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DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS //

*»3LM

POUCH B )
omctOFM amnsma * juneau. alaska 998t

January 21, 1981

The Honorable Speaker

Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 9 11

Dear Speaker of the House:

Attached hereto is the Report to the First Session of the
Twelfth Legislature by the Local Boundary Commission.The
report contains recommendations for changes tc the boundaries
of three municipalities which, pursuant to Article X, Section
12 of the State Constitution ano AS 29.68.Cl10, are to bhe
presented to the Leaislature. These recommenced boundary
changes become effective forty-five oays after presentation or
at the end of the session, whichever 1is earliei, unless
disapproved by a resolution concurreo 1in by a majority of the
members of each house.

Sincerely,

LMXJ-A

Lee MeAnerney *
Commis sioner
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SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
DURING THE CALENDAR YEAR 1980

During the past year, the Local Boundary Commission oealt with

petitions concerning the following matters:

1. Detachment of the approximate 3,125 square mile Salcha
Voting Precinct from the Fairbanks North Star Borough.

xx2. Annexation of approximately 0.05 square miles to the
City of St. Marv-©s.

¥3. nnnexation of approximately A.20 souare miles to the
joity of King Cove.

y/U. Annexation of approximately 235.65 square miles to the
City ot Nome.

5. Incorporation of t-ie ri tY Tri as a city of
the second class, comprising an area of approximately
Q.59 souare miles.

6. Annexation of approximately 20.50 souare miies to the
City of Emmonak.

The action of the Local Boundary Commission with regard to
items two, three ano four abjve, requires review Dby the
Legislature, A boundary change recommendation ana indivicual
summary of the activities associated with each of these three
petitions begins on page 8 of this report. Article X, Section

12 of the State Constitution ana AS 25.68.010 pruviat that



boundary changes recommended 1in this report shall become
effective forty-five days after presentation or at the end of
the session, whichever 1is earlier, unless disapproved by a
resolution concurred 1in by a majority of the members of each

house.

A synopsis of the activities associated with the three
petitions which do not require Leoislative review follows

immediately:

PROPOSED DETACHMENT OF THE SALCHA VOTING PRECINCT FROM THE
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH - On December 12, 1979 the
petition for detachment, signed by ISA qualified
individuals, was submitted to the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs. Eight days later, the Department
determined the petition to be acceptable in form ano

content.

At the time the petition was submitted, no standards had
been established to judge a borough detachment proposal.
Such standards were subsequently developed and were
approved by the Local Boundary Commission on August 18,
1960. The Commissions of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs adoptea the stanoaids as regulations..on

September 2, 1980. These standards, along with subs! tial



revisions to other regulations concerning Commission
matters, were then submitted to the Department of Law for
review and approval required by AS 44.62.060. At this
date, the regulations are still inder review by the
Department of Law. Notwithstanding, the standards
established to that degree were used to reach a decision in

the Salcha matter.

On September 26, 1980 the Local Boundary Commission held,
with prescribed notice, a public hearing on this matter in
the Salcha Elementary School. After supplemental
information was obtained, the Commission held a meeting on
October 27, 1980 in the Fairbanks North Star Borough
Assembly Chambers, at which t.me it decided to reject the

petition.

While the Commission was sympathetic to certain concerns
expressed by the petitioners, it was determined that the
proposed action failed to meet the standards for
detachment. Particularly significant in this matter was
the fact that a small group of people (seven-tenths of IX
of the population of the Borough) attempted to fletach a
large ares (40% of the Borough). In aodition, the
detachment would have had severe adverse financial
consequences for Hit Borough thiough cetachment of nearly

20% of It" taxahlr: nrfjpfrliv.



Beyond rejecting the detachment petition, 1in an effort to.
deal with the heart of this matter, the Commission has
reqqqsteg that the Borough dgyetgp aqqkimplement a plan to
adoress the concerns of the Salcha area re**qpm»*~
Specific suggestions made by the Commission in this regard
include review of existing property taxing practices and
improvement of communication with, and representation of,

the outlying areas of the Borough.

Since no boundary change was recommended by the Commission

in this instance, Legislative review 1iIs not necessary.

PROPOSED INCORPORATION OF THF PITv nr TRI VALLEY - On March
16, 1980 the 1incorporation petition for this community,
near Healy, was submitteo containing the signatures of 29
gualified individuals. On July 22, 1960, the Department of
Community ano Regional Affairs determined the petition to
be acceptable in form and content. On August 19, 1960 the
Department held, with prescribec notice, the public
informational meeting at the Tri Volley School as required
by AS 29.18.070. On September 27, 1980 the five members of
the Commission conouctcd a physical inspection of the
territory proposed for incorporation ano held a public
hearing on the matter, with prescribed notice, in the Tri

Valley School. Immediately following the publl: hearing,



the Commi sion rendered its oecision to reject "hp

for incorporation.

The petition was rejected as the Commission determineo that
the proposal failed to meet the necessary standards
prescribed in AS 29.1d.0il. Specifically, the boundaries
proposed did not include all areas necessary to provide
municipal services on an efficient scale. Further, the
economy of the community did not include tne human and

financial resources necessary to provioe local ~ryirp”——

Legislative review 1is not necessary in matters of

inco.ooration.

ANNEXATION OF APPROXIMATELY 20.50 SQUARE MILES TO THE CITY
OF EMMONAK - On August 16, 1960, the City of Emmonak
submitted its petition for annexation by election of
resioents of tht territory. The petition was determined to
be acceptable 1in form and content by the Department of

Community and Regional Affairs on September 16, 1960.

On October 20, 1960 the Commission conducted a review

limited to a determination that the annexation would not be
inimical to the interests of the State or any municipality,

ano that the area of territory proposeo for annexation 1is



rot so disproportionate to the population as to warrant
adjustment of the proposed boundaries or rejection of the

petition.

On October 27, 1580 the Commission appmvpn Uip ppHMgn.

In late December the annexation proposal x5LS-Put before the

voters. but was rejected.

Even if the voters had approved the annexation measure,
Legislative review 1is not required for this type of

annexation.



STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER ONE TO THE FIRST
SESSION OF THE TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF ST. MARY"S

WHEREAS, on August 9, 1979, the City of St. Mary®"s submitted a
petition to the Local Boundary Commission (hereinafter
eTommission™) through the Department of Community ano Regional
Affairs (hereinafter "Department™) pursuant to the provisions
of 19 AAC 15.010 - .130 requesting the annexation of Lots 1A
ana IB of Block 1 in Tract A and all of Tract B, USS #5507,
Anareafsky Townsite; and

WHEREAS, on October A, 1979, the Department oetermined the

petition to be acceptable in form ana content; ano

WHEREAS, for compelling reasons, the Commission elected to
exercise its authority under the provisions of 19 AAC 15.070(e)
to treat the petition as a legislative revie* annexation

proposal; and

WHEREAS the Commission conducted a physici* inspection of the
a

territory mrpcsed for annexation anc held a public hearing on

the matter, *ith prescribed notice, IN the st. Mary®s City

Council chambers Of November 15, 1979; ano



WHEREAS a majority of the testimony presented at the hearing as
well as written materials received subsequent to the hearing,
including materials from representatives of the City of St.
Mary®s and the Andreafsky Townsite Council, indicated that the
interests of the State, the City of St. Mary"s and thi
Andreafsky Townsite would best be served through annexation of

the entire Andreafsky Townsite; and

WHEREAS the Commission held, with prescribed notice, a meeting

to render a decision on the petition “or annexation February

29, 1980;

NOW, THEREFORE, based upon the petition of the City of St.
Mary®s, the invest«aation and renort of the Department, the
physical 1inspection of the territory by the Commission, and the
information obtained from the public hearing, the Commission
recommends that the following described territory be annexed to

the City of St. Mary-s:

Beginning at a point which 1is Corner No. 2 of U.S. Survey
No. 2984 in Section 27, T23N, R76W, Seward Meridian,
proceed on a bearing approximately N 110 w a distance of
5,800 feet more or less to the nw Corner of N.4. No.
F031704, thence N 180< w along the west boundary of N.A.
No. F031704 and beyond to the north bank of the Andreafsky
River a distance of 4,250 feet more or less, thence north
and east along the Meander of tne north bank of the
Andreafsky River to the Meander Corner, Corner No. 1 of
U.S. Survey No. 2904 a distance of 7,600 feet more or less,
thence N ?1=-27" W along the west boundary of U.S. Survey
No. 2984 to the point beginning a distance of ?,700 feet,
more or less and containing 374 acres, more or less,
situated in the Second Judicial District. State of Alaska.



CTATF nr Al ASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER TWO TO THE FIRST
SESSION OF THE TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF KING COVE

WHEREAS, on August 21, 1980, the City of King Cove submitted a
petition for le"islative review to the Local Boundary
Commission (hereinafter "Commission™) through the Department of
Community ano Regional Affairs (hereinafter "Department™) in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations of the State of
Alaska, requesting the annexation of approximately A.2 square

miles of territory; and

WHEREAS, on September 6, 1980, the Department determined the

petition to be acceptable in form and content; and

WHEREAS, on September 28, 1980 the Commission conducted a
physical 1inspection of the territory proposed for annexation
and neld apublic hearing cn the matter, with prescribed

notice, 1in the King Cove School Library; ano

WHEREAS, on October 27, 1980 the Comm *ssion held, with

prescribed notice, a meeting to renoer a Decision on the



noVi, THEREFORE, based upon the City of King Cove®"s petition,
the investigation ana the report of the Departmen” the
physical 1inspection of the territory by three members of the
Commission, and the information obtained from the public

hearing, the Commisson recommenos that the following oescribed

territory be annexed to the City of King Cove:

Beginning at the protracted nw corner of the SE 1/A of
Section 16, T59S, R86k, Seward Meridian; thence east to the
line of mean high water of King Cove Lagoon; thence
meanoering northeasterly along the line of mean high water
of King Cove Lagoon to the point of intersection with the
west boundary of Section 11, T59S, R86W, S.M.; thence north
to the protractea Nk corner of Section 11, T59S, R66K,

S.M.; thence east to the protracted NE corner of Section
11, T59S, R86h, S.M.; thence south to the protracted SE
corner of Section 26, T59S, R66w, S.M.; thence west to the
protractea Sk corner of the SE 1/a of Section 26, ¥Y59S,
R66k, S.M.; thence north to the line of mean high ws"er of
King Cove; thence meandering northeasterly along the line

of mean high water of King Cove to the point of
intersection with-the north bounaary of Section 28, T595,

Rb6k, S.M.; thence west to the protracteo Sh corner of the
SE 1/A of Section 21, T59S, R86k, S.M.; thence north to the
protracteo Nk corner of the 5£ 1s7a of Section 16, T59S,
R86* S.M., the point of beginning; excepting those lands
inoentifled as Bureau of Lana Management Serial no. AA
2612, an Indian Allotment Application, lying within
protracteo Sec tens 15 ano 16, T59S, R66h, S.M.; ana
excepting the area now comprising the City of King Cove,
which 1is oescribed as follows: The area bounoeo by the
King Cove®s shoreline ano lacituoe 55<, 03", 06" north to
the south; by the King Cove Lagoon shoreline ano latltuoe
55=, 0a-, 06" north to the north; by longitude 162=, 197,
Ag" west to the west; ano by longituoe 162®, 16", 06" west
to the east, anc commonly known as the King Cove Village
Site; containing 6.5 square miles, more or less, situated
In the Third Judicial District, State of Alaska.

11



STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER THREE TO THE FIRST
SESSION OF THE TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF NOME

WHEREAS, onJuly 14, 1980 the City of Nome submitted apetition
to the Local Bounoary Commission (hereinafter "Commission™)
through the Department of Community ano Regional Affairs
(hereinafter "Department™) in 8ccoroance with applicable laws
and regulations of the State of Alaska, requesting the

annexation of approAima“ely 235.63 souaie mile*: ana

WHEREAS, on July 25, 1980 tht Department determined the

petition to be acceptablein form and content; ano

WHEREAS, on November2l, 1980 the Commission conducted a
physical 1inspection of the area proposed for anrexation ano
held a public hearing on the matter, with piescrlbeo notice, in

the Nome City Council Chambers; ano

WHEREAS, on December 11, 1980 the Commission held, with

prescrlbec notice, a meeting to renoer a decision on the

petition for annexation;

12



NOW, THEREFORE, based upon the extensive briefings of the
Petitioner and the Respondents, the investigation and the
report ss amended by the Departnent, the physical inspection of
the territory by two members of the Commission, and the
information obtained from the public hearing, the Commission
recommends that the following described territory be annexed to

the City of Nome:

Begini ng at the protracted Nh corner of Section 11, T11S,
R34W, Kateel River Merioian; thence east to the protracted
NE corner of Section 7, TIIS, R33W, K.R.M.; thence south to
the protracted SE corner of Section 31, T11S, R33W, "(.R.M.;
thence continuing south along the same line to a point
4,000 feet seaward of the mean high tide line of Norton
Souno; thence meandering northwesterly along a line 4,000
feet seaward of ano paralleling the mean high tioe line of
Norton Sound to a point oue scuth of the protracteo Sw
corner of the SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Section 26, T11S,
R34W, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracted nw corner of
the NE 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Section 21, TI11S, R34h, K.R.M.;
thence east to the protracteo SE corner of Section 15,

TIIS, R34W, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracteo Nw
corner of Section 1ii, TIIS, R34W, K.R.m ., the point of
beginning; excepting the area now comprising the City of
Nome; containing 17.63 square miles, more or less, situatec
in the Secono Judicial D"strict, State of Alaska.
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l. INTRODUCTION

The City of Nome, a fiist class city within the unorganized
borough, was incorporated in 1S01.  The original corporate
boundaries of the City of Nome, which are icentical to those of
today, contain 525.45 acres (0.82 square miles).

In 1968, the City of Nome successfully petitioned the State of
Alaska for the annexation of approximately 9,802 acres (15.32
square  miles) of territory.  However, the action was
subsequently challenged by what is now the Alaska Cold Company,
owner of an estimated 75 percent of the territory affected. In
1971, the annexation was invalidated by the Alaska Supreme
Court on the basis that the Local Boundary Commission Judgec
the matter in the absence of required standaros.

[l PROCEEDINGS TO DATE

On August 28, 1978, the Council of the City of Nome aoopteo
Ordinance Numpe. 0-78-5-1 authorizing the current petition for
annexation.  Ner-ly two years later, on July 14, 1980, the City
of Nome formally submitted its petition for the annexation of
approximately 150,81* acres (235.65 square miles) of land
contiguous to the existing municipal boundaries. The petition,
however, requested the annexation of territory beyond that
authorized in Ordinance Number 0-78-5-1 (Sections 17 and 22,
1



T12S, R32W, Kateel River Meriaian). The Department has
requested a resolution of the Council of the City of home
affirming 1its current support of the annexation proposal and

remedying the discrepancy of land proposed for annexation.

The petition wasdetermined be sufficient as tc form ano
content and was accepted by the Department on July 25, 1980.
The requirement that the petitioner give public notice of
filing the petition was fulfilled through the publication of
such notice on August 15, 1S80 in the Bering Straights, a
newspaper of general circulation 1in the Nome area. The Local
Boundary Commission public hearing on the annexation proposal

has been scheduled forNovember 21, 1580 at 7:30 p.m. in the

City of Nome Council Chambers. Notice of the hearing is to be
published three times 1in the Nome Nugget, a newspaper of
general circulation in the Nome area. Staff from the

Department visited Nome on October 13-14 to review the
territory proposeo for ennexatlon ano to oiscuss the matter

fcith City officials and other interested parties.

111. STANDARDS FOR ANNEXATION

Section 10, Chapter 5, Title 19 of the Alaska Administrative
Cooe <contains the stanoaros for annexation of contiguous

territory to a city; these stanoaros are presentee on the

fcllowlng page:



(1) all land to which the territory 1is contiguous is
within the city"s boundaries; or

(2) all land in tne territory 1is wholly owned by the city;
or

(3) the territory is urban 1in character. In determining
whether territory 1is urban 1in character, the commission may
consider, without limitation, whether the property is platted
or held for sale for urban, residential ¢ commercial purposes,
whether the population density of the territory approximates
that of the annexing city, whether the population of the
territorv stems primarily from actual growth of the city beyond
its Ulegal boundaries, and whether the property 1is valuable
primarily by reason of its suitability for prospective urban
purposes; or

(4) the territory 1is presently 1in need of a municipal
service or services which the city cm provide more efficiently
than another municipality; or

3) there is a likelihood that future growth and
development of the city will occur within the territory and
annexation of the territory will enable the city to plan for
and control that development; or

(6) the health or safety of city residents 1is e.idsngered
by conditions existing or developing 1in the territory ano
annexation will enable the city to remove or alleviate those
conditions; or

) the extension into tne territory of city water, sewer,
street, or other Tfacilities, or of city police, rire, health or
other services 1s necessary to enable the <city to provide
adequate service to city residents; ana it is 1impossible or
impractical for the city to extend such Ffacilities or services
unless the territory is within the city"s boundaries; or

(3) resloents of, or owners of property 1in, the territory
receive or may be reasonably expectec to receive the benefit of
city services without commensurate tax contributions whether
such services are rendered or received inside or outside the
territory. In determining whethei this standard 1is met, the
commission will consider alternate methods available to the
city for offsetting the cost of providing services to
individuals or property beyond 1its property taxation powers; or

(9 the annexation 1is otheiwise necessary to accomplish a
valid public purpose.



IV. APPLICATION OF STANDARDS

The annexation proposal fails to meet the first stanoaro, in
that all of the territory proposed for annexation lies outside

the City"s boundaries.

A snail portion of the territory proposeo for annexation is
owneo by the City; therefore, to a IImiteo degree the second
standard is met. The City owns "3 acres at the Nome u.ltz
complex, the site for the City school, located some two ano
one-half miles north of the existing municipal boundaries. The
City also owns approximately 12 acres of Jland at Moonlight
Springs, the, City"s water supply, Ilocated three miles north of

the existing municipal boundaries.

The petition correctly states that a part of the territory
proposeo Tfor annexation 1is wurban in character; therefore, a
portion cf the territory meets the thiro standard. in 1S78,
the City of Ncir.e conducteo a census which identified 232
inoiviouais reslcing 1in the general area outside 1its municipal
boundaries year-rouno. These Inoivlouals represent the
equivalent of 8.7~ of the population of the City of Nome. The
statement in the petitioner®"s brief that most of these 232
individuals resicc "In an area bounoeo by Sunset Creek and the
Snake River on the west, Banner Peak ano Anvil Mountain tr the
north and tape Nome tn the east", however, certainly warrants

refinement. The foregoing area encompasses 1in excess of 100

A



Teller Road; the remaining two live 11 miles to the east of the
City near Cape Nome. This outlying area also contains AO or so
cabins and camps which are used only on a seasonal basis for
recreational and subsistence purposes. For the [large part,
these <cabins and camps have been established for many years.
It can be said these eir,ht year-rdund residents do benefit from
the city"s education service; however, other City services are

not generally available.

Nonresidents contribute to the City revenues to the extent that
they purchase goods ano services which are subject to the
City"s 3% sales t*>x. In addition to the sales tax, theCity of
Nome 1levies a 13 mill tax on taxable property within the City
of Nome. The City"s estimate of $27,664,000 in taxable
property within the territory proposeo fcr annexation is
consicered by the petitioner tc be conservative. Given the
nature of land ownership and development within the territory
proposeo tor annexation, the wvast majority of the taxable
property, like the population, lies close in to the City
bounoaries. The annexation ot the populateo territory woulo
have the cfft t ot increasing the assessed value of the City by
approximate®) 60Kk . At the current mill rate, this woulo
Increase the City"s annual revenues by nearly $400,000; or
viewed at the other end of thf spectrum, given the current
level of expenditure, would allow the mill rate to be reduced

tu approximately S.4 mills.

It it. apparent that the fifth standard, the need to plan ano

6



control development, is the primary Dbasis for the City"s
petition for an expansion of its boundaries substantially
beyond the populated territory. The City proposes t push 1its
boundaries 24 miles to the west, 12 miles to the east and as
much as 11 miles to the north. The petitioner™s brief cites the
following as the basis for the need to extend planning to the

area outside the existing municipal boundaries:

1. Likelihood of continued residential growth in the area

beyond the current City boundaries.

2. Potential for offshore petroleum exploration ano

development.

3. Construction of a mocern port facility to expano Nome"s

role as the regional shipping center.

