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IV, RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATIOU OF TERRITORY TO THE
CITY OF ANGOON

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF )
ANGOON, ALASKA, OF APPROXIMATELY)
87 SQUARE MILES, CONSISTING )
OF KOOTZNOOWOO INLET INCLUDING )
MITCHELL, FAVORITE AND )
KANALKU BAYS, KILLISNOO ISLAND, )
A PORTION OF TABLE AND SAND )
ISLANDS AND HOOD BAY, INCLUDING )
NORTH ARM )

)

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On August 7, 1985, the City of Angoon submitted a petition for
annexation of approximately 87 square miles, consisting of
Kootznoowoo Inlet, including Mitchell, Favorite and Kanalku
Bays, Killisnoo Island, a portion of Taole and Sand Islands and
Hood Bay, including WNorth Arm, The annexation was submitted
pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of the Alaska Statutes (i.e.
the process waicn requires concurrence from the State
Legislature).

The Local Boundary Conmnmission conducted a naearing on tae
petition in Angoon on Novemper 22, 1985. Members of the
Commission present at the nearing were Acting Chairman Charles
Bettisworth, Dave Hanson and Bert Greist,

Opposition to the proposed annexation was 1lodged oy several
property owners in the -Hood Bay area. These individuals
expressed a desire to remain in an unincorporated area and
contended ‘that they would accrue no measurable benefits as a
result of tne proposed annexation., Tney also stated that tne
City would not openefit by annexing tne residents' property.
Briefs opposed to the proposed annexation were also filed by tae
Alaska Pulp Corporation and Shee Atika, Inc.

The Commission conducted a decisional session on thne petitioan in
Anchorage on Decemper 9, 1985, Present at tne decisional
session were Acting Chairman Chnarles Bettisworth, Dave Hanson,
Jo Anderson and Bert Greist.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, docunents and otner evidence
considered by the Commission included, but were not limited to,
tne petition and supporting priefs of tne City of Angoon, briefs
in opposition to tne annexation filed by tne Alaska Pulp
Corporation and Shee Atika, Inc., the Report and Recommendation
of the Department of <Community and Regional Affairs and
testimeny provided at the Commission's Novemper 22, 1983
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hearing. Following its deliperations on this matter, tne Local
Boundary Commission made the following findings of fact:

1.

Tne petitioner and residents of tne community perceive a
need to control land use and development of tne area
proposed  for annexation in order to  monitor and
appropriately regulate growth, development and tourism
activities in the area, Annexation of the amended area
will afford the City an opportunity to more efficiently
protect the area's significant aconomic resources,
historical and cultural resources and the livelihood of its
residents.

A deinonstrated need exists for tne extension of municipal
services to those areas planned for development in the near
future, particularly Killisnoo Island.

A road to Favorite Bay across village corporation lands is
planned by tne City to secure an additional water source,
The road would open up the area for additional homesites, a
new dump site and a cemetery. The petitioner has estimated
that thirty additional homesites will pe needed to
accommodate increased resident population,

The City of Angoon provides searcn and rescue operations
and related services in tne area proposed for annexation.
However, the City does not have the authority to provide
such services extraterritorially. If tnis territory is
annexed, it will allow the City to continue such activity
without the present liabilities associated with tne lack of
municipal jurisdiction.

In its deliperations, the Commission noted tnat the area
most likely to pe impacted oy -development in the near
future is Killisnoo Island. A subdivision containing
approximately fifty l-acre parcels exists on the eastern
nalf of the Island. Another 190 acres 1is owned by the
village corporation., The City is not presently providing
services to this area, but is the logical entity to provide
services as the area develops.

The 6580 feet of land immediately above the wean hign tide
line in tne Mitcnell, Xanalku and Favorite Bay area is
alnost entirely owned oy the Kootznoowoo Corporation, All
development on tnese lands are subject to. PL 96-487, Alaska
National Interest Lands <Conservation Act (ANILCA) Section
506.(a)(3)(C), which strictly 1limits development and
activities on this land to ensure protection of subsistence
resources and its uses,

The area of Hood Bay is also an economically important
subsistence hunting and fishing area to the people of
Angoon. The strong cultural links to the area were pointed
out at the public nearing on tne petition conducted by tne
Commission on November 22, 1985, Specifically, testimony
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indicated tnat some 30% of tne residents of tne commaunity
grew up in Hood Bay and tnat the area 1s presently used
extensively oy comaunity residents. Tae Commission also
heard testimony that tnere 1is need for law enforcement
services in the bay.

The petitioner indicated that residents of the community
desire the City to regulate, to the extent possiple,
development and tourist activity on the Angoon Community
Association (IRA) parcel in the Hood Bay area and in the
general vicinity of Hood Bay. Annexation of tne territory
would provide the City witnh the authority to do so.

Three land owners of tne Hood Bay area opposed the
annexation petition. Tne landowners submitted a letter to
tne Local Boundary Commission objecting to tne annexation
contending that is nothing to be gained by the annexation,
either by tne City or themselves. There is one peruwnanent
resident living in this area.

The Xootznoowoo <Corporation, tne 1local village Native
corporation, owns approximately 190 acres of Killisnoo
Island and anotner 3,300 acres adjacent to tae community.
In addition, tnere are five Native Allotments within the
territory proposed for annexation., The U.S. Forest Service
Admiralty Monument is the largest land holder within the
area proposed for annexation. The potential for aany
private land transfers and the prospect of upcoming ANCSA
14(c) land conveyances to residents and tne City of Angoon
have raised «concerns regarding future development on
important cultural and supsistence lands.

The population of a portion of the territory, specifically
Killisnoo Island and Favorite Bay, may stem from growta of

the <City beyond 1its legal Dboundaries, Most of the
territory proposed for annexation contains very steep
slopes and is fairly remote. Growth is more 1likely to

occur on Xillisnoo Island. The growtn may ve attriputed to
a "spilling over® of present <City population and tne
availability of City services sucn as sewer, water, police
and fire protection,

portions of tne territory to be annexed nay pe valuable oy
reason of tneir suitability for prospective urban
purposes. Specifically, Killisnoo Island way oe suitaole
for additional residential development. Tne Island |is
immediately adjacent to tne present ity limits, and is
most likely to receive City services in the future,

There are no other wamunicipalities in or near tne territory
proposed for annexation,

The City maintains that its volunteer fire departilent is in
the position to provide service to the Killisnoo Island
area. Tne City also states that it now currently serves
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and would respond with City Tfire equipment wherever
feasible to all lands proposed for annexation.

Fire service is provided by the Federal government for all
Federal lands and for Kootznoowoo corridor lands in
Mitchell, Kanalku and Favorite Bays.

The City may be called upon to provide emergency services
to Killisnoo Island, which is adjacent to the City and most
likely to develop. The City may also be called upon to
provide search and rescue and police protection to the
Killisnoo Harbor area.

