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You asked for a history of revenue sharing in Alaska, and information on revenue sharing 
programs in other states. 

 

REVENUE SHARING 

Revenue sharing—also called “municipal assistance” or “state aid”—is a method states use to 
distribute a share of state revenues to local governments.  In this way, states provide assistance 
to communities to stabilize local governments, to help keep local property taxes at a reasonable 
rate, and to share any state taxes that are collected at the local level.  We do not include 
education funding in this definition. 
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau, states allocated about one-third of their expenditures for 
intergovernmental expenses or revenue sharing/municipal assistance in 2003—about $380 
billion.  The most frequently used revenue sources are state income and sales taxes, as well as 
such sources as state property taxes, fuel and motor vehicle license taxes, cigarette and alcohol 
taxes, and gambling revenues. States determine distribution by a variety of methods, such as: 

♦ population;  

♦ origin—based on local contribution for a particular tax;  

♦ property tax reimbursement—reimbursing localities for local taxes lost on 
state-owned property, for example; and  

♦ tax effort, or need—based on factors such as the local government’s 
available tax base and/or per capita income, employment/unemployment, 
and poverty rate.1 

As a point of interest, according to U.S. Census Bureau figures, in 2003 Alaska ranked 41st 
among the states in the amount of total expenditures for revenue sharing and 49th according 
to the percentage of total expenditures allocated to revenue sharing. In terms of per capita 
revenue sharing, however, Alaska ranked 7th.  

  

A HISTORY OF REVENUE SHARING AND MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE IN ALASKA2 

As you may know, Alaska lawmakers instituted revenue sharing in Alaska in 1969, long before oil 
revenues began flowing into the state.  The legislature’s intent was to strengthen local 
governments by easing fiscal problems, to encourage local governments to provide adequate 
levels of services, and to stabilize or reduce local property taxes.  This revenue sharing program 
reimbursed communities for certain local services, such as police protection, fire protection, and 
road maintenance.  Communities were reimbursed on a per capita basis for services they 
provided, but they were not required to use the funds for those particular services. 

In 1980, the legislature refined the program in response to critics who claimed that the plan 
unfairly benefited wealthy communities.  The new plan included reimbursement for local services, 
but the majority of the funding—about two-thirds—was distributed according to a formula that 
factored in the size of the community, the fiscal effort of the community (how much the community 
collected in local taxes and fees), and the community’s resources (the community’s tax base in 
relation to the full assessed value of real property).   

In 1978, the legislature adopted a municipal assistance program to replace the Gross Receipts 
Business Tax.  The state returned 60 percent of the gross receipts tax to the communities where 
it was collected.  Businesses disliked the gross receipts tax, but communities depended on it as 
                                                      

1 Michigan’s Revenue Sharing Program:  History, Description, and a Brief Comparison to Other States, Michigan 
Senate Fiscal Agency, February 1996, p. 24. 

2 Some historical information in this section is summarized from Legislative Research Services report 87.073.  We 
include a copy of this report as Attachment A. 
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an important source of revenue.  Under the municipal assistance program, the legislature pledged 
to distribute a base amount to communities, equal to the amount they had received from the 
gross receipts tax in FY78. In FY97, the legislature renamed the municipal assistance program, 
calling it the “Safe Communities” program.  While the municipal assistance program did not 
specify how communities were to use the funds, the safe communities program stipulated that 
communities use funds for specific public safety and health services (although communities could 
use the funds for other public services). 

Table 1 shows the total amount of revenue sharing and municipal assistance distributed to Alaska 
communities since FY 1970. 

 

Table 1:  Funding for Alaska Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance, 
FY1970-2004 

 

 

 

 

Fiscal Year Revenue Sharing Municipal Assistance/ 
Safe Communities* Total

1970 $2,020,000  -- $2,020,000
1971 $6,500,000  -- $6,500,000
1972 $7,085,000  -- $7,085,000
1973 $8,215,000  -- $8,215,000
1974 $8,777,000  -- $8,777,000
1975 $12,458,626  -- $12,458,626
1976 $15,130,100  -- $15,130,100
1977 $16,596,657  -- $16,596,657
1978 $18,656,800  -- $18,656,800
1979 $26,944,912  -- $26,944,912
1980 $51,900,000 $11,399,999 $63,299,999
1981 $55,707,600 $56,496,000 $112,203,600
1982 $55,707,600 $87,929,546 $143,637,146
1983 $55,721,000 $71,300,000 $127,021,000
1984 $57,950,000 $70,500,000 $128,450,000
1985 $60,350,000 $81,306,800 $141,656,800
1986 $59,632,200 $81,306,800 $140,939,000
1987 $47,879,100 $65,858,500 $113,737,600
1988 $40,773,400 $56,084,400 $96,857,800
1989 $40,773,400 $56,084,400 $96,857,800
1990 $38,347,000 $52,747,000 $91,094,000
1991 $38,347,000 $49,103,200 $87,450,200
1992 $38,347,000 $46,648,000 $84,995,000
1993 $35,279,200 $42,916,200 $78,195,400
1994 $32,809,700 $39,912,100 $72,721,800
1995 $28,249,100 $34,364,400 $62,613,500
1996 $26,271,700 $31,959,000 $58,230,700
1997 $24,170,000 $29,402,300 $53,572,300
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In 2003, the governor vetoed the funding for the revenue sharing and municipal assistance 
programs.3  In lieu of those funds, the state distributed a total of $15 million as a one-time 
payment to communities.  This distribution was a portion of a one-time payment of $25 million 
from the federal government under the State Fiscal Relief Plan, which was part of the Jobs and 
Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003.4  Small communities received a minimum payment 
of $40,000; larger communities received an amount determined by the municipal revenue sharing 
formula.  Communities were able to spend the funds as they chose—the state attached no 
restrictions to the funding. 