The City"s desire ano the reec to plan ano regulate rcsicential
ano commercial growth 1in the area Immediately beyond tne City
is certainly legitimate. Most of the [lano containec in this
area 1is privately owned, ano gi“"en 1its proximity to Nome's
infrastructure, will be the most readily developed area as

future routine growth occurs.

lhe same does not hold true for the outlying arena. These
areas are virtually unpopulated, have little access to the
community®"s infrastructu:e ano are generally of restricted

ownership. Further, there 1is no evidence that significant



growth in the community is imminent. It is not yet known

whether petroleum resources exist in the Norton Sound/Bering

Sea area in quantities sufficient to allow feasible
development. The first petroleum lease sale (0CS lease sale
#57) will not take place for two years. IfT it occurs at all,

0CS development which will have a significant impact on Nome 1is
several years away. The Nome port facility is planned to be
constructed near the Snake River at the west end of the
existing corporate boundaries of the City of Nome. The total
cost of the project (1980 dollars) is estimated to be $26.2
million. Project funding 1iscontingent wupon Statewide voter
approval of future State C.0. Bond Issues, while the new port
facility, 1if constructed, will greatly facilitate shipping (by
eliminating the necessity to Jlighter materials ashore) its
impact in terms of growth will not ©Dbe signiflcant 1in the

foreseeable future.

The Sltnasuak Native Corporation, »h.ch has an Interest in the
greatest amount of land in the outlying area, 1is currently
finalizing its plan for the use of such lanes. The draft plan
relates to virtually all of the planning Issues affecting tie
outlying lanes which are oetallec in the petloner's brief (i.e.
recreational, subslstance, grazing ano mining uses). If local
government planning s warranted at all in the area beyono
Nome's populated area, it is ot a regional nature. Only the
populated territory outside the bo noarles of the City of Nome
meets the fifth standard.



The sixth standard, that territory to be annexeo to mitigate a
threat tothe health ana safety of City residents, applies with
respect to the need to control animals ano to 1insure the
protection of theCity"s water supply. Under the current
circumstances it is difficult for the City to properly regulate
and control animals that frequent the City but are owned by
nonresidents. Also, the City"s water supply at Moonlight
Springs 1is exposed ano viitually unprotected; it is legitimate

that the City desires to extend 1its Jurisdiction to include

that area. However, with respect to the watershed above
Moonlight Springs, the review of the territory by whe
Department taff showed no evidence of “construction ano

development on Anvil Mountain above Moonlight Springs (which)
could pose a serious pollution problem to the water of the City
of Nome™ as stated in the petitioner"s brief. Should this
concern prove legitimate, the Cﬁty need only to employ the
provisions of AS 29.A6.037 (b) which allows a municipality to
protect a watersnea located veyonda ItS COrporate boundaries.

Similarly, police ano fire protection services to the Citj
residents, as outlined 1iIn the Petitioner®"s brief, would be

enhanced by the annexation of he populated territory; thus the

populated territory meets the seventh standard.

The ninth ard final standard, that annexation be carried out to
accomplish a valla public purpose, 1Is a catchall provision. it
applies only Indirectly in this instance. As stated in the

petitioner®s brief, those individuals who live outside the City



The sixth standard, that territory to be annexed to mitigate a
threat to the health ana safety of City residents, applies with
respect to the need to <control animals ana to 1insure the
protection of the City"s water supply. Under the current
circumstances it is difficult for the City to properly regulate
and control animals that frequent the City but are owned by
nonresidents. Also, the ™ty"s water supply at Moonlight
Springs 1is exposed and virtually unprotected; it is legitimate
that the City desires to extend its Jurisdiction to 1include
that area. However, with respect to the watershed above
Moonlight Springs, the review of the territory by  the
Department staff showed no evidence of "construction ana
development on Anvil Mountain above Moonlight Springs (whicn)
could pose a serious pollution problem to the water of the City
of Nome™ as stated 1in the petitioner™s brief. Should this
concern prove Jlegitimate, the City need only to employ the
provisions of AS 29.46.0: (b) which allows a municipality to

protect a watershed located beyond 1its corporate boundaries.

Similarly, police ano fire protection services to the City
residents, as outlined in the Petitioner®s brief, would be
enhanced by the annexation of the populated .errltory; thus the

populated territory meets the seventh standard.

The ninth and fir j1 stanowre, that annexation be carrleo out to
accomplish a valid public purpose, 1is a catchall provision. It
applies only indirectly in this 1instance. As stated 1in the

petitioner™s brief, those individuals who live outside the City



boundaries who have access to virtually all of the municipal
services should have the right to particip te 1in municipal

affairs.

V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

As outlined in the preceding section, the populated and
developed area outside the City boundaries meets virtually all
of the standards for annexation. However, the territory beyond
these 1lanos meets virtually none of the necessary standards.
Therefore, the Department vrecommends that the Local Boundary
Commission reduce the boundaries of the territory proposed for
annexation to the following:

Beginning at the protracted NW coiner of Section
11, T11S, R3AW, Kateel River Meridian; thence
east to the protracted NE corner of the NW 1/A of
the NW 1/A of Section 7, T11S, R33W, K.R.M.;
thence south to the protracted SE corner of the
Vi 1/A of the 1/A of Section 31, T1I1S, R33W,
K.R.M.; thence due south to a point A,000 feet
seaward of the mean high tide line cf Norton
Souno; thence meandering northwesterly along a
line A,000 feet seaward of ano paralleling the
mean high tide 1line of Norton Souno to a point
due south of the protracted Sw corner of the SE
1/A of the SE 1/A of Section 28, T11S, R3AW,
k .R.m .; thence north to the protracted NE corner
of the SE 1/a of the SE 1/a of Section 21, T11S,
R3aw, k.R.m.; thence easterly to the protracteo
NE corner of the SE 1/a of Section 22, T11S,
R3AW, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracteo NW
corner of Section 11, T11S, R3AW, K.R.m ., the

point of beginning, containing 13.7 square
miles, more or less; situated in the Second
Judicial District, State of Alaska.

10
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ADDENDUM NUMBER ONE TO THE
OCTOBER 29, 1980 REPORT TO THE
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION ON
THE CITY OF NOME®"S PETITION
TO ANNEX TERRITORY TO THE CITY
OF NOME

Department of Community
ana Regional Affairs

November 18, 1980



The Department feels that an oversight was made 1in 1its October
25, 1580 report to the Local Boundary Commission in that the
Fort Davis Roadhouse was not included within the territory
proposed for annexation. This addenoum remeoies that oversight
by recommending the extension of the boundaries to include that

property.

The Fort Davis Roadhouse 1is located along the Nome-Council

Highway approximately one-halt mile beyond the eastern bouriary
initially recommended by the Department. The Fort Davis
Roadhouse 1is a substantial commercial establishment serving
significant numbers of the public. Electricity and trucked

water utility services are provideo by the City of Nome.

Clearly the third, fourth and eighth standards for annexable
territory outlined in the October 25, 1580 report* warrant the
inclusion of the p operty within Nome®s municipal boundaries.
Therefore, the Dept ment amends 1its October 25, 1580 report to
recommend that the bounoaries of the City of Nome be expanded
as described on the following page and shown on the attacneo

map.

. 19 AAC 05.010
(3) The territory 1is urban in character...
(A) The territory is presently in need of municipal
services. ..
(8) Residents of, or owners of property in the territory
receive...the benefit of city services without
commensurate tax contributions...



Eeginning at the protracteo NW corner of Section 11, Tils,
R34W, Kateel River Meridian; thence east to the protracteo
NE corner of the NW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of Section 7, T11S,
R33W, K.R.M.: thence south to the protracted SE corner of
the SW 1/4 rr the NW 1/4 of Section 31, T11S, R33W, K.R.M.;
thence east to the NE corner of the SE 1/4 of Section 31,
T11S, R33W, K.R.M.; thence due south to a poi.it 4,000 feet
seaward of the mean high tioe line of Norton Sound; thence
meandering northwesterly along a line 4,000 feet seaward of
and paralleling the mean high tioe line of Norton Sound tc
a point due south of the protracted SW corner of the SE 1/4
of the SE 1/4 of Section 28, T11S, R34W, K.R.M.; thence
north to the protracteo NW corner of the SE 1/4 of the SE
1/4 of Section 21, T11S, R34W, K.R.M.; thence easterly to
the protracteo NE corner of the SE 1/4 af Section 22, T11S,
R34W, K.R.m ., thence north to the protracteo NW corner of
Section 11, T11S, R34W, K.R.M., the point of beginning,
containing 14.5 square miles, more or less; situated 1in the
Secono Judicial District, State of Alaska.
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ANDREAFSKY TOWNSITE COUNCIL
and
THE CITY OF ST. MARY"®"S

February 23, 1980

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

Dept, of Community and Regioibl Affairs
Division of Local Government Assistance
225 Cordova St., .Building B

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Honorable members of the Commission:

Enclosed we have sert you an. agreement reached at
a joint session of our two golerning bodies, the Andreafsky
Towr.site Council and the City Council of St. Mary®s. We ask
that you review this agreement at your upcoming deliberation on
the petition from St. Mary®s presently before you, and that you
give considerable weight to tra opinions we have expressed 1in
that document.

Wc also extend our apologies to the Commission for not
acting on tl is matter withir the time frame the Commission desired.
Both Councils were under the mistaken impression that the
Commission was willing to act on the question of total annexation
based on the testimony given at the hearing held in St. Mary %.

It is a misunderstanding we regret. We ask the Commission not

to permit the misunderstanding to affect its decision. Mow 1is the
time for both of our communities to unite, to put aside the
differences that have separated us, and to work Jointly toward
improving the quality of life for all of the people of this area.
We have made our decision. We ask the Commission to accord us the
legal ""%®amework we need to carry out this purpose.

In the event.the Commission should not see fit to
grant our request at this time we ask any action on the petition
presently bef re the Commission be delayed until we can resolve
the concerns that may arise.

RESPECTFULLY,

Andreafsk> Townsite Council

City of St. Mary"'s



Joint Agreement of the

V ANDREAFSKY TOWNSITE COUNCIL
and v
< e THE CITY OF ST. MARY ™

WHEREAS the City of St. Mary"s has filed a petition for the

annexation of certain tracts of property within the
boundaries of the Townsite of Andreafsky, namely Tract
"3" and Lots 1A and IB of Tract "A”?of U.S. Survey #5507;

WHEREAS a public hearing was held in St. Mary 3 on November

151 1979 by the Local Boundary Commission concerning the
appropriatnesS of said annexation; *

WHEREAS a significant portion of the testimony presented at

the public hearing by citizens of Andreafsky Townsite was
in favor of a complete annexation of Andreafsky Townsite
into the City of St. Mary"s, rather than the partial
annexation proposed;

WHEREAS the Andreafsky Townsite Council an"" the City Council

of St. Mary % agree that the union of Andreafsky Townsite
and the City of St. Mary"s will improve the economic base

of both communities, provide for the more efficient delivery
of services to the public., and enable the people of both
communities to more effectively plan for the area;

WHEREAS on the Twenty-second*day of February 1980 the Andreafsky

Townsite Council and the City Council of St. Mary %

Jointly met and all members present agreed the communities
should become unified and agreed on the terms of unification
set forth below, and have authorized Daniel Stevens, Sr.,
President of the Andreafsky Townsite Council and Moses Paukan,
Mayor of the City of St. Mary®"s to sign the agreement on
behalf of their respective communities. /

THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED:

1. That the Andreafsky Townsite Council and the City of

St. Mary®"s have stipulated to the following terms of transition

A. That the Andreafsky Townsite Council will appoint
three citizens from Andreafsky Townsite to sit as
advisory members on the Council for the City of

St. Mary®s until the next general election in November
of 1980;

B. That should a vacancy occur on the City Council for
St. Mary"s before the next general election the City
Council will fill the vacancy from the advisory members
of Andreafsky Townsite;

»



C. That the Andreafsky Townsite Council will
designate two citizens from Andreafsky Townsite

for appointment by the Mayor of St. Mary®s as voting
members of the St. Mary®"s Plannxng Commission;

D. That the City Council for St. Mary"s will send a
letter to the St. Mary®"s School Board advising the
School Board of the annexation and encouraging the
School Board to appoint the current advisory member
from Anareafsky Townsite to a voting seat on the
School Board in the event a vacancy occurs on the
School Board before the next general election in
November 1980;

2. That the Andreafsky Townsite Council and the City Council
of St. Mary®"s petition the local Boundary Commission to use
its .authority by virtue of the petition now before it

to approve the complete annexation of Andreafsky Townsite
into the City of St. Mary"s.

DATED this 23d. day of February 1980 at St. Mary"s, Alaska.

ANDREAFSKY TOWNSITE COUNCIL CITY OF ST. MARY"®"S
si-,*
Daniel Stevens, Sr. Moses Paukan
President Mayor
BEFORE ME this day of 1980,

Notary Public for the State ot Alaska, came Daniel Stevens,

Sr., known to me personally, and Moses Paukan, known to me
personally, and after being duly sworn, stated that the contents
of the above document were true and correct, that each was

duly authorized to subscribe said document, and thereafter each
subscribed his name thereto In my presence.

Notary Public ior the State
of Alaska
My Commission Expires:



REPORT TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
ON THE CITY OF KING COVE"S PETITION
FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF KING COVE

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND
REGIONAL AFFAIRS

SEPTEMBER 25, 1S80



I. PROCEEDINGS TO DATE

On September 8, 1980 the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs (DCRA) completed 1its vreview and subsequently accepted
as to form and content, the City of King Cove®s petition or

annexation by legislative review.

There being no newspaper of general circulation 1in the King
Cove area, public notice of the filing of the petition for
annexation was posted 1in three prominent Jlocations within the

comm -)ity on August 22, 1980.

The public hearing before the Local Bounoary Commission on the
issue was scheduled for September 28, 1980 at 1:30 p.m. 1in the
King Cove school library. The following day, September 29, was
scheduled as an alternate date for the hearing 1in the event
weather prevented the Local Boundary Commission from tiaveling
to King Cove on the 28th. Notice of the public hearing was
posted in three Ilocations within the community on September 10,

1980.

. STANDARDS FOR ANNEXATION BY CITIES OF CONTIGUOUS TERRITORY

Standards by which King Cove®"s annexation proposal are to be

Judged are found 1in the Alaska Administrative Code and are

cited on the following page.



Sec.

19 AAC

05.010. Annexable territory.

(a) Territory which 1is contiguous to a city may be annexed
to that city if one or more of the following standards

are

1)

()

3)

(A)

Q)

(6)

)

(8)

met:

all land to which the ter" tory 1is contiguous 1is
within the city"s boundaries; or

all land 1in the territory 1is wholly owned by the
city; or

the territory is urban in character. In
determining whether territory is urban in
character, the commission may consider, without
limitation, whether the property is platted or held
for sale for urban, residential or commercial
purposes, whether the population density of the
territory approximates that of the annexing city,
whether the population of the territory stems
primarily from actual growth of the city beyono 1its
legal boundaries, and whether the property is
valuable primarily by reason of 1its suitability for
prospective urban puiposes; or

the territory is presently 1in need of a municipal
service or services which the city can provide more
efficiently than another municipality; or

there is a likelihood that future growth and
development of the city will occur within the
territory and annexation of the territory will
enable the <city to plan for and control that
development; or

the health or safety of city residents is
endangered by conditions existing or developing 1in
the territory ano annexation will enable the city
to remove or alleviate those conditions; or

the extensioninto the territory of city water,
sewer, street, or other facilities, or of city
police, fire, health or other services IS necessary
to enable the city to provide adequate service to
city residents; and it is 1impossible or impractical
for the city to extenc such Tfacilities or services
jnless the territory is within the city"s
toundarles; or

residents of, or owners of property in, the
territory receive or may be reasonably expected to
receive the benefit cft city services without
commensurate tax con .ributions whether such



services are rendered or received inside or outside
the territory. In determining whether this
standard is met, the commission will consider
alternate methods available to the city for
offsetting the cost of providing services to
individuals or property beyond its property
taxation powers; or

(9) the annexation 1is otherwise necessary to accomplish
a valid public purpose.

I11. APPLICATION OF STANDARDS

The approximate 4.2 square miles of lanos, tidelands and
submerged lands proposed for annexation to the City of King
Cove are contiguous to the current bounoaries of the

municipality.

with the exception of two areas, the boundaries of the City of
Kinc Cove would, wupon the annexation of territory proposed 1in
the petition, follow protracted section, half-section ano
guarter-section lines. The two areas which do not conform to
the otherwise north/south east/west proposed bounoaries consist
of a portion of a tract of lano identified as BLM Serial No. AA
2612 and a portion of Section 28, T59S R86W, Seward Meridian.
Accorcing to City officials, these areas were excluded from the
territory proposed for annexation because the lanos did not
meet the standards for annexation. Further, the City desireo
to avoid annexing segments of land tracts, thu: bringing only a

portion or a tract of land into the city.

The expressed purpose of the annexation effort 1is to 1include



within the <corporate boundaries of the City, all contiguous
lands which are suitable for ana are planned for development,
as well as the watershed for the City"s water source. The 7.2
ac Ram Creek subOivision, located some 1,400 feet suvth of
the existing City boundaries, 1is the site for a 23 ur.it housing
development currently being constructed by the Aleutian Housing
Authority. City officials indicate that an additional 43
housing units are expected to be —constructed within the

territory proposed for annexation over the next two years.

It is apparent that the territory proposed for 1incorporation
will experience sigh"MNicant population growth, from SiX
residents currently to an estimated 200 over the next two
years. These residents will certainly be in need of ana avail

themselves to the services provided by the City of King Cove, a

first class «city within the unorganized borough. These
services currently consist of: education; police; fire
protection; water, sewer and electrical utilities; streets;

marine Tfacilities; health facilities; planning, platting and
zoning; refuse collection and disposal; cemeteries; and

watercourse and flood control facilities.

Annexation of the City"s watershed 1is proposeo to insure the

continued potability of the City & water supply.

IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDAT IO.M

Time and financial constraints t..6de it 1impractical for DCRA



staff to travel to the remote and Distant City of King Cove in
order to inspect, prior to the preparation of this report, the
territory proposed to be annexed. Notwithstanding, it s
apparent that the territory proposed for annexation partially
or wholly meets several of the stanoaros detailed in section |1l
of this report. The area in and around the Ram Creek
subdivision is urban in character and, as a vresult of
anticipated growth and development, will be in need of
mur Tipal services which can be provided most efficiently by
the City of King Cove. According to City officials, the
territory proposed for annexation which lies to the west of the
existing <corporate Jlimits of the City similarly meets the
standards for annexation. The relatively large area to the
east ano southeast of the City beyono the Ram Creek subdivision
is included in the territory prrposea for annexation 1in order
to allow the City to regulate development and activities within
the City"s watershed, thus protecting the health of City

residents.

The annexation proposal is fairly simple and straightforward,

and is reportedly without opposition from the community.

The proposed boundaries of the city is the only issue jf
concern to DCRA. The members of the Local Boundary Commission
should satisfy themselves that the portion of the BLM lend (AA
2612) and Section 28 do not, as stated by the City, meet the
standards for annexation while the areas coterminous to these

lands do meet such standards.



Upon resolution of the above concern, DCRA recommends to the
Locai Boundary Commission that the annexation proposal be

approved.

A map oetailing the existing ano proposeo boundaries of the
City of King Cove and illustrating other features of

significance i1 this report, appears or the following page.
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STATE OF ALASKA

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

City of St. Mary"s petition.for)
annexation of the Andreafsky )
Townsite )

Statement of Decision

WHEREAS, on August 9, 1979, the City of St. Mary > submitteo a
petition to the Local Boundary Commission through the
Department of Community ano Regional Affairs pursuant
to the provisions of 19 AAC 15.010 - .130 requesting
the annexation by election of Lots 1A and IB of Block
1 in Tract A and all of Tract B, USS 05507, Andreafsky
Townsite, a portion of an island within the current
boundaries of the City of St. Mary®"s; and

WHEREAS, on October 4, 1979, the Department found the petition
to be sufficient; but for compelling reasons
recommended to the Local Boundary Commission that it
exercise 1its authority under the provision of 19 AAC
15.070(e) to treat the petition as a legislative
review annexation proposal; and

WHEREAS, the Local Boundary Commission scheduled a public
hearing with prescribed public notice; ano

WHEREAS the Commission conducted a physical 1inspection of the
proposed annexation territory and held a public
hearing 1in the St. Mary®"s Council Chambers on November
15, 1979; and

WHEREAS a majority of the testimony presented at the hearing
as well as written materials received subsequent to
the hearing, including materials from representatives
of the City of St. Mary"s and the Andreafsky Townsite
Council, indicated that the interests of the state,
the City of St. Mary®"s ano the entire unincorporated
Andreafsky Townsite would best oe served through
annexation of the whole Anoreafsky Townsite; and

WHEREAS the Commission held a public decisional neeting on
February 29, 1960;

NOW, therefore the Commission confirms its decision to
approve the annexation of the entire Andreafsky
Townsite to the City of St. Mary"s and enters the
following summary.of findings in correlation with
Commission regulations:



19 AAC 05.010 (a) (A): The territory approved for
annexation 1is in need of St. Mary"s City services, 1is
presently benefited thereby, ard the City of St.
Mary®"s 1is capable and willing to provide services.
The City is the only local government entity in
existence in the area capable of supplying needed
services and jurisdiction to residents of the
territory.