The potential for private or public development in the
territory will determine the need oy the City of Angoon to
exercise municipal planning authority. The City nas
indicated in its petition that annexation of the territory
will enable the City to plan for and control anticipated
development. The petitioner lists anticipated development
as a cold storage facility in Killisnoo Harbor, toilet
facilities at the ferry terminal on Killisnoo Island, a
road to Favorite Bay, a fish hatchery in Favorite Bay,
homesite development on village corporation lands and the
development of tourism and recreation in Hood Bay.

Local testimony at the Commission®s public hearing on
November 22, 1985 <called for increased law enforcement
service to Favorite and Hood Bays. Testimony was provided
indicating that the City has the capability to provide such
services to the areas.

Anticipated development pressures on Killisnoo Island may
create a need for public services and facilities. Also,
the proximity of this area to existing City services maxes
it most likely to develop in the near future. In addition,
a road and hatchery may be developed in the Favorite Bay
area.

Residents of Angoon testified at the November 22, 1985
hearing that they Tfeel the protection of their subsistence
resources, their livelihood and their way of life (which
has been a major viable economy), and their cultural
heritage are valid public purposes that would be protected
through the annexation of this territory and subsequent
land: use controls that will lead to carefully planned and
reasonably regulated development.

The Commission Tfinds that the residential subdivision on
Killisnoo Island and development of tourist interests, such
as two lodges, may impact the cultural and subsistence
resources of the entire Angoon community. The Commission
concurs that a valid public purpose will be served by
annexation of this area.
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Only a portion of the territory proposed for annexation is
reasonable likely either to demand or to receive City
services, particularly emergency medical and fire services
and police protection, in the near future. This area is
known as Killisnoo Island and Killisnoo Harbor, the
private landholdings in the Hood Bay area and the Favorite
Bay area.

There is a reasonable likelihood that future growth and
development will occur in the vicinity of Angoon. However,
the Commission anticipates that that this development will
be limited to Killisnoo Island, Killisnoo Harbor, Hood Bay,
and Favorite Bay.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Applying the standards for annexation, only a portion of
the area proposed for annexation can be justified for
inclusion within the boundaries of the City of Angoon.
This territory includes that area generally described as
Killisnoo Island, Killisnoo Harbor, Favorite Bay, Hood Bay
and the lands south and west of the existing municipal
boundaries of the City of Angoon. The area encompasses
approximately 30.14 square miles.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT 1S ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval of the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature under the provisions of Article X, Section 12
of the State Constitution, the municipal boundaries of the
City of Angoon shall be as follows:

Beginning at the NW corner Section 2, T51S, R67E, Copper
River Meridian (C.R.M.); thence S to the SW corner of
Section 11, T51S, R67E, C.R.M.; thence E to the SE corner
of Section 7, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence S to the SW corner
of Section 20, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence E to the SE
corner of Section 20, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence S to the
SW corner of Section 28, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence E to
the SE corner of Section 28, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence S
to the SW corner of the NW 1/4 of Section 10, T52S, R6S8E,
C.R.M.; thence E to the center of Hood Bay; thence
meandering in an easterly direction along the center of
Hood Bay to the center of North Arm of Hood Bay; thence
meandering in a northeasterly direction along the center of;
North Arm of Hood Bay to a point with its intersection with
the east boundary of Section 5, T52S, R69E, C.R.M.; thence
N to the NE corner of Section 5, T52S, R69E, C.R.M.; thence.
W to the NW corner of Section 2, T52S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence
to the NE corner of Section 22, T5+#S, R68E, C.R.M.;
thence E to the SE corner of Section 13, T51S, R63E,:
C.R.M.; thence N to the NE corner of Section 12, T51S,
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R68E, C.R.M.; thence W to tne NW corner of Section 10,
T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; tnence N to tne NE corner of Section 4,
T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence W to the NW corner of Section 4,
T51S, R68&, C.R.M.; tnence N to the NE corner of Section
32, T50S, R68%, C.R.M.; tnence W to tne NW corner of
Section 32, T50S, R68E, C.R.M.; tnence N to tne NE corner
of Section 19, T5Us, R68Z, C.R.M.; thence 4 to tne {W
corner of tnhe NE 1/4 of the NE 1l/4 of Section 23, T50S,
R67E, C.R.M.; tnence S to tne HW corner of tne NE 1/4 of
the NE 1/4 of Section 2, T51S, Re7E, C.R.M.; tnence W to
the NW corner of Section 2, T518, R67E, C.R.M.; tne point
of peginning. ’

The Local Boundary Commission neredby respectfully submics its
recommendation to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature for the annexation of the territory included in the
above description and shown on the attached map.
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V. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNESXATION OF THZ BLi-KPU
ADDITIONS TO THE CIIY OF KETCHIKAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION

FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF

APPROXIMATELY 515.62 ACRES,
DESCRIBED AS THE BLM-XKPU ADDITIONS

e e

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Oon June 26, 1985, tne City of Ketchikan petitioned for tne
annexation of approximately 515.62 acres contiguous to tae City
and described as the BL#-KPU Additions. On Novempber 24, 1985,
the Local Boundary Commission held a puplic inearing in
Ketchikan on the petition. The petition was supmitted pursuant
te Section 29.68.013(a) of the Alaska Statutes (i.e. tane
process which requires concurrence from tne Legislature).

The majority of area proposed for annexation to the City of
Ketchikan 1is owned by the United States Bureau of Lang
Management and tne City of Ketcnikan Public Utilities.
Annexation will permit the <City to provide needed urban
services in an area where growth is anticipated and the City is
the only logical entity to provide such services. The
territory is readily accessible only via territory within the
jurisdiction of the City of Ketchikan.

The territory 1is not wurban in character. It 1is largely
undeveloped open space, with the exception of a sanitary
landfill and improvements related to the Ketchikan nunicipal

water supply.

The territory will most probably be in need of municipal
services as the community confronts growtn caused by the
development and operation of the U.S. Borax mine. The
petitioner maintains that the City can provide services to thae
site more efficiently than any other municipality.

The petitioner asserts tnat there is a reasonaole likelinood
tnat tne territory will Dopecome further developed in the
foreseeable future. Tnis assertion 1is pased upon tne City's
contention that tne area contains tne surveyed rignt-of-way of
a proposed bypass route linking the eastern and western
portions of the City of Ketcnikan; it contains lands identified
for disposal and residential development and it has Deen
identified as a probanls location for future develiopnant
related to operation of the U.S. Borax molybdenum mine. The
petitioner maintains that it is prudent for tne City to prepare
for possiple settlement and urban use of the territory.

The Ketchikan Gateway Borougn has expressed no objectioan to tne
proposed annexation.

-8-
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FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, but were not limited to, the
petition of the City of Ketcnikan, the Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at tne Novemper 24, 1985
hearing. After due consideration, the Commission f£finds that
the area proposed for annexation conforms to several of tae
regulatory standards governing annexation. The extent to which
these standards are met is stated below.

1. The territory will pe in need of municipal services if a
planned 1local land disposal and consequent residential
development occurs. The City of Ketcnikan can provide
necessary services to the site more efficiently tnan any
other municipality.

