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CERTIFICATION

I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do
hereby certify that the microfilm images on this microform are
accurate reproductions of the original records of the State of
Alaska as accumulated during the regular course of business,
and that it is the established policy and practice of this State to
microfilm its records and to dispose of the original documents

after microfilm reproductions have been made.
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I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do
hereby certify that the microfilm images on this microform are
accurate reproductions of the original records of the State of
Alaska as accumulated during the regular course of business,
and that it is the established policy and practice of this State to
microfilm its records and to dispose of the original documents

after microfilm reproductions have been made.
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2007 Revenue Sharing

Per Community
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Community Revenue Sharing Program Spreadsheet Parameters:
1) $75,000 base funding for all cities

2) $250,000 base funding for all boroughs
3) $25,000 base funding for unincorporated communities in the unorganized borough

4) Per capita distribution to municipalities only with boroughs using their areawide populations

5) Funding level of $48.1 million

Municipalities
Adak

Akhiok

Akiak

Akutan
Alakanuk
Aleknagik
Aleutians Hast Borough
Allakaket
Ambler
Anakbivuk Pass
Anchorage
Anderson
Angoon

Aniak

Anvik

Atka

Atgasuk

Prepared by DCCED

2005
Population

167
41
378
773
678
241
2,659
87
283
308
278,241
280
497
528
99

90
227

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000

Per
Capita
Distribution

$7,046
$1,730
$15,948
$32,614
$28,606
$10,168
$112,187
$3,671
$11,940
$12,995
$11,739,377
$11,814
$20,969
$22,277
$4,177
$3,797
$9,577

Total Community
Revenue Sharing
Payment

$82,046
$76,730
$90,948
$107,614
$103,606
$85,168
$362,187
$78,671
$86,940
$87,995
$11,989,377
$86,814
$95,969
$97,277
$79,177
$78,797
$84,577

1/23/2007
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Municipalities
Barrow

Bethel

Betties

Brevig Mission
Bristol Bay Borough
Buckland
Chefomak
Chevak
Chignik
Chuathbaluk
Clark's Point
Coffman Cove
Cold Bay
Cordova

Craig

Deering

Delta Junction
Denali Borough
Dillingham
Diomede

Eagle

Eek

PrwBr"j by DCCED

2007 Revenue Sharing

Per Community

Municipal Per Total Community
2005 Base Capita Revenue Sharing
Population Amounts Distribution Payment
4,199 $75,000 $177,162 $252,162
5,960 $75,000 $251,461 $326,461
31 $75,000 $1,308 $76,308
327 $75,000 $13,797 $88,797
1,073 $250,000 $45,271 $295,271
434 $75,000 $18,311 $93,311
457 $75,000 $19,281 $94,281
916 $75,000 $38,647 $113,647
95 $75,000 $4,008 $79,008
95 $75,000 $4,008 $79,008
65 $75,000 $2,742 $77,742
156 $75,000 $6,582 $81,582
89 $75,000 $3,755 $78,755
2,288 $75,000 $96,534 $171,534
1,102 $75,000 $46,495 $121,495
139 $75,000 $5,865 $80,865
1,047 $75,000 $44,174 $119,174
1,823 $250,000 $76,915 $326,915
2,370 $75,000 $99,994 $174,994
132 $75,000 $5,569 $80,569
137 $75,000 $5,780 $80,780
291 $75,000 $12,278 $87,278

1/23/2007



Municipalities
Egegik

Ekwok

Elim

Emmonak

Fairbanks

Fairbanks North Star Borough

False Pass

Fort Yukon
Galena
Gatnbell
Golovin
Goodnews Bay
Grayling
Gustavus
Haines Borough
Holy Cross
Homer

Hconah
Hooper Bay
Houston
Hughes

Huslia

Prepared by DCCED

2007 Revenue Sharing

2005
Population

81
118
302
740
31,182
87,650
63
570
654
660
150
238
1
459
2,207
205
5,435
861
1,133
1,447
69
265

Per Community

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000

Per
Capita
Distribution

$3,418
$4,979
$12,742
$31,222
$1,315,612
$3,698,076
$2,658
$24,049
$27,593
$27,846
$6,329
$10,042
$7,215
$19,366
$93,116
$8,649
$229,310
$36,327
$47,803
$61,051
$2,911
$11,181

Total Community
Revenue Sharing
Payment

$78,418
$79,979
$87,742
$106,222
$1,390,612
$3,948,076
$7'/,vi8
$99,049
$102,593
$102,846
$81,329
$85,042
$82,215
$94,366
$343,116
$83,649
$304,310
$111,327
$122,803
$136,051
$77,911
$86,181

1/23/2007



Municipalities
Hydaburg
Juneau
Kachemak

Kake

Kaktovik

Kaltag

Kasaan

Kenai

Kenai Peninsula Borough

Ketchikan

Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Kiana
King Cove
Kivalina
Klawock
Kobuk
Kodiak
Kodiak Island Borough
Kotlik
Kotzebue
Koyuk
Koyukuk

Prepared by DCCED

2007 Revenue Sharing

2005
Population

369
31,193
457
598
276
227

61
6,777
51,268
7,685
13,125
380
723
385
780
130
5,088
13,638
609
3,120
350

97

Per Community

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000

Per
Capita
Distribution

$15,569
$1,316,076
$19,281
$25,230
$11,645
$9,577
$2,574
$285,931
$2,163,069
$324,241
$553,762
$16,033
$30,504
$16,244
$32,909
$5,485
$256,861
$575,406
$25,695
$131,637
$14,767
$4,093

Total Community
Revenue Sharing
Payment

$90,569
$1,566,076
$94,281
$100,230
$86,645
$84,577
$77,574
$360,931
$2:4 13,069
$399,241
$803,762
$91,033
$105,504
$91,244
$107,909
$80,485
$331,861
$825,406
$100,695
$206,637
$89,767
$79,093

1/23/2007



Municipalities
Kupreanof

Kwethluk

Lake & Peninsula Borough

Larsen Bay
Lower Kalskag
Manokotak
Marshall

Matanuska-Susitna Borough

McGrath
Mekoryuk
Metlakatla

Mountain Village

Napakiak
Napaskiak
Nenana

New Stuyahok
Newhalen
Nightmute
Nikolai

Nome
Nondalton

Noorvik

Prepared by DCCED

2007 Revenue Sharing

b

Population
37
721
1,620
97
252
437
370
74,041
347
192
1,397
786
373
428
549
461
180
234
109
3,508
203
628

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000

Pei
Capita
Distribution

$1,561
$30,420
$68,350
$4,093
$10,632
$18,438
$15,611
$3,123,893
$14,640
$8,101
$58,941
$33,162
$15,737
$18,058
$23,163
$19,450
$7,594
$9,873
$4,599
$148,007
$8,565
$26,496