19 AAC 05.101 (a) (5): The Commission Tfinds that the
territory approved is growing and developing and is
likely to continue to do so; because of this the
territory should be under the jurisdiction of the City
of St. Mary"s for orderly control of this growth.

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
February 29 1980
Approved:

Ilaghei

yji faCIidALOL
JOSAbIntJ Anaerson

Charles J tusworth
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BY THE COMMUNITY AND
THE SENATE REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

Disapproving the Local Boundary
Commission recommendation for annex—
ation of territory to the City of
Nome

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS, wunder art. X, sec. 12 of the Constitution of the State of
Alaska, the Local Boundary Commission has presented to the legislature 1its
recommendation number 3 of January 21, 1981, entitled ™ecommendation for
Annexation of Territory to the City of Nome"™; and

WHEREAS a recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission presented to
the legislature becomes effective 45 days after presentation or at the end
of the session, whichever is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution
concurred in by the majority of the members of each house:

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that recommendation
number 3 of the Local Boundary Commission presented on January 21, 1981, and
entitled "Recommendation for Annexation of Territory to the City of Nome™ is

disapproved.



RESOLUTION

Relating to Local Boundary Commission Recommendation
Il of January 2+, 1981, for annexation of territory
to the City of Nome.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS, under art. X, sec. 12 of the Constitution
of the State of Alaska, the Local Boundary Commission has
presented to the legislature its Recommendation 111 of
January 21, 1J81, entitled "Recommendation for Annexation
of Territory to the City of Nome"; and

WHEREAS recommendations of the Local Boundary
Commission presented to the legislature become effective
45 days after presentation or at the end of the session,
whichever 1is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution
concurred in by the majority of the members of each house;

BE IT RESOLVED by the \laska State Legislature
that Local Boundary Commission Recommendation 11l of
January 21, 1981, for annexation of territory to the
City of Nome 1is disapproved.



THE FOLLOWING PAGES WERE TREATED AS
A UNIT IN THE ORIGINAL FILE.



C. Bettisworth:

Palmer McCarter:

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION MEETING
NOME ANNEXATION PUBLIC HEARING

November 21, 1980

1"d like to call the public meeting to order on

the annexation petition by the City of Nome. The
purpose of this hearing is to receive testimony

from the public regarding the City of Nome"s petition
to annex approximately 150,816 acres to the City

of Nome. In considering the petition proposing
annexation the Local Boundary Commission may decide
the 1issues in any one of the following 3 manners.
They nay accept the petition as submitted or they

may amend the boundaries of the proposed - of the
area proposed for annexation, accent the petition
or reject the petition. Administrative and

judicial appeals of a decision by the Local Boundary
Commission may be initiated pursuant to Alasxa
Statutes. My name 1is Charles Bettisworth, I"m from
Fairbanks and 1 will be an acting chairman. The
chairman has been called away on personal business
and will not be able to be here, and the vice
chairman has declared a conflict of interest and

he also is not here tonight. The other commission
members are to my far left Bert Griss from Selawik
and to my near right Jo Anderson from Wrangell.
Because | am an acting chairman and actually at

one other time at a very small hearing conducted

a public hearing of the Local Boundary Commission
I"ve asked Palmer McCarter who is the director of
the Division of Local Government Assistance for

the Department of Community and Regional Affairs

to moderate this public hearing here this evening,
and 1°11 let him go through the proceedings that

we would like this hearing to be conducted under.
So I"Il turn it over to Palmer.

Okay, unless there 1is an objection at this time

I will officially announce that the public hearing
on the petition for annexation submitted by the
City of Nome is called to order at 7:37 and let
the records show that Commissioners Griss from
Kotzebue, Anderson from Wrangell, Bettisworth

from Fairbanks arc present; absent are Chairman
Sheila Gallagher and commission member Sig Strandborg.
Also in attendance 1is Dan Bockhorst, staff assistant
to the Local Boundary Commission. Before beginning
the presentations that might be made from members

of the audience and others on the Nome Annexation
petition, 1°d like to take cire of a little bit

of housekeeping items before wo begin. I might

ask the city representative, since we are using

the city council chambers are there any special

rules governing such items as smoking or

the audience ought to !> awaro of.



Ivan Wi *om:

Palmer McCarter:

As far as the sitting there arc no regulations.
Ho”®ever 1 think if the room becomes too crowded
that to would be obvious that we would ask -
request that you ask people not to smoke.

With that statement in mird, and I don"t know

if everybody heard it, basically the City of

Nome has no designation that this 1is not a

smoking area so smoking will be allowed. If it
gets to a point where it"s too overwhelming we"ll
either try to get more ventilation or request

that people not smoke in the room. Smoking at
least for the moment until a decision 1is arrived

at otherwise is allowed in the city

council chambers. We hope that this- we are

aware this 1is a controversial subject in the

area and we are going to try to have a fairly
orderly conduct of the hearing process. To that
end we have outlined certain restrictions that

we at least hope will be acceptable to all

members of the audience 1in terms of going about
making presentations to the members of the Local
Boundary Commission. I1"d like to first state

that as moderator for the Local Boundary Commission
for this hearing | have no involvment with the
decision they will make and 1 think that needed to
be said up front. The manner that we are proposing
to and | have discussed this with the Commission
members earlier this afternoon, kind of a time
frame and a restriction as to how evidence or how
testimony will be heard by the Commission members.
In order of presentation the City of Nome, petitioner
in this case will be allowed a thirty minute period
in which to male its initial presentation to the
Commission. Following that the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs which serves as
staff to the Boundary Commission will be allowed

a period of ten minutes to indicate their review

of the peti 1ion and the Department®s recommendation.
Immediately following that respondents or people
who have officially written and asked to bo heard
at this hearing and to make presentations of their
testimony will be allowed a twenty minute period

to make that presentation. I think the staff has
indicated that there are approximately three of
those who havo filed notices of wanting to make
presentations before the Boundary Commission. Finally
the City of Nome will be allowed a thirty minute
period of time in which to either add additional
testimony or to rebut or respond to presentations
that might have been made either by the Department
or other respondents who have filed notice of wishing
to present testimony. At that point we should

bo approximately somcwhcrcs, cxcluse me, those

are considered maximum time allowances, we are

not suggesting that necessarily those times havo

to be used to their maximum if there 1is not more

wo can cave a little time. Following that period

-2 -



which would be roughly 1in a couple of hours we

will take a fifteen minute break, ,e will then come
back and allow individuals of the audience who

have signed up on the sheet that ® at the back by
the door and who have indicated that they would like
to testify before the Boundary Commission, those
people will oe called upon 1in order of the way

they signed the sheet. We will be limiting that
testimony again initially to a three minute pr<" entatioi
1 each person. Following that period of time thea
xts basically open and we will call on individuals
whether respondents, city or whatever 1in any order
for additional comments and =n each instance requesting
that only new information or corrections to previous
testimony be offered to the Commission members for
consideration. The Commission members have
indicated that"they would like to call this hearing
to a close or call their business meeting to a

close at 11:00 regardless of where we are in this
process. If the work has not been concluded-, or

if the hearing has not been concluded by 11:00 the
meeting will be reconvened tomorrow morning in

the council chambers at 9:00 tomorrow morning. So
there should be ample opportunity for everybody
who wishes to speak to be heard. The general rules

of order are hopefully, don"t repeat yourself and

if somebody else is basically expressed your position
indicate for the record that you just wish to be on
record as supporting a position that might have

been expressed by somebody else. In terms of
testifying, the City of and the respondents who
asked to be officially recognized for this hearing
process may want to get up and move around che

room. They are free to do so when we get down to
*he individual testimony we"ll ask that the person
wishing to testify sit at the end of the table there
and speak so that the microphone can be - will pick
up your conversation. The public hearing 1is being
recorded so members of the Commission who are not
here will have an ample opportunity to review the
record. Also 1 understand that - 1 believe this

is on the radio stations so those who may want to
get carried away with language may keep in mind that
this 1is being pub®.ically broadcast, so you should

bo aware of that Jfactor. Are there any questions of
the rules of the order for the evening before we
actually commence? (pause) ITf not then 1°11 call upon
the City of Nome and its petitioners representative
to make the initial presentation.

lvan Widom: That"s all right, 1°1l1 3tand. My name 1is lvan
Widom, I"m tI City Manager of City of Nome.
I"d like to read some remarks that | have prepared.
The City of Nome would like to offer come comments
regarding the proposed annexations. There are many
issues involved !In an annexation that can bo addressed.
One basic problem is to got down fo the substantive

issues and disregard the minor ones. Size -- A



distinct problem that we are dealing with 1is the
amount of territory the City is looking to annex.

If the Airport, High School and related housing

were inside the City the way they are in other
places the City would be 5 or 10 times as large as
it is now with very little room for expansion. When
you look at other cities 1in Alaska that have a
population close to Home % you come up with Valdez
which has 274 square miles, Skagway which has 443.10
square miles and Wrangell which has 70 square miles.
Other cities with less population are huge in
comparison. Nightmute, population 135 people, 1is 102
square miles, Toqiak-population 474, 1is 42 square
miles, McGrath-population 382, 1is 48 square miles
and Stebbins, a community close to here-population 305,
is 35 square miles. Geography - one of the more
important ideas is wh”"t territory a city has an
effect on and what territory affects the city. As
far as Nome 1is concerned the area between Cape Nome
and Sinuk River and the land to the north of the
city in the proposed annexation meets that criteria.
There are many reasons that this should be brought
to your attention. However I will attempt to deal
only with the major ones. Planning - the City has
planning powers and is beginning to utilize them 1in
a positive manner. We"re involved in a coastal
management program with the state that covers the
annexation area. Through proper use of planning the
City would guide and control development. However to
allow a private group to plan for an area is
inappropriate compared to governmental planning.
Ordinances, rules and regulations that look out for
the public welfare are more permanent and certainly
more enforeable than private planning efforts. 7
know of nothing 1in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act that prohibits governmental planning as some
have claimed. IfT that were true, then all of the
native lands inside boroughs and cities would have
to be de-anncxed. This of course would be unacceptable
and so is the concept that private land owners be
allowed to plan solely for their own territory. |
might mention th?t the city is involved in a coastal
management program, 1 have just a-onc set of maps

I won"t go through them all. This kind of mapping
is what we"re looking at in the near Tfuture. This
involves the hazardous areas, the animal habitat,
the flora and the fauna, all the tundra, different
things that are going on out there. What these are
are different overlays. I won"t take up time now

to go into each one of them individually but through
the coastal management program the city will bo
doing a great deal of planning efforts. Also it"s
boon stated in some of the criteria or some of the
petitions that have been received, the City of Nome
has no coas®™ - has no comprehensive plan. I have

a copy here on the floor, omo of you might

remember this document, it has been around for
awhile. This 1is currently being updated by the



people -who are doing the coastal management program.
So that we do feel that the city 1is moving forward
with our planning efforts. Taxation - the city

is proposing to tax only for services provided. In
addition we will also institute a type of differential
taxation that breaks the annexed area into zones. The
zones will have three categories. Developed, developabl
and undeveloped lands. These items are listed 1in more
detail on an attached sheet. Several of the resolutions
against annexation speak against taxation of native
lands. Other than the twenty-year deferral of
taxation on undeveloped lands there are no provisions
I am aware of that preclude taxation of those lands.

In fact section 21(d) of the Act specifically allows
taxation under certain circumstances. This 1is for
leaseholds and developed native lands that revenue
would be received. To refuse an annexation because

of the taxation issue would certainly set a preceuent
throughout the state and would require many areas to
be annexed, de-annexed to comply. In addition the
city will assess land and improvements according to
their location. Patented and unpatented mining

claims will be taxed as law allows. This $200 per

20 acres or fraction thereof according to the state
statutes. Services - the Nome Joint Utility

System provides water, sewer, electricity and landfill
services to the residents of the Nome area. Since
these are enterprise operations, and no tax dollars

or utility revenue change hands, these services are
not something new to be provided. Rates for out of
the city customers will be reduced to match those

in the city. For electricity the rate will drop

4 cents per Kkillowatt. Water will drop $5.00 per

call for delivery charge. City services will be

taxed as stated on the at .ached sheet. The differential
taxation rate will be applied according to where

the property is located in the city. Some sample

mill rates and taxes are also shown on the sheet.
These show that the city is attempting to be more

than fair when taxation is actually applied. In
closing I would say - iat the City has met with many
individuals and groups 1in the last several months
attempting to find out their concerns as well as what
annexation is all about. These were my prepared
comments. The City has met with a number of different
groups. We have talked to people at the airport, the
native organisations. I personally have gone before
two informational mootings trying to explain the city"s
position and listcning to all the reasons why people
don"t want to be annexed, why they are con" **ned

about annexation, why th”y feel it might bo good, might
be bad, to find out what it"s all about. The City
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Palmer McCarter:

Mr. Widom:

Palmer McCarter:

Mr. Widom:

Dub Micks:
Palmer McCarter;

Dob Hicks:

Council in several work sessions have discussed this
annexation proposal, and through the information

that we have received from different discussions, the
resolutions that are received by the City, by the
Boundary Commission regarding the proposed

annexation, 1it"s the city"s position, and this was
done through a concensus of City Council members in

work session meetings. Nothing formal was ever done-
the City Council has nothad a chance to meet on a
formal basis for several weeks. Many of us were in
Fairbanks at the municipal league last week. What the

City Council has decidedin work session regarding
this annexation that it would be willing to accept
the recommendation of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs in their last change. This means
the area which essentially is the same as the
annexation, or that the city received in 1970 bjt

was thrown out. In fact it"s slightly smaller. |
don*"t know how you wait to proceed from here, whether
you would like to. . .for me to show the audience the
map that we have accepted. (Which one - oh, I™m
sorry.) Okay. This is the area that the city has
proposed to annex. This is the area that has been
recommended by the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs. And i1t 1is the concensus of the
City Council that this 1is the area that the city
would be willing to accept for annexation. So |
guess 1°11 leave 1t at that and we can go from there.
I want to make it specifically clear that the city

is no longer interested in annexing the rest of this
area. Only the area outlined cn this map. I think
it"s important that you realize that, it will save
some of us alot of time t" aight if we get past that
hv ?dle.

Mr. Widom,

Yes.

Before | turn it over to the Boundary Commission to
ask questions of you, do you have documents that have
not been submitted to the, either to the Commission

or to the staff of the Commission that you would like
additionally submit for tho record or not?

No, 1 have given each one of you I think, you do not
havo a copy but | havo extras.

Okay.
Could I make a comment 1in that regard.
Identify yourself.

Yeah, 1"m Bob Hicks, the City Attorney. I think as
the Commission in aware wo nave received throe briefs



he?e. One at 10 minutes to 5 last night, one at noon
today and one at 5:10 this afternoon. We certainly
haven®"t had an opportunity to prepare responses to
those briefs and if the Commission is not going to

be making a decision | would like to request an
opportunity to give some written response if the
Commission feels that that is necessary at sometime

in the future. We don"t have any more documents
to submit now but we are overwhelmed by the briefs
that we were hit with at the last minute. Certainly

I think they may be deserving of some response and
some legal research />y us.

Thank you.

Palmer McCarter: Excuse me would you please stand and only 1711
recognize you 1if you have a position of representing
the city.

We can®"t hear back here.
You can"t hear me.
No. Not hardly.

Palmer McCarter: O™ay. Right now this 1is the time being allotted for
the presentation is the City of Nome. If somebody
in the back that raised concern wants to speak as
part of the petitioner®s presentation, then you're
free to do so, otherwise I"Il ask that you wait until

later.

Ivan Widom: You didn"t have any trouble hearing me did you?
Thank you. I think that"s all that we have to say
for now.

Palmer McCarter: 1"11 call now on the Department®"s representative

to indicate then what the departmental recommendations
was on the City of Nome®"s annexation.

Dan Dockhorat: I also will stand, 1if | can move over to the map.
Palmer McCarter: Identify yourself for the record.
Dan Bockhorst: My name 1is Dan Bockhorst. I"m the staff assistant

to the Local Boundary Commission. Approximately [I1.7ur

months ago the Deparment of Community and Regional
Affairs received a petition from the City of Nome
requesting the annexation of the area outlined in
brown in the map. Basically it"s approximately

236 square miles. The Department®s rcsponsiblity



was to review that petition and determine whether
it war. sufficient and acceptable as far as fornm
and contents and whether it required- contained
the necessary information that®"s required by

state law and regulation. The Department completed
its review and notified the city that the petition
was accepted, they notified them on July 25.
Subsequent to that notice of acceptance the
Department has conducted its own review for the
information of the Local Boundary Commission we
have prepared a report in terms of how we view

the City of Home"s annexation proposal, how it met
the standards that are - are on the state
regulations. Again | would like to point out

that the recommendation and report that the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs is

no way binding upon the judgment and decision

of this Locai. Boundary Commission. It"s only

- we are there for the purpose of technical
support and for information and our recommendation
is just that, 1it- it carries the same weight

that other testimony here will be given. Again
the territory requested by the City of Nome

out to the west the S~nuk River approximately 14
miles to the north and then to the Cape Nome 1in
the east. At this point 1°d like to read for

your information the nine standards that the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs

has reviewed 1in terms of judging how the territory
meets these standards. Whether it is acceptable
to be annexed. The first standard outlined in

the state regulations is whether the land within
the area is contiguous, 1is within the city"s
boundaries. There are instances where under
certain circumstances land 1is contained within

a municipal boundary but it is not - it 1is
excluded formally from being within the

corporate boundaries. This coes not apply

since all the territory proposed for annexation

is beyond the corporate boundaries of the City

of Nome as they exist currently. The second
standard is whether 1land in the territory is
wholly ow,.ad by the city. There 1is in fact a

very 1insignificunt amount of lind that is owned

by the city out of the total ?°*6 square miles

I think there 1is an estimated 55 acres of land
primarily at the Nome Boltz complex and at the

Moonlight Springs - 1 think there®s 47 acres at
Nome Dcltz and 12 acres or so at the Moonlight
Springs. The third standard is whether or

not the territory 1is urban in character.

In viewing that the department determined that
there 1is a portion of the territory for which
the city petitioned to annex that 1in 1in fact
urban in character, particularly recognizing
that Icy View Subdivision 1is subdivided parcel
of land with a fairly high concentration of
population. The types of services that are
avail._.ible-whother or not city water and sewer,



electricity is available-took that into
consideration and basically felt that the

area immediate]y outside the corporate- the
existing corporate boundaries of the City of
dome 1in many areas 1is urban 1in character. The
fourth standard is that the territory 1is
presently 1in need of a municipal service or
services which the city can provide more
efficiently than any other municipality. of
course there is no other municipality 1in this
area other than the City of Nome and there 1is
evidence the Department feels that services are
being provided and are reeded to those estimated
248 people that live in the area that the
Department has recommended for annexation.
Services including fire protection, police
protection certainly utility services that are
provided. Number five, question as to whether
there 1is likeihood that future growth and
development of the city will occur within the
territory and annexation of the territory will enable
the city to plan and control that development.
The Department didn"t find any evidence in

its review that would indicate that would
indicate that any significant growth 1is

imminent in the area, even though the City

of Nome did argue that potential for development
as a result of offshore oil explorai®on. The

Department feels that i1f such explc ion does
result in the finding of feasible d opable
reserves and that those the develoi . ai.d

production of those reserves will t

place and if that action has a sigm 1icant
impact which has one fact on the City of Nome
then the Department can give consideration

to that issue but at this point it simply
hypothetical, no one knows whether the growth
will occur or not. Number six the health and
safety of city residents 1is endangered by
conditions existing or developing in the
territory and annexation will enable the city
to remove or alleviate those conditions. Again
the Department concurred in certain areas that
the City of Nome 1identified as problems with
jurisdectional dispute 1in providing and

extendi J police protection, problems with
animal control and possibly the concern about
insuring the purity of Moonlight Springs.

