What others say...

by Junie Leask
fisr the Tungdita Times

With the size of Alaska’s budget pie
shrinking due o decreased oil
revenues, the most pressing concern
of Alaska’s Legislature is determining
how (o maximize services while
MINIMIZING COSIS,

Estimates vary as (o the size of the
budget deficit and how fast the cur-
rently rising price of Alaska crude oil
will canse it 1o melt, but one thing is
certmin: the cost of basic services is
one that needs o be mel.

Some of the basic services provid-
ed by Revenue Sharing and Municipal
Assistance — fire and safety, health
and social welfare programs — will
most likely compnise the core of Gov
Cowper’s budgetary **boftom line. "™’
It is unlikely that these basic services
will sustain truly devastating cuts,

Still, it may be helpful to nsk whin
revenue sharimg really is, how much
of rural Alaska’s pie it occupics
and what the loss of the services it pro
vides would mean o some typical
communities in rural Alaska

Revenue sharing 15 the means
wherehy we attempt 10 equalize levels
of service to areas with unequal abili-
1y 1o pay for thoso services. The pro-
gram's dollars come from the state’s
generml fund, which is presently made
up almost entirely from ol industry
taxes,

In Fiscal Year 1986, the state
government’s oullay was about $60
million for Revenue Sharing and
Municipal Assistance. The budget for
Fiscal Year 1987 carries S48 million
i similar funding, a 20 percent cut.

What this means for rura) Alaskan
communities is reduced or nonexistent
services. The loss of things that all of
us in urban centers take for granted —
police and fire protection, outpatien!
clinics and hospitals und numerous
others — would severcly reduce the
quality of life in rural communitics.

Larger rural communities, such as
Kotzebue, count on about 18 percent
of their operating budgets coming
from such programs. For medium-
steed communities, such as Hydaburg,
these revenuves may count for 45 1o 'EO

State cuts may hurt
rural communities

percent of their operating budgets;
while the budgets of small villages
it Imm o 75 percent of their
e1s up from such fumds,
igure in the logs of federal revenue
shanng, which was eliminated this
year, and that of the state’s capital pro-
jects ﬁm which provided many of
the plready scarce employment oppor-
tunities available in t sh. Add 1o
that the uncernaim fate of Power Cost
Equalization and several other pro-
rams, and the picture for rural Alaska
gins 1o look very bleak indeed

IF thit weren't bad enough, per
capita income for many rurl com-
munities typically ranges anywhere
from one-third to one-cighth that of
Anchorsge or Junesu.

Accordimgly, repons of continued
cutbacks to revenue sharng  and
municipal assistance programs in the
20 percemt runge are downright
frightening. The elimination of such
payments, even if over several
years, would be devastating.

The state of Alaska has an invest-
ment in its rural ancas, What is at stake
15 nothing less than the future of our
state and the quality of life of s
residents,

For a community with little or po
lax base thit dises not opemie primari-
ly on a cash economy, severe cuts
could result in the creation of virtual
ghost lowns, as residents move 1o the
cities to take their chances on employ-
ment and services in the lurger populis-
lion centers.

It remaing to be seen whether the
costs of such a rndical social disloca-
tion would save the state any revenue
in the long run.

Cutbacks will undoubtedly affect us
all in the near future, ns the governor
and the state Legisiature haggle over
the cold, hard figures.

Rural Alaska will increasingly he
asked 10 raise more money locally for
the vision of services. But we
5hnumnh¢ wary of those who sec
revenue sharing and municipal
assistance as a convenient, big-ticke
ilem 1o cut.

N1 paying the rent may save you
from having to pay the light bill, but
it can get pretty cold out there.
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