Per Community

Total Community
Revenue Sharing
Payment

$76,561
$105,420
$318,350
$79,093
$85,632
$93,438
$90,611
$3,373,893
$89,640
$83,101
$133,941
$108,162
$90,737
$93,058
$98,163
$94,450
$82,594
$84,873
$79,599
$223,007
$83,565
$101,496

1/23/2007
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2005

Municipalities Population
North Foie 1,595
North Slope Borough 6,894
Northwest Arctic Borough 7,323
Nuigsut 411
Nulato 310
Nunam lqua 204
Nunapitchuk 516
Old Harbor 200
Ouzinkie 191
Palmer 5,382
Pelican 115
Petersburg 3,155
Pilot Point 73
Pilot Station 565
Platinum 38
Point Hope 702
Port Alexander 75
Port Heiden 89
Port Lions 220
Quinhagak 642
Ruby 185
Russian Mission 329

Prepared by DCCED

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$250,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000

Per
Capita
Distribution

$67,295
$290,867
$308,968
$17,341
$13,079
$8,607
$21,771
$8,438
$8,059
$227,074
$4,852
$133,114
$3,080
$23,838
$1,603
$29,618
$3,164
$3,755
$9,282
$27,087
$7,805
$13,881

2007 Revenue Sharing

Per Community

Total Community
Revenue Sharing
Payment

$142,295
$540,867
$558,968
$92,341
$88,079
$83,607
$96,771
$83,438
$83,059
$302,074
$79,852
$208,114
$78,080
$98,838
$76,603
$104,618
$78,164
$78,755
$84,282
$102,087
$82,805
$88,881

1/23/2007



2007 Revenue Sharing

Per Community

Municipal Per Total Community
2005 Base Capita Revenue Sharing

Municipalities Population Amounts Distribution Payment

Saint George 128 $75,000 $5,400 $80,400

Saint Mary's 570 $75,000 $24,049 $99,049

Saint Michael 4217 $75,000 $18,016 $93,016

Saint Paul 488 $75,000 $20,589 $95,589

Sand Point 939 $75,000 $39,618 $114,618

Savoonga 695 $75,000 $29,323 $104,323

Saxman 405 $75,000 $17,088 $92,088

Scammon Bay 509 $75,000 $21,475 $96,475

Selawik 830 $75,000 $35,019 $110,019

Seldovia 287 $75,000 $12,109 $87,109

Seward 2,606 $75,000 $109,951 $184,951

Shageluk 129 $75,000 $5,443 $80,443

Shaktoolik 224 $75,000 $9,451 $84,451

Shishmaref 581 $75,000 $24,513 $99,513

Shungnak 259 $75,000 $10,928 $85,928

Sitka 8,947 $250,000 $377,486 $627,486

Skagway 834 $75,000 $35,188 $110,188

Soldotna 3,869 $75,000 $163,239 $238,239

Stebbins 596 $75,000 $25,146 $100,146

Tanana 281 $75,000 $11,856 $86,856

Teller 263 $75,000 $11,096 $86,096

Tenakee Springs 98 $75,000 $4,135 $79,135

1232007

Prepared by DCCED
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Municipalities
Thome Bay
Togiak

Toksook Bay
Unalakleet
Unalaska
Upper Kalskag
Valdez
Wainwright
Wales

Wasilla

White Mountain
W hittier
Wrangell
Yakutat

Municipal Totals
Unincorporated Totals

Grand Total

Prepared by DCCED

2005
Population

486
779
596
710
4,297
276
4,454
520
151
6,413
224
188
1,974
619

743,635

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000

$15,025,000

Per
Capita
Distribution

$20,505
$32,867
$25,146
$29,956
$181,296
$11,645
$187,920
$21,940
$6,371
$270,573
$9,451
$7,932
$83,286
$26,116

$31,375,000

2007 Revenue Sharing

Per Community

Total Community
Revenue Sharing
Payment

$95,505
$107,867
$100,146
$104,956
$256,296
$86,645
$262,920
$96,940
$81,371
$345,573
$84,451
$82,932
$158,286
$276,116

$46,400,000
$1,700,000

$48,100,000

1/23/2007



M unicipal Revenue

M yths & R ealitie s

Presented to the House Community & Regional

A ffairs Com m ittee - January 30, 2007

Office of the State Assessor - Steve Van Sant, State Assessor
Division of Community Advocacy - Mike Black, Director
Department of Commerce, Community & Economy Development -

Emil Notti, Commissioner
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T ypes

Property T ax
Head Tax

MVRT
Employment Tax
Bed or Room Tax

Fuel Transfer T ax

of T axe s

B Business License Tax

m S ales and Use Taxes

B Value Added T ax

B Severance Tax

B Property Transfer T ax

B G ross

Receipts T ax

Not all taxes may be levied by all municipalities

Office of the State Assessor

1



M unicipal R evenues
B Municipalities Collected Over $1.1 billion in

Local Taxes in 2006

B Approximately $223 million of that was

Sales and Other Special Taxes

a Approximately $905 Million of that was

Property Taxes-includes oil and gas



R e asons F or T a x e s

Taxation methodologies are intended to
distribute the tax burden for services

rendered by the government.

The methods seek to FAIRLY distribute the
burden among the taxpayers who receive

the services provided by the government.

Office of the State Assessor



Have Municipal Tax

Revenues Increased ?

From 1995 t0O 2005

m Sales tax revenues increased 63.5%
m From $96.1 M to $157.2M
m Bed taxes and other tax revenues increased 68 .4%
m From $31.4M to $52.8M
m Local property tax revenues increased 75.4%
m From 367.1 M to $643.7M
m Municipal FVD increase = 52.3%
m Oil & G as property tax revenue decreased 15.3%

m From $253.4M to $214.7M



A Major Reason W hy Taxes Have Increased

Prorerty Taxes Have Gop p for Businesses and Homeowne

Wh
Stare Cuts/Cost Increases o Mummpalmes vs Local Property Tax Increases 1986-2005

Millions

Source pioperiv lax increase Alaska Taxable." Slate IXI*ED 19S6 <2003

* Oilier Stale cut*etc include assistance foi libranes fire seivices, toad maintenance, school bond debt 90?0 to 60°0. public safety officeis. community
jails alcohol menial health tiearnienl. coiunmnity schools new state fees, etc

Revenue shaung includes state icvenue shaung safe coiumuuitics. & municipal capital matching grants
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T H E P R O P ERTY TA X

There have been accusations that the

property tax system is broken

Legislation has been introduced to try and

fix” the property tax system
Is it really broken?
W hat are the perceptions?

W hat are the realities?