The Department felt and again it relates to

the primarily the populated areas. Number
seven the extension into the territory of

city water, sewers, street cc other facilities,
or the police, fire or health or other services
necessary to enable the city to provide adequate
service to city residents, and it 1is

impossible or impractical for the city

to extend such facilities or services unless



Palmer McCarter:

Dan Bockhorst:

the territory is within the city"s boundaries.
This again relates to the extension of city
police and fire protection services. The city
currently in particular with respect to fire
protection freely provides service to the area
without compensation, and frankly without
statutory authority to extend that service
beyond the corporate boundary Number eight,
many of these regulations which the
Department®s analysis are interrelated- eight
again, the residents or owners of property

in the territory proposed for annexation receive
or maybe recently expected to receive the
benefit of city services without commensurate

tax contributions. Again that relates to the
issue of city police and fire protection services
that are available. I think 1t"s reasonable

to assume that the people living at Icy View,

the Alaska Gold Company who was experienced

here on November 5 when there was a fire at
dredge No. 5, they did c”~Il the city and the

city did respond. I think that it recognizes
uhat the city does provide the service and

the people expect that service, and those
services cost money for the city provide.

The Department feels its only appropriate that
those areas that benefit from that service should
be included in the territory. Number nine is the
catch all provision that states the annexation 1is
otherwise necessary to accomplish a valid public
service. The petitioner argues in this vein that
to include the residents of the territory would
accomplish a public purpose in that it would

give them the option to participate in the
democratic process, decision making process

and to hold elective office for the City of Nome.
The Department has had no say on it one way

or another.

Mr. Bockhorst you have a minute and a half to
summarize.

In 8Ui.unary the Department has pared down the
recommendation or the request by the petitioner
from the 236 square miles-pared it down to

this area outlined here containing 14-1/2 square
milo3. Initially the Department®s recommendation
that came out on October 29 did not include the
Roadhouse, but subsequent to chat on the 18th of
November the Department issued an addendum to
its report that had discovered an oversight on
the Department™s part that the Roadhouse

it has a substantial - it is a substantial
commercial establishment and does serve a
significant number of people we feel that

too needs to be annexed for annexation and

that should also be included.
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Palmer McCarter:

Dan Bockhorst:

Dan Bockhorst:

Palmer McCarter:

Dan Bockhorst:

Robert F.

Baldwin:

Would you give me the name of the three
respondents.

The three respondents: Alaska Gold Company,
Sitnasauk Native Corporation and Bering Strait
Native Corporation.

Okay, I*1Il call on the three respondents, both

the respondents and the audience at large have
heard the presentation by the City of Nome, the
City of Nome has now gone on record supporting

the departmental recommendation although it

should be kept in mind that the petition that

is officially before the Local Boundary

Commission is that which was originally submitted
and contains the area described on the larger

map. Again keeping in mind that the city has
amended 1its position through testimony to indicate
support of the departmental position. You heard
briefly a presentation by the Department indicating
how it came to the recommendation that it did

which has been submitted to the Boundary Commission.
Copies of the Department®s recommendation 1is
available for the public.

A limited amount.
A limited number where

I havo them here. If people beyond the number
that we have available if people desire to have
a copy of the :sport we can take your name and
provide you with copies.

Okay, we will now move into the area of testimony

by the three respondents who officially requested

to have an appearance before the Boundary Commission.
I"m going to simply call them by the alphabetical
order in which they have been listed. The three
Alaska Gold Company first would their representative
like to approach the witness stand.

My name 1is Rc “ert F. Baldwin. I"m manager of the
Alaska Gold Company 1in None. The mining company
commenced operations in this area 1in 19- in the

early 1920s. At the time it was Hammond Consolidated
Gold Fields, a subsidiary of the United States
Smelting, Refining and Mining Company. Later the
name was changed to U V Industries and i.. 1974 we
became Alaska Gold Company presently a subsidiary

of Sharon Steel Corporation. Dredging of placer
deposits continued from 1923 through 1962, when

the operations were shut down duo to rising costs and
the set price of gold. With the increased price of



gold a decision was made 1in 1974 to reactivate the
two dredges 1in the Nome area. The mining company
own3 approximately 16,000 acres of placer mining
claims and our proven reserves of over 122 million
cubic yards contain in excess of one million ounces
of gold. If the value of gold continues to rise

in the next few years, it 1is very possible that our
reserves will 1increase by 20 per cent. To imagine
the size of our reserves we can say that it would
take a four dredge operation 25 years to exhaust

our present reserves. Due to start up problems
scarcity of certain supplies and lack of experienced
man power, the company in all has not since it restarted
in 1975 shown a profit. IT we become a profitable
concern in the near future our expanding into a

three or even a four dredge operation 1is highly
possible. Our present labor force from a low of

30 in the winter to 165 during the operating season
could grow to 60 and 300. Our present payroll of
2-1/4 nmillion could reach 5 million. As all our
reserves are encompassed in the area the city
proposes to annex, we must consider the added burden
of municipal taxation- Pardon me- If our mining

lands do become a part of the City oi Nome. Even

if the millage rate was graduated on the basis

of services rendered, the lowest rate on only
personal property valued 1in the tens of millions
would amount to thousands of dollars a year. The
total tax on real and personal property could make
the difference between profit and loss, between
operating and shutdown. The existence of the

mining company is based on the values of gold and

the gravels contained 1in cur reserves which in a
large degree are located on the ancient beaches. The
Submarine, the Second Intermediate, Monroeville and
the Third Beach. These pay zones extend from the
foothills of the city lands and to the shoreline west
of Nome. Duo to the character of placer mining
especially with largo dredges, a considerable amount
of ground on all sides of the mining operation are
required for right of way3 and for support activity.
Therefore the annexation of this area would not infer
that the mining company would be receptive to dispose
of certain parcels of ground for residential or
business purposes. The sale of one acre could
eliminate the possibility of mining a pay zone covering
an area of 100 acres. Mention has often been made

of the Satellite Field - that it would bo an ideal
spot for a subdivision. The mining compary has no
pluns of disposing of this area as the land 1is
required for ctorago space and further if we are



Palmer McCarter:

Mr. Baldwin:

Palmer McCarter:

C. B.

Mr. Baldwin:

C. B.

Mr. Baldwin:

Palmer McCarter:

Carl Winner:

Palmer McCarter:

Bettisworth:

Bettisworth:

to mine the ground to the north of the field a dredge
if it was built at the base of Anvil Mountain would
later of necessity have to dig through the field to
get to the virgin ground on the south side. Lastly
services the city claims arc presently needed in
the area proposed for annexation does not apply

to the Gold Company as we have our own generating
end distributing system, wo build and maintain our
work roads and where required such as at No. 5

camp we have complete water systems and sewage
system. Nome was founded on mining, and mining is
still one of the largest private employers in the
area. Large scale mining requires vast reserves
and as more and more plots scattered throughout

the area are utilized for subdivisions, mining

is restricted. Under annexation municipal services
will be requested by these subdivisions. IT the
services are granted, some will require rights of
way across mining claims and again tightening the
noose on mining operations. Sooner or later these
restrictions will strangle gold mining 1in thi3
vicinity. I will close by using the old cowboy®s
lament, Don"t fence me in!

Thank you Mr. Baldwin. Before you sit down.

(Applause)

Before you sit down do you have any additional
written materials that you wish to present to
the Commission that have not yet been presented.

No.

Are there any questions from the Commission members
of the first respondent?

Of the current 125 summer personnel
how many of those people are local?

that you employ,

That"s 165. There 1is--1"d say there®s clone to 75.
And the rest of those come from outside of Nome.
Yes.

Are there other questions?
Baldwin. Uh,

(Pause) Thank you Mr.
Bering Straits Native Corporation.

Wo havo further respondents for the Gold Company.

Oh I"m sorry.
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Carl Winner: My name 1is Carl Winner, I"m an attorney for the
Gold Company. I"m not going to address the nine
standards mentioned by Mr. Bockhorst since we
covered them in great depth in our brief and I"m
sure that all of you ladies and gentlemen of the
Commission have read that brief. I would like to
address two or three points which probably will not
be brought out by any of these people who are here
to speak tonight. First of all it is our belief
that this proceeding cannot go forward because the
Commission did not request the annexation- 1™m
sorry, the Council did not authorize the annexation
of any contiguous lands. Section 11 South, Range 34
West contains all of the land contiguous to the City
of Nome. That Range was not contained within the
ordinance or tfre resolution passed by the City
authorizing the annexation. Secondly, we do not
believe that this Commission has the authority
under the law to amend an ordinance or an
annexation requested by a City Council. If you
read the Constitution, th_ Statute, the regulations,
the case law, it appears quite clear in this
instance that the Commission has the option of
approving or disproving the petition as presented
by the Council. Third, 1 would like to address
one pait of the regulations which are not contained
in the nine stardardt and we think that this
regulation is a crucia ™ regulation and a regulation
which has not been addressed to any extent by the
City. If 1 may quote it verbatim, 19 A.A.C. 05.020
state: that "no annexation will be approved unless
the annexing city demonstrates that it is capable
of extending and willing to extend its services to
the annexed area. Full municipal services shall be
extended to the annexed area immediately except whore
impossible for want of necessary capital facilities.
Where full municipal may not be provided immediately
the annexing city shall satisfy the Commission that
it will provide these services within a reasonable
time.” The Gold Company submits that the City has
not paid any attention to wha . it will do with thi3
property if and when it gets it. We have seen no
proposals stating when police service will be extended
how many police officers will bo added, when they
will bo added, when and if water and sewer will be
extended, on what schedule. These aro just examples
of a point which should bo on the front of everyone®s
mind at thin point on tho eve of annexation or
non-annexation, and it is a point which wo do not
believe has been addrosscd or even considered in
any degree by the City. Thank you.



Palmer McCarter:

Carl Winner:

Palmer McCarter:

Bert Griss:

Fairer McCarter:

Dan Bockhorst:

(Unknown)

Palmer McCarter:

Dan Bockhorst:

Carl Winner:

Palmer McCarter:

Bill Ruddy:

Before you sit down.

(Applause)

Do you have any additional written material.
No we do not. No.

Do the members of the Commission have any questions
of Mr. Winner? Bert.

I"d like a response to the- to his presentation
or his statement saying that we can only approve
or disapprove, can we also amend the boundaries
proposed for annexation?

Mr. Bockhorst."

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs
position on this is that the Boundary Commission
does have the authority to amend the petition. It
has been done many times 1in the past and approved
by the state legislature on that basis.

Speak up please.
Would you repeat it.

Yes, | stated that the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs position on this issue as to
whether or not the Boundary Commission has the
authority to amend the petition, the Department
feels it does have that authority. That authority
has been exercised in the past many times and on

the basis of that the state legislature has approved
recommended boundary changes which were modified
from the original petition.

Could I respond to that sir? Are you satisfied?

Wc recognize that its boon done before. We simply
say that it has not been questioned before, and

we suggest that if you look to the statute und

to your own regulations, there is no indication that
you have that authority and every indication 1is to
the contrary.

Any other questions for Mr. Winner?
Thank you sir. My name is Bill Ruddy,. I"m from

Juneau and I*m an attorney for the Gold Company
also. I might to say a*, the outset that wo also



adopted the very fine brief that'3 been submitted

by Bering Straits Native Corporation as our position
along with the brief that wo previously submitted.

I feel as though 1"ve been here before, and 1 have.

I was here ten years ago. I didn*t actually appear
at the hearing that was held at time principally
because we had been given so very little notice

that it was very very difficult for even people to

come over from Fairbanks and appear. We have since
that time frankly been somewhat suspect of the Local
Boundary Commission. I don"t mean that as an

intimidation or as a threat, but we do not feel that
we were given a fair hearing at that time, and
having listened to the City"s presentation tonight

I am beginning to be concerned as to whether or not
we will have a“"fair hearing this time. The proposal
that was put forth by the City of Nome was so
outragous at the outset that there was no way that
the Local Boundary Commission would ever approve

it. *1 think that"s inescapably clear. What the
City of Nome was looking for and what incredibly
they have overlooked was the area that"s contiguous
to the present city. Now as Mr. Winner and 1 will
elaborate a little bit on that, as Mr. Winner as
indicated th«. city has never authorized through
ordinance tha*: there be an application of that part
of the land around Nome. We do not see how at this
point the Local Boundary Commission can come in

and make a decision to give Nome something that they
have never even asked for. As Mr. Winner again has
suggested to you, this matter has never been cleared
up in the courts, but this time if it has to be, it
will. The viability and the integrity of this
corporation is on the line and we will do everything
within our legal power to protect its interests in
Nome. Nome 1in a sense is that company and that
company is Nome while the government 1is not part

of that company certainly and the company is not
part of that government, nevertheless, they both
developed together. They developed over a period

of about 50 years 1in a very unique way. Nome 1is

a mining community, and if Nome 1is to <xist that
mining company has to be a viable enterprise, and
the only way it"s going to be a viable enterprise

is if it is left alone. Now this 1is the second time
in ten years that the city has come in and attempted
to take over that company. And | say take over that
company because if you start extending utilities
through that area, you are destroying the company.
You will have control of that company. The mining
company and a municipal government go together

like oil and water. They don-"t. They havo to

be loft alone, the line between them should bo very
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Palmer McCarter:
Mr. Ruddy:

Palmer McCarter:

George Walters:

definite and very wide. I therefore very strongly
urge this Commission to take no action on an
application which we think is so defective that it
will lead to incredible problems down the road to
attempt to change it or remedy or to pull it out.

I don"t- I"m beginning to wonder you know, we were

- 1 was up here about a week and a half ago and as

of that time there was a resolution- a formal
resolution on the books of the city of Nome reaffirming
the application for the entire area. There has been
no formal action taken since then. We just hear that
in a work session they have now decided, Manager
Widom, without the authorization of the full City
Council at a formal meeting, they have new decided
that they are going to take what the Oepai unent

has suggested might be a reasonable annexation. It"s
not a reasonable annexation. It*s an outrage. The
only difference between that and the original
application is that the original application 1is a
greater outrage. It never would have passed, we all
know that.

(Applause)

Mr. Ruddy do you have additional written
No. |1 don*"t

Are there questions by Commission members of Mr.

Ruddy? (Pause) The next respondent who has requested
to be an appeiranco before the Commission

at this public hearing and again by alphabetical

order the Bering Straits Regional Native Corporation.

My name is George Walters, President of Bering

Straits Regional Corporation. Mr. Chairman, members
of the Commission, residents of Nome, on December 18,
1971, Congress passed Alaska Native Lands Claims Act.
But the Alaska natives have been living 1in this area
since time immemorial This is our land. What we are
objecting to today is the acquisition of approximately
150,316 acres of land. The Cityhas just now
testified that they would reduce the annexation to
this small area. But whats to stop them 1in a month

or so after they get that, should they get that, to
extend the boundaries again. Wo are opposed to the
annexation of this 150,816 acres. I will just read
the opening statement here of a brief that we"ve

sent to the Commission. "This brief opposing the

City of Nome®"s effort to annex an extraordinary
150,816 acres 1is submitted by the Bering Straits
Native Corporation which with Sitnasauk Native



Corporation and King Island Native Corporation owns
or could own more than 00 per cent of the territory
proposed for annexation. Of the 1130,816 acres sought
for annexation, the surface rights to approximately
125,000 acres are owned or will be owned by

Sitnasauk Native Corporation and King Island Native
Corporation. Village corporations associated with
the regional corporation BSNC owns or will own the
subserftcc rights of these lands. By this blatant
attempt-- by this blatant attempt at land grab of
territory approximately 290 times it present size,
Nome 1is seeking to expand 1its taxing and regulatory
powers from its present area of less than 1 square
mile to more than 235 square miles, an area larger
than Washington, D.C., San Francisco, California, and
Baltimore, Maryland combined. Combined area, larger
than those three big cities. The justification offered
for this unprecedented expansion are that the
residents of the land proposed for annexation are

pr sently obtaining city benefits for which they are
not charged and do not pay, and that these lands are
in need of the City of Nome"s expertise 1in planning
and control new and anticipated growth in population

and potential boom in economic developments. With
all respect but considerable restraint, we urge that
both of these rationals are ridiculous. The vast

majority of these lands, including the coastal lands,
are unpopulated and receive no city service whatsoever.
The residents of a few isolated areas that utilize

any of these services offered by the city, pay

for them, or, when that is not the case, payment though
less onerous annexation 1is available. A3 a

result of the settlement of the Alaska Aboriginal
Claims 7\ct, native own and were intended to

control most of the present territory

sought to be annexed. Permitting Nome to annex these
lands and require the city to provide basic service
will not only be counter productive for Nome®"s fiscal
stability the Act prohibits taxation for lands

for 20 years. We do have a new D-2 law that was
just passed when Congress signs that 20 years that
extended from the date of conveyance. So we"re not

talking about the 20 years from 1971. But more
importantly, it would violate the Act"s basic purpose
and intent which is to give Alaska natives control

over their lands to develop as they chose and thus

gain control of their own destiny. Furthermore, the
City of Nome has a histc"of no planning or a Ifick

of planning within its present boundaries and to enlarge
a city"s authority, power and control will merely
convince management that 1its past performance 1is



Palmer McCarter:

George Walters:

acceptable. Encourage it, duplicate its full

records and compound 1its present problems by adding
another layer of responsiblity to that city incapable
of handing it. Even in the absence of the act to
which the State of Alaska 1s centered, annexation

on a monumental scale proposed by None into remote
and totally undeveloped area which derives no benefit
from the city would be unreasonable and arbitrary and
violation of the landowners constitutional rights

of equal protection and due process. The special
circumstances presented herein include the pre-emptive
effect of the act, control the decision of the Local
Boundary Commission and require the denial of Nome®s
petition.”™ That"s part of the brief but 11l go

into a little bit of detail from notes contained in
the brief here. First of all 1 don®"t know if anybody
can see this map from back there, we should maybe

get the City of Nome to invest in a corkboard wall

so we can put something up. Now one of the things
that Nome wanted to annex was to get more land. Now
in the green area here this land is all vacant land
owned by the city. So there is land there that the
city can expand to do schools or whatever public
services are needed to bo developed in the City of Nor=
Now we also have others areas here, private areas
that"s not developed, the brown circles here, and

I don"t know if anybody can see it from back there,
but underneath this map was a printed map so *-here

is a chance for the growth fcr the City of Nome
looking at thi3 map. Another map here, |1 don"t know
how much time I"ve got left.

You have 10 minutes.

10 minutes. But 1 would like to go a little bit

to the sewer and water. This is- many of us in the
City of Nome here don"t have sewer and water. But
this 1is the area that sewer and water service by

Nome, right now. That"s 1it. Look at tiis big area

in between here where people still have to get honey
bucket service. Como 1into town, get your honey bucket
service. Why doesn"t the city try to do something
about these areas. That"s what"s needed here. Let"s
get something done in the city. Wo also have a garbage
Many of us hero these past years have garbage pickup.
The city did have the garbage pickup in the city but
now i1t"3 privately contracted out. What wo have now
if you don"t pay your garbage bill your electricity
gets cut off. Next one 1°d like to show you is a

road map. This 1is a kind of a hard one to see from
way back there. Wo need to get on a city map.



I should got time out for getting those things up now
this is your city streets. The red line indicates

the state- the state maintained street. That the
state maintains them. Now also in the brief that
we"re going to give better services to the City of
Nome. Maintain your streets, kcap them clean. Now
let"s look at all the green. Now this 1is the area
that the Nome presently is suppose to keep your
streets clean. How many of you 1in the wirter time
living in the east end here can drive out in those
streets? Very few of these streets are maintained

in the winter time. Now what we need now IS services
to service this area here that the city has now. We
don*"t need to expand, get roads going. Why should

we when v. can"t even take care of what we have. Now
these are just a few of the things which we expand

in here-now showing it on a map brings it out a little
clearer to us. So this 1is one of the reasons why

we are contesting the annexation of this large area.
And I hope that if it"s dwindled down to what it is
now that we don®"t in a couple years from now or siXx
months from now be coming back for future annexation.
But I would like to maybe close, 1 have a few more
things here 1°d like say but we have limited time.

But 1°d like to just maybe close with a resolution
that was passed as the Alaska Federation of Natives
Convention this past October. Now what we have here
what affects Nome richt now this little dot here.
That"s the City of Nome. I"m just looking at a

scale map. This is the area they want to annex.