 

OTHER ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNITIES 

Although the revenue sharing and municipal assistance/safe communities programs were 
terminated, the state continues to share a portion of certain taxes with municipalities, as follows: 

♦ Aviation Motor Fuel Tax:  60 percent of the tax collected at municipally 
owned or leased and operated airports is returned to the municipality. 

♦ Electric Cooperative Tax:  Electric cooperative taxes are based on kilowatt-
hours sold by qualified electric cooperatives, and 100 percent of the tax is 
returned to cities and organized boroughs where the tax was collected. 

                                                      
3 Governor Murkowski also vetoed the Municipal Capital Matching Grants program in 2003.  Letter from Governor 

Murkowski to local communities, June 9, 2003. 

4 This act, HR 2, passed in May 2003. 

Table 1, Continued

Fiscal Year Revenue Sharing Municipal Assistance/ 
Safe Communities* Total

1998 $22,719,800 $27,638,200 $50,358,000
1999 $21,583,800 $26,256,300 $47,840,100
2000 $14,389,200 $17,504,200 $31,893,400
2001 $12,855,200 $15,638,200 $28,493,400
2002 $12,855,200 $16,775,500 $29,630,700
2003 $12,855,200 $16,775,500 $29,630,700
2004 ** $0 $0 $0

Total $1,007,857,495 $1,085,906,545 $2,093,764,040
Notes:  *The "Municipal Assistance" program became the "Safe Communities" program in FY97.  The Municipal 
Assistance program did not specify how communities were to use the funds; the Safe Communities program stipulated 
that communities use funds for specific public safety and health services, although communities could use the funds 
for other public services.
**The governor vetoed funding for both programs for FY2004.

Source:  Legislative Finance Historical Budgets.
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♦ Fisheries Business Tax:  50 percent of the tax is returned to municipalities 
where fisheries resources were processed. 

♦ Fishery Resource Landing Tax: 50 percent of the tax is returned to the 
municipalities where fisheries resources were landed. 

♦ Telephone Cooperative Tax:  As with the electric cooperative tax, 100 
percent of the tax is shared with organized cities and boroughs where the 
revenue was earned. 

♦ Liquor License Fees:  These are biennial retail license fees, and are shared 
with municipalities where the fee was collected.5 

These shared taxes and fees are separate from revenue sharing and municipal assistance. In 
FY2004, the state distributed more than $23 million from these taxes and fees to various 
communities around the state.6   

In addition to the shared taxes and fees, rural communities may also receive state assistance 
through the Power Cost Equalization (PCE) program and the Bulk Fuel Revolving Loan program 
(loans of up to $300,000 per fiscal year).  The legislature approved $18.7 million in funds for PCE 
for FY06.  The Alaska Energy Authority administers both programs. 

Communities may also apply to DCCED for a variety of programs that distribute federal money in 
the forms of grants and special funds, through such sources as the Alaska Coastal Management 
Program, Community Development Block Grants, National Forest Receipts, and National 
Petroleum Reserve-A (NPR-A) Grants.7  

 

IMPACT OF REDUCTIONS IN REVENUE SHARING AND MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE 
ON ALASKA COMMUNITIES 

As we mentioned above, Governor Murkowski vetoed funding for the revenue sharing and safe 
communities/municipal assistance programs for FY2004, and the funds were not reinstated in 
FY05 or FY06.  The impact on Alaska communities varied, but small communities in particular 
have felt the reduction of state aid most severely.  The loss of the two major state aid programs, 
combined with increases in insurance premiums, fuel costs and transportation, and retirement 
plan costs, has left many communities in financial distress.  According to DCCED and the Alaska 
Municipal League (AML), about 80 of Alaska’s local governments are experiencing financial 
hardship.  Of those, 14 have ceased day-to-day operations or transferred their operations to 
another entity (such as a tribal government), although two of those cities have continued to 

                                                      
5 Shared Taxes and Fees Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2004, Tax Division, Alaska Department of Revenue, p.6. 

6 Shared Taxes and Fees Annual Report, p.1. 

7 “Grants and Revenue Sharing Programs,” Division of Community Advocacy, Department of Commerce, 
Community, and Economic Development, http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/grt/allgrants.htm.  
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maintain a bare minimum presence (holding elections and council meetings, but providing no 
services) in order to maximize any revenue coming into the community.8   

Other communities face extreme financial problems, including unpaid judgments, lawsuits for 
which they cannot afford legal council, large unpaid debts owed to organizations such as the IRS 
for back payroll taxes, and delinquent fuel loans owed to the state. Some communities have 
transferred water and sewer operations to other entities in order to eliminate those expenditures.  
DCCED identified 18 communities with severe problems. 