Office of the State Assessor



T he P roperty T ax

M ajor source of revenue for the majority of

municipal governments throughout the U.S

In Alaska, accounted for about 80% of

locally generated tax revenue

Should be an effective way of distributing

tax burden

Office of the State Assessor



Property Tax is an “Ad Valorem?” Tax

Ad Valorem means “According to Value”

Based upon the Market Value of property

Consequently, Assessed Values will vary as
does the Market

Office of the State Assessor



Property T ax....Best or W orst??

Despised by Many
Beats out nearest com petitor tax (federal

income tax) by margin of 2 : 1

However, is very widely used:
m U sed in 48 states and D .C

m U sed by school districts in 42 states

m U sed by other taxing districts in 15 states

m 15 states have adopted statew ide property taxes

Office of the State Assessor



o W A re A ssessed V alues U sed 2

M ill R ates are m ultiplied by assessed value to

determ ine tax am oun-t

M ill R ates are determ ined bydividing th e

B udget by the TOTAIL T axable A ssessed V alue

In theory , if the budget stays the sam e and the
A ssessed V alues increase, the mill rate should

d ecrease



Office of the State Assessor
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(Budget Amount) $§ 150

D ivided byv
(Total A ssessed Value) $ 15
m ills ta x e s omn
$ 1,500

Office of the State Assessor

,000

,000,000

$ 150,00
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In crease O N L Y th e A ssessed

V alu e |, and

(Budget Amount) $ 150,000

D ivided by

The Tax R ate

5 | (Total A ssessed Value) $ 25,000,000
ecreases!

= 006 or 6 m ills

Office of the State Assessor
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W hat Causes Changes

I N A ssessed V alues?

B M arket S hifts

Increase in property dem ands

Decrease in supply of properties

Income levels changing
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W h at Causes Changes
in L ocal T ax B ills
property tax exem ptions

services

udgets ¢ han

ta te

sh ared

in creases/decreases

g e s - in creases or d

re v enue in creases/d

Office of the State Assessor
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Senior Citizens Tax Exemption

$45,000,000 T

$40,000,000

$35,000,000

$30,000,000

$25,000,000

$20,000,000

$15,000,000

$10,000,000

$5,000,000

$0

mMunicipal Taxes Exempted

O State Funding Level
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-0
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Office of the State Assessor
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Pro’'s of the P roperty T ax

Stable and reliable source of revenue

Property tax system s are generally m ore o pen

and visible than adm inistrative sy stem s for other
ta x es.

O ffers an appeal system unlike other tax sy stem s
T axes secured by property, therefore, taxes are

difficult to ev ade

Collection costs are less expensive than other

ty pes of taxes

Property data collected used for m ore than taxes



T axes
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Is the Property Tax System
In Alaska Broken?

D oes an increase in assessed value equal an

increase in the tax bwurden?

Unfortunately, it usually does

B utthat doesn’t m ean that property tax burdens

are uniform ly ex cessive

T he sy stem is not broken, but itis m isunderstood

Office of the State Assessor
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D oes A necdote Equal C risis ?

Som eone W ill A lw ays Be U pset

m T hey will continue to dem and the property tax be

elim inated or “fixed?™”

m £ ffective tax burdens vary dram atically from

household to howusehold

B urden shifting guarantees a new group of

aggrieved taxpayers

Office of the State Assessor



|f You Assume the System
IS Broken, Then W hat?

m S om e assessm ent limitation legislation h as
already Dbeen introduced
m Do we |imitTax R ates, or A ssessm ents, B oth, or

try som ething different?

m W hat are the ram ifications?

A re there other alternatives?

Office of the State Assessor



A ssessmentU>LIm itation s

Capping increases of assessm ents does notreduce total tax

burden, itmerely redistributes them

Generally, capping assessm ents benefits those with rapidly

increasing va ues BUT:

Lower valued properties will tend to pay more in taxes due to

the tax shifting

appearance of limiting tax w hile in fact falls

Only creates
increase in

short of helping the needy w hose values may not

value as rapidly as other properties



A ssessment L im itations (cont.)

Lim itations the* result in disproportionate changes in values

will create winners and losers

Like any property tax exem ption, non-lim ited parcels will pay

for the tax relief of assessm ent-lim ited parcels

The biggest policy surprise is that value limits will increase
taxes on value limited parcels if their lim itation 1is
proportionately sm aller than that of the average limitation

Some 19 states currently have limits on assessm ent grow th,
BUT som&e are now questioning its effectiveness

Office of the State Assessor



T ax R ate L Im ita tio n s

m Constrains amountof tax thatcan be collected

h O ffers marginal protection from rising taxes for property

owners, especially ifmarketvalue, therefore assessm ents,

are increasing

Office of the State Assessor
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R a m ific ation s

The need for municipal revenue does notdisappear because

a tax is unpopular

Regardless of approach taken, any change simply shifts the

tax burden

The incidence of valuation Ilimits is notclear yet, butthey may

hbe Regressive. Rapid valuation growth likely occurs in m ore

desirable, high income areas forcing low-income taxpayers to

subsidize high-income taxpayers
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A lte rn a tiv e s

Reinstate State Revenue Sharing Program, there is a direct correlation
between municipal property tax increases and the cuts in state revenue

sharing

Fund the senior/DAV exemption program. This program cost municipalities
$40.3 million in 2006. This revenue has to be paid by other property

owners

Allow an increase in the local “Homestead Exemption” from present $20K

Institute “Circuit Breaker” prog.ams
Allow property tax deferrals

Any new programs should have realistic eligibility criteria so most can
participate

Any new program should have inflation indexim

Office of the State Assessor
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C onclusion

M unicipalities are struggling to m aintain

expected service levels to residents.

M unicipalities need to be encouraged to
spread the revenue burdens, i.e. sales,

excise, property taxes etc.

M unicipalities need assistance from the

state with shared revenue.



C onclusion

Any type of deferral, limitation, circuit
breaker, abatement, or exem ption
expansion will do little except shift the tax

burden, thus creating a different category of

aggrieved taxpayers, however, local

m unicipalities should have the tools they
need to make their own decisions. Any new
state mandated exemptions should be

accompanied by state funding.

Office of the State Assessor



ALASKA
v MUNICIPAL

n -0« Revenue Sharing Comparison
mAlaska (. atiU'ft'iin 'of.Mayors 6 % N atu ral R esou rces

A laska S tate C onstitution
Article 9, Section 15

Alaska Permanent Fund
At least twenty-five per cent of all mineral lease rentals, royalties, royalty sale proceeds, federal mineral rev-

enue sharing payments and bonuses received by the State shall be placed in a permanent fund, the principal of
which shall be used only for those income-producing investments specifically designated by law as eligible for
permanent fund investments. All income from the permanent fund shall be deposited in the general fund unless

otherwise provided by law. [Amended 1976]

(a) [See conditional amendment note]. Under art. IX, sec. 15, of the state constitution, there is established as a
separate fund the Alaska permanent fund. The Alaska permanent fund consists of

(1) 25 percent of all mineral lease rentals, royalties, royalty sale proceeds, net profit shares under AS 38/5.180

(0 and (g), 25 percent of federal mineral revenue sharing payments received by the state from mineral leases,
and 25 percent of all bonuses received by the state from mineral leases; and...