2, The health, welfare or safety of <City resideats could
potentially be endangered if the watershed located within
the area proposed for annexation were supstantially
disturbed. The referenced territory is in close proximity
to residential areas, and this access poses increased
potential for fire hnazards in tne watershed and for
vandalism to water service facilities. It is prudeant for
the City of Ketchikan extend police and fire protection
services to the territory.

3. There is a reasonable 1likelinood tnat £future growtan and
development will occur within the territory and that
annexation of the territory will enaole the C(City to
prudently plan for and control thnat development pursuant to
{19 AAC 10.070(5)].

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The annexation of territory known as the BLM-KPU Addition to
tne City of Ketchikan, as descriped in tne petition of tae City
of Ketchikan, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within the Dboundaries of the <City of
Ketchikan.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon tne rFindings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
apove, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval oy the Second Session of tae Fourteentn
Legislature in accordance with the provisions of Article X
Section 12 of the State Constitution, tne territory descriped
obelow shall be annexed to the City of Xetchikan:

A parcel of land located in the Ketcanikan Recording District
(K.R.D.), First Judicial District, State of Alaska, mnore
particularly bounded and described as follows:
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Beginning at the nortihernmost corner of Lot 2, 3lock 4,
U.S.M.S. 769, a prass cap wmonument as shown on plat 73-3,
K.R.D.; thence nortnwesterly along tne nortanern boundary of the
Utica Lode Claim to the NW corner of said claim as shown on the
plat of the Claim of James A. Davis, Mineral Survey 759,
recorded May 7, 1904, Juneau Land District; thence
southwesterly to the NE corner of the <Columpia Lode cClaim;
thence northwesterly to the NW corner of the Columpia Lode
Claim, this point being in common with the western ooundary of
U.S.M.S. 769; thnence northeasterly along said boundary to the
NW corner of U.S.M.S. 769, this point peing in common Witn the
NW corner of the Cosmos Lode Claim; tnence southeasterly along
the north poundary of U.S.M.S. 769 to its point of intersection
with the western boundary of the E 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of
protracted section 19, T758, RY1E, Copper River HMeridian (CRil);
thence north to the NW corner of tne E 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of
protracted section 19, T75S8, RY91lE, C.R.M.; thence east to the
NE corner of the W 1/2 of the NE 1/4 of protracted section 19,
T75S, RY91E, C.R.M.; thence south to the nortnern poundary line
of U.S.M.S. 763; thence southeasterly along said poundary line
to its intersection witn the north boundary of tne U 1/4 of
the SE 1/4 of protracted section 19, T753S8, RY1lE, C.R.M.:
thence east to the NE corner of the SW 1/4 of protracted
section 20 T75S, RY91E, C.R.M.; thence south to tne northerly
boundary of U.S.M.S. 769; tnence soutneasterly along said
boundary to the NE corner of U.S.M.S. 789, this corner being in
common with the NE corner of the Sterling Lode Claim; tinence
southwesterly along tne eastern poundary of U.S.M.S. 769 to its
point of intersection witn tne east poundary of U.S.S. 2635;
thence nortih to corner 5 of U.S.S. 2635 as shown on plat 77-43,
K.R.D.; thence west to corner 4 of U.S.S. 2635; thence anortin to
corner 3 of U.S.S. 2635; thence west to corner 2 of U.S.S.
2635; thence north to corner 1 of U.S.S. 2635; thence
northeasterly to corner 4 of U.S.S. 2435 according to the
‘official government plat thereof; thnence northerly along the
centerline of the Ketchikan Creek to corner 3 of U.S.S. 2435;
thence southwesterly to «corner 2 of U.S.S. 2435; tnence
southwesterly to the NE corner of Washington Lode Claim; thence
northeasterly along tne northern boundary of tiae Washington,
Tuscarora, and Utica Claims to the point of beginning.

The Local Boundary Commission herepy respectfully supmits its
recommendation to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature for tne annexation of tne territory included in tne
above description and snown on the attached map.

.10-
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VI. RECOUMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION oF THZ
GISSE-FURUSETH-SPEAR _ADDITIONS IO THE _CITY _ OF

KETCHIXAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF
APPROXIMATELY 58.609 ACRES
CONSISTING OF THREE SEPARATE
PARCELS, COLLECTIVELY DESCRIBED
AS THE GISSE~FURUSETH~-SPEAR
ADDITIONS

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Oon June 26, 1985, the City of Ketchikan petitioned €£or the
annexation of three separate areas totalling approximately
58.609 acres of land contiguous to the City. The referenced
petition was submitted pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of the
Alaska Statutes (i.e. tne process which regquires Legislative
concurrence),

The territory proposed for annexation consists of the three
parcels identified and descrivbed as follows and collectively
described as the Gisse~Furuseth-Spear Additions:

1. the Furuseth Addition is in the northwest portion of tne
City adjacent to the University Addition and consists of
2.879 acres;

2. the Spear Addition, in the southeast part of the City, is
virtually surrounded Dby property already within the
boundaries of the City and consists of 0.47 acres; and

3. the Gisse-Furuseth Addition, an approved subdivision plat
located near the Spear Addition, consists of 55.26 acres.

The Furusetn Additicn is undeveloped and unpopulated. The
Spear Addition 1is essentially one lot with a single-family
dwelling, and it 1is almost entirely surrounded by territory
within the City limits. The Gisse-Furuseth Addition 1is a
54 lot undeveloped subdivision, platted in the 1970's. The
Gisse~Furuseth Addition is accessible by tne Zetchikan Lakes
Road, which also provides access to the sanitary landfill.

The petitioner states that its metive for proposing the
annexation is to prepare for anticipated comamunity growth and
to resolve questions over service delivery.

The Gisse-Puruseth Addition is accessible, platted land which
will be suitable for development as the demand for housing
increases in tne Ketcnikan vicinity. The Furuseth Addition is
undeveloped land waich would pe wholly surrounded by the City,

TR
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if property owned by tne University of Alaska is annexed oy the
City. The annexation of tne University of Alaska's property
has been requested oy University officials, and a petition for
annexation of the property has peen approved by tne Commission
for submission to the Second Session of the Fourteentn
Legislature., The Furuseth Addition is adjacent to City streets

and residential development. Like tne Gisse-Furuseth Addition,
the Furuseth Addition will pbe suitaole for development as tne
demand for housing increases in tne Ketchikan vicinity. Tne

Furuseth Addition is an undeveloped, unpopulated parcel
surrounded on three sides vy the proposed University Addition
annexation, and on the fourth side by tne territory within tne
boundaries of tne City of Ketchikan. It is conveniently
accessiple only from territory within the municipal poundaries
of the City of Ketchikan.

The Spear Addition consists of a 1/2 acre lot containing a
single-family dwelling. The Spear Addition is, for all
practical purposes, totally surrounded by territory already
within the City. The Spear family receives City water and
sewer service, access to its property over City streets, and
penefits from City fire and police protection due to the
proximity of its property to the existing boundaries of tne
City of Ketchikan.

FINDINGS QF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
py the Commission included, out were not limited to, the
petition of the City of Ketchikan, the Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, tne opposing brief from Edward King on benalf of the
Furuseth Estate, and oral testimony provided at the November
24, 1985 nearing. After due consideration, the Commission
finds that all three areas proposed for annexation conform to
several of the regulatory standards governing annexation. The
extent to which these standards are met is stated below.