Even that dot is a little large. Now this is

the resolution that was passed at the Alaska Federation
of Natives on October 25, 1980, and was adopted
unanimously. "Whereas the City of Nome has petitioned
the Alaska Local Boundary Commission for annexation

of 150,816 acres of land to add to their present

land totalling 522.45 acres. And whereas Sitnasauk
Native Corporation, King Island Native Corporation

and the Bering Straits Native Corporation are

surface and subsurface owners of most of these lands
sought to be annexed. And whereas the City of Nome

is eeeking to annex native lands for tax purposes

wit jJut considering 1ts inability to serve the area
sought to bo annexed. And whereas the City of Nome
is seeking to annex native lands without consideration
of, or consultation with native land owners, and
whereas the City of Nome®s petition to annex these
lands violates the spirit and letter of the Alaska
Native Lands Claim Settlement Act. And whereas the
City of Nome petition to annex these lands jeopardizes
native management of 1its lands and interferes wit))



Palmer McCarter:

George Walters:

Palmer McCarter:

John Van Winkle:

the subsistence rights and chosen life styles of
Bering Straits natives and their villages and regional
corporation. Now therefore be it resolved that the
Alaska Federation of Natives vigorously oppose the
effort of the City of Nome to annex native lands and
again begin the process of interference with and
challenge the native life styles that we natives have
fought hard to retain and thought we were protected by
the Alaska Native Lands Claim Settlement Act. Be it
further resolved that allowing a municipal government
to set the precedent would ultimately affect the
decision of native lands on a state wide basis. |
think fir. Chairman 1°d like to thank you for having

me testify tonight and we hope that the native land
will be left to the native people for their substance
use and continue a life style. Thank you.

(Applause)

Mr. Walters do you have additional written testimony
to submit to the Commission that hasn®"t been submitted.

No.

Are there questions of the Commission members of Mr.
Walters? . . . Are there other testimonv from Bering
Strait? Okay the third respondent and final that has
asked for an official time to be heard at this
hearing is the Sitnasauk Native Corporation. Would
your representative please come forward.

Mr. Chairman my name 1is John Van Winkle. I"m a lawyer
and I*m here on behalf of the Sitnasauk Native
Corporation. I also intend to call Mr. John Garrison,
an employee of the corporation. Before I do I have

a point of order that I would like to have clarified.
What 1is the method that the Commission would chose to
adopt to incorporate some of these maps and charts as
part of the record? A number of witnesses have referrot
to various documents and I"m afraid that there 1is no
way that that®"s actually being recorded now. My client
intends to offer seleral documents also. 1*d like--
could we establish a

As your public hearing officer 1 would indicate that if
you have something you want to present to the Commissioli
it can be left with them, to give it to the staff

person and he®"ll mark it.



John Van Winkle:

Palmer McCarter:

John Van Winkle:

Palmer McCarter:

C. B. Bettisworth:

John Van Winkle:

John Van Winkle:

Do you want to do that at this time as-
At the conclusion of the hearing.

You mean immediately following the presentation or
later when we take a recess?

Immediately following your presentation. (lnaudible
speech)

Point o" order. There appears to be a
transcript never made of any of these documents. I
would suggest that (inaudible)

In your presentation Mr. Winkle,
Van Winkle.

IT you refer to a document that you propose to
submit to the Commission indicate how you would
propose to submit it to be marked and the staff
member will make note of that.

All right, thank you. I would like to begin-
Van Winkle is my last name, but that"s all right.
Sitnasauk Native Corporation or Sitnasauk Native
Corporation has filed a brief and unfortunately

it had to be filed today. I"m sorry you haven-"t
had an opportunity to see it before. It does
rather completely, at least | hope completely,
outline Sitnasauk®"s position. In view of the

change of- or the city"s change in presentation

I had a presentation prepared and since there's
been somewhat a change 1in circumstances |1 hope
we"re trying to adjust things as we go along here.
Basically what 1 intended to do for the sake of
brevity 1 will do that now. I would like to
incorporate the objections that have been made

by the two previous respondents. There is a great
deal of harmony between the previous respondent”s
position and Sitnasauk®s so for the record 1°d like
to incorporate those legal arguments. Secondly,
what 1 had hoped to do rather than make this simply
a parade of opinions in a popularity contest about
this annexation, whether or not annexation can take
place as you know, is a function of there are

nine standards. And it"s a factual question as to
whether those standards are satisfied or they are
not satisfied. The first thing | would like to do

is call Mr. Garrison who 1is the land planner for



Sitnasauk Native Corporation and have him describe
the actual title, situation to land, so you
understand what land Sitnasauk is talking about and
then describe the character or the nature of that
land. So with that and after Mr. Garrison describes
this land for you then 1 would like to make a

couple of summary comments about it. John would

you come Tforward and identify yourself.

John Garrison: My name 1is John Garrison. I am an employee of
Sitnasauk Native Corporation. For the last almost
three years. Before that 1 had the--1 had

been employed by Bering Straits Native Corporation
in selections throughout the Tfull region to meet
all the deadlines underneath Alaska Native

Claims Settlement Act, concerning land selections

underneath that Act. So | am very quite
knowledgeable about land status throughout the
full region as well as here in Nome. Just

briefly 1 handed out some maps to you and I1°11-
these maps have been taken from information off
various plats that the United States government
utilizies. Rectangular survey system 1is one,

and I have just primarily referred to as the
status plats that Bureau of Land Management
utilizes 1in their day to day operations in
describing Jlands and so forth. On these small
maps they are such a small scale | don"t know how
accurate these really are, but they were primarily
done by Alaska Map Service taken off of some old
status plats. Since then we have had new status
plats revamped by the Bureau of Land Management
and there has been a few changes of some of the
lines and they even made gross errors already

and they are still trying to get those resolved
before -- befor_ they give us actual interim
conveyance because of the complexity of our
withdrawal area 1°d like to show you the different
land ownership patterns at this tinme. My red
pencil kind of gave out on me a little bit but

I just fine ready outlined 1it, the outer
boundaries of the mineral patents within the area.
Nome being depicted on a white - w .itencd

area next to the blue there, the present city
boundaries. Now this 1is alot bigger scale than
what you havo 1in front of you and it actually
fits in here. This being all patented mining
grounds and if you got up further to which puts
this area up here this 1is a public land order
which was drawn by the Department of Defense. [



just primarily just circled that. That 1is 1in
consideration which is on top of Anvil

Mountain. Anvil Mountain here, Moonlight Springs,
Deltz Complex, Icy View, FAA the airport facility
virtually 1is in this area here and then continue

on in this area. City of Nome once again, state
trailers and the FAA complex over here orcc again
the housing and so forth. Then down here we have
(indiscernible) and so forth. And then

you finally get over to the Rcidhouse which you
were concerned 1in, changing the boundaries at one
time, jJust quite recently. In this full area-

all the red we see here is patented lands. [

can"t tell you right off hand who owns what in

what area and so forth. It would take alot of time
to do that. But primarily our concern is Sitnasauk
lands. Now some of these green areas also shown

on your map are isolated tracts of land that
Sitnasauk Native Corporation has selected under
their entitlement under & 12(a) of Alar.xa Native
Claims Settlement Act. We get out here further, we
see this large white area. That is all primarily
at least within this township, Township 11 South,
Range 34 West Kateel Rive Meridian, 1is primarily
Sitnasauk®™s selected lands. There are no other
forms of entry. There 1s no other applications,
proceedings met and so forth. We get down here

in the purple or the kind of a blue area 1is primary
areas that have applications for mineral patents

on file with the Bureau of Land Management. I

have an estimated number of acres here but 1 won"t
discuss that at this time. Also depicted on your
map you have the old 1970 boundary. I just labeled
it as such- 1 tried to put everything else in

there - take up alot of space. I think

it's the yellow boundary the old 1970 boundary

and if you take a look at your new recommendation
at least by the staff it primarily follows almost
the same boundary line with the exclusion of

the Fort Davis Roadhouse which i1s NS 1300. You
have since added that in like I did mention. Now
Sitnasauk Native Corporation®s feeling 1is that
because of our native lands are in such--wcll are
actually wilderness and so forth we do not feel
that any of our land3 arc urban 1in character so

we would through our brief that wo have filed with
you and we explain our reasons why and at this

time 1°d like to point out another boundary

on this map. It*s shown in orange, that

wo would feel 1if annexation 1is to go through and
that you arc recommending an annexed portion to



the City of Nome that you would follow these
boundaries. Thus it would alleviate Sitnasauk %
land but 1t still would cover those areas that
were expressed in the City of Nome"s petition to
cover Beltz Complex, Moonlight Springs, lIcy View,
State of Alaska®"s airport and housing facilities
and it does not- 1°d like to mention the Fort
Davis Roadhouse, 1°d leave that up to your option
how you wanted to cover that. 1"11 go along with
that one up there 1 see on the board. Following
the orange that®"s shown in front of you I feel
that this would have the less adverse affect to
annexation if it does have to go through and have
the least adverse affect on Sitnasauk Native
Corporation selected lands. Are there any questions?

Palmer McCarter: For purposes c* the record, ve ought to have you
mark this exhibit.

Dan Bockhorst: And let"s get John Garrison®s name on the back.
Palmer McCarter: Let"s mark this Sitnasauk Exhibit A
John Van Winkle: For the record you ¥e referring to approximate) e

an 8-1/2 by 11 inch paper with map on one side-
basically it shows boundaries proposed by the
Boundary Commission staff, it show3 the 1970
boundaries, and 1in pink it shows some possible
adjustments that cculd be mace to the Boundary
Commission®s staff recommendation which would be
acceptable to Sitnasauk.

John Garrison: It"s in orange.
John Van Winkle: Oh excuse me, 1n orange. Thank vyou.
Palmer McCarter: Are there any questions of Mr. Garrison before

going back to Mr. Van Winkle? Mr. Van Winkle.

John Van Winkle: Thank you John. Mr. C.iairman and members of
the Commission, 1 want to just briefly
summarize something. Try to draw together
what John was saying. In referring to a map that”"s
been offered or referred to previously, this is
a USGS map showing the entire area area that
is proposed to bo annexed. My purxoso 1in offering
some actual facts to you now i3 to show or is
basically represented on the last document Mr.
Garrison referred to, the docxnent hero entitled
Village of Nome, Bering Straits Nativo Corporation
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lands status map dated January 2, 1973. The area
or this area that I°m covering with my hand now
represents the beach or the ocean in front of Nome.
The portion above my arm now represents the land
mass. The City of Nome the boundary of the town
site is located here in the center, 1it"s a very
small area. Nome-and I tried to develop this 1in
my brief, but basically there »re three zones or
three types of land that we are dealing with here.
There is the City of Nome, the town site being Zone 1,
surrounding Nome is a second zone which is

demonstrated here in red. This represents the
patented land. The land- it"s primarily been
d-?volop."d as mining ground. Beyond the second

zone is the third zone and that 1is mostly
represented in"white on this map and that
represents land that"s been selected by the
Native Corporation. ..nme of it- well most of

it has bc”n selected by the Sitnasauk Native
Corporation, and the portion here to the extreme
west has been selected by King Island Native
Corporation. But Sitnasauk- well just to fully
draw this-- to develop this for you, this land--
the patented land immediately around Nome 1is
represented on these other two maps and what"s
happened 1is the map here, the second one Mr.
Garrison referred to, as you can see there are
red patented lands here and red patented lands

on this side, there is a big white area in the
middle. Now that area 1is blown up a».d shown

on this map. If I could, 1°d combine tha two
hero as you can see here 1is the town site of

Nome and there is patented land to the north

and this map shows patented land to the west,

we Tfelt that this map didn"t blow it up enough
for you to see and we"re trying to develop it

on— 1 don"t know if it worked that well or

not, but any way you get the 1idea that there"s these
three areas. This 1is an extremely unique ownership
of land. Normally it may not be appropriate for
one land owner to co.te in and 3ay "Hey exclude
me" but this 1is an ._xtremely unique situation
where Sitnasauk Native Corporation surrounds the
area like this and Sitnasauk 1is askinj that 1its
land bo excluded. Bases for exclusii " are stated
in tho brief 1 go through the mnc points, 1 submit
to you that nono of the ni in grounds or standards
for annexation apply in this case. Well now

the City has in effect stipulated to that at this
point by saying that they are not requesting tho
annexation of the remote parcels. Sitnasauk



certainly maintains that those areas are not

urban, they don®t require services, they are

not benefiting, they are vacant land. I understand
that you had an opportunity to drive around and
see some of the area today and | think you can

see it"s basically rolling tundra, there is
mountains. It"s not to say that the land isn"t
valuable. It certainly has a value to the

natives for substance purposes, for reindeer
grazing,—- | think it can be used. But it"s not
developing land now and there is just not a public
purpose to be servd by incorporating it. As we
get closer to the city, and if | can go over and
refer to the map again. As we get closer to the cit
Sitnasauk does not own very much land in the
immediate area. We"ve asked that all lands be
excluded. Now it may develop that right around
the town if some annexation occurs around the

town it may be inescapable to include some parts.
Looking at this large blown up map, there are a
couple isolated tracts that Sitnasauk has. We
have — or |1 believe its the orange lines that

Mr. Garrison®s first document, he has indicated on
his document that it is possible to draw some
lines around the City of NOmw which encompass the
ar™as that most of the argument for annexation
seems to be relevant. It is possible to draw

some lines, 1include those areas and still meet

the goal of excluding Sitnasauk®s land. The
document that you"ve been offered is not a
proposal 0Ol Sitnasauk saying do it this way. In
the summary of Sitnasauk®s brief we"ve clearly-
the position of the corporation is that in
considering this annexation homiest we want you

to look at Sitnasauk®s land independently and

see if there ia really a basic fo* including

that rr not, and if you agree with our
representation that it"s not appropriate then

if you decide to annex something else we"ve given
you a means Tfor accomplishing both purposes.
Sltnarauk 1is not saying annex these other areas.
We are not saying, vou know this 1is our proposal
for tho way to do it. Whether these other areas
should annex or not is really a difficult question
and wc"ro not going to step forward and solve

that one for you. We"re strictly trying to got
you to focus on tho Native Corporation®s property..
We"re not claiming none special status by virtue
of being rative or simclhing of that nature. We"re
saying that there 1ia very unique ownership of
land that®"s involved here. --Furthermore, or pattern
ownership, and t.iat land docs not moot any of tho

criteria that aro stated in the standards. There
is no one living there. It"s vacant land. It"s



not in the process of being developed. It does
not require services. It is not getting free
benefits from the city. It docs have an 1in-house
or built in planning system and that Si®nasauk
has a master plan for potential development, they
don @ even have it yet so if some development
should occur and the city sees that it"s going

to infringe or interfere tie city can come back
and ask fcr portions of it. But it is clearly
wrong to jus- take the whole thing.

Palmer McCarter: Ten more minutes to summaril*.

John Van Winkle Okay, thank you. In summary |1 ask you 1in making
your decision simply to focus on tho fact of
Sitnasauk®s-unique position in this and furthermore
there 1is a public policy that the natives under
the Claims Act were given land so they could to
an extent control their destiny. Now clearly
if they"re controlling their destiny conflicts
with something the city has going on, perhaps

some land should be annexed. But right now there
is nothing detrimental that"s happening to the
city by virtue of this land. Sitnasauk asked for

the opportunity to use it for a variety of
purposes, some for example the subsistance use,
grazing use, summer camps and asked to plan for
its own future in that sense, or for these
purposes. Now 1 would ask or just reiterate,
Sitnasauk docs ask the Commission not to include
any of its lands should an annexation take place.

Palmer McCarter: Do you havo any additional exhibits that you
wish to offer?

John Van Winkle: I would prefer not to offer those because they
are the only ones we have and we don®"t havo any
means to reproduce them. IT the Commission would
specifically ask me for them, 1*13 do my best to
do what 1| can tut | do want to offer the one
that-~tho numbcr--1 believe it"s Sitnasauk A.

Palmer McCarter: Okay. Is there additional written testimony

John Van Winkle: There 1is no additional written testimony and if
there aro a*./ question | will try to answer thoso.

Palmer McCarter: Is there any question by members of the Commission
of Mr. Van Winkle? Mr. Bettisworth.



C. B. Bettisworth:

John Van Winkle:

John Garrison:

John Van Winkle:

Um. 1 have a couple here. On the map that

you handed out there 1is several green areas that
shown within a relative]y close proximity to the
existing city of Home. And one of the things
trat you say about the reasons why you don-"t
want the Village Corporation lands to be annexed
is bc-ausc they are primarily not urban lands,
they are going to be used for subsistence purposes.
These close in lands are not used for subsistence
purposes?

To discuss some specifics on it, if I could

just look over your shoulder. Here on right

to the immediate west of Nome approximately
where the orange line crosses the beach line
there is a 28 there, it"s not really clear

on that but there is a very thin stretch of
Sitnasauk land there. That"s roughly in the
area where the fort would be and I'm

not stating that shouldn®t be included. I mean
that"s an isolated situation. The- th*"-e 1is some
green areas which are just to the northwest of
airport. I don*"t know 1if you can tell where the
runways are on this I don"t believe you could.

I drew the runway on my own.

The airport would roughly bein this area and
then there is a runway going like this. Now what
Mr. Bockhorst has done 1is bring his line up

his proposal isn"t on here. Mr. Bockhorst
basically brings his proposed boundary roughly
in the same area where Sitnasauk®s proposed
westerly line is. He simply went a little
farther north and then went across to the cast.
Well 1if you stay down a little bit, you entirely
miss that, this land the area that I°m referring
to now which 1is the northwest of the airport 1is
vacant land now, 1is not being developed, there

iSs no access to it. On the one hand, I agree with
you that if land is urban incharacter it should
be included. I mean this 1isone of these gray

areas wher it"s an arbitrary situation where
do you draw the line and I°m not convinced that
the line should be drawn necessary whore with
all respect to Mr. Bockhorst, 1"m not convinced
that ho was exactly right cause he had to

use come arbitrary standards. I"m trying to
apply a standard that this native land shouldn™t
bo included unless there is a specific purpose
for it and unless a statutory criteria Iis
satisfied. I just don"t see that that

happens, so | propose that the line be drawn

to exclude it.
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Palmer McCarter:

C. B.

John Van Winkle:

Dan Bockhorst:

John Van Winkle:

C. B.

John Van Winkle:

John Van Winkle:
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John Van Winkle: I think there is a misunderstanding on the
guestion. There are some areas, | think
what Mr. Baldwin 1is referring to is there is
actually three statuses of land around there.
The larger map I°m point at across the roonm
now, has purple or has the red areas wfiicn
are patented. It has purple areas which are
claimed now but haven™t proceeded to patent.
The mining company has some lands 1in that
status. There are some other people that are
doing the same thing. And then the green areas
are— have not- are not in any mining status,
either as patented land or as proceeding to
patent. They are simply open ground which
Sitnasauk has selected.

I guess the gist of my question is- is that
you don®"t expect that Sitnasauk will be miaing
those green areas.

John Van Winkle: Not for quite some time.
I mean there 1is no definite plan to do that now.

Palmer McCarter: Are there other questions for Mr. Van Winkle
from Commission members?

John Van Winkle: Thank you for the opportunity.

Palmer McCarter: As indicated at the beginning of the meeting
following the testimony by the respondents who
had filed notices of appearance we were going to
allow a thirty minute period for the City of
Nome to resDond to both .he departmental brief
and tc the respondents.

Gentlemen. I"d like to be hoard on behalf of
the King Island Native Corporation. I*m from
King Island Native Corporation, 1°d like to have
a chance to say a few words for the Native
Corporation.

Palmer McCarter: Okay. What I will propose to do i3 to include
your testimony as the first of the public
hearing since you did not give official notice
of filing or official notice that you wished
to bo heard wo will consider your testimony
first when we get to the public participation.
Does tho City of Nome wish to offer rebuttal
or response?

Bob Hicks: We certainly have no objection to hearing King
Island first if you want to proceed that way.

It is one of the major corporations hero.



Palmer McC.rter: What & the wish of the Commission members?.
It"s been offered by the City of Nome and
accepted by the members of the Boundary
Commission to amend the stated agenda to
permit tho King Island Associaiton an opportunity
to make a presentation.

John K. My name 1is. ..My name 1is John K. and I™m
president of King Island Native Corporation
and we do have land that"s proposed part of the
city i1t's 5,600 acres and 1 feel very much like
Bering Straits. Bering Straits say much what
I have to say. Anyway what 1°d like to add
that if City annex such lands for the services.
This 1 can"t see too much because where 1 live
past several years, Nome, Alaska, down eastern of
town where we used to get water service the
city can give us. We don"t even have a honey
bucket pick up. We have to shut everything off
in (indiscernible) And that can change a little bit
when disaster of 1974 flood washed out the
village and we move up closer to town. That"s
right over there. And still 1974-75 we move
over there and still wc got the worst service
I mean if they want to plow the street, say if
you only can plow to keep the fire lanes
open, that kind of service you get. Now the
city after a few years comes around and
want to annex the whole area, for services
of the people. And still 1 live in- I"m in
middle of Nome where there is no sewer water.
Now . . . that Icy View, so that they can
give them services. They get the
service. They get the service anyway. And one
thing that really got me 1is we"d like to move
to our land selection area over there 1in this area.
I have to say that if my village moves some more
people will move to this area and then still be
in the city limits 1i" that thing passes.