Community Revenue S haring Program Spreadsheet Parameters:
1) $75000 hase funding for dl dities
2) $50000 bese funding for al boraughs
3 $5000 base funding for unincorporated conrunities inthe unorganized borough
4) Per capita dsribution to munidpdlities only with boroughs using their areawide populatios
5 Funding level of $144,264,000 (6% Netural Resource Revenue - FY2000)

Municipal Per Total Community
2005 Base Capita Revenue Sharing
Municipalities Population Amounts Distribution Payment
Adak 167 $75,000 $28,642 $103,642
Akhiok 41 $75,000 $7,032 $82,032
Akiak 378 $75,000 $64,830 $139,830
Akutan 773 $75,000 $132,575 $207,575
Alakanuk 678 $75,000 $116,282 $191,282
Aleknagik 241 $75,000 $41,333 $116,333
Aleutians East Borough 2,659 $250,000 $456,039 $706,039
Allakaket 87 $75,000 $14,921 $89,921

Prepared by DCCED & Alaska Mur..cipal League
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vivsomeesee Revenue Sharing Comparison
6% Natural Resources

Municipal Per Total Community

2005 Base Capita Revenue Sharing
Municipalities Population Amounts Distribution Payment
Ambler 283 $75,000 $48,537 $123,537
Anaktuvuk Pass 308 $75,000 $52,824 $127,824
Anchorage 278,241 $250,000 $47,720,426 $47,970,426
Anderson 280 $75,0 0 $48,022 $123,022
Angoon 497 $75,000 $85,239 $160,239
Aniak 528 $75,000 $90,556 $165,556
Anvik 99 $75,000 $16,979 $91,979
Atka 90 $75,000 $15,436 $90,436
Atgasuk 227 $75,000 $38,932 $113,932
Barrow 4,199 $75,000 $720,160 $795,160
Bethel 5,960 $77,000 $1,022,185 $1,097,185
Betties 31 $75,000 $5,317 $80,317
Brevig Mission 327 $75,000 $56,083 $131,083
Bristol Bay Borough 1,073 $250,000 $184,028 $434,028
Buckland 434 $75,000 $74,434 $149,434
Chefomak 457 $75,000 $78,379 $153,379
Chevak 916 $75,000 $157,101 $232,101
Chignik 95 $75,000 $16,293 $91,293
Chuathbaluk 95 $75,000 $16,293 $91,293
Clark's Point 65 $75,000 $11,148 $86,148
Coffman Cove 156 $75,000 $26,755 $101,755
Cold Bay 89 $75,000 $15,264 $90,264
Cordova 2,288 $75,000 $392,409 $467,409

Prepared by DCCED & Alaska Municipal League
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2005
Municipalities Population
Craig 1,102
Deering 139
Delta Junction 1,047
Denali Borough 1,823
Dillingham 2,370
Diomede 132
Eagle 137
Eek 291
Egegik 81
Ekwok 118
Elim 302
Emmonak 740
Fairbanks 31,182

Fairbanks North Star Borough 87,650

False Pass 63
Fort Yukon 570
Galena 654
Gambell 660
Golovin 150
Goodnews Bay 238
Grayling mn
Gustavus 459
Haines Borough 2,207

Prepared by OCCED & Alaska Municipal League

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000

N atural

Per
Capita
Distribution

$189,001
$23,840
$179,568
$312,658
$406,473
$22,639
$23,497
$49,909
$13,892
$20,238
$51,795
$126,916
$5,347,948
$15,032,635
$10,805
$97,759
$112,166
$113,195
$25,726
$40,819
$29,328
$78,722
$378,517

j
13+ teasve- 1 Revenue Sharing Comparison

R esources

Total Community
Revenue Sharing

Payment
$264,001
$98,840
$254,568
$562,658
$481,473
$97,639
$98,497
$124,909
$88,892
$95,238
$126,795
$201,916
$5,422,948
$15,282,635
$85,805
$172,759
$187,166
$188,195
$100,726
$115,819
$104,328
$153,722
$628,517

1/23/2007



Municipalities
Holy Cross
Homer
Hoonah
Hooper Bay
Houston
Hughes
Huslia
Hydaburg
Juneau
Kachemak
Kake
Kaktovik
Kaltag
Kasaan

Kenali

Kenai Peninsula Borough

Ketchikan

Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Kiana
King Cove
Kivalina
Klawock

Kobhuk

6 %

2005
Population

205
5,435
861
1,133
1,447
69
205
369
31,193
457
598
276
227
61
6,777
51,768
7,685
13,125
380
723
385
780
130

Prepared by DCCED T Alaska MunidpallLeague

Revenue Sharing Comparison

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75 000
$75,000
$75,000

Per
Capita

Distribution

$35,159
$932,143
$147,668
$194,318
$248,171
$11,834
$45,449
$63,286
$5,349,834
$78,379
$102,562
$47,336
$38,932
$10,462
$1,162,307
$8,792,848
$1,318,035
$2,251,036
$65,173
$124,000
$66,030
$133,776
$22,296

N atural Resources

Total Community
Revenue Sharing
Payment

$110,159
$1,007,143
$222,668
$269,318
$323,171
$86,834
$120,449
$138,286
$5,599,834
$153,379
$177,562
$122,336
$113,932
$85,462
$1,237,307
$9,042,848
$1,393,035
$2,501,036
$140,173
$199,000
$141,030
$208,776
$97,296
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M IB 1IB | 6% N atural Resources

Municipal Per Total Community

2005 Base Capita Revenue Sharing
Municipalities Population Amounts Distribution Payment
Kodiak 6,088 $75,000 $1,044,138 $1,119,138
Kodiak Island Borough 13,638 $250,000 $2,339,020 $2,589,020
Kotlik 609 $75,000 $104,448 $179,448
Kotzebue 3,120 $75,000 $535,103 $610,103
Koyuk 350 $75,000 $60,028 $135,028
Koyukuk 97 $75,000 $16,636 $91,636
Kupreanof 37 $75,000 $6,346 $81,346
Kwcthluk 721 $75,000 $123,657 $198,657
Lake & Peninsula Borough 1,620 $250,000 $277,842 $527,842
Larsen Bay 97 $75,000 $16,636 $91,636
Lower Kalskag 252 $75,000 $43,220 $118,220
Manokotak 437 $75,000 $74,949 $149,949
Marshall 370 $75,000 $63,458 $138,458
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 74,041 $250,000 $12,698,589 $12,948,589
McGrath 347 $75,000 $59,513 $134,513
Mckoryuk 192 $75,000 $32,929 $107,929
Metlakatla 1,397 $75,000 $239,596 $314,596
Mountain Village 786 $75,000 $134,805 $209,805
Napakiak 373 $75,000 $63,972 $138,972
Napaskiak 428 $75,000 $73,405 $148,405
Nenana 549 $75,000 $94,158 $169,158
New Stuyahok 461 $75,000 $79,065 $154,065