1. Two of the tnree areas are urban in character pursuant to
[19 AAC 10.070(a)(3)]. The Gisse-Furusetn Addition is
judged to be urban in character principally opecause of its
status as an approved subdivision plat and its potential
for residential developiment. The Spear addition is urban
in character because it 1is presently used for wurban
residential purposes.

2. All three areas are in need of municipal services which tne
City can provide more efficiently than another municipality
[19 aAAC 10.070(a)(4)]. These services include municipal
sewer and water utilities, fire protection and police
protection. Of the three areas, only tne Spear Addition
requires all of tnese services; the Gisse-Furusetn Addition
requires only fire and police protection at this time.

13
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3. The Furuseth Addition will be attractive for residential
development -‘as the demand for nousing increases .in tne
Ketcnikan vicinity. There is a reasonaole 1likelinood tnat
future growth and development will occur within the
territory and tnat annexation of the territory will enaple
the City to plan for and control that -development
[19 AAC 10.079(a)(5)].

4, -‘Residents or property owners within tne territory receive or
may be reasonably ‘expected to receive, directly or indirect
ly, the oenefit of city -goverameat without commensurate
property tax contributions [19 AAC 10.0708(a)(8)]. Tnis is
particularly evident with respect to the Spear addition,
the residents of waicin receive an entire range of basic
city services without a concomitant tax contribution.

5., ‘Further, -the Commission “considered the request by a
representative of the Furuseth estate to reject the
petition “or to omit -parcels owned in whole and in part by
the Furuseth Estate. The Commission determined that this
request “should not be granted since -the .property in
question met the above-referenced standards for -annexation.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The -annexation of territory known as the Gisse-Furusetn-Spear
Addition to the City of Ketchikan, -as described . in the“petition
of the City -of ‘Ketchikan, sufficiently meets ‘standards for the
annexation of territory to warrant inclusion witnin the
boundaries of the City of Ketchikan.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

‘Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
“above, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval by the Second -Session of the Fourteenth

-Legislature in accordance with the provisions of Article X

gection 12 of the State Constitution, the territory described

‘below shall be annexed to the ity of Ketchikan:

Gisse-Furuseth Addition

That portion of U.S. Survey 2635, Ketchikan Recording District,
First Judicial ‘District, State of Alaska, more particularly

‘bounded-and ‘described as follows:

Beginning at corner 7 of U.S. Survey 2635 .as snown on
recorded plat $77-43, said corner - being a B.L.M.
‘monument, and being in common with the eastern most
corner- of U.S. Survey 1381, tnis point being the point
of peginning;

thence N-59°41'00"-W a distance of 275.88 feet;
thence N-31°01'00"-E a distance of 438.88 feet;
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thence N-64°32'Q00"-&
thence N-85°26'00"-E

a distance of ©3.26 feet;
a distance of 31.61 feet;
thence N-70°22'00"-E a distance of 84.19 feet;
thence N-83°56'00"-E a distance of 78.15 feet;
thence S-38°42'00"-E a distance of 74.86 feet;
thence $-59°18'00"-E a distance of 57.46 feet;
thence S-73°59'00"-E a distance of 129.34 feet;
thence N-29°21'17"-W a distance of 309.00 feet;
thence N-47°23'23"-W a distance of 355.00 feet;
thence N-6°40'44" -E a distance of 352.94 feet;
thence North a distance of 87.00 feet;

thence N-66°293'31"-W a distance of 239.64 feet;
thence West a distance of 126.00 rfeet;

thence N-39°13'00"-W a distance of 115.01 feet;
thence North a distance of 178.24 feet;

thence East a distance of 1311.97 feet;

thence South a distance of 147,18 feet;

thence East a distance of 460.35 feet;

thence South a distance of 1623.60 feet;

thence West a distance of 1483.68 feet to the point of
beginning,

The hereinabove described parcel of land contains 55.26 acres,
more or less.

Spear Addition

That parcel of land known as Tract A, U.S. Survey 25635,
Ketchikan Recording District, First Judicial District, State of
Alaska, more particularly bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at corner 1 of U.S.S. 2635 according to the official
government plat thereof;

thence S$5-21°47'-W a distance of 34.65 feet;

thence East a distance of 116.94 feet;

thence S-23°00'00" -W a distance of 140.89 feet;

thence N-59°34' -W a distance of 255.40 feet;

thence N-79°-15'-E a distance of 174.24 feet to tne

point of beginning.

The nereinabove described parcel of land contains 0.47 acres,
more or less,

Furuseth Addition

The parcel of land known as Tract E, U.S. Survey 1229, as snown
on recorded plat #84-6, Ketcnikan Recording District, First
Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly pounded
and described as follows:

Beginning at the southeastern most corner of Tract 2, said
corner peing in common with tne northeastern most corner of Lot
12A, Block 6, U.S. Survey 1229, thnis being tne point of
beginning;

-15-
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thence N-39°48" W a distance of 299.83 feet;

thence Nortn a distance of 15 feet;

thence N-89°48" -w a distance of 175.27 feet;

thence along a curve concave to the South, (Radius=30
feet) an arc distance of 23.24 feet;

thence along a curve concave to the North (Radius=30
feet) an arc distance of 77.38 feet;

thence N-89°48" -W a distance of 100.42 feet;

thence North a distance of 200.00 feet;

thence S-89°48" -E a distance of 650.00 feet;

thence South a distance of 200.00 feet to the point of
beginning.

The hereinabove described parcel of land contains 2.879 acres,
more or less.

The Local Boundary Commission hereoy respectfully submits its
recommendation to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature for the annexation of the territory included in tne
above description and shown on the attached map.
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VII. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
ALASKA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF (ETCHIKAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF )
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF )
APPROXIMATELY 48,30 ACRES, )
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA ADDITION )

. y iy )

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On June 26, 1985, the City of RKetchikan petitioned for the
annexation ©f approximately 48.30 acres contiguous to the
City. On November 24, 1985, the Local Boundary Commission held
a ‘public fnearing in Ketchikan on the petition. The petition
was submitted purswant to Séction 29,68.010(a) of the Alaska
Statutes (i.e. the '‘process wnich reéquires concutrence from tne
Legislature).

The area propoged for -annexation to the City of Ketchikan is
owned by ‘the University of Alaska., A representative of the
University, Ketchikan Community College .Campus Presideat Jonn
Menzie, offered ‘testimony ‘in ‘support -of the proposed
annexation. The University also submitted a letter 'supporting
the proposed annexadtion. The petitioner nas asséerted thdt
submission Of the petition was predicated on -assumptions that
the parcel is likely 'to undérgo development and tnat thne City
of Ketchikan is the most logical municipality to provide needed
services to the site. Anticipated development is associated
with the proposed expansion of tne Ketchikan Community College
campus and the addition of dormitory housing -and additional
classroom space. The territory also contains a portion of tne
Ketchikan by-pass route -right-of-way, a proposed arterial
linking the east and west portions of tihe City of Ketcnikan.