(Laughcer)

Palmer McCarter: Do you have any additional written testimony or
exhibits to present.

John K. No. 1 don"t.

Palmer McCarter: Are there quontion of Boundary Commission
members?
(Applause)
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Palmer McCarter:

Bob Hicks:

We are now ready to have rebuttal or

additional testimony by the City of Nome. 111
again indicate for the audience that there 1is

a sign up sheet at the back of the room if you
wish to formally testify before this body tonight,
please sign that sheet and we will take you 1in the
order that you are signed up, presentations. I
will now call on the City of Ncme.

I"m Bob Hicks the City Attorney. Before 1

get into the substance of my testimony, there

is something that 1*"d like to comment on about
the stipulation that the City of Nome has

agreed to tonight. I think it"s pretty
important to realize that the stipulation 1is

the result of precisely the kind of process that
hopefully your regulations were attempting

to create by requiring public hearings and 1in
some cases you even required that the petitioner
should hold meetings with various interest groups
in this case you didn®"t require us to do that
but we did it willingly and we have come up

with a modification of the original petition.
The process began back in 1977 when hearings
were held when a citizen committee was appointed
by the mayor. It then went to the Planning
Commission, it then went to the City Council, it
materialized as a petition to the Local Boundary
Commission, and most recently the city manager
has had about six meetings with various interest
groups around town here, getting their opinions
again because it was pretty clear that some
opinions had changed over the past year or two
or certainly were crystalized and people
understood more clearly, more articulately, more
precisely what they were opposed to and they let
us know in no uncertain terms what they were
opposed to. Vie also had tho benefit during
these past few months of a number of maps and
the research--research like this which really
hadn*t boon available before that for analysis.
The City Council met this afternoon, tho mayor
and five of the six council members met, one
council member was out of town unable to attend.
Those council members informally all agreed that
the process had pretty clearly indicated that tho
City of Nome was probably asking for too much

in that petition, that there was some very strong
policy arguments that tho city wanted to adopt
for not annexing tho areas of tho village and
regional corj>orations in the outlying areas, but



that our original arguments for that core area
with Community and Regional Affairs accepted was
a position that seemed to be a decent compromise
for everyone involved. That to me is democracy
at work and that"s precisely what | think the
Boundary Commission wa ted to affect by having
regulations that would provide these kinds of
proceedings. That"s why the City of Nome 1is
back in hero now with this kind of a stipulation.
The second thing I°d to comment on 1is the
opposite side of that coin, a very serious
problem that we®ve had and that serious problenm
is created by the fact that the Gold Company
gave us their nice big brief at about 10 minutes

to 5 yesterday afternoon in Anchorage. Sitnasauk
gave us a brief today at about 12:20 p.m. just
right after noon. And Bering Straits Regional

Corporation didn"t give us a brief until about

10 minutes after 5 this afternoon and that®s
about 52 pages. I think 1°ve gotcen about nine
pages through it and that®"s it. There 1is
absolutely no way that the City of Nome can
respond to that even though your regulations
contemplate that these respondents memos should
come in and we should have an opportunity to
reply. Although your regulations say that,

there isn"t any timeframe set out and | think

on behalf of this petitioner we would ask that
the Boundary Commission give some consideration
in the future to amending your regulations to

not only provide for those briefs, but also some
kind of time schedule, a deadline when they have
to be in so that we would have a chance to review
them and respond to them. For example 1in Bering
Straits Regional Corporation®s brief there are
alot of legal canes cited and I don"t really know
what those cases say. Un, wo lawyers have a
tendency to read cases the way we want to read
them and 1 don"t think that Berinc Strait’s
attorneys 1is any different than the city of Nome"s
attorney so I1°d like to have a chance to read those
cases and maybe respond to them if tho Local
Boundary Commission considers those briefs to be
significant testimony or significant evidence
that it"s going to base its decision on. I can
respond a little more generally to some of tho
things that havo boen commented on- some of tho
legal matters. Tho first ono is tho technicality
which was raised by the Gold Company that tho
original ordinance of tho City of Nome didn-"t



include a number of sections right outside the

boundaries of the city, a number of the sections
for the entire annexed area. I really consider
that kind of- I really consider that argument
something of a what the judges have called a
mousetrap theory of the way decisions are made.
Way back when you made a minor technical error
therefore you are cut off completely. Nov; the
courts used to function that way until about

150 years ago, and then they finally decided
that it was better to live by the spirit of

the law, 1t was better to have some kind of
liberal construction to the procedures that
would be followed and they pretty much got

away from that. And your regulations also
provide that there be substantial compliance.

It doesn"t even say substantial compliance in

an ordinance. It says substantial complaince

in the petition. And if you"ll remember the
Gold Company®s argument was that they didn"t
like the ordinance. They didn"t say that the
petiion was incorrect, the petition was correct.
They also stated at one point in their presentation
that the city of Nome recently in a resolution
completely endorsed their petition. Then out of-
just a little while before that they said

the City of Nome has never endorsed the 30
sections or whatever the amount of land is

that wasn®"t in the ordinance. Simply isn™@
correct. The recent resolution of the City

did endorse the petition, the petition 1is more
than substantially accurate. The petition is
precisely accurate. The boundary, or the
Community of Regional Affairs has reviewed it,
pointed out two small corner sections down

in the southeast corner that had not been
included or excuse me had not been included

in the ordinance, were included in the petition,
and the later resolution of tho City of Nome
made a correction for that also. So we are
ask.ng the Local boundary Commission to look

at tho petition and realize that it"s tho
petition that"s a significant document from

tho petitioner. It isn"t what went before that.
Now another thir about your regulations, it
says that a petition can be initiated by a
municipality. It doesn"t say that it ha3 to

be initiated by an ordinance. It doesn"t say
precisely what you have to initiate it, and this
case the City of Nome held a number of hearings,
had a citizen group, had the Planning Commission,



Bob Hicks:

passed an ordinance followed by a resolution,
followed by a second resolution, put a petition
together and 1 think the City of Nome has
repeatedly endorsed or the cour~il has endorsed
time and again what has been submitted to0 you

as a petition. It was initiated by the council
and it has been modified according to our
stipulation by the council. We are agreeable

to go with Community of Regional Affairs
recommendation.

Along those same lines, the Local Boundary
Commission very clearly has the power to amend
that petition. Neither the constitutional
provision nor the constitutional history in
Alaska or the statutory provision speaks 1in
terms of this kind of rigidity or inflexibility-
again, almost a mousetrap theory. If you

don"t ropose exactly the kind of boundaries
that this state agency or this state commission
representative of the whole state, if you don"t
propose boundaries precisely the way they can
accept them, you lose everything. It"s an

all or nothing proposition. This Commission
has never adopted that policy in the past, I™m
hopeful they won"t adopt it now, | don"t
consider the threat of the Gold Company 1in
litigation to be any serious threat. We have
fully anticipated litigation from the Gold
Company. We got it before and we®"re going

to get again, and | feel very very confident
that we can defend that position. With regard
to the provision of services, the Gold Company
has mentioi id that we are incapable and implied

that we were unwilling to extend services. The
fact of the matter is that we aie already
providing almost all of the services. Now 1in
their brief they mentioned things that, 1 should
say this, | have had a chance to read the Gold
Company®s brief and 1"ve had a chance to road
Sitnasauk®s brief. I haven®t had a chance to

do tho legal research and check the cases or
anything like that but 1 have read the brief.
In the brief they seem to imply that the City
of Nome 1is under a requirement or a mandate

to provide piped water to the whole annexed
area. I don"t think that"s the spirit of tho
regulation- the regulation that says we have
have to be capable of extending and willing to
extend the services. I think what it means is



Bill Ruddy:

Bob Hicks:

Bill Ruddy:

Bob H.*cks:

Bill Ruddy:

for those areas that we can®"t provide piped
water, we ought to be providing trucked water,

and chat"s precisely what we are doing. There is
also a provision which when counsel was reading
the regulation he brushed over very quickly, it
says except where it"s impossible for want of

necessary capital facilites. Well | think that
we have most of the capital facilites, but there
is again that flexibility. It isn"t that it's

an all or nothing proposition, it isn"t a rigid
thing, and 1"m going to let the City Manager
speak more specifically to these kinds of facts.
But your regulations and the law provides that
there has to be when you®re anticipating some
kind of annexation, there has to be some start up
time for capital 1improvements. You can"t expect
the City of Nome or any municipality to go ahead
and build capital facilities before it ever

gets the annexed area on the gamble that it"s
going to get precisely the boundaries it got.

In this case if we had tried that we®"d have some
pretty big facilites for Nome right now. And
obviously there probably are some cases where
we"re going to n ed some necessary capital facilities.
That simply a matter of “mmcart up time, it isn"t
a question of whether we can provide the service.
Similarly where there are no sewer systems there
is honey bucket service being provided. 1°d

like to go into some of the what I consider
factual errors in the Gold Company®s brief, and
here again.

I"m going to object to that. He had his
opportunity to put on his case in chief early
on. He 1is now going into new material he should
have put on before so that we would have had an
opportunity to reply to him.

The only reason it"s new material 1is because |1
didn ™ get their brief until yesterday afternoon
at 10 to 5.

No, you had it--you were as well prepared half

an hour ago as you are now, and I T saying that this
is new material wouldn®"t be put in in a court ol

law and it should not be put in here now. Sorry.

I don*t think your bound by the rules of evidence
in this proceeding.

Well you should be. I mean if wo"re going to havo
a fair hearing it should apply equally to
everyone.



Painter McCarter:

Bob Hicks:

Bill Ruddy:

Bob Hicks:

Bill Ruddy:

Bob Hicks:

Palrr.er McCarter:

Palmer McCarter:

Bill Ruddy:

I"d like to take the posi"ion that the city has
stated in the beginning has an opportunity to
rebut testimony. So that will be limited to
the ten point list. (indiscernible)

First of all let me point out that the map which
was included to the Local Boundary Commission by
the Gold Company was never supplied by the City
Nome .

Well he®s going right on. He"s going right on.

That"s a legal argument, besides that®"s been
introduced by you.

You had your opportunity before. Let"s rot
put any new material in there.

Do we have a ruling from the Commission here on.
We*ll take a 30 second recess.

(Laughter)

I"ve just had a brief discussion with the three
members of the Commission present, the three
members that are present have indicated that
due to the latei *ss of some of the briefs that
were filed, there will not be a decision, a
decisional meeting held on this matter tonight
or tomorrow, that it will be scheduled at a

later date. There will be adequate notice given
of that public hearing or of that decisional
meeting. I believe our regulations require

minimum of 15 days not as. With that having
been said, we will allow the City to proceed
with its now information during the time or
after the time that we"ve allowed other residents
of the community to make testimony we will allow
the respondents a brief time, probably not to
exceed Tive minutes to offer additional verbal
comments 1in response to the City, both the City
and respondents will have until a date specific
before the decisional meeting has been hold by
which to offer written rebuttals to each other
in this matter. Is there- is there clear
understanding of that decision, 1is there
objection to thin.

I object to the departure, yes. I think that
thc--1 think that the original grounds rula*
that were laid out Talmer were fine and we
should stick with them. I object.



Bob Hicks: I think i1t"s pretty clear that the Gold Company
will be objecting to everything tonight.

W. Bunyan: Bering Straits concurrs with the objection
of the Gold Company on that.

Bob Hicks: That one surprises me.

Palmer McCarter: Another 30 seconds. (Pause) Bring back to
order. I"ve consulted with the members of the
Commission. Mr. Hicks you are requested simply
to offer rebuttal. You have the opportunity as

others do to submit a written answering brief to
to the briefs that were submitted the three
res--or j.our respondents having added 1in King
Island as a fourth respondent.

Bob Hicks: Thank you very much. The important thing 1is
we get an opportunity to respond. . . Mr.
Ruddy pointed out that theattorneys for the
Gold Company were here tenyears ago and the
interesting thing is that as he points out this
is the same old story to use his language. It"s
the same old story primarily because the Gold
Company was able to defeat an annexation petition
ten years ago on a mere technicality and the
City of Nome didn"t get the area that the local
Boundary Commijsion had approved for annexation,
and it is exartly the same situation now except
that a few of the lawshavo changed.But the
Gold Company®"s property has not changed as they
have shown 1in the map which they®ve submitted
to you here. There are a total of 402 lots
in the City of Nome that are undeveloped that
are owned by the Gold Company. And that"s on
their own map that you can see that and they
have absolutely no intention of ever developing
those lots. So in terms of their discussion
of developable lots in the City of Nome we haven™t
got very many developable lots. There was some
testimony about land down here being owned by
City of Nome. Most of that land was all wetlands
until we put in this summer or just this fall a
road running along Gth Avenue which hopefully is
going to run going to act as some diking and
open up a few of those lots. We don"t know how
many yet. Now I"m--thoro is one other subdivision
down there, however tho subdivision plans were
rejected by the Planning Commission and this
subdividcr went to court and has not been able
to got a successful decision from the court on
it. Ho simply can*t afford tho cost of



developing 1it. Cther than that, there 1is no
land left in the present boundaries of the City
of Nome that can be developed. Mr. Baldwin
pointed out that they don®"t have any need for
the utilities of the City of Nome. He says that

they have their own generator. In fact their
own generator is located about seven feet outside
the boundaries of the City of Nome. Seven feet.

We get all the vibration of it here, we get all the
noise of it, but it certainly isn"t something that
the City of Nome can tax and if they can have
their way 1it"s not going to be either. He"s
also, 1 think a little bit inaccurate in stating
that he doesn"t need the utilities of the City
of Nome, the sex/ices of the City of Nome. They
used it and were very appreciative of those
services on November 5. There 1is a little
caption in the Bering Straits newspaper where
the Gold Company 1is thanking the volunteer fire
department for responding to a fire at Dredge 5
and putting that fire out. And they

received the services, they received the

benefit of it and we think they ought to be

able to be contributing something to the
economic basis that provides those services for
the City of Nome. I*m trying to edit here so

I don"t commit any offense here. I think, 1
think that"s, | think the rest of it will be

the rest of it 11l be reducing to my to my
brief to the Commission. I couldn®t help but
think when Mr. Baldwin said that his thought
about this whole thing was don"t fence me in.
AIll 1 could think of was well 1in the past few
years certainly nobody has fenced in the Gold
Company and if there really was a song that
ought to be sung here by the City of Nome

maybe it ought to be 1 Owe My Soul to the
Company Store isn"t that the one that they were
singing for many years.

(Laughter)

Palmer McCarter: Are there any questions of Mr. Hicks from our
Commissioners? Mr. Widom.

Ivan Widom: How much time do | have, can you toll me?

Bob Hicks: Don"t forgot your 30 seconds.

Palmer McCarter: You have 10 minutes.

Ivan Widom: My comments probably won"t last 10 minutes. [
can"t talk, 1 don"t get paid like a lawyer and
I certainly can"t talk liko one. One thing



900l about about the suit that"s forthcoming
from Alaska Gold, they are going to be suing
these guys, the State of Alaska instead of the
poor little City of Nome ar.d with all those
millions of ounces of gold that they are going
to get out of the ground adjacent to the City
it's obvious that tliy“ve cot plenty of bucks
maybe tho State of Alaska has got a few dollars
to compensate at least with all the oil wells.
I think that"s very important, that the threat
or whatever it was that was made by the Gold
Company 1is certainly something that we can-"t
make light of because i1t"s happened before and
I think it was very obvious that that"s what"s
going to happen again under any circumstances
whatever we present, whatever we do, whatever
the Boundary Tommission does, whatever, the
Gold Company is obviously against annexation of
the area. 1 think that®"s important, especially
in the light of the criticism that the City of
Nome gets regarding the amount of land that we
have, or that"s inside this .85 square miles,
.85 square miles 1is what the City of Nome 1is,
and if you can see 402 undeveloped lots that
the Alaska Gold Company has, this land here 1
almost guarantee you, | car."t say for sure
because I"m not into gold mining, but 1 can
almost guarantee you they®"re not going to get
a dredge down there. To mine that. But they
won"t let go of it, anc we know that. The
problem is that it"s easy for the City to
understand and accept the problems that the
natives have presented to us, the organizations
that have resolutions, and we have enough of
them to fill a book, and to decide, to accept
the boundaries that the Boundary Commission
suggested. And it"s easy |1 guess for us to
pick on the Gold Company. I guess it"s too
easy. And what was said e*rlier about being

a part and parcel cf the City 1is important.

We wouldn®"t be here today 1if gold wasn™"t
discovered many years ago, we all realize that.
And | think it"s important that we accept the
the economic benefits and the importance of
Alaska Gold Company to us. It"s been my
thought for several months that we go visit
Sharon Steel or U. V. Industries or whoever

it is because 1 can never really find out and
talk to those people away from the City of Nome.
Maybe 1 want a trip down south or something but
the 1idea 1is that we seem to be fighting each
other all tho time, and that"s at this level.



I know this - Jim Connelly and some other people
that work for the City can go to talk to Mr.
Baldwin and they can work back and forth, and
it's really strange how this happens because

at the lower levels of wlat®"s going on at least
with the City and with Mr. Baldwin there is an
aura of cooperation and sometimes we have our
little tiffs and sometimes we don®"t, but the
idea is that that there 1is something here that
we shouldn"t let happen. And I think the 1idea
of Alaska Gold being part of the City of Nome
and vice versa 1is something that we ought to
accept. How we get there with all, pardon

me Boh, with all these lawyers in the way I
don"t know becuase that seems to be the thing
the level at which we actually want to knock
heads and 1 can T answer that. I don*t have an
answer. I was thinking about going to law
school about a year and a half or two years ago
and 1 decided I just couldn®"t do it. I just
don"t have whatever -t takes. But anyway, 1if

I can sum up the City"s position, or try to.

We have seen and heard and read and heard and
read many many times what opposition there is
to the annexation of the City. This thing here,
and this was decided a long time before 1 ever
got here. I was in Kodiak as the City Manager
when this ordiar.ee was passed so I can"t claim
any of those boundaries. I can"t claim the
other boundaries we can thank Mr. Bockhorst for
that. But what I°m trying to say 1is the

City has listened, the City has tried to

accept the wishes of the people, there"s
somewhere between 60 and 75 percent native
population in Nome, those are the same
stccklalders that lease to the Bering Straits
Native Corporation and of course Sitnasauk and
King Island. And 1 think that wo have shown,
the City has shown an attempt to compromise,

to work with the public, and try ar.d come up
with something that"s easiest left to say
instead of trying to get out a pencil and give
a legal description to something different like
Mr. Van Winkle did and we all heard the explanation
of how he wanted to do this and that and the City
is not capable of doing that unless wo get into
a very expensive thing and a long drawn out
procedure. But what wo"vo done 1is accepted

what tho Boundary Commission recomacndcd because
that is something that 1is finite, 1its down



C. B. Bettisworth:

Palmer McCarter:

Ivan Widom:

metes and bounds, you can follow the lines and
you can come up with something, and the City

is trying to work with the Boundary Commission
the people, most of the people that are objecting.
And 1 think that we ought to accept that. [

was going to offer as evidence a service request
to the Nome Police Department v/here we received
calls for fires. This was on 11/4 of this year,
9:31 a.m. this was a request the Nome Volunteer
Fire Department reported a fire at Dredge 5.

It was a request for the Nome Volunteer Fire
Department to go to Dredge 5. They were out
about a minute later and the fire controlled and
the operator winchroom and it was quickly
extinguished. And this newspaper, the Bering
"Straits dated February 7 is a thank you from

the Alaska Gold Company. Also there is a
picture of one of the City of Nome"s fire

trucks which we pay for which is not a volunteer
effort, the volunteer effort got it there but

it didn"t pay for the fire engine, by Dredge No. 5
I really figure that we got to realize that

we are all one and we got to work together and
this City 1is going to annex some territory as
long as I*m the City Manager we"re going to try.
Whether it"s a half a square mile someplace just
so we can get our port. But we we gotta do something
and 1 think that the City has shown good faith
and we want to also if we possibly can work

with the Gold Company at some future date so
that we can come to some agreement, some
compromise where the City and Gold Company
aren"t knocking heads all the time at least

at the attorney level or .n front of the

Bcundary Commission. Do you have any questions?
In the um
Excuse me Mr. Bettisworth. Before you begin

1"d like for the record to make two corrections
to testimony that was just given by Mr. Widom.
On two occc lions he referred to tho smaller
area indicated 1in black on the map as being

the recommendation of the Boundary Commission.
That recommendation 1is the Department®s
recommendation to tho Boundary Commission.