Newhalen 180 $75,000 $30,871 $105,871

Prepared by DCCED & Alaska Munic'nal League
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Municipalities
Nigntmute
Nikolai

Nome
Nondalton
Noorvik

North Pole
North Slope Borough
Northwest Arctic Borough
Nuiqsut

Nulato

Nunam Iqua
Nunapitchuk
Old Harbor
Ouzinkie
Palmer

Pelican
Petersburg

Pilot Point

Pilot Station
Platinum

Point Hope

Port Alexander

Port Heiden

\fil\i »$

Revenue Sharing Comparison

2005
Population

234
109
3,508
203
628
1,595
6,894
7,323
411
310
204
516
200
191
5,382
115
3,155
73
565
38
702
75

89

Prepared by DCCED & Alaska Municipal League

6 %

Municipal
Base
Amounts

$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$250,000
$250,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000
$75,000

Per
Capita

Distribution

$40,133
$18,694
$601,648
$34,816
$107,707
$273,555
$1,182,373
$1,255,950
$70,490
$53,167
$34,988
$88,498
$34,302
$32,758
$923,054
$19,723
$541,106
$12,520
$96,902
$6,517
$120,398
$12,863
$15,264

N atural Resources

Total Community
Revenue Sharing

Payment
$115,133
$93,694
$676,648
$109,816
$182,707
$348,555
$1,432,373
$1,505,950
$145,490
$128,167
$109,988
$163,498
$109,302
$107,758
$998,054
$94,723
$616,106
$87,520
$171,902
$81,517
$195,398
$87,863
$90,264

1/23/2007
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MUNICIPAL
= LEAGUE Revenue Sharing Comparison
6% Natural Resources
Municipal Per Total Community
2005 Base Capita Revenue Sharing
Municipalities Population Amounts Distribution Payment
Port Lions 220 $75,000 [,732 $112,732
Quinhagak 642 $75,000 $110,108 $185,108
Ruby 185 $75,000 $31,729 $106,729
Russian Mission 329 $75,000 $56,426 $131,426
Saint George 128 $75,000 $21,953 $96,953
Saint Mary's 570 $75,000 $97,759 $172,759
Saint Michael 427 $75,000 $73,234 $148,234
Saint Paul 488 $75,000 $83,696 $158,696
Sand Point 939 $75,000 $161,046 $236,046
Savoonga 695 $75,000 $119,198 $194,198
Saxman 405 $75,000 $69,461 $144,461
Scammon Bay 509 $75,000 $87,297 $162,297
Selawik 830 $75,000 $142,351 $217,351
Seldovia 287 $75,000 $49,223 $124,223
Seward 2,606 $75,000 $446,949 $521,949
Shageluk 129 $75,000 $22,124 $97,124
Shaktoolik 224 $75,000 $38,418 $113,418
Shishmaref 581 $75,000 $99,646 $174,646
Shurignak 259 $75,000 $44,420 $119,420
Sitka 8,947 $250,000 $1,534,478 $1,784,478
Skagway 834 $75,000 $143,037 $218,037
Soldotna 3,869 $75,000 $663,563 $738,563
Stebbins 596 $75,000 $102,218 $177,218

Prepared by OCCEO &Alaska Municipal League
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Municipal Per Total Community
2005 Base Capita Revenue Sharing

Municipalities Popu'ntion Amounts Distribution Payment
Tanana 281 $75,000 $48,194 $123,194
Teller 263 $75,000 $45,106 $120,106
Tenakee Springs 98 $75,000 $16,808 $91,808
Thome Bay 486 $75,000 $83,353 $158,353
Togiak 779 $75,000 $133,604 $208,604
Toksook Bay 596 $75,000 $102,218 $177,218
Unalakleet 710 $75,000 $121,770 $196,770
Unalaska 4,297 $75,000 $736,968 $811,968
Upper Kalskag 276 $75,000 $47,336 $122,336
Valdez 4,454 $75,000 $763,895 $838,895
Wainwright 520 $75,000 $89,184 $164,184
Wales 151 $75,000 $25,898 $100,898
Wasilla 6,413 $75,000 $1,099,878 $1,174,878
White Mountain 224 $75,000 $38,418 $113,418
W hittier 188 $75,000 $32,243 $107,243
Wrangell 1,974 $75,000 $338,556 $413,556
Yakutat 619 $250,000 $106,163 $356,163
Municipal Totals 743,635 $15,025,000 $127,539,000 $142,564,000

$1,700,000

Unincorporated Totals

Grand Total $144,264,000

Prepared by OCCEO & Alaska Municipal League 1/23/2007



M unicipal R evenue S haring C om partrison

300.000.000.00

m1985 Revenue
Sharing with

'RB 250,000,000.00
3% Inflation

2
200.000.000.00 mActual
Appropriations
8
150,000,0co0.00
< 6% of
Resource
Revenues

ro 100,000,000.00

C
< 50,000,000.00

0.00 e s
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Actual 1j85 Revenue Sharing 6% of Resource Actual 1985 Revenue Sharing 6% of Resource
Year Appropriations with 3% Inflation Revenues Year Appropriations with 3% Inflation Revenues
1985  141,656,800.00 141.656.800.00 88.320.000.00 1998 50,358,000.00 208,027,786.54 55.320.000.00
1986  140,939,000.00 145.906.504.00 77.616.000.00 1999 47,840,100.00 214,268,620.14 37.320.000.00
1987  113,737,600.00 150,283,899.12 40.944.000.00 2000 31,893,400.00 220,696,678.74 74.520.000.00
1988  96,857,800.00 154,792,210.09 100.296.000.00 2001 28,493,400.00 227,317,579.10 81.432.000.00
1989  96,857,800.00 159,435,976.40 54.816.000.00 2002 29,630,700.00 234,137,106.48 61,848,000 00
1990  91,094.000.00 164,219,055.69 64.104.000.00 2003 29,630,700.00 241,161,219.67 95.424.000.00
1991  87,450,200.00 169,145,627.36 104.400.000.00 2004 17,900,000.00 248,396,056.26 84.744.000.00
1992  84,995,000.00 174,219,996.18 81.072.000.00 2005 0.00 255,847,937.95 115,320,000.00
1993  78,195,400.00 179,446,596.07 75.672.000.00 Total 1,41*668,200.00 4,062,219,202.86  1,557,120,000.00
1994  72,721,800.00 184,829,993.95 50.304.000.00
1995  62,613,500.00 190,374,893.77 76.344.000.00 Alaska Municipal League
1996  58,230,700.00 196,086,140.58 63.288.000.00 217 Second Street, Suite 200
1997  53,572,300.00 201,968,724.80 74.016.000.00 Juneau, Alaska 99801

