a n d a t e s  i m p o s e d  b y  federal legislation o n  state a n d  local g o v e r n m e n t s  

could b e  useful.

4
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Preparing Estimates 
Earlie r

The timing of exist estimation in the legislative process can affect how 
legislators will use it. A t the state  level, estimates may be prepared at 
any of various stages, usually when bills are introduced, after they clear 
either the subcommittee or full committee, or when they are considered 
by fiscal committees. Of the state  cost-estimating units responding to 
our questionnaire, 73 percent said they prepared estimates before the 
full committee cleared bills; tha t is, a t some point in time earlier than 
th a t which normally triggers cbo’s preparation of estimates. Cost esti­
mates done early were used to a  greater extent than  when prepared 
later, our questionnaire analysis showed. Further, in four states we vis­
ited w here estimates were considered to be timely and influential, offi­
cials said they were reaching legislators before decisions on bills were 
made.

By the time cbo reviews bills— when they are reported out of full com­
mittee— most policy decisions on proposed legislation have been made. 
For example, one reason cbo’s cost estimate did not affect the Rehabili­
tation Act Amendments of 1986, House committee staff said, was tha t 
key policy decisions were made before the full committee reported out 
the bill. In contrast, when cbo was asked to prepare cost estim ates 
before committee deliberation on a  bill, earlier cbo involvement coupled 
w ith the committee’s interest promoted greater use of the estimates and 
influenced the final outcome of the legislation.

State and local government interest groups also said that cbo’s state  and 
local estimates were prepared too late in the process to be effective. 
Doing them earlier might increase their effectiveness, we were told.

But preparing cost estimates a t an earlier stage, cbo officials said, would 
increase cboY workload. There would be more bills, and those bills 
would more likely be amended, potentially requiring additional cost esti­
mation work. We were unable, however, to determine how m any addi­
tional bills would have to be reviewed.

Given workload implications, it might be appropriate to have cbo pre­
pare eariy estimates on only proposed legislation th a t congressional 
committees or members, in consultation w ith state  and local interest 
groups, identified as containing m andates imposing substantial addi­
tional costs on state and local governments.
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