Thank you. Yes sir.



C. B. Bettisworth: It"s been mentioned a couple times that there
is a need for a timu scheduled out when the
City might provide services to the areas that
might be annexed. Do you have any comments 1in
respect to that. I know that Mr. Hicks talked
a little about the ability to do some of
it immediately.

Ivan Widom: I don™"t think it"s fair for the City to provide
taxes without- provide services without taxing
the property. It works both ways. We®"re going
to provide the services, we should get the taxes
and vice versa. I think what we"re talking about
for the area included there, the City of Nome
could certainly, well let me phrase it another
way . If the annexation goes through the
Boundary Commission and Alaska Gold does not
go through with their promise and we"re able
to annex by in the year 1981, then 1 think the
City by 1982 could start providing services to
the area. And that"s when we"d be taxing the
area. That"s when we would provide the service
for the area. IT something- if 1t seems like
we should go before that, then I"m sure we could
work that out. The reason th t* I say this 1is
because the City could employ more police officers
it could hire more people for the street crews
and it could purchase additional equipment for
street maintenance and snow removal. Does that
answer your question?

Palmer McCarter: Are there other questions by Commission members.

Ivan Widom: Could I just say one more thing please? 1d
like to take this opportunity to thank the
Boundary Cc mission those of you that showed
up we appreciate it. The 1idea of what you do,
I was before this same group in Kodiak, essentiilly
the same group in Kodiak about 2-1/2 years ago
and 1 can"t believe what they have to do sitting
here doing their thing and | want them to know
that | appreciate it very much. Tho City of
Nome thanks you.

Palmer McCarter: As indicated at the beginning of the meeting
again there 1is a sign up sheet in the back.
We"d like for everybody to sign up regardless
of whether you wish to testify or not. I assume
on the charts or on the sign up sheets there
is a place to indicate that you want to testify.



Dan Bockhorst:

Palmer McCarter:

Palmer McCarter:

Dennis Maloney:

The register that is back there 1is for individuals
that wish to testify only.

Okay wish to testify only. Okay. If you wish
to testify, do please be sure over the break
sign that sheet. We will take a ten minute
break. We will convene promptly at 9:52 and at
that time we will begin hearing testimony.

We will begin the remaining portion of the public
heari g. It appears that there are approximately
twenty some o”i people that have indicated that
they wish to formally testify. The proce lure that
we will follow in doing this 1is ask that those
people as you®"re called name the person will

come up, sit -at the chair in front of this
microphone. Indicate your name and address if

you would indicate whether your within the current
city boundaries or if your outside the current

city boundaries. Give your testimony, you will
be limited to three meetings, a three minutes.
(Laughter) I will also call the second that will

be called to the stand in order that that person
might find a place *p here closer by in order
that we can expedit this hearing. It appears
based on the earli time limits that we ought
to bo able to concljde public testimony by the
11 o"clock hour so I will stay fairly rigid

with the notion of the three minu e time limit.
I1*d like to then call on Dennis Maloney, to be
followed by George Walters.

My name 1is Dennis Maloney. I"m with Wien Air
Alaska. Wien for tho record wishes to express
it"s opposition to the expansion of the city.
The position of the company 1is premised on the
fact that wo currently have state service*, Wwo
are on state land, we do not feel that there
will be expansion of the services that we
currently have. That we will be taxed and

that wo will receive no benefit for tho taxation
that the additional taxation that we will bear.

I will also point out that the tax ultimately

of course will be borne by the residents of

Nome and the residents f the outlying areas
that utilise air services. I havo a question

in my own mind as to tho whether that
redistribution of wealth which is what we aro
talking about 1is proper. Where wo"re talking
about a regional airport at least half of which
is a service which 1is provided for people living
in small rural communities that arc not going
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Palmer McCarter:

C. B. Bettisworth:

Dennis Maloney:

Palmer McCarter:

George Walters:

Palmer McCarter:

to receive any benefit from the tax that they
are going to pay I say they are going to pay,
we must operate at a profit over time

obviously enough our cost increase, ticket costs
will 1increase a like amount. And those residents
of the small villages arc to have to tear

some of that cost. I think a case can be made
for excluding the airport or at least applying
a different some different formula for taxing
the airport which would relate to the services
which are provided. Since most of the services
that you ordinarily think of in terms of the
police protection are being provided, can be
provided by the state, since it is state land.
The other point to be had is that we currently
are paying with Alaska Airlines somewhere 1in
the neighborhood of ?7,000 a month to have a
policeman come out a.id watch the boarding
process, and we do not feel that if we are
taxed that we will have to pay any ™ss for
that policeman and | think that just points

to our underlying premises. What benefit will
we receive that we are not currently receiving
or what relationship will the tax that we pay
boar to the benefits that wo receive here 1in
Nome.

Any questions of Mr. Maloney?

Who do you hire to pay or do the security there?
Is that the city?

We currectly hire the city, the city police.

Any other questions? Thank you. George 1
notico you indicate you want to testify on behalf
of Bering Straits. Did you want to represent

individual testimony or

I was, Mr. Chairman. Martin O0lc3en chairman of
our Board thoro, I didn"t know if he was going
to arrive or not so | was gonna testify below
and then ho arrived and | would like to havo
him sit in my spot to testify. Could 1 say

one thing briefly on my testimony on tho

resolution that was passed by AFN. There 1is
some, maybe concern here about Bert Grins sitting
on tho resolution committoo of AKN. If that

resolution was brought up from the floor, it
wan not, it did not go to Bert as he was sitting
on the Resolutions committee to make it not

look like a (indiscernible). It was brought
up from the floor and passed on the floor.

Thank you. Let mo move on down then if the
other you indicated
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George Walters: Mr. Olesen

Palmer McCarter: Is this Craig Olcren?

George Walters: No. Martin Olesen.

Palmer McCarter: Let me go with the agenda then if 1 could and
add you on. Craig Oleson and then Vernon
Kukthruk. Craig Oleson. Is Craig Oleson
here? Vernon Kukthruk followed by Harold
Hargraves 1 believe.

Vernon Kugzruk: Thank you. My name Vern Kugzruk, 1"m from
Teller. I would like to give you, just an idea
of how we miglt affect the outlying villages.
First of all*, let me say that | am also a

stockholder of Sitrar.auk Native Corporation

as well as Bering Straits Native Corporation.

I ought to state thi*t the testimony as presented
by Bering Straits Native Corporation, Alaska
Gold and Sitnasauk Native Corporation 1 concur,
and also that of Wien"s. First of all if tho
airport should be annexed, we feel that som™
of the villages within the surrounding area

of Nome will feel the brunt of some increase

in passenger rates and freight increases as a
result of annexing the airport. I lived in Nome
previously and in the timo that 1| had lived
here in Nome there has been some number of
hearings and | would like to point out that

I have attended as rr.iny hearings as | could

and just about every hearing that 1 attended

85 percent were against tho annexation. The
other 15 percent were for or wore undecided.
Now there 1is a question o* whether it would

be, I am talking of the larger annexation
boundaries. This »ew one which just came out
tonight was n total surprise to me. I had not
heard of that, 1 was not prepared to make any
comments on that area there. So 1 feel that

if there was to be any type of revisions made
by the City they should have given us some
opportunity to respond or to at least study

the change. Now 1 also feel that there

has been some misinformation given during somo
of the informational meetings that tho city

has presented. As 1 recall 1in the last couple
weeks, two or three weeks there were two of
them, one of which 1 attended. I would like

to make one thing clear or clarify one piece
of item that 1is relating to the allotlmont.
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During tho information meeting tho city .tated
that the allottmcnts were the result of the

Alaska Native Claim; Settlement Ac and 1 would
like to clarify that and perhaps somebody else
will to is that the aUottmcnt act was an entirely
different and separate from the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement \ct. The Allottmcnt Act was
passed in 1903 and not in 1971.

Also | have questions the feasibility of
the annexation bid on the City.

Palmer McCarter: Go ahead. Another 30 seconds.

Vernon Kugzruk: Okay. Very quickly 40 per cent of the
income of the power and lights come from
outside the City. That"s 40 per cent. That"s
almost one-half of the income that the city
power get, and that comes from the outside
of the city. Now, 1if this area 1is annexed,
those annexed areas there rates will go down
lower and in effect sometime soon the City
would have to make adjustments to lower those
rates and therefore there would be a substantial
loss of income revenue from power sourcj
itself. And 1 am not sure if the City can
absorb that loss. And of course the business
car will probably pass the loss on to the
consumers. Thank you very much.

Palmer McCarter: Mr. Hargraves followed by Myron Michaels.
And 1 would again ask you to please be
cautious of the time.

Darrell Hargraves: Co “Assionors | am Darrell Hargraves,
superintendent of Nome City School District.
Although 1 am hero tonight at the request
of tho School Bo;rd. 1°d like to point out
that the facts and figures which 1"11 bo
giving you can bo substantiated, however
any rccommondationr or inferences which
I might make would not come an direct
expression of tho Nome School Board. A
review of the prospects of annexation of
aroan outside of tho present city limits of
Nome brings to light several points for
consideration no they affect the Nome City
School District, and tho student population
attending the Nome city schools. At the
proscnt time the Nome City School District
serves approximately 88 students who resides



outside of the Nome city limits. These
children attend tho Nome city schools in
grades kindergarten through 12. In consideration
of these P8 students currently attending a
school district in which they do not reside,
I would like to clarify the following points.
One has to do with tuition payments. The
Nome City School District based upon the

FY80 audit will receive tuition payments in
the amount of $362.68 per student. Tuition
payments are made to the School District by
the State of Alaska for students who do not

reside within the district boundaries. The
88 students living outside of the City oi
Nome will generate $31,915.00. If the

annexation brought these students into the
City of Nome, other tuition payments would

not be made. However there are issues
surrounding these tuition payments, these
tuition students which are directly the

result of their being outside of the Nome

City District. These issues include strained
relationships between two school districts,
the ability of one school district to threaten
the removal of these students from the ether
for various and sundry reasons. The status

of these tuition students can always be held
as a club o*»er the Nome City School District.
At present these students do attend the

Nome City School District as tuition students
without the consent of the Bering Strait REAA.
The student attend undjr an order given by the
State Commission of Education which 1is his
authority to make and to order under state
statutes. The next 1issue has to do with PL874
payments. Tho Nome City School District receives
federal funds under the PL874 mechanism for
students who reside in the district and whose
parents live on and/or work on federal property.
Qutside of the City of Nome among those 88
students who come into the city district under
the tuition paymontn provided by the State of
Alaska, there arc 29 students whoso paronts
live on, work on federal properties. As long
as these students are outside of th e city
limits of Nona tho State of Alaska coll etc
the federal PL874 payments. If theno students
were residing in the City of Nome, the school
district would collect from this federal 1.874
source something between 35 and 40 thousand
dollars. Therefore tho loss of tuition from
these 88 students residing outside of tho



City of Nome would he exceeded by the federal
PLII74 payments. There would be in a bill
another 1issue that to be considered and that
would be the improvement of district relations.
The creation of RE VA"s should have provided
tremendous improvement in the delivery of
elementary and secondary educational programs

to the students of our region. There are many
good and justifiable position which can be

taken in support of the creation of the REAAs.
Unfortunately the creation of the REAAs on

the Seward Peninsula where None 1is located
created something of a vacuum. Nome became

the hole in a doughnut with a rather large

group of students living outside of our district
boundaries. But completely dependent upon

a Nome city school district for educational
opportunities at a level suitable for their
needs and aspirations. All other alternatives
for these students which might be considered as
opposed to their attendance in the Noir* city
school district appears to be totally unacceptable
alternatives. This was noted by a large number
of parents who supported the Nome city school
district®s request to acquire the title to the
Nome Beltz facility and tremendous support for
keeping the Nome City School District as the
best of the alternatives for their own children®s
education. At the time the Nome City School
District provides the education for these 88
students, the district also suffers the threat
of financial ani7or legal repercussions from

the outlying REAA School District. I can see

no reason to believe that relationships- that
the relatic tship would deteriorate any further
because of this proposed annexation. I can see
sufficient reason to believe that the drawing

of more clearly defined lines which would greatly
enhance the relationship between the two districts.
The other issue, the voting rights of parents
outside of tho City of Nome. Typically citizens
of the United States resent anything which

raken from them the right to have a say throujh
the ballot box <n the matters pertaining to
their local state and federal government.
Historically they have preferred that shoole

be an 1issue of local importance controlled and
directed by local citizens. The truth 1is

that t”e parents of tho B8 children currently
attondin>* tho Nome City School District cannot
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vote 1in city school district elections. The
Nome City School District has attempted to be
accomodating and hopefully we have succeeded

in numerous situations which has reaffirmed

we have succeeded and worked 1in many situations
which continually reaffirms the disenfranchisement
of this group of pupils- of people. I would
suggest that the issue of education and the
right to control it by the local people at the
local level 1is an important issue to be given
full consideration when considering 1increasing
the Nome city boundaries. In summary, |1 would
to say or to suggest that there are many factors
to be considered. The most pressing factor as
it affects children in the public schools xs

not taxes which may or may not be placed on

the properties under consideration. It has more
to do with the defacto segregation of the
student body which could have an adverse affect
upon the quality of education made available

to the individual students. Thank vyou.
Questions?

J. Anderson: Do you plan on leaving a copy that with the
Commission?

Darrell Hargraves: 1 would regret leaving a copy of this the way
it is. If you would like to lot me have your
address 1°d see that you got a retyped version.

(Laughter)
Palmer McCarter: Mr. Myron Michaels followed by Judy Martinson.
Myron Michaels: Mr. Chairman, members of Board, 1"1Il bo very
brief. Essentially | simply want to make it

a matter of the record that 1 am opposed to
proposed annexation.

p-ilmer McCarter: Mr. Michaels would you state your residence please.
Myron Michaels: 1 live approximately 1.2 miles north of the
current city boundaries. One of the primary
reasons why 1°m opposed to this is because it
wasn®"t brought up for a popular vote. I understand
that the city had a right to do it the way they
are doing 1it, however | don"t think just tho

more fact that they are supposed to be our
representatives 1in an 1issue A this importance
justifies this sort of thing. Mr. Widom himself
as he earlier referred to a quote in tho Bering
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Straits 1°d like to refer to one of his: "With
a vote you never know what is gonna happen,
with the jioundary Commission at least we have

a fighting chance.”™ And I would certainly say
that suggests that he knows he didn"t have
prayer of passing this thing. I would also

like to say that I think that what Mr. Ruddy
suggested at least suggested in my mind earlier
that this original proposal was so ridiculous
that it obviously didn"t have a prayer. [
don*t think that they ever intended this thing
to pass as originally proposed. I believe that
the current proposal, the revised one that they
made this evening is what they intended all
along and that you folks are simply supposed to
be so impressed with their generosity 1in this
recent comprdmise that you would be more apt

to go along with it. Thank you very much.

Questions. Okay. Judy Martinson followed by
Francis Elmore.

My name 1is judy Martinson. 1 live at nmile

One on the Nome-Teller Highway. I"m married
with two children and I am representing my
family. | am opposed to anno* tion, clearly and
thoroughly opposed. I feel tncre must be a
better solution that what is now before us.

If the city is allowed to annex, they cannot
offer people outside of Nome any services
comensurate to the taxation. It is my
understanding that annexation cannot be

for taxation only. Any services people outside
of Nome now have, e cept fire protection,

are already being paid for through extra

costs for water, electricity and paying city
sales tax. Fire service 1is one thing ehat a
service charge should be put upon. Th*"se
services are good. Anything the city could
possibly offer would only be inferior with

the added pinch of sing taxed for inferior
services. From the majority of people talked
to, annexation 1is not wanted. As we see it,
no one will benefit from it. The average
person 1in town will be paying for our services
out of town. There .are many arOiis in Nome
right now that do not havo sewer and water

and road3, and yet the city planners 3ay they
are willing to give some sort of service to

an area throe times larger than the City of
Seattle. They haven"t even provided it within
their own city limits now. Tho city says



Palmer McCarter;

Francis Elmores

annexation 1is for the purpose of growth of
future planning. The city cannot show any
growth. The federal government survey of 1974
and 75 shows 2,585 people. The ci y survey

of 1970 shows 2,892 people inside Nome and

252 oucside of Nome. Now, the preliminary
federal government, count for 1980 shows 2,200.
a85 less than 1is shown 1in 1974 and 75. The

city maintains this figure is incorrect. However
I could find nothing from a city census to
dispute 1it. No growth. Miners who have claims

within the annexed area will be taxed, causing
just one mere hardship on an industry that 1is
full of struggles and rod tape already. Finally
annexation will certainly not benefit and could
possibly fatally wound Nome®"s largest independent
employer by reaping taxes on Alaska Gold"s
dredges, land, gold and tailings. This would
really affect my fam ly*s life as my husband

is an employee of Alaska Gold. This fact of
gathering new money was pointed out by a city

official. No services for Alaska Gold was
mentioned, only what taxes could be taken from
them. Perhaps if this were something of tho

people, by the people, as our American lives
are founded on, perhaps it would be a little
easier to swallow instead of government crammed
down our throats. All tho city has said 1is

we want this and that. They have shown us no
schedule of useful services, no tax schedule.
The city council will not even allow us to

vote on it. One of our American rights to vote
to have and to govern our lives 1s once again
being sought to be taken from us. Wo hope you
will not allow it. Thank you.

Any questions? Okay. Francis Elmore followed
by Bonnie Hahn 1 believe.
Thank you. My name is Francis Elmore. [

reside outside the current city limits and

I would like to address the topics of planning
and service the City of Nome feels it can provide
for tho area of pro-joscd annotation. I would
like to point out that this was prepared before
they brought down their proposal no some of it
quite as accurate a9 it was or 1 tried to make
it. In the time between September 26, 1977

when tho city signed its resolution Lo petition
tho Local Boundary Commission for annexation and
July 17, 1980 when tho brief supporting the
petition was signed and submitted, jJust under



three years, the City of Nome has not been able

or perhaps had no intention of proposing a
concrete plan for services. Tax rates, exemptions
zoning or any other specifics a property owner
potential taxpayer has a right to know before
coming under a new governing body. In the past
two months a sincere scramble to collect the
specific needs began. I submit that the city
wasted two planning years. Case in point. On
November 16, 1980, just five nights ago, Craig
Olesen, utilitv b~ard president for the city of
Nome, asked a public information he*.ring why

the utility beard has never been asked how
annexation might affect the utilities. He
proceeded to say that when the city limits were
expanded and the cost differentials for electricity
and trucked water were no longer in effect, that
probably the rates would go up for all utility

customers. The utility board apparently has
fActs and figures waiting to submit. They
simply were never asked. This 1is a typical

city of plans, city plan for City of Nome. The
City of Nome expects to provide services with
mcnies collected from their new tax base which
appears logical, excuse me, appears logical.
But in the two month scramble that | mentioned
before, they"ve promised to waive another
portion of their tax base every time they"ve
met with resistence to the proposed annexation
Until they have proposed away the majority of
their new business tax base. Case 1in point.

A proposed sliding scale tax base for the
airport businesses in a meeting with thenm,

no tax on reindeer furs or reindeer grazing
land. I feel that a reindeer herd 1is a
business with inventory. They have publically
stated that there will be no tax on fish camps
because they arc temporary structures and |1
propo-o that they just happen to house some
commetcial fish operations. I would point out
that I don"t blame these special interests
groups for going or trying to bargain for the
best deal they can get. But as you can see -
you can see where 1it"s leading. Excuse me.
The bulk of the new tax burdon will be on the
small business and property owner. I would
also point out that thcso same pockets of
resistence, | would point out to these suno
pockoto of rosistoncc, that these tentative
proposals and promises are just that. The
City of Nome town council has not passed any
resolution or committed themselves. They have



Palmer

Bonnie

Palmer

Bonnie

McCarter:

I11ahn:

McCarter:

Hahn:

only sent an emissary of good will. Approximately
one year ago, and I"m not sure of these date,
thero was a great hue and cry that the city of
Nome taxpayers were being strangled having to
provide services to non-taxable properties

owned by federal, state and church entities.

Now they propose to take on a couple hundred
square miles of native lands that are non-
taxable for 20 years atter title conveyance

per D2 legislation. I al£vdy hear the objection
that they won"t be any services needed or
provided but the city will be the governing

body responsible for those la..ds and we"ll have
to provide police and fire protection whether
it"s taxable land or not once they fall inside
the city limits. IT the above examples are

prime examples of i-he city of Nome"e preparedness
and ability to govern additional area, as a
person in potential jeopardy of annexation, |1

say thanks but no thanks. Thank you.

Questions of Miss FImore? Bonnie Hahn 1 believe
followed by Neil Foster.