(907) 586-1325
www.akml.org
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, ™ LEAGUE M unicipal Revenue Sharing

i et 2007 Legislative Priority

1) A Sustainable Revenue Sharing Program
a) Annually appropriating 6% of all natural resources revenue
b) Minimum distribution of funds
= $25000 to unorganized communities
= $/5000 to all municipalities
$250,000 to boroughs
Remaining Revenue allocated on a per capita basis

2) Alaska®s Resources Belong to Alaska®s People
a) Cities and boroughs were formed as political subdivisions by the
state to provide local services to those people
b) Without Revenue Sharing, the entire cost of local services is
transferred to the taxpayers
C) Sharing of state revenues is consistent wifi "owner" state concept

3) Alaska"s Communities Share the Burden
a) During years of high resource revenues, benefits would e directly
passed to local residents
b) During lean years, communities would rein in many expenses, such
as the State would do under the same circumstances

Delivery of Services at the local level toditizen/owners is part of the annual state
responsibility to those citizen/owners for the betterment of the State of Alaska.

Alaska Municipal League *217 Second Street, Suite 200, Juneau, Alaska 99801 « (907) 586-1325 « www.akml.org
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1/23AT7

HOUSE BILL NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTY-FIFTHLEGIoOLATURE - FIRST SESSION

e

ABILL
FORANACTENTITLED

1 "An Act relating to the community revenue sharing program; and providing for an
2  effective date."

3 I BEIT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

4 *Section 1. AS 29.60 is amended by adding new sections to read:

5 Article 11. Community Revenue Sharing Program.

6 Sec. 29.60.850. Community revenue sharing fund, (a) The community
7 revenue sharing fund is established in the general fund. By August 1 of each fiscal
8 year, the Department of Revenue shall transfer to the fund an amount equal to six

percent of the money received by the state during the immediately preceding fiscal

9

10 year from the following sources:

Jil (1) disposals of state land or interests in state land, together with the
12 fixtures on the land;

13 (2) disposals of minerals, including sand, gravel, stone, and water,
14 mineral lease rentals, royalties, royalty sale proceeds, and federal mineral revenue

o]*
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sharing payments and bonuses; *

(3) state taxation of the production and transportation, of minerals in

which the state has an interest;
(4) state taxation of property used in the exploration fqr and production

and transportation of minerals in which the state has an interest;
(5) state taxation of income derived from the production and

transportation of minerals; and -

(6) timber produced ouarocessed.’ .
(b) Each fiscal year, the legislature may appropriate money in the community,
revenue sharing fund to the department for community revenue sharing payments or
appropriate it for other public purposes. ' '
(c) Nothing in uris section creates a dedicated fund.
Sec. 29.60.860. Amount of community revenue shading payments, (a) The
basic community revenue charing payment for a fiscal year equals
(1) $250,000 fora borough or unified municipality;
(2) $75,000 for a city orreserve eligible under (c) of this section; and

(3) $25,000 for an unincorporated community eligible under (c) of this

section.
|

(b) If the amount appropriated for a fiscal year

(1) is not sufficient to fully fund all the basic payments, the amount
paid to each recipient shall be reduced on a pro rata basis so that the entire amount
appropriated is distributed,; !

(2) exceeds the amount needed to fully fund all the basic payments, the

balance shall be distributed on a per capita basis to each recipient of a basic payment

under (a)(1) or (2) of this section.
(c) The department, with advice from the Department of Law, shall determine J

whether there is, in each reserve or unincorporated community, an incorporated
nonprofit entity or a Native village council that will agree to receive and spend the
community revenue sharing payment for the benefit of the reserve or unincorporated
community. If there is more than one qualified entity in a reserve or unincorporated
community, the department shall pay the dividend to the entity that the department

-2-
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finds most qualified to receive and spend the money. The department may not

the payment unless the incorporated nonprofit entity or Native village council waives
immunity from suit for claims arising out of activities of the corporation or counci
related to the payment A waiver of immunity from suit under this subsection must be
on a form provided by the Department of Law. If there is not a qualified incorporated
nonprofit entity or Native village council in a reserve or unincorporated community
that is willing to receive and spend the community revenue sharing payment for die
benefit of the reserve or unincorporated community, that reserve or unincorporated
community is not eligible for the payment, and the payment may not be made.

Sec. 29.60.870. Determination of population. For purposes of determining
the amount of a revenue sharing payment under AS 29.60.860(b)(2), the population of
the municipality or reserve shall be determined by using the numbers of permanent
fund dividend recipients or other population data that the department determines is
reliable. For purposes of determining the population of a borough, the population of
each city and reserve in the borough shall be deducted from the total population of the
borough. For p'uposes of determining the population of a unified municipality, the
population of each reserve in the unified municipality shall be deducted from the total
population of e unified municipality.

Sec. 29.60.879. Definitions. In AS 29.60.850 - 29.60.879,
(1) "reserve" means a place that is organized under federal law as an

Indian reserve that existed before enactment of 43 U.S.C. 1618(a) and is continued in

existence under that subsection;
(2)  "unincorporated community" has the meaning given in

AS 29.60.140.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

-3-
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I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do
hereby certify that the microfilm images on this microform are
accurate reproductions of the original records of the State of
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microfilm its records and to dispose of the original documents
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Emil Notti
Commissioner

D iv is io n o f C o m m u n ity

Michael Black, Director

Article X, Section 14, of the Alaska State Constitution states:

“An Agency shall be established by law in the executive branch of the State
government to advise and assist local governments. It shall review their activities,
collect and publish local government information, and perform other duties
prescribed by law.”

The Division of Community Advocacy is this agency.
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D ivision of Com m unity A dvocacy

The Division of Community Advocacy (DCA or Division) fulfills its
Constitutional mandate "... to advise and assist local governments ...
review their activities, collect and publish local government information, and
perform other duties prescribed by law” through its mission to promote
strong communities and healthy economies.

The Division coordinates and focuses the

resources of State agencies and commissions,

federal agencies and commissions, regional

nonprofit organizations, municipal governments,

and tribal governing bodies to develop public

service facilities and efficient public service
delivery.The Division also fulfills its mission
by delivering technical assistance, financial
assistance, statistical infoi lation, and
other capacity-building and economic
development resources to communities, its
public and private clienrele.