According to DCCED, an additional 46 communities are struggling with finances and/or have 
made significant reductions in core services.  The problems these communities face—including 
large debts owed to the IRS or to PERS for delinquent payroll contributions, delinquent fuel loans 
and insurance payments due to the state, and elimination of core government services such as 
police protection and road maintenance—are so severe that officials estimate the communities 
could be insolvent in two years.9 

Table 2 shows the communities identified by DCCED and the AML in each category.  It is 
important to note that the majority of these communities—about 75 percent—have populations of 
fewer than 500 residents. 

Table 2:  Alaska Communities at Risk 

 

                                                      
8 For example, the city clerk in Holy Cross now works as a volunteer, coming into City Hall to prepare the space for 

fundraisers, open mail, and pay bills.  “Loss of Revenue Sharing Hits Villages Hard,” Anchorage Daily News, September 
18, 2005. 

9  “Status Update (DCCED 3/1/05) Municipal Governments,” Division of Community Advocacy, Department of 
Commerce, Community, and Economic Development, March 1, 2005; “Appendix D:  Communities at Risk,” Preliminary 
Report to the Local Boundary Commission Regarding the Proposal to Incorporate the City of Naukati, Department of 
Commerce, Community, and Economic Development, September 2005; “Mayors:  Cities on Verge of Disaster,” Juneau 
Empire, April 22, 2005. 

Communities That Have Discontinued Municipal Operations

Communities with Significant Financial Problems

Communities at Risk

Ahkiok, Ambler, Holy Cross, Kiana, Kivalina, Kobuk, Kupreanof, Kwethluck, Mekoryuk, Nikolai, Noatak, Platinum, 
Quinhagak, Russian Mission

Allakaket, Buckland, Chevak, Ekwok, Goodnews Bay, Grayling, Hydaburg, Lower Kalskag, Napaskiak, Numan Iqua, 
Pilot Point, Point Hope, St. George, Shageluk, Shishmaref, Toksook Bay, Upper Kalskag, Wales

Akiak, Alakanuk, Anaktuvuk Pass, Angoon, Atquasuk, Brevig Mission, Chignik, Chuathbaluk, Clark's Point, Deering, 
Diomede, Eek, Emmonak, Gambell, Golovin, Hooper Bay, Kaktovik, Kotlik, Koyuk, Koyukuk, Mountain Village, 
Napakiak, New Stuyahok, Nightmute, Nondalton, Noorvik, Nuiqsut, Nulato, Old Harbor, Pelican, Pilot Station, Port 
Heiden, Port Lions, Ruby, St. Michael, Savoonga, Scammon Bay, Selawik, Shaktoolik, Shungnak, Stebbins, Tanana, 
Teller, Tenakee Springs, Togiak, Wainwright

Notes:  About 75 percent of these communities have populations of fewer than 500 residents.

Sources:  Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development; Alaska Municipal League; 
Anchorage Daily News .
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In an effort to mitigate some of the impact of rising costs and reduced revenues, the governor 
introduced legislation in 2005 to assist local governments.  Senate Bill 46 provided about $18.5 
million in funding, which was distributed to 74 communities to assist member political subdivisions 
with increased employer costs for the Public Employees Retirement System.10  Funds were 
allocated based on anticipated increased costs for each eligible local government for FY06. 

Senate Bill 98, the “fast track supplemental,” included about $6.5 million for grants from the small 
community energy assistance program for FY05.11  This legislation required that the grants first 
be used to pay off any outstanding debts owed to the Bulk Fuel Revolving Loan Fund.  Cities and 
boroughs could then use any remaining funds to purchase fuel.  Communities received funds 
based on population—about 135 communities with up to 2,499 residents (including the 
communities listed in Table 2) received amounts ranging from about $22,400 to $67,200.  Only 
organized cities and boroughs were eligible for these funds.  

In 2005, Alaska legislators also identified several approaches to help solve local governments’ 
financial difficulties, including the following: 

♦ a plan to ask voter approval for using the Alaska Permanent Fund to send a 
total of $150 million per year to communities across the state,  

♦ a proposal to provide municipal aid grants of $50,000 to Alaska cities, and  

♦ a bill appropriating almost $60 million in general funds to reinstate revenue 
sharing and safe communities/municipal assistance.12   

None of the proposals came to the floor for action, but remained in committee. 

 

REVENUE SHARING IN OTHER STATES 

All states participate to some extent in revenue sharing with local governments.  Most states 
identify revenue from specific taxes for revenue sharing, but some also appropriate general fund 
monies to local communities.  For example,  

♦ In Arizona, the state collects city sales taxes and county excise taxes and 
returns those revenues to the local governments.  Local governments also 
receive mining severance tax revenues.  In addition, the state shares motor 
fuel taxes, state sales and income taxes, and lottery revenues with cities and 
counties. 

                                                      
10 Ch. 3, FSSLA 05. 

11 Ch. 6, SLA 05. 

12 CSHB 144 (STA), CSHB 49 (CRA), and HB 36.  “Bill Would Send Millions to Beleaguered Cities,” Juneau Empire, 
March 5, 2005;  “Voters May Decide on PFD Funds for Cities,” Anchorage Daily News, March 9, 2005; “Bill History,” 
BASIS, Legislative Affairs Agency. 
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♦ Hawaii contributes very little in the way of actual revenue sharing (about 
$100 per capita), but provides all K-12 education funding statewide. 