My name 1is Bonnie Hahn-

Hahn, I"m sorry-

and I"ve lived in Nome all my Jlife. 1'm a

home owner 1in Nome and I have been a property
owner for the last 35 years. I object to the
annexation mainly Dccausc of probable increases
in taxes. I do cwn several pieces of property
in Nome. The last three years my property

taxes have fr *m $300.00 a year to $1,009.00

f year, and I feel that if the city 1is annexed
wc will the home owners tho property owners will
be going to absorb the increased taxc3 and |1

am against that. Not only am 1 against the
annexation, 1if the city does- docs this 1is for
the email portion that they*ve decided on

new recently, 1 intended to speak on tho larger
portion because | also havo a piece of property
down at Capo Noro andl™m notat all--1 don"t

feel confident at all that tho <city might not

go after the larger portion next year. I don"t
ice anything that®"s going to hold them off next
so I1*d like to npoak just for a second on that
area. 1 havo some property down at Cape Nome
and when the city originally made this map this
line hero came straight down. Somebody in the
city decided 1 might be good pickings down there



and they decided to put a little jog on the map
which includes my property and | object to that

I know that 1 won"t get any services clear down
there, the city- the roads are closed nine months
out of the year and that"s 14 miles out of the
city. So I would like to state that I°m opposed
to that as well. Thank you.

Palmer McCarter: Any questions of Miss Hahn? Neil Foster followed
by Ron Sheardown.

Neil Foster: I"m Neil Richard Foster. I"m a resident of Nome.
I"ve been a resident all my life and | represent
Air Taxi at the Nome State Airport. I have
before me a protest against the City of Nome
annexation plan which in three minutes I can 7t
possibly give you so I"m going to submit it to
you in writing, the substance of which states
that on the nine standards all listed as
prerequisites for annexation none of thw are
substantially met by -he city. I have a”~l the
air taxies out at Nome State Airport signing this
this protest, it being Foster Aviation, Boring
Air, and Seward Peninsula Flying Service. We
all feel that the state already provides services
at the airport. We don"t feel, we don"t see
how the city could possibly substitute itself
and provide a more efficient service at the
airport. At the current time the state provides
snow removal on the tixiways, the runways, they
provide all routine and runway maintenance on
the airport. They already control and regulate
it very strictly, 1°d like to add. And if the
city took it over I can®"t possibly see and
neither can tho other air taxies, how the
expenses could come down. The expenses are
obviously are going to go up. Taxes are
going to be levied and with the city substituting
itself in lieu of the state on services, we
feel in that event the service will go down.

So here 1in this case we have expenses going

up and service going down and none of us feel
that this represents any kind of progress in
such a remote area that we live. We feel 1t"3

a backward step. I havo the nine standards hero
listed going down one by one. 111 just take
the last one arJ the summary. The application
of the City of Nome states anncxatir \ serves

the public purpose of community involvement and
democratic participation and this has been gone
over before. We"d like to point out that there
was no city or area vote to determine t~i public™s
support or non-support for annexation and thus



Parmer McCarter:

Ron Sheardown:

Palmer McCarter:

Ron Sheardown:

the ultimate logical method of democratic
participation and involvement was avoided. In
summary *-he opinion of the undersigned, Foster
Aviation, Bering Air and Seward Peninsula,

that the City of Nome®"s application for
annexation is not so much a sincere offering

to extend or provide services, but rather an
obvious attempt to establish a larger base

for taxation, and we respectfully request that
the Nome State Airp rt be excluded from any
consideration of an exation. I also have before
me* a resolution from the Gambell City Council
signed by the mayor which I am also submitting
resolution 80-? stating in effect the same
thing that they would like the Nome State
Airport to remain under the gui-e of the

State of Alaska, and they also Lrotest it
because of the possible higher rate in freight
and fares and how they affect villages. In

the same regard 1 have a letter here from

Mr. Bill Lass, formerly a resident of Nome,

now a resident of Council, Alaska approximately
75 miles to the east, stating basically the
same thing and he is a land owner in Nome at
the present time and he feels that annexation
is not the answer. Thats all |1 got, thank you.

Any questions for Mr. Foster? Mr. Sheardown
followed by Louise Bockman.

I think 1"m Sheardown.
Oh 1"m sorry, Sheardown.

My name is Ron Sheardown, and | T president

of Greatland Exploration. We hold patented
and unpatented mining claims within the
proposed annexation. We also hold offshore
permits within the area. I think historically
cities and mining have not got along for two
or throe simple reasons. One 1is that from

a planning standpoint, they can destroy the
mining plan. lI"ve never seen a city yet take
and hire a planning company with a mining
engineer on staff to plan and once a city 1is
developed, such as Butte, Montana is an
example, 1it"c-it can destroy, the mine has

got to bo where it is because the ore 1is there.
You can"t change that. But the city planners
can put streets over you, roads over you, and
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Palmer McCarter:

Louise Bockman:

facilities over you that will totally destroy
that. And that costs us all in the long run.
We all pay for those metals, from the automobile

to the fire truck. I ¥ like to take exception
to the city attorney saying that tLis is new
information on the wall here. I see information

on that map that starts in 1098. The- 1in

fact very little of that information is new.

The most of the patents in this area go back

to from 1903 when they started to first get
patent to about 1920. I1"d say about 90 percent
of the patents are in the era. The-

allottment act as Mr. Krugzruk stited was 1903
which takes in alot of the fish camps and alot
of the allottments that are within this proposed
annexed area. The Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act | believd was 1971. Most of the selections
were made by I believe September 1976 with

some outside selection going into 1978. So he
has stated that this was - information

that was not available before tonight. I can only
say this - most of this information has been
available for years and years. Which is again
what 1| say about planning and development 1in
thid area. Nome 1is a unique area because of

the mining that is here and the natives that

are here. I think some consideration should

be given that there is a trend coming out of

our state government because of oil revenues
that there will be more monies coming to these
local governments so I"m not sure that the

City of Nome needs it- this additional revenue.
ITf anything I can see revenue coming from

other areas that will supplement that. That"s
all 1"ve got to say.

Any questions? Louise Beckman followed by
Barbara Shaffer.

I"m Louise Bookman representing the executive
committee of tJj Norton Sound Health Corporation.
Thin com-Vtteo is on record against annexation
proposals submitted for the City of Homo. At
this time ann- -ation dees not appear to enhance
nor improve the health status of resident:: of
thin area. An adequate reasonable safe water
supply and sewago disposal services are fine
health concerns. Although the City of

Nome has moved forward in these areas, much
improvement in still needed within tho confines
of current city boundaries. To attempt Tfurther
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expansion before meeting current needs within
tho city 1is questionable. We wish to call
attention to statements in the brief presented
to you by the City of Nome which need careful
scrutiny. Reference to brief on page 2 which
states, the City of Home joint utility systenm
currently provides electrical, water and

sewer services to Nome residents. As of this
date the. City of Nome joint utility does net
provide sewer services to all residents. Those
residents to whom tho City of Nome has never made
sewer services available must provide septic
tanks or subscribe at their cwn expense to
private business which collect honey bucket
waste. The cost of honey bucket services for
family of four runs around $28.84 a month, whereas
eewer services run about $10.40 a month. Those
residents not on sewer must also find some means
of disposing the whste water. Run off of this
water does not enhance health conditions.

On page 3 of the brief, ambulance services are
provided in Nome by members of volunteer group
to a local hospital. On page 4, the Teity

of Nome currently provides to nine residents
within the area proposed for annexation free
fire protection services, ambulance services

and sanitary fill. Ambulance services are

made available in Nome 1inside the city limits
and outside the city limit- by a volunteer

group oporating an ambulance owned by the

Norton Town Health Corporation. Payments for
ambulance services is expected from residents
and non-residents alike. The City of Nome

does not provide *ree ambulance services.

Page 4 and 5. As w th piped water, no price
differential 1la charged for trucked water
services outside the municipal boundaries.

Mr. Widom mentioned this in this first statement
this evening that thorc would be no differential
after a*nexation. Bui in the brief it

indicated thoro was none now. There in a
differential that (ONN exist. On page 10,

water presently must be hauled by truck

to lIcy View, tho State Highway Department

complex, tho airport and cast end. Having
lived in Nome for 28 years and lived on
trucked water. I'm still living on a

trucked water route. In addition, water must
be hauled to other neighborhoods within the
city limits not mentioned in the brief. One

area 1i1s near the center of Homo and that"s



been mentioned earlier this afternoon- this
evening, and another area is Doimo.it Point
wh:ch 1is near the western boundaries of the
current city. We are not awire of plans to
extend water and sewer systems to these areas.
It would be interesting to know what percentage
of water customers living in Nome are or what
it is who purchase water delivered by truck.

I tried to find this out from the city
utility, they told me they were working on

the figures. The executive committee of the
Norton Town Health Corporation board of
directors appreciates the opportunity to
express its concerns and opposition to the
City of Nome®"s annexation proposal.

Palmer McCarter: Are there any questions for Ms. Bockman?
Barbara Shaffer followed by Doug Doyle.

Barbara Shaffer: I am Barbara Shaffer. Until rec- 1 live
within the City of Nome and until recently
was a member of the City Council. Il recenfy
lost a run off election partly on the matter
of annexation so | feel like 1 have some
standing to speak this evening. Since it"s

been recorded that the motion or tho action
of the City Council was unanimous you know
that | must have voted for it. And I did
vote Tfor annexation, the members of tho
council and people at the hearings these
times will say that 1 wanted somewhat
different borders than boundaries than were

in the final petition. I think we need to
look at the validity of looking at of a larger
arou. The current area of Nome is obvio> sly

very small. Postage stamp siza or smaller.

The original proposal they said it was 250
times the current size. Sure when you start
out with nearly nothing. Now the land that has
been discussed in more detail this evening
obviously 1isn"t that kind of percentage. When
you 3tart off really small the percentage

is going to count. What you need to really

look at is the service area. 1 think you
need to look at the employment area, tho
residential area, nnd the recreation area. You

need to look at city services including
transportation, education, water sheds, other
things like that. I think these ar.r broad

ntrcke statements of things-of areas that need

to to taken into consideration. Z think thcrcTr.
som< myths that have been bandied about that need
to bo looked at more closely. Alot of people
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have inferred that annexation wi * create some
enormous change in lifestyle and yet | can see
none projected. IT there might be small
improvements in terms of availability of some
services, there 1is lots of discussion this
evening and I"m not in a position to discuss
whether those would or would not be available

at a reasonable or prompt manner. But there
is not going to be any change 1in owns the
land. Some people have inferred that this is

a way of moving natives off their land, or
inferring that they could no longer control
their destiny. The city will not own one
acre more than they own at the present time.
Whether they own 16 developable lots or 100
or none at aJLl. It*s ownership of the land
won"t change. Its government of the land,
it"s the municipal government would change.
So that this 1is kind of myth that needs to
be exploded. So | repeat 1 go on record in
favor of annexation and consideration that
you look at the boundaries that are by your
staff and by the petition and ranges 1in between.

Palmer McCarter: Any questions of Ms. Shaffer? Bert?

Bert Griss: You were in favor of the original annexation
or the one that the city just put up.

Barbara Shaffer: At the time I was on the council it was
unanimous consent eor the larger one. I
understand this afternoon from testimony give j
today, | mean thi3 evening, the city council
has informally gone on record to the smaller
amount. I was not privy to that because I™m
not on the council at ~resent. So | voted for
the larger one yes, as did everybody else. It
was unanimour.

Polmer McCarter: Are there other questions for Ms. Shaffer?
Doug Doyle followed by the representative for
Alaska Miners Association.

Doug Doyle: YAs my name is Doug Doyle, I reside inside the
city limits. I"m here to 3pcak on behalf
of C. M. Reader who 1is sick and apologized that
he cannot come. I work foi him. Mr. Reader
owns 80 acres of land that 1is in-just north
of Nome. It"s in the area that the council
has now changed thoir tunc and scaled down
area. An obvious concern 1is they say that
they were tho taxation was $200.00 a year-
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Ivan Widom:

Doug Doyle:

Palmer McCarter:

C. B. Bettisworth:

Doug Doyle:

C. B. Bettisworth:

Doug D>yie:
C. B. Bettisworth;

Palmer McCarter:

Them Frank:

For 20 acres, $10.00 an acre.

$10.00 an acre for mining property. That"s
what they®re saying now but there 1is nothing
to prove that that might change. They“ve

changi.J their scope from 258 miles to 13

miles so th* > can change also. Also |1

was born in Nome, I1"ve lived here all my life
and there"s property that is inside of the
City of Nome that"s not being utilized. There
is quite an area on the east end of town,
end of town that®"s not developed and 1 think
that we should develop that land first. That"s
all 1 have to say.
Any questions of Mr. Doyle?

I don"t quite understand where the property
is that Mr. Header has.

Afe you familiar with the road thats-- A
half mile outside the city limits right now.

The 80 acres are just a half mile outside the
existing city limits. Okay, so it vjuld be
within the proposed area.

in here.

Yes it is, it"s right

Okay, great, that"s all.

Any other questions of Mr. Doyle? Thank you.

Is there a representative for tie Alaska Mi* «rs
Association? That will be followed by 1

believe 1it"s L. A. Douglas.

My name®s Thom Frank, 1"*a chairman for the
Nome branch of the Alaska Miners Association.

I live in lcy View. And 1°d just like to read
the resolution that was passed at the Alaska
Miners Assoc- by tho Alaska Miners Association
at its annual Boird of Directors meeting held
on October 23, 1980, at Anchorage, Alaska
which adopted the following resolution.
the City of Nome, Alaska has expressed an
attempt to annex vasts tracts of privately owned

Whereas

mineral land, excuco me, non-raincral lands and
native association lands that include several
ongoing mine operations both large ind small.

And that such annexation plan docs not include
a plan to provide any municipal services to
tho annexed lands or operation. And whorcas
tho purpose of said annexation is perceived

as a revenue generalxinhj action and that such
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action will have a deleterious economic
impact upon such lands and operations and
will be contrary to philosophy espoused by
the State of Alaska in regard to resource
conservation. Now, therefore, be it resolved
the the Alaska Miners Association urges 1its
membership to oppose this annexation move by
the Nome City Council. And that"s about it.
The Nome Alaska Miners Association has
approximately 43 members in the Nome area.

Are there any questions of Mr. Frank? Thank
you. L. A. Douglas followed by Virginia
White 1 believe 1t 1is.

My name is L. A. Douglas. I live here in the
boundaries of the City of Nome. I myself

came to one of the meetings that the city
manager had 1in this city hall. His first
remark was they®"re exploring for oil down
there, we gotta annex so we can rip em off,

so we can tax "em. The city council before
they were on city council they said well let"s
develop the shrimp, let"s develop the crab
industry. But once they get on the city
council developing anything 1is beyond their
comprehension, and they brag about what the
city did out at Dredge 5. I myself work

for Alaska Gold. I don"t know where Dredge 5
i8, I don"t know where Dredge 6 is, | haven-t
even been in the shop or the power plant. But
they never- the attorney sajs it"s abcut ti .e
Alaska Gold does something for the city of Nome.
I have business people here that know that |1
work for Alaska Gold and they asked me when are
they gonna close -town. I said | don"t know.
And t ey say w- nt to close our store, we want
to charge the hours because we don®"t have to
have it open if they don"t have the employee.

In January, February and March the businesses
complain, there®"s not enough sales ta:: sent into
tho city because tho Alaska Gold 1is not in
operation and so what they say they got plans
and what they®re gonna do to this land what
they arnex, to mo tho only thing they want to
do 18 .o tax tho people and kocp them out of
our city. I don*t think they have any 1idea

of what they"re gonna do or how they"re gonna
handle it. And | myself believe there is about
one man on tho council that has any idea about
taxation and how to handle it and tho man had



Palmer McCarter:

Bob Bean:

Palmer McCarter:

C. B. Bettisworth:

Bob Bean:

experience | believe r.nd it"s the city manager
because he was city .Manager in other areas.

But I believe ever","body else on the counsel har
no idea of taxing or how to go about it any they
don"t even have an appraiser 1in town here that
can go around and set the value of land or
buildings or anything. So this 1is ray idea

that they have rothing to gci-on~fcO annex such

a great amount of land what they want.

Thank you any questions for Mr. Douglas. Okay
Virginia White | believe 1its Virginia White,
followed by Robert E. Bean. Is Virginia White
here? Robert E. Bean, followed then by Mr.
Oleson or excuse me Olafson. Olsen, I™m sorry.

Ladies and gentlemen of the Commission, citizens
of Nome. My name is Bob Bean, and T have been
a resident outside the city limits for about
the past -ive years. I currently reside inside
the city limits. I would like to correct what
I feel 1is one misstatement mode on the city"s
behalf and that was 1in reference to one area
which undeveloped within the city limits 1in
central core area. It was stated that a
subdivision was attempted and applied for and
at that point that it was denied and did not
progress because the developers did not have
the money to support the cost of development.

In fact what happened in that particular case
was that the city did not have comprehensive
plan for a subdivision and consequently the
developer approached the city planning commission
and requested guidance on how to proceed. He
received that guidance on December 18, 1979,
and proceded with that. And when he presented
his flan in conformance with that guidance

it was rejected and in fact for additional
stipulations made at that time. That is why

it is in litigation. Basically the other
points that 1 had have already been made and

I do not have anything else to add. Thank

you very much for your time.

Is there a question of Mr. Bean.

Arc you 1in favor of or opposed to tho
annexation. Ho didn"t oven Fty.

Well from a personal stand point, if | had
an opportunity to read the proposal that tho
city presented as far as their differential



Palmer McCarter:

Martin Olesen:

taxation program, which 1 requested, a number
of months and years ago, and it was equitable
I would probably be for it. Our being taxed

for services that are being provided and not
taxed for those services that were not being

provided. I would probably go along with 1it.
But to take a pig in a poke so to speak or

to sign on for a jobwhen you don"t know what
the wages are going to be or the benefits I

think is a little bit foolish. If 1 knew what
the music was going to sound like when it was
being played, | might be more interested in

(indiscernible).

Are there othere questions of Mr. Bean? Mr.
Olsen followed by Lee Rasmussen.

I*m Martin Olesen. A resident of Galovin. 1 used
to live 1in Nome. I have property in Nome. 1

am also the chairmanof the board of Bering
Straits Native Corporation and this 1is where

I get involved because Sitnasauk Native
Corporation, King Island Native Corporation

and we"re theoretically the parent organization
although if you read if you read the

newspapers we really haven™t done very good

in that situation. However, | do feel
involved. And | don"t havo a prepared
statement. The reason is George 1is here

he made a presentation as the president of
Bering Straits Native Corporation to go

ahead and puc everything out. I stayed home.

In fact 1°m staying at George®"s house so

I listen to FM radio on K1CY. I heard everything
on there. I heard all these presentations rnd
what 1 really read while I was hearing this

was somebody went right along and changed the
rules in the middle of the road. George

was addressing a great big annexation from
Cape to Cape Nome and there several

people havo done that. All of a sudden
within tho last two or three days you people
in collusion with the City of Nome have decided
to change that. Why? 1 think you people
are pro-anncxation. Why? I thought you
wore unbiased big brother up hero gonna
resolve help us resolve our own. Turns out
you"re not. You propore your own. And

tho City of Nome went ahead and went along
right wit), you. Now, us people that went
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Palmer McCarter:

C.

B.

Bettisworth:

ahead and responded to this original situation
in a matter of two or three day we haven-"t

had a chance to go and respond to that. And

I don*t feel that you people on the Boundary
Commission at this present time, due to your
pro-ar.nexation philosophy that you have just
sho- ed are not in a position to judge this.
Because you went ahead and offered advice

and offered a little map. You did that. You
could have said just here 1 thought we were
addressing one 1issue. Now all of a sudden we"re
raising two. There are people here that are
not- don®"t have the time frame to go ahead and
respond to this second situation as come up

in the last couple of days. So | just don"t
feel that - ..1 just don"t feel that you Te
being fair to the land owners 1in this area.
And 1 think that there should be- this meeting
right here should be for this great big vast
area Nome originally wanted to annex. And
that"s it. IT they want to change 1it, go
ahead and put out an order, say that we want
to change this and we realize the error or

our ways and all this you know. But that"s
not what happened. AlIl of a sudden we- the
City of Nome change their position. And you
people went right along with thenm. I don"t
think it"s fair. I don"t think its fair

for us people that in opposition to Nome"s
situation to go ahead all of a sudden in about
a two day period, be able to come up with

a really comprehensive reason why we"re-

wc re given a reason, but then we have to do

a little research and everything. And | really
don"t feel that you people are treating us
fair. You"re railroading this whole thing
through