The City is not now providing services to the propetty, but is
the logical entity to provide services as a need develops. The
City maintains a policy of providing services only within
municipal boundaries. The Ketchikan Gateway Borougn provides
no special services to this area, except those which are
provided areawide to all residents of tne Borough: planning and
Zoning; taxation; education; and animal control.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the <Commission included, bput were not limited to, the
petition of the City of Ketenikan, the Report and
Recommendation of the Departwent of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at tne Novemoer 24, 1985
public hearing in Ketcaikan. After due consideration, tne
Commission finds that the area proposed for annexation conforms
to certain of the regulatory standards governing annexation.
The extent to whicn tnese standards are met is stated below.
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1. Anticipated development in tne area will generate tae need
for municipal services wnicn the City can provide more
efficiently than another municipality, pursuant to {19 AAC
10.070(a)(4)1]. These services would include municipal
sever and water utilities and fire protection,

2. There is a reasonable likelinood that future growta and
development will occur within the territory and tnat
annexation of the territory will enable the City to plan
for and control that developnent pursuant to
{19 AAC 10.070(a)(5)].

3. The University of Alaska has identified tne site for future
dormitory housing, and formally supports the proposed
annexation. Tne Addition also aouts residential nousing
areas on two sides, and there are City streets and roads
which lead toc the site.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The petition for annexation of territory known as the
University of Alaska Addition to tne City of Ketchikan, as
descriped in the petition of the <City of Ketcnikan,
sufficiently meets standards for annexation to warrant
inclusion within the boundaries of the City of Ketchikan.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval by tne Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature in accordance with tne provisions of Article X
Section 12 of the State Constitution, tne tercritory descriped
below shall be annexed to the City of Ketcnikan:

That portion of U.S. Survey 1229, RKetcnikan Recording District,
First Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly
bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at Corner No. 2, the northeast corner of said U.S.
Survey 1229, thence South 1591.27 feet to tine true point of
beginning:

thence West a distance of 1117.31 feet;
thence South a distance of 300.00 feet;
thence West a distance of 297.70 feet:;
thence South a distance of 856,12 feet;
thence S$S-89°48'~-E a distance of 236.46 feet;
thence S-0°12'-W a distance of 100.00 feet;
thence S-89°43'~-2 a distance of 245.00 feet;
thence $-0°12'-W a distance of 440.00 feet;
thence S-89°48'~E a distance of 161.92 feet;
thence Soutn a distance of 200.900 feet;
thence S$-89°48'-2 a distance of 86.21 feet;

-19-
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thence North a distance of 200.00 feet;

thence 35-33°48'-E a distance of 650.00 feet;

tnence Soutn a distance of 200.00 feet;

thence S$S-89°48°'-2 a distance of 37.31 feet;

thence Nortin a distance of 1901.07 feet to tae true
point of beginning.

The hereinabove descriped parcel of land contains 43.30 acres,
more or less.

The Local Boundary Cominission hereby respectfully submits its
recommendation to the Second Session of tne Fourteentin
Legislature for tne annexation of tne territory included in the
above description and shown on the attached map.
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VIII. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF THE U.S. COAST
GUARD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF )
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF )
APPROXIMATELY 121.31 ACRES )
DESCRIBED AS THE U.S. COAST GUARD )
ADDITION b]

)

SUMMARY -OF PROPQOSED ACTION

On June 26, 1985, tne City of Ketcnikan petitioned for tne
annexation of approximately 121.31 -acres contiguous to the
City. Tne petition was submitted opursuant to Section
29.68.010(a) of the Alaska Statutes +«(i.e. the process which
reqguires Legislative concurrence).

51.24 acres of the 121.31 acres proposed for .annexation to tne
City of Ketchikan are currently within the confines of ‘the U.S.
Coast ‘Guard Base in Ketchikan. The remaining acreage -consists
.of coastal waters -contiguous to existing -offshore City of
Ketchikan nunicipal boundaries. The existing City boundaries
already encompass 9.23 acres of the (Cpast Guard Base's ‘total
60..47 acres, The ‘Base contains a variety of facilities
including the Base Commander's residence, :dormitory ‘housing for
the 32 -enlisted personnel, ‘buesy storage, munitions storage,
rifle range, equipment storage and vacant land. The annexation
would result in the addition wof 32 residents te the City of
Ketchikan. The .existing municipal bpoundaries -pass through ‘the
middle of a warehouse on the Base.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by ‘the Commission +included, but were ot Aimited to, tne
petition of the City of  Ketchikan, tne  Report and
‘Recommendation of <the 'Department .of Commuwndity and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at the Novenber 24, 1935
nearing. After due .consideration, ‘tne <Commissden Ffinds tnat
the -area proposed ifor annexation cenforms +to twoe of tne
regulatory standards goveraning annexation. The exteat to which
these standards are met is stated below,

1l. The area is urban in character pursuant to
{19 AAC 10.079(a)(3)]. The Coast :Guard Addition is judged
to be urban in character principally because of the status
of the most of the area as an operating Coast Guard
facility and the residence of 32 Coast 3uard personnel,

2. The area is in need of municipal services which the City
can provide more efficiently than another municipality [19
AAC 10.070(a){4)]. Tnese services include municipal sewer
and water utilities and fire protection.

-22-
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The territory proposed for annexation, known as tihe Coast Guard
Addition, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within ‘the boundaries of the City of
Ketchikan. However, if approved as requested, the proposed
annexation would <create a 2.3 acre enclave outside the
jurisdiction of the City which would be mnearly surrounded by
territory within the- jurisdictional boundaries of the City. It
is the conclusion of the Commission tnat such circumstances
would likely cause difficulties in tne delivery of municipal
services, After “reviewing tne petition and -conducting a
hearing on the proposed annexation, the Local Boundary
Commission concludes that tne boundaries of the territory
proposed for -annexation shall be reduced to 85.59 acres to
preclude the creation of the enclave.

STATEMENT :OF DECISION

Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval py the Second Session ©of tne Fourteenth
Legislature under the provisions of Article X Section 12 of the
State <Constitution, the territory descrloed pelow saall ope
annexed to the City of Ketchikan:

A parcel of land within the Ketchikan Recording District, First
Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly bounded
and described as follows:

Beginning at Corner 2 of U.S., 3Survey 1667 Ketchikan
Lighthouse Reserve as shown on the official government
plat thereto; .

thence $-43°53'-E a distance of 441,72 feet to the true
point of beginning;

thence 5-43°58'~E a distance of 1702.52 feet;

thence S$-46°05'-W a distance of 1986.44 feet;

thence N-48°28'-W a distance of 1927.73 feet;

thence N-51°57'-E a distance of 2149.14 feet; to the
true point of beginning

The hereinabove descriped parcel contains 85.59 acres.
The Local Boundary Commission herepy respectfully supmits its
recommendation to the Second Session o0of tne Fourteentn

Legislature for the annexation of tne territory included in tae
above description and snown on the attacned map.
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IX. RECCMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY TQ THE
CITY OF NORTH 2OLE

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSSED ANNEXATION

On June 10, 1985, the City of North Pole petitioned for the
annexation of three separate areas totalling approximately
729.6 acres (1,14 sguare miles) of land contiguous to the
City. The annexation proposal was made pursuant to Section
Article X Section 12 of the State Constitution (i.e. the
process which requires concurrence from the State Legislature).