♦ In Oregon, local governments receive a portion of beer and wine taxes, 
cigarette taxes, and lottery proceeds. 

♦ In Washington, the state collects all local and state taxes, and returns local 
tax revenues to counties and cities minus a small administrative fee.  Cities 
and counties also receive a portion of state liquor and motor fuel taxes. 

Table 3 shows revenue sharing practices in selected states. We also include several tables 
showing 2003 Census Bureau figures for the amount of revenue sharing by state, state rankings 
by amount and percentage of total expenditures allocated to revenue sharing, and state ranking 
by per capita revenue sharing (Tables 4-7).   

 

 

 

I hope you find this information to be useful.  Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have 
questions or need additional information. 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



State Program

Arizona

The state collects city sales taxes and county excise taxes for communities, and returns those funds to the local 
governments.  The Highway User Revenue Fund, which includes fuel taxes and motor carrier fees and taxes, and the Vehicle 
License Tax are distributed to counties, cities, and towns according to a complex formula spelled out in statute.  The Arizona 
Lottery also provides funding for local governments, through the Local Transportation Assistance Fund, which is distributed to 
counties, cities, and towns based on population.  Cities and towns receive a minimum payment of $10,000.  The state also 
distributes a portion of state sales and income taxes (13.6 percent of the net proceeds from income taxes from the fiscal year 
two years prior) to counties, cities, and towns, based on population.  In addition, municipalities receive 38.16 percent and 
counties receive 61.84 percent of mining severance taxes.

California

Counties and cities receive distributions from the motor vehicle license fee based on population, and the highway users tax 
revenues (which include motor fuel taxes) based on a formula set out in statute that includes local tax collections and the 
proportion of registered vehicles in the city or county.  The state also distributes 1/2 of one percent of sales taxes for local 
public safety needs according to local taxable sales.

Florida

Local governments receive a share of fuel tax revenues based on a weighted formula that includes size, population, and tax 
collections.  Counties and municipalities receive a share of the alcohol beverage license tax--24 percent of the taxes 
collected within counties, and 38 percent within municipalities.  Florida's Revenue Sharing Program includes 2.9 percent of 
cigarette tax collections and 2.044 percent of sales and use tax collections.  Counties receive a portion of these revenues 
based on a weighted "apportionment factor" that includes population and sales tax collections.  Counties also receive a 
portion of the almost $30 million appropriated from sales and use tax revenues to be equally distributed to each county.  
Funds from the Municipal Revenue Sharing Program (consisting of a portion of sales and use taxes, alternative fuel user 
decal collections, and municipal fuel taxes) and the Communications Services Tax are also distributed according to formula.  
The state returns 44 percent of the 911 fee to local governments.  A portion of mineral and oil and gas severance taxes go to 
the local area in which the resources were located..

Illinois

The state distributes one percent of sales taxes based upon local sales, one-tenth of the income tax and a portion of the 
sales use tax based on population, and a portion of corporate income taxes based on the amount collected from the 
municipality to all counties and municipalities.  The state also distributes 41.6 percent of the motor fuel tax to local 
governments and 49 percent to municipalities, based on population.

Maine The state distributes 5.2 percent of all sales, corporate, and individual income taxes to municipalities, based on a formula that 
includes population and property tax assessments.

Maryland

Counties and municipalities receive business license fees from the state, based on origin of fees and less a three-percent 
administrative fee.  The state distributes 30 percent of highway user revenues (gas tax, vehicle title tax, rental sales and use 
tax, and specified vehicle registration fees) to counties based on county road mileage and vehicle registrations.  Counties 
then share the funds with municipalities within the county:  one-half is divided between the county and municipalities based 
on road mileage, and one-half based on vehicle registrations.  Eligible counties may also receive state aid for fire, rescue, 
and ambulance services, and for police protection.  Aid for fire and rescue is based on the number of tax accounts in each 
county, with a minimum of two percent of the funds going to each county.  Police aid is based on population, net taxable 
income, assessable tax base, and per capita police expenditures.  Local governments may also receipt a supplemental grant 

Table 3:  Revenue Sharing Programs in Selected States
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State Program

Massachusetts
Municipalities receive a portion of proceeds from the state lottery, which is distributed based on a weighted formula based on 
population and property valuations.  The state also distributes "Additional Assistance" to communities through a general fund 
appropriation, and 1/3 of one percent of racing revenues to those communities that have racetracks.

Michigan
Cities, villages, and townships receive about 36 percent of state sales tax revenues, based on a complex formula that 
includes a taxable value factor (a community's ability to raise revenue) and a population type factor.  Counties receive 25 
percent of sales tax revenue, distributed on a per capita basis. 

Mississippi

Counties receive a portion of the following taxes: gaming fees and taxes, alcoholic beverage tax, oil severance tax, gas 
severance tax, auto tag fees, petroleum tax, and payments in lieu of taxes for the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) and 
nuclear power plants.  Municipalities receive a portion of the following taxes: state sales tax, gaming fees and taxes, alcoholic 
beverage tax, and payment in lieu of taxes for the TVA.