Inorder to provide direct service, the

Division has staff in sevrn locatic is across

the state. Staff in these regional offices are
in frequent contact with the communities in order to develop and maintain local capacities
that help ensure the efficiency and effectiveness local governments.
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The Division is comprised of the following sections:

Financial Assistance/Grants Section

Local Boundary Commission
Local Government Assistance/Rural Utility Business Advisor

Office of the State Assessor
Planning/Land Management & Municipal Lands Trustee

Research & Analysis

A dvocating for Sustainable Solutions

The Division works to address long term and short term issues that affect the
sustainability and success of Alaskan communities across the state. The Division is
especially focused on helping and monitoring rural communities and local governments.
In 2006 the Division’ efforts addressed key issues such as:

Mitigating the impacts of the high cost of energy in Alaska by maintaining state-

wide and interagency focus on the energy issues via timely and pertinent research,
development of funding programs, and ongoing dialogue with communities. Research
reports about the cost of fuel in Alaska include: Current Community Conditions: Fuel
Prices Across Alaska, Fall-Winter 2005; Community Fuel Report Supplemental, September
2006; Current Community Conditions: Fuel Prices Across Alaska, Fall-Winter 2006 Update.

Serving as a mediator to coordinate and find
solutions that help communities impacted by
flood and erosion, specifically working with
communities such as the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough, Kenai Peninsula Borough, Kivalina,
Napaskiak, Newtok, and Shishmaref,

Helping educate the public, agencies
and communities about land
ownership issues, and taking an
active role in the 14(c) process.

Serving as a key facilitator in the
formation of regional governments
and the incorporation process

via providing staff for the Local
Boundary Commission.
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Working with communities to ensure
that they can sustain basic water/
utilities system operations via the Rural
Utility Business Advisor (RUBA). In
2006, RUBA staff made 188 trips to
167 different communities to conduct
utility assessments and provide a wide
variety of on-site assistance.

Working to support local governments
by providing information and resources
ranging from statutory guidelines,

election information, and training. In
2006, Division staff presented ten 32-hour Utility Management Classes in six different

regional centers throughout the state. Division staff also presented a number of
educational opportunities in the form of training and courses on Newly Elected Officials,
Title 29 information, and on-site training of local government issues.

Administrating a wide range of State and federal grants and other funding for
communities, on average grant administrators manage the equivalent of 314 grants each.
The Division is also responsible for allocating and disbursing financial aid to communities
such as Municipal Energy Assistance program (MEAP) and Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)

whenever funds are available.

Developing online resources to enable communities to plan better, have full accesr

to their own information, and contribute to growing mapping, photos, and document
resources. In 2.006, the Division brought new systems online such as the Municipal
Officials Directory and overhauled static web pages to make them more intuitive, easier

to navigate, and faster.

In 2006, the State Assessors Office monitored local assessment practices to assure
compliance with state and local assessment laws and practices, provided educational
training opportunities for assessment personnel, enabling competent job performance
and enhancing professional growth in order to focus on continued improvement of the
assessment processes and systems. These efforts assist in equalizing values around the
state to be used in conjunction with a variety of other programs, including educational

funding and various forms of revenue sharing.

Pap 3



rp> -

Mvlisim of Ntpor«

Success through Partnerships

The Division of Community Advocacy leverages its experience and resources through

key partnerships and relationships with local governments, non-profits, State and federal
agencies, as well as other entities. The Division works with a large number of partners on a
wide range of projects. The following are some key partnerships that have helped maximize

the positive impact of DCA on communities:

mAlaska Association of Assessing Officers (AAAO)
mAlaska Cooperative Extension College of Rural Alaska, UA Fairbanks

mAlaska Department of Labor
(AKDOL)

mAlaska Energy Authority (AEA)
mAlaska Federation of Natives

mAlaska Housing Finance
Corporation (AHFC)

mAlaska Inter-Tribal Council

mAlaska Mental Health Authority
mAlaska Municipal League (AML)
mAlaska State W ater Association

mA laska Training and Technical
Assistance Center (ATTAC)

mAlaska Native Tribal Health
Consortium (ANTHC)

Featured Partnership:

Denali Cem missien and DCA

mAlaska W ater and W astewater _ o o
Managers Association The Denali Commission is one of the Division’s key
) . partners. Through this partnership the Division plays a
mDenali Commission key role in the Denali Commissions PlanningWorkgroup
mDepartment of Environmental through which the Division is able to collaborate with
Conservation (DEC) other agencies. The Division also administers several
Denali Commission grants including the Mini-Grants
mDepartment of Natural Assistance Program and the Multi Use Facilities Grant
Resources (DNR) Program. Currently there are over 50 grants open rnd
mDepartment ofTransportation active, totaling about $15 million. The Research &Analysis
and Public Facilities section also works closely with Denali Commission
L _ to maintain the Plans Library and the Capital Project
mDivision of Homeland Security Database.
and Emergency Management



mEnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA)
mFederal Department of Defense

mFederal Department of Health & Social
Services

mFederal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA)

mHousing and Urban Development (HUD)

mInstitute of Social and Economic Research
(ISER)

* Internal Revenue Service
mMunicipal Clerks Association
mNational Rural W ater Association
mNorton Sound Health Corporation

mOffice of Economic Development,
DCCED

mRasmuson Foundation
mRegulatory Commission of Alaska (RCA)

mRural Alaska Fuel Services
mRurAL CAP Inc.

mRural Community Action
Corporation (RCAC)

mUS Corps of Engineers

mUS Department of Agriculture
(USDA)

mUS Economic Development
Administration (EDA)

mVillage Safe Water (VSW)

mYukon Kuskokwim Health
Corporation

And many more ...
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Financial A ssistance/GrantPrograms

The Division of Community Advocacy administers a number of programs

that provide financial assistance to communities to supplement local revenue
generation. A number of these revenue programs help allocate State or federal
funds to local communities. The Division also administers grant programs
which can help communities with the finances to build infrastructure needed

to support community rnd business development Federally funded programs
and State resources support this effort. Some of these programs continue from
year to year while others are special programs that have a limited time frame
or limited funding. Program staffare available to answer questions about the
various funding sources and help direct communities to the most appropriate

source for a proposed project.

Community Financial Assistance Programs

Federal Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) for Cities in the Unorganised

Borough

Division staff worked closely with U.S. Senator Ted Stevens to establish and administer this
program which expanded federal Payment in Lieu ofTaxes (PILT) payments to include cities
located in Alaska’s unorganized borough.The Division distributed $6,366,514 to 98 Alaska

cities in FY 07.These federal funds are especially crucial for many cities as they continue

to deal with increasing fuel costs, insurance, Public Employees’ Retirement System (PERS)

liabilities, and reduced revenues while attempting to provide basic public services.