The first of these three separate areas, referred to as
Area #1, is northwest of the existing municipal-:boundaries and
is comprised.of approximately 605 acres (0.95 square miles).
This territory consists primarily of undeveloped parcels of
land ranging in size from 5 to 110 acres. Testimony provided
to the Commission at its hearing conducted on tais matter in
North Pole on October 26, 1985, indicated that a majority of
the land owners in Area #l1 support the proposed annexation.

The area referred to as Area #2 1s east of the existing
municipal pboundaries and is comprised of approximately 73 acres
(0.11 square miles). Area #2 contains tane Morning Star
Subdivision and several parcels witn sinall pbusinesses norta of
the subdivision. The owner of tne subpdivision supports thne
proposed annexation. However, tne Interior Energy Corporation
(IEC), which owns a number of pusinesses in tnis area, opposed
tne proposed annexation. IEC's property noldings in Area #2
include a shopping mall, truck stop and fuel sales facility.
In addition to submitting a Dbrief opposing the proposed
annexation, IEC representatives offered considerable oral
testimony at the October 26 @nearing on tne petition by the
Local Boundary Commission. The IEC opposition brief requested
that the Commission deny the petition, "or alternatively, (deny
the petition) insofar as it applies to the portion of proposed
Area #2 nortn of the Morning Star Subdivision."*

Durigg the course of its deliberations, the Commission duly
considered the brief and oral testimony relating to the
annexation of that portion of Area #2 owned by IEC.

The area referred to as Area #3 1is 'south of tne existing
municipal poundaries and contains approximately 51 acres
(0.08 square miles). Area #3 contains tne recently constructed
Petro star refinery, thne owners of wnich have expressed support
for the proposed annesxation, both in writing to the City of
North Pole and in oral testimony oefore the Commission. At the
public nearing on the petition conducted by tne Commission on
October 26, 1985, a representative of tne Petro Star refinery
testified coacerning a recent fire at tae facility and tne need
for municipal fire protection at tne facility to maximize

-25-



No.

16 HOUSE & SENATE JOINT January 22, 1986
JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT

effectiveness of response to any sucn future emergencies
(provision of fire protection services on an extraterritorial
pasis is not authorized by the Alaska statutes).

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, but were not limited to, the
petition of the City of North Pole, the Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, the opposing brief from IEC, the response brief from
the City of North Pole, the petition bearing signatures of more
than 1,300 individuals opposed to the annexation of IEC's
businesses and cral testimony provided at the October 26, 1985
hearing, After due consideration, the Commission finds that
all three areas preoposed for annexation conform to several of
the regulatory standards governing annexation. Tnhe extent to
which these standards are met is stated pelow.

i BEach of the three areas is urban in character
{19 AAC 10.079(a){(3)]. Area #1 is 3judged to be urban in
character principally Dbecause of its potential for
development, Area #2 is urban in cnaracter pecause of its
existing development north of tne Morning Star Subdivision
and potential for development of the IlMorning Star
Subdivision, Area #3 is urban in character because of its
extensive industrial development.

° All three areas are in need of municipal services which
tne City <can provide more efficiently than anotner
municipality [19 AAC 10.079(a)(4)]. Tnese services
include municipal sewer and, water utilities, fire
protection, police protection and road maintenance.

e There is a reasonable likelinood tnat future growtan and
development will occur within the territory and that
annexation of the territory will enable the City to plan
for and control thnat development [19 AAC 10.078(a)(5)].

° The health, welfare or safety of residents will likely bpe
endangered by the lack of sewer and water utilities since
the areas have a high water table ([19 AAC 10.070(6)].
Further, the fuel handling facility in Area #2 poses a
potential public danger.

° Residents or property owners within the territory receive
or may be reasonably expected to receive, directly or
indirectly, the Dpenefit of city government without
commensurate property tax contributions
[19 AAC 10.079(8)). This 1is particularly evideat in tihe
extension of fire protection services,

° Construction of an underpass of the Ricnardson Highway is
currently underway wnicn will nore closely 1link Area #2
and the areas witnin tne existing ooundaries of tane City
of Hortn Pole.

-26-
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Further, the Commission considered tne request by tne IEC to
omit the five acre parcel owned py IEC in Area #2. The
Commission determined that this request should not oe granted
since the five acres met the same standards as tne remainder of
Area #2 and that the parcel would pe surrounded on three sides
by territory within the jurisdiction of the City of Nortn Pole
if the petition were amended to exclude the referenced parcel.
The referenced parcel would also be geographically separated
from territory outside municipal Jjurisdiction by the Thirtymile
Slough.

Further, the Commission finds that the City of North Pole is
capable of extending and is willing to extend full municipal
services as defined by 19 AAC 10,.849(9). As sucn, annexation
pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of the Alaska Statutes is
deemed the most appropriate procedure. for this boundary
change.

On the basis of the above findings,  the Commission approved
without modification the petition for annexation of
approximately 1.14 square miles by the City of North Pole.

The Commission hereby respectfully submits its recommendation
to the Second Session of the Fourteenth Legislature for the
annexation of tne territory descriped in the City of North
Pole's petition of June 10, 1985, and shown on the attached map.
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X. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY TO THE
CLITY OF ST. PAUL

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF )
ST, PAUL, ALASKA OF APPROXIMATELY)
194 SQUARE MILES CONSISTING OF )
OFTER ISLAND, WALRUS ISLAND AND )
THE TERRITORY THREE NAUTICAL )
MILES SEAWAKRD FROM THESE ISLANDS )
. ) )

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On July 11, 1985, the City of St, Paul petitioned the State of
Alaska for the annexation of Otter Island, Walrus Island and
the térritery three nautical (geograpnical) miles seaward from
these iglands. The total ared of the teérritory proposed for
annexation is approximately 194 square milés,; consisting of 193
sgquare miles of water and 1 squdare nile of land. The
annexation was submitted pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of
the Alaska Statutes (i.e. the process which requires
goficurtence from thé sState Legislature).

On November 7, 1985, the Commission held a publiec hearing on
the petition in st. Paulk, Chairmatn  Robert Eder and
Cormissioners Greist, Hanson and Bettisworth participated in
thé hearing. Testimony was offered by eleven individuals.

The petitioner indicated that the proposed annexation is based
upon the féllowing assertions:

That a need éxist$ to enharice the City's tax vase by expanding’
its mutiicipdl boundaries seéaward so that raw fish tax revenue
paid to the State By floating fish processors operating
immediately offsnore of St. Paul Island may be snared with the
city. That & need exists to control the impact upon the
Community of devélopment By tné fishing and oil exploration
efiterprises on Walrus and Otter Islands and to control land use
and development through planning in a larger drea.

Durifg the hearing, the Commigsion received testimony tnat the
Aleut Community of St. Paul Island (IRA) and the Tanadusix
Cotporationi, the major land holder in the area, oppose the
préposed anneéxation.