Nevada

Local governments receive revenues through a "Consolidated Tax," which includes portions of basic and supplemental 
city/county tax relief revenue (one-half of one percent of all taxable sales and taxable items of use), cigarette tax (5 mills per 
cigarette) liquor taxes (50 cents per gallon for items containing over 22 percent alcohol), motor vehicle tax, and real property 
transfer tax.  Each year, the distribution is increased or decreased based on the CPI.

Oregon
A portion of the beer and wine tax that goes to the general fund is distributed to cities (20 percent) and counties (10 percent).  
In addition, local governments receive a portion of state lottery proceeds, and two cents per pack of the state cigarette tax.

Washington

The state distributes 35 percent of the basic liquor tax to local governments:  20 percent to counties and 80 percent to cities.  
Half of the revenues from beer and wine taxes go to local governments:  0.3 percent to border counties and cities for law 
enforcement costs, 10 percent to counties, and 40 percent to cities.  The liquor, beer, and wine taxes are distributed to 
counties based on the unincorporated population, and to cities based on the incorporated population.  The state also 
distributes a portion of the motor vehicle fuel tax to cities and counties, based on a complex formula.  (The state also collects 
a variety of local taxes and returns them to the local government minus a one percent administrative fee.)

Wisconsin
All counties and municipalities in Wisconsin receive two kinds of shared revenue:  a per capita payment, and "aidable 
revenues" based on per capita property values.  Some communities also qualify for a "utility payment," which includes 
payment for utility companies taxed by the state, for spent nuclear fuel storage, and electrical generating plants.

Wyoming

The state distributes about 1/3 of state sales taxes to local governments.  Each county receives $40,000 annually, and any 
remainder is distributed to the counties based on population.  The state uses the same method to distribute 1/3 of state use 
tax revenues to counties, with each county initially receiving $10,000.  Counties receive a portion of fuel tax and severance 
tax revenues, based on a complex formula that includes area, population, and assessed property values. About 75 percent of 
cigarette tax revenues are distributed to counties, cities, and towns based on sales. 

Table 3:  Revenue Sharing Programs in Selected States (contd.)

Sources:  "Revenue Distributions List," Arizona Department of Revenue; Arizona Department of Revenue 2002 Annual Report;  "Shared Revenue Estimates, Fiscal Year 2005-2006, Office of the 
Controller, State of California; California Government Code, Revenue and Taxation Code, and Streets and Highways Code; 2004 Local Government Financial Information Handbook , Florida 
Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations; "Municipal Revenue Sources," Municipal Finance Series , Illinois Office of Local Government Management Services;   "State and Municipal 
Revenue Sharing," Maine State Treasurer's Office;  State Shared and State Administered Local Revenues , Maryland Municipal League, February 2005;   "Cherry Sheet Receipt Programs," 
Massachusetts Department of Revenue; "Michigan State Revenue Sharing," Michigan Department of Revenue; "General Fund Receipts, Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2004," Mississippi State Tax 
Commission; Nevada Department of Taxation Annual Report Fiscal 2003-2004 ; "2006-07 Governor's Recommended Budget," Oregon Division of Management and Budget, "2005-2007 Tax 
Expenditures Report," Oregon Department of Revenue; Tax Reference Manual , Washington Department of Revenue; 2003 Annual Report , Wyoming Department of Revenue; Wyoming Statutes.
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Table 4:  Amount of Revenue Sharing by State

State
Total 

Expenditures
 (in thousands)

Amount to 
Revenue Sharing

(in thousands)

Per Capita 
Revenue 
Sharing 
(in dollars)