Shared Fisheries Business Tax Program

This program provides for an annual sharing

of State fish tax collected outside of municipal
boundaries on the basis of 19 “fisheries
management areas." The funding available
within each of these areas is distributed among
municipalities in that area based on the level
of significant impacts resulting from fishing
industry activity compared to the level of
impacts experienced by other municipalities in
that area. In FY 07, $1,867,596 in State fisheries
business tax will be distributed to 106 eligible

municipalities.

fwr



Fisheries Resource Landing Tax

A Fisheries Resource Landing Tax is levied on processed fishery resources first landed
inAlaska or on any processed fishery resource subject to Sec. 2 10(f) of the American
Fisheries Act. The State tax is based on the unprocessed value of the resource. The
unprocessed value is determined by multiplying a statewide average price per pound
(based on Alaska Department of Fish and Game data) by the unprocessed weight. Fisheries
Resource Landing Tax is collected primarily from factory trawlers and floating processors
which process fishery resources outside of the State's three mile limit and bring their
products into Alaska for transshipment. The Fisheries Resource Landing Tax revenues are
allocated to eligible municipalities on the same basis as the Shared Fisheries Business Tax
Program.The Division will distribute $1,235,290 to eligible municipalities in FY 07.

N ational Forest Receipts

The Division distributes federal National Forest Receipts under the authority of

16 USC 500 and under AS 41.15.180.T he federal law was amended in 2000 under the
“Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act.” The Act provides that
for State fiscal years 2002 - 2007, the State shall receive an annual payment equal to

the average of the three highest National Forest Receipts payments made to the State
during fiscal years 1987 - 2000. In FY 07, the Division will allocate over $9 million to nine
boroughs, nineteen cities, four Regional Educational Attendance Areas (REAASs), and the

Metlakatla reservation.

If the Secure Rural Schools Act is not
extended, National Forest Receipt
payments in FY 2008 will revert back to
the original distribution formula. Under
that allocation formula, 25% of the annual
income derived from the National Forest
is returned to the State to be distributed
to communities located within the Forest
for the benefit of schools and roads.
Recent Forest Service estimates
show that under the original
distribution formula, National Forest

Receipt payments may decrease by
roughly 85% in FY 2008. This will place many of Southeast Alaska’s school districts in

serious financial difficulty a® they rely substantially on National Forest Receipts funding
for the operation of their schools. It is unclear how and if municipal s'-hool districts and
REAAs will be able to address these potentially large school funding shortfalls.
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M unicipality Energy Assistance Program

The State of Alaska implemented the Municipal Energy Assistance Program (MEAP) for

FY 2007; MEAP is an expanded version of the previous 2004 Small Municipality Energy
Assistance Program (SMEAP). Under the SMEAP, $6.45 million in fuel grants was allocated
to municipalities with populations less than 2,500 for the following prioritized uses: 1)
repay any indebtedness of the municipality to the Bulk Fuel Revolving Loan Fund; 2) repay
any indebtedness of the municipality to a fuel company or fuel vendor; and, 3) purchase fuel.

Under the MEAP, tho State Legislature appropriated $48 Million to all municipal
governments “for the purpose of defraying increased energy and other costs." Inorder
to qualify for funding,a municipality was required to submit I) a MEAP budget showing its
proposed use of grant funds; 2) a copy of its current year approved municipal budget; and,
3) acopy of its previous fiscal year municipal audit or certified financial statement.

With the elimination of funding for the long-standing State Revenue Sharing and Safe
Communities Programs in 2003, these two programs have been vital to local governments
in providing basic local government services and addressing increased fuel costs and

escalating local taxes.
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The Grants Section of the Division is responsible for administering a variety of
federal and State grant programs. Responsibilities include preparing, updating,

and amending federal and state plans for receipt of program dollars under each
program as well as quarterly reporting to the federal or state government. Staff
provides technical assistance to municipalities, unincorporated communities,
non-profit organizations, tribal governments, and the public on objectives of

each grant program; eligible recipients of grant funds for each program; specific
requirements and project eligibility for each program; and, reporting and record-
keeping requirements for each program. Staffare responsible for issuing notices of
funding availability; reviewing applications for eligibility; negotiating grant agreements;
writing, amending, monitoring, and terminating grant agreements; overseeing project
implementation to ensure compliance; and, processing and approving requests for

payment.

The Grant Section consists of 10 permanent staff including a Grant Manager;

eight Grant Administrators; and a Training Specialist There are also two non-
permanent Grant Administrators to help with specific projects. On average, Grants
Administrators manage the equivalent of 314 grants each. The Grants Section’

website is:

http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/grt/grantsMenu.cfm

Grants Tracking Information System D atabase

An Internet-based management system was completed in May 2000, for internal use by
the Division’s Grant Administrators.The database tracks detailed information needed

for all of the grants administered by the Division. View-only grant information from the
Grants Tracking System is available to the public in the Community Funding Database at:

http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/commdb/CF_Grants.htm

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program

The goal of the federally-funded Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program is to
enhance the quality of life for low and moderate-
in-.ome residents, particularly in rural Alaska.The
Program provides grants for public facilities and
planning activities that address conditions detrimental
to the health and safety of local residents.The grants
reduce the costs of essential community services.
Special economic development funds may be used to
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provide capital to assist in the creation or retention o( jobs that principally benefit low
and moderate-income persons. During FY 07, approximately $3.0 million was awarded in

grants.

During the fall of FY 07, Division staff provided four Grant Writing workshops in

communities throughout the state. Approximately 65 local government officials

participated.The purpose of the workshops was to provide an overview of the CDBG
grant program and to train potential grant
applicants how to successfully complete the
CDBG application packet. Feedback from the
workshops was very positive and the Division
hopes to continue and perhaps expand on
those in FY 08.

Community Services Block Grant
(CSBG) Program

The goal of the federal Community Services
Block Grant (CSBG) Program is to reduce
and/or prevent poverty through community-based educational activities, which lead
to I1greater degree of self-sufficiency on the part of low-income persons. Services are
provided through the state’s only Community Action Agency, RurALCAP. During FY 07,
approximately $2.4 million was made available to RurALCAP to provide eligible services
to people in poverty across the state.

Emergency Shelter Grant Program

The goals of the federal Emergency Shelter Grant Program are to assist with the following
activities relating to emergency shelter for the homeless: renovation, major rehabilitation,
or conversions of buildings for use as emergency shelters for the homeless; payment of
maintenance, operation, insurance, utilities, and furnishings; and, payment for provision

of essential community services including those concerned with employment, health,
substance abuse, education, food, or prevention. During FY 07, approximately $ 120,000

was made available statewide for the program.

Legislative Grants Program

Legislative grants are awarded by the
State Legislature, with final approval by
the Governor (delegated to a specific
Division for administration). It is the
Division’ responsibility to notify grantees
of their awards, develop and execute grant

agreements based on each project, monitor ~ F00d Bank of Alaska Trailer (Anchorage)