Thie Commission considered opriefs opposing tine proposed
anfexation prépared on behalf of the Aleut Community of St.
Pauil Island and a response to thée opposition brief filed by the
City of St. Panl, In arriving at its decision, the Commission
also considered the Report and Recommendation of the Department
of Community afid Regional Affairs on the proposed annexation,
and an opiniod oy the Department of Law regarding tae
determination of the contiguity of Walrus Island in the context
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of the proposed annexation. After reviewing tne testimony,
briefs and other material, the Commission conducted a
decisional session on the proposed annexation in Anchorage on
December 9, 1985.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, but were not limited to, tne
petition and supporting oriefs of the City of St. Paul, the’
Report and Recommendation of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs, the opposing briefs from tne Aleut Comaunity
of St. Paul and the Tanadusix Corporation, oral testimoay
provided at the Novempber 24, 1985 nearing and information
provided Dby Community and Regional Affairs staff after
conducting an informational meetiag in St. Paul on December 2,
1985, After due consideration, tne Commission finds that all
three areas proposed for annexation conforin to several of the
regulatory standards governing annexation. Following its
deliperations on this matter, the Local Boundary Commission
made the following findings of fact:

1. The City of St. Paul is now working toward diversifying thne
community's economy by reducing its dependence upon the
seal harvesting industry and broadening the economic base
of the community. To accomplisn this, the City is
developing a port facility to promote local development of
the bottom fishing- industry. St. Paul residents are
investing in small boats and fishing off the coast of St..
Paul Island. 1In addition, numerous other fishing boats and
floating processors are operating immediately off the coast
of Sst. Paul Island in the area proposed for annexation.

2. The City of St. Paul provides searcan and rescue operations
and related services to the waters contiguous to its
current municipal boundaries. However, the City does not
have the authority to provide such services
extraterritorially., If this tercitory is annexed, it will
allow the <City to continue such activity without tne
present liabilities associated with the lack of municipal
jurisdiction. Testimony provided by the petitioner
indicated that tne City of St. Paul 1is iavolved in an
average of at least two searcn and rescue missions per
month. Thus the health, welfare or safety of <City
residents 1is endangered in the aposence of sucn municipal
jurisdiction.

3. The City of St. Paul also provides potable water to tne
floating processors and fishing boats operating offshore of
the Island. As the fishing industry drows in the region,
the City of St. Paul will be an increasingly important
municipal service. To accommodate anticipated impacts, the
City is currently preparing to develop alternative potable
water sources.

30



HOUSE & SENATE JOINT

January 22, 1986 JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT No. 16

With respect to the capabilities of other municipalities to
provide these needed services, the Commission noted that
the only other municipality in the area is tne City of st.
George, which is located approximately 40 miles southeast
of St. Paul. This situation is particularly relevant witn
respect to 19 AAC 10.070(a)(4).

Potential = development in the territory proposed for
annexation warrants the provision of municipal planning
authority in the territory. sufficient evidence exists
that there will likely be coantinued development of onotn the
fisheries industry and offshore oil industry witnin and
adjacent to the area proposed for annexation. <Currently,
the bottom fisning industry is rapidly expanding in- tne
Pribilof area.

In addition to the development of tne onshore fish
processing industry, there also exists the potential for
increased- offshore processing. It 1is reasonable to
conclude that the City will both desire and require control
over waters contiguous to the existing municipal boundaries
since processors impact water duality and utilize certain
City services and facilities. Offsihore floating processors
will 1likely impact the community by bringing in large
numbers of transient workers who, in turn, place a demand
on both emergency medical and local law enforcement
services,

The City of St. Paul 1is currently a Coastal District
established under the Alaska Coastal Management Program
(ACMP) . Under the ACMP, districts are authorized to
develop a coastal management program for their area of
jurisdiction. In the case of St. Paul, expansion of its
municipal boundaries seaward three nautical (geographical)
miles will extend the City's planning Jjurisdiction over
that territory. Presently, the City only has jurisdiction
for coastal management to tae shoreline.

A portion of the territory proposed for annexation is now
part of the Alaska daritime National Wildlife Refuge and is
protected by the Federal government. However, an extension
of the City's municipal boundariss to include tnis area
would allow the City to provide coastal management planning
to regulate impacts upon the coastal resources contiguous
to the Refuge. The Refuge is identified by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game as part of the same coastal
biophysical area as St. Paul Island proper.

As previously stated, tae residents of St. Paul use tne
waters surrounding the Island for day fisneries operations
and subsistence activities. Because there are no U.S.
Coast Guard rescue facilities on or near St. Paul Island,
the City provides marine rescue services. If tne City is
to legally provide such services, the marine territory must
be within its municipal boundaries. The service will
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become even more important with the expansion of outside
fishing vessels using tne St. Paul hnaroor as a pase of
operations.

10. The City will likely require additional revenue to provide
basic services 1in the maritime territory proposed for
annexation, If this territory is annexed, the City can
collect a share of the raw f£ish tax revenues currently
collected by the State for operations within the territory
proposed for annexation.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The annexation of territory described as the taree mile
nautical perimeter surrounding St. Paul Island, Walrus Island
and Otter Island including Walrus Island and Otter 1Island to
the City of sSt. Paul, as proposed in the petition of the City
of St. Paul, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within the boundaries of thne City of st. Paul.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval by tne Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature under the provisions of Article X Section 12 of tne
State Constitution, the Jjurisdictional boundaries of tne City
of st. Paul shall be as follows:

211 of the territory contained witnin a tnree nautical
(geographical) mile perimeter and 1lying above the mean 1low
water line surrounding St. Paul Island, Sea Lion Rock, Walrus
Island and Otter Island of the Pribilof Group at Latitude 57°
10' N and Longitude 170° 15' W.

The Local Boundary Commission hereby respectfully supbmits its
recommendation to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature for the annexation of the territory included in the
above description and shown on the attached map.
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XI. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNZXATION OF TERRITORY TO THE
CITY OF UNALASKA

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF )
UNALASKA, ALASKA OF )
APPROXIMATELY 1,294 SQUARE MILES,)
CONSISTING OF A PORTION OF
UNALASKA ISLAND, AMAKNAK ISLAND, )
EGG ISLAND, HOG ISLAND, )
SEDANKA ISLAND AND THE TERRITORY )
THREE NAUTICAL MILES SSAWARD OF )
THESE ISLANDS )
)

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On August 21, 1985, the City of Unalaska petitioned for the
annexation of approximately 1,294 square miles of territory
contiguous to the City and described as Unalaska Island nortn of
Township 76 and the islands of Sedanka, Hog, Egg and Amaknak,
including the territory three nautical miles seaward from these
islands. On January 4, 1986, the Local 3Boundary Commission
conducted a pupblic hearing in Unalaska on the petition, The
petition was submitted pursuant to Section 29.,68.010(a) of tne
Alaska Statutes (i.e. the process which requires concurrence
from the Legislature), :

The majority of the area proposed for annexation (approximately
60 per cent) is land, the remainder is water. The petitioner
asserts that annexation will permit tne City to provide needed
urban services in an area where growth is anticipated and tne
City is the only logical entity to provide sucn services.