Percent of 
Total 

Expenditures
Alabama $18,471,110.0 $4,074,005.0 $905 22%
Alaska $8,121,540.0 $1,091,391.0 $1,684 13%
Arizona $19,606,017.0 $6,936,753.0 $1,243 35%
Arkansas $12,084,818.0 $3,210,582.0 $1,177 27%
California $204,438,461.0 $84,468,847.0 $2,382 41%
Colorado $17,690,925.0 $4,666,350.0 $1,026 26%
Connecticut $20,721,194.0 $3,030,485.0 $869 15%
Delaware $4,857,901.0 $903,476.0 $1,104 19%
Florida $56,317,331.0 $14,460,722.0 $851 26%
Georgia $32,526,824.0 $9,016,458.0 $1,039 28%
Hawaii $7,611,286.0 $125,434.0 $100 2%
Idaho $5,415,138.0 $1,449,076.0 $1,060 27%
Illinois $51,291,090.0 $13,369,662.0 $1,057 26%
Indiana $23,089,940.0 $6,760,945.0 $1,090 29%
Iowa $13,088,000.0 $3,442,552.0 $1,170 26%
Kansas $10,954,011.0 $2,925,220.0 $1,073 27%
Kentucky $19,116,816.0 $3,693,634.0 $870 19%
Louisiana $18,681,314.0 $4,329,053.0 $963 23%
Maine $6,706,116.0 $1,051,164.0 $803 16%
Maryland $24,592,128.0 $5,358,342.0 $972 22%
Massachusetts $32,710,435.0 $6,435,841.0 $1,002 20%
Michigan $51,016,280.0 $19,851,778.0 $1,969 39%
Minnesota $28,898,514.0 $9,618,471.0 $1,899 33%
Mississippi $13,502,885.0 $3,665,580.0 $1,271 27%
Missouri $21,566,197.0 $5,159,094.0 $902 24%
Montana $4,436,890.0 $938,000.0 $1,022 21%
Nebraska $6,823,849.0 $1,784,749.0 $1,027 26%
Nevada $7,816,481.0 $2,648,660.0 $1,181 34%
New Hampshire $5,276,466.0 $1,283,091.0 $995 24%
New Jersey $44,947,598.0 $8,997,417.0 $1,041 20%
New Mexico $10,672,603.0 $2,951,328.0 $1,571 28%
New York $127,475,233.0 $40,874,514.0 $2,128 32%
North Carolina $34,360,977.0 $10,356,152.0 $1,230 30%
North Dakota $3,121,369.0 $606,096.0 $958 19%
Ohio $56,392,224.0 $15,249,395.0 $1,333 27%
Oklahoma $15,125,090.0 $3,395,494.0 $968 22%
Oregon $18,005,773.0 $4,071,501.0 $1,142 23%
Pennsylvania $57,428,466.0 $11,943,470.0 $965 21%
Rhode Island $5,976,510.0 $828,198.0 $770 14%
South Carolina $21,039,752.0 $4,155,920.0 $1,002 20%
South Dakota $2,898,044.0 $514,949.0 $673 18%
Tennessee $21,021,917.0 $4,952,923.0 $847 24%
Texas $76,386,043.0 $17,332,957.0 $784 23%
Utah $10,252,051.0 $2,165,151.0 $921 21%
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Table 4:  Amount of Revenue Sharing by State

State
Total 

Expenditures
 (in thousands)

Amount to 
Revenue Sharing

(in thousands)

Per Capita 
Revenue 
Sharing 
(in dollars)

Percent of 
Total 

Expenditures
Vermont $3,858,957.0 $938,085.0 $1,515 24%
Virginia $29,129,136.0 $8,352,635.0 $1,134 29%
Washington $32,600,336.0 $6,785,341.0 $1,107 21%
West Virginia $10,003,729.0 $1,544,758.0 $853 15%
Wisconsin $27,658,175.0 $9,478,166.0 $1,731 34%
Wyoming $3,264,439.0 $952,705.0 $1,898 29%
Total United States $1,359,048,379.0 $382,196,570.0 $1,317 28%
Note:  These figures do not  include education funding.

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau.
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Table 5:  States Ranked by Amount Allocated to Revenue Sharing

Rank by 
Amount State

Total 
Expenditures
 (in thousands)

Amount to 
Revenue Sharing

(in thousands)

Per Capita 
Revenue Sharing 

(in dollars)
1 California $204,438,461.0 $84,468,847.0 $2,382
2 New York $127,475,233.0 $40,874,514.0 $2,128
3 Michigan $51,016,280.0 $19,851,778.0 $1,969
4 Texas $76,386,043.0 $17,332,957.0 $784
5 Ohio $56,392,224.0 $15,249,395.0 $1,333
6 Florida $56,317,331.0 $14,460,722.0 $851
7 Illinois $51,291,090.0 $13,369,662.0 $1,057
8 Pennsylvania $57,428,466.0 $11,943,470.0 $965
9 North Carolina $34,360,977.0 $10,356,152.0 $1,230

10 Minnesota $28,898,514.0 $9,618,471.0 $1,899
11 Wisconsin $27,658,175.0 $9,478,166.0 $1,731
12 Georgia $32,526,824.0 $9,016,458.0 $1,039
13 New Jersey $44,947,598.0 $8,997,417.0 $1,041
14 Virginia $29,129,136.0 $8,352,635.0 $1,134
15 Arizona $19,606,017.0 $6,936,753.0 $1,243
16 Washington $32,600,336.0 $6,785,341.0 $1,107
17 Indiana $23,089,940.0 $6,760,945.0 $1,090
18 Massachusetts $32,710,435.0 $6,435,841.0 $1,002
19 Maryland $24,592,128.0 $5,358,342.0 $972
20 Missouri $21,566,197.0 $5,159,094.0 $902
21 Tennessee $21,021,917.0 $4,952,923.0 $847
22 Colorado $17,690,925.0 $4,666,350.0 $1,026
23 Louisiana $18,681,314.0 $4,329,053.0 $963
24 South Carolina $21,039,752.0 $4,155,920.0 $1,002
25 Alabama $18,471,110.0 $4,074,005.0 $905
26 Oregon $18,005,773.0 $4,071,501.0 $1,142
27 Kentucky $19,116,816.0 $3,693,634.0 $870
28 Mississippi $13,502,885.0 $3,665,580.0 $1,271
29 Iowa $13,088,000.0 $3,442,552.0 $1,170
30 Oklahoma $15,125,090.0 $3,395,494.0 $968
31 Arkansas $12,084,818.0 $3,210,582.0 $1,177
32 Connecticut $20,721,194.0 $3,030,485.0 $869
33 New Mexico $10,672,603.0 $2,951,328.0 $1,571
34 Kansas $10,954,011.0 $2,925,220.0 $1,073
35 Nevada $7,816,481.0 $2,648,660.0 $1,181
36 Utah $10,252,051.0 $2,165,151.0 $921
37 Nebraska $6,823,849.0 $1,784,749.0 $1,027
38 West Virginia $10,003,729.0 $1,544,758.0 $853
39 Idaho $5,415,138.0 $1,449,076.0 $1,060
40 New Hampshire $5,276,466.0 $1,283,091.0 $995
41 Alaska $8,121,540.0 $1,091,391.0 $1,684
42 Maine $6,706,116.0 $1,051,164.0 $803
43 Wyoming $3,264,439.0 $952,705.0 $1,898
44 Vermont $3,858,957.0 $938,085.0 $1,515
45 Montana $4,436,890.0 $938,000.0 $1,022
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Table 5:  States Ranked by Amount Allocated to Revenue Sharing

Rank by 
Amount State

Total 
Expenditures
 (in thousands)

Amount to 
Revenue Sharing

(in thousands)

Per Capita 
Revenue Sharing 

(in dollars)
46 Delaware $4,857,901.0 $903,476.0 $1,104
47 Rhode Island $5,976,510.0 $828,198.0 $770
48 North Dakota $3,121,369.0 $606,096.0 $958
49 South Dakota $2,898,044.0 $514,949.0 $673
50 Hawaii $7,611,286.0 $125,434.0 $100

Total United States $1,359,048,379.0 $382,196,570.0 $1,317
Note:  These figures do not  include education funding.

Source:  "State Government Finances:  2003," 2003 Survey of State Government Finances,  Governments Division, 
U. S. Census Bureau, February 2005.
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Table 6:  States Ranked by Percent of Expenditures Allocated to 
Revenue Sharing

Rank by 
Percent State

Total 
Expenditures
 (in thousands)

Amount to Revenue 
Sharing

(in thousands)

Percent of Total 
Expenditures

1 California $204,438,461.0 $84,468,847.0 41%
2 Michigan $51,016,280.0 $19,851,778.0 39%
3 Arizona $19,606,017.0 $6,936,753.0 35%
4 Wisconsin $27,658,175.0 $9,478,166.0 34%
5 Nevada $7,816,481.0 $2,648,660.0 34%
6 Minnesota $28,898,514.0 $9,618,471.0 33%
7 New York $127,475,233.0 $40,874,514.0 32%
8 North Carolina $34,360,977.0 $10,356,152.0 30%
9 Indiana $23,089,940.0 $6,760,945.0 29%

10 Wyoming $3,264,439.0 $952,705.0 29%
11 Virginia $29,129,136.0 $8,352,635.0 29%
12 Georgia $32,526,824.0 $9,016,458.0 28%
13 New Mexico $10,672,603.0 $2,951,328.0 28%
14 Mississippi $13,502,885.0 $3,665,580.0 27%
15 Ohio $56,392,224.0 $15,249,395.0 27%
16 Idaho $5,415,138.0 $1,449,076.0 27%
17 Kansas $10,954,011.0 $2,925,220.0 27%
18 Arkansas $12,084,818.0 $3,210,582.0 27%
19 Colorado $17,690,925.0 $4,666,350.0 26%
20 Iowa $13,088,000.0 $3,442,552.0 26%
21 Nebraska $6,823,849.0 $1,784,749.0 26%
22 Illinois $51,291,090.0 $13,369,662.0 26%
23 Florida $56,317,331.0 $14,460,722.0 26%
24 New Hampshire $5,276,466.0 $1,283,091.0 24%
25 Vermont $3,858,957.0 $938,085.0 24%
26 Missouri $21,566,197.0 $5,159,094.0 24%
27 Tennessee $21,021,917.0 $4,952,923.0 24%
28 Louisiana $18,681,314.0 $4,329,053.0 23%
29 Texas $76,386,043.0 $17,332,957.0 23%
30 Oregon $18,005,773.0 $4,071,501.0 23%
31 Oklahoma $15,125,090.0 $3,395,494.0 22%
32 Alabama $18,471,110.0 $4,074,005.0 22%
33 Maryland $24,592,128.0 $5,358,342.0 22%
34 Montana $4,436,890.0 $938,000.0 21%
35 Utah $10,252,051.0 $2,165,151.0 21%
36 Washington $32,600,336.0 $6,785,341.0 21%
37 Pennsylvania $57,428,466.0 $11,943,470.0 21%
38 New Jersey $44,947,598.0 $8,997,417.0 20%
39 South Carolina $21,039,752.0 $4,155,920.0 20%
40 Massachusetts $32,710,435.0 $6,435,841.0 20%
41 North Dakota $3,121,369.0 $606,096.0 19%
42 Kentucky $19,116,816.0 $3,693,634.0 19%
43 Delaware $4,857,901.0 $903,476.0 19%
44 South Dakota $2,898,044.0 $514,949.0 18%
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Table 6:  States Ranked by Percent of Expenditures Allocated to 
Revenue Sharing

Rank by 
Percent State

Total 
Expenditures
 (in thousands)

Amount to Revenue 
Sharing

(in thousands)

Percent of Total 
Expenditures

45 Maine $6,706,116.0 $1,051,164.0 16%
46 West Virginia $10,003,729.0 $1,544,758.0 15%
47 Connecticut $20,721,194.0 $3,030,485.0 15%
48 Rhode Island $5,976,510.0 $828,198.0 14%
49 Alaska $8,121,540.0 $1,091,391.0 13%
50 Hawaii $7,611,286.0 $125,434.0 2%

Total United States $1,359,048,379.0 $382,196,570.0 28%
Note:  These figures do not  include education funding.