The territory is not urban 1in cnaracter. It 1is largely
undeveloped and uninhabited open space and water, witn a only
four residents, according to the petitioner.

The petitioner asserts that there is a reasonable likelihood
that portions of the territory will become further developed in
the foreseeable future. This assertion is based upon the City's
belief that there is a demand for vacant, developable land to
meet the needs of the o0il and opottomfish industries. The
petitioner also referenced the interest of private sector
developers in the commercial geothermal potential of tne
Makushin Volcano area, which is located in the arsza proposed for
annexation.

puring tne course of its proceedings, tae Commission considered
testimony, botn written and oral, including that provided by tae
Ounalashka Corporation. The Ounalashka Corporation, waich is a
primary land holder in the area proposed for annexation,
contended that much of the territory proposed for annexation is
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not in. need of municipal services and that the present municipal
boundaries of tne City of Unalaska contain areas wanich are
suitable for development but not yet developed.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Most of the territory proposed for annexation 1is not
platted or held for sale for residential or commercial
purposes., The. territory proposed for annexation is vast
and remote and is largely undeveloped.

The population density of the territory proposed for
annexation' does not approximate that of tne territory
within the present boundaries of the City of Unalaska. The
City's petition indicates that four individuals reside
within the 1,294 square miles proposed for annexation. The
population density of the territory proposed for annexation
is 0.0031 people per square mile. By comparison, 1,922
individuals reside within the present boundaries of the
City of Unalaska. (which encompass approximately 25.4 square
miles). The population density within the cCity 1is 75.7
persons per square mile.

The population of the territory proposed for annexation
does not stem primarily from actual growth of the City
beyond its legal poundaries. This is due, in part, to tne
difficulty in developing the lands outside the major river
valleys and relatively accessipnle pay areas. In addition,
a significant portion of the territory proposed for
annexation is held py the village Native corporation and is
not platted and available for purchase.

Portions of the territory proposad for annexation may boe
valuable by reason of their suitability for prospective
urban purposes, Specifically, tne land areas around Broad
Bay, Wide Bay, Nateekin Bay, the sakushin Valley, and
Summers Bay may be suitable for additional rural/low
density residential development. In addition, Captains Bay
presently harbors processors and oil rigs. It is 1likely
that this activity will continue and even increase in tne
future.

The petitioner has acknowledgad that thne City of Unalaska
does not routinely provide services outside its corporate
limits. However, in 1984 the City -emergency medical
services staff responded to 56 marine calls. According to
the City of Unalaska , the majority of tnese calls were to
vessels moored in nearby bays that are outside the City
limits. The City normally responds to marine calls by
transporting rescue .and emergency medical equipment to the
narbor tug so City personnel can undertake rescue and
emergency fire operations. Much of the demand on the. City
ampbulance and fire services is from offshore seafood
processors frequently anchored in Captains Bay and parts of
Unalaska Bay.
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City services, otner than those  emergency services
referenced previously, are not presently provided in tne
territory proposed for annexation, nor is tnere any
indication that such services are either needed or desired
by individuals residing within tne territory. The
OQunalashka Corporation also expressed concern regarding the
need for extension of planning and zoning autaority over
such a remote territory.

Evidence indicates that it is reasonaple to expect the City
may be called upon to provide emergency services such as
fire, ampulance and police to both o0il rigs and floating
seafood processors moored in the pays and harbor located in
the immediate vicinity of the City yet outside the present
municipal boundaries.

Floating processors are transient but locate primarily in
Unalaska Bay, Iliuliuk Bay, and Captains Bay. The
Commission found persuasive tne petitioner's argument that
the City of Unalaska should be enmnpowered to exercise
control over these bays since the processors impact water
quality, require City services and use City facilities.
Offshore floating processors are likely to impact tae
community by bringing in a transient labor force which
places demands on both emergency medical and local law
enforcement services.

The present land status of the territory proposad to bpe
annexed may inhibit it from being developed immediately.
Again, much of the land is owned by tne Hative
Corporation. The corporations have, for the most part,
received interim conveyance to their land selections. The
Ounalashka Cerporation has indicated that it ©nas no
immediate plans to open up land for developneat. Lands
owned by the CQunalashka Corporation that are 1in the
immediate vicinity of the existing City, nowever, would
more likely be developed before the more remote areas if
the Corporation elects to develop its land. It is unlikely
that these more remote areas will be requiring or demanding
City services in the near future,

The Commission finds that annexing the land area adjacent
to Beaver Inlet and akusnin Bay merely to control
processors in these waters is not justified under the guise
of "planning authority” alone. The Alaska Coastal
Management Program (ACMP) provides the City with an
alternative means for planning and regulating land use
within the territory proposed for annexation. Under the
ACMP, districts are authdrized to develop a coastal
management program for their area of jurisdiction.
Districts include first-class cities such as tne City of
Unalaska and also Coastal Resource Service Areas.

The Commission finds it is inappropriate for a municipal
government to annex vast amounts of territory in which
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there exists no need or demand for nmnunicipal services,
except for the possibility of extending planning authority.

The petitioner nas made no claim that the welfare or safety
of residents of Unalaska is endangered by any current or
prospective condition in the territory proposed for
annexation. However, at the Commission's hearing on
January 4, 1986, residents did testify to the need for
control of dumping of bilge water and garbage in the bays
in proximity to the City. It is reasonaple to conclude the
City will need to impose some degree of control over this
activity in those bays just outside its Jurisdiction, sucn
as Captains Bay and Unalaska Bay.

The petitioner claims that tne potential for the
development of geothermal energy resources exists twelve
miles west of Unalaska at the pase of #t. Makushin.
Available evidence indicates that tais resource nolds
potential for development into a feasible utility taat
could meet a substantial portion of the community's power
requirements. However, a formal feasibility study of tne
potential development nas not yet been completed.
Development of tnis resource would require tne creation of
a transmission corridor Dbetween tne source and tne
community. It is likely that the City will play a role in
the development of these energy resources, perhaps in the
form of a utility enterprise. However, it would not be
necessary for the area containing the geothermal resources
to be annexed in order for the City to participate in such
development of the resources, ’

Testimony received by the Commission at its January 4, 1985
hearing indicated that the geothermal project will not be
operable for some time. Therefore, if the territory in tne
vicinity of the Makushin Volcano is aot annexed at this
time, the City of Unalaska retains the option of developing
another petition to annex the Makusnin Volcano area at a
later date.

The petitioner has acknowledged tnat it does not routinely
provide services, other than searcn and rescue and
emergency imedical response, on an extraterritorial pasis.
Considering tnat only four individuals reside within tae
vast territory proposed for annexation, it is not
reasonable to conclude that thnese four individuals expect
to receive <City services. Furtner, it is guestionanls
whether the City will be able to provide services to tne
four residents in the territory. Even tnougn all cities
generally have the function of providing an array of public
services and facilities to the resident population of tnat
City, there is a "threshold population" or minimux
population size necessary to provide tae demaand that
justifies that function. It is more likely that the City
Wwill pr