Source:  "State Government Finances:  2003," 2003 Survey of State Government Finances,  Governments Division, U. 
S. Census Bureau, February 2005.
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Table 7:  States Ranked by Per Capita Amount of Revenue Sharing

Rank by Per 
Capita State Total Expenditures

 (in thousands)

Amount to Revenue 
Sharing

(in thousands)

Per Capita Revenue 
Sharing 
(in dollars)

1 California $204,438,461.0 $84,468,847.0 $2,382
2 New York $127,475,233.0 $40,874,514.0 $2,128
3 Michigan $51,016,280.0 $19,851,778.0 $1,969
4 Minnesota $28,898,514.0 $9,618,471.0 $1,899
5 Wyoming $3,264,439.0 $952,705.0 $1,898
6 Wisconsin $27,658,175.0 $9,478,166.0 $1,731
7 Alaska $8,121,540.0 $1,091,391.0 $1,684
8 New Mexico $10,672,603.0 $2,951,328.0 $1,571
9 Vermont $3,858,957.0 $938,085.0 $1,515

10 Ohio $56,392,224.0 $15,249,395.0 $1,333
11 Mississippi $13,502,885.0 $3,665,580.0 $1,271
12 Arizona $19,606,017.0 $6,936,753.0 $1,243
13 North Carolina $34,360,977.0 $10,356,152.0 $1,230
14 Nevada $7,816,481.0 $2,648,660.0 $1,181
15 Arkansas $12,084,818.0 $3,210,582.0 $1,177
16 Iowa $13,088,000.0 $3,442,552.0 $1,170
17 Oregon $18,005,773.0 $4,071,501.0 $1,142
18 Virginia $29,129,136.0 $8,352,635.0 $1,134
19 Washington $32,600,336.0 $6,785,341.0 $1,107
20 Delaware $4,857,901.0 $903,476.0 $1,104
21 Indiana $23,089,940.0 $6,760,945.0 $1,090
22 Kansas $10,954,011.0 $2,925,220.0 $1,073
23 Idaho $5,415,138.0 $1,449,076.0 $1,060
24 Illinois $51,291,090.0 $13,369,662.0 $1,057
25 New Jersey $44,947,598.0 $8,997,417.0 $1,041
26 Georgia $32,526,824.0 $9,016,458.0 $1,039
27 Nebraska $6,823,849.0 $1,784,749.0 $1,027
28 Colorado $17,690,925.0 $4,666,350.0 $1,026
29 Montana $4,436,890.0 $938,000.0 $1,022
30 Massachusetts $32,710,435.0 $6,435,841.0 $1,002
31 South Carolina $21,039,752.0 $4,155,920.0 $1,002
32 New Hampshire $5,276,466.0 $1,283,091.0 $995
33 Maryland $24,592,128.0 $5,358,342.0 $972
34 Oklahoma $15,125,090.0 $3,395,494.0 $968
35 Pennsylvania $57,428,466.0 $11,943,470.0 $965
36 Louisiana $18,681,314.0 $4,329,053.0 $963
37 North Dakota $3,121,369.0 $606,096.0 $958
38 Utah $10,252,051.0 $2,165,151.0 $921
39 Alabama $18,471,110.0 $4,074,005.0 $905
40 Missouri $21,566,197.0 $5,159,094.0 $902
41 Kentucky $19,116,816.0 $3,693,634.0 $870
42 Connecticut $20,721,194.0 $3,030,485.0 $869
43 West Virginia $10,003,729.0 $1,544,758.0 $853
44 Florida $56,317,331.0 $14,460,722.0 $851
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Table 7:  States Ranked by Per Capita Amount of Revenue Sharing

Rank by Per 
Capita State Total Expenditures

 (in thousands)

Amount to Revenue 
Sharing

(in thousands)

Per Capita Revenue 
Sharing 
(in dollars)

45 Tennessee $21,021,917.0 $4,952,923.0 $847
46 Maine $6,706,116.0 $1,051,164.0 $803
47 Texas $76,386,043.0 $17,332,957.0 $784
48 Rhode Island $5,976,510.0 $828,198.0 $770
49 South Dakota $2,898,044.0 $514,949.0 $673
50 Hawaii $7,611,286.0 $125,434.0 $100

Total United States $1,359,048,379.0 $382,196,570.0 $1,317
Note:  These figures do not  include education funding.

Source:  "State Government Finances:  2003," 2003 Survey of State Government Finances,  Governments Division, U. S. 
Census Bureau, February 2005.
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Attachment A  

Legislative Research Services Report 87.073, History of Municipal Assistance 
and Revenue Sharing, February 6, 1987. 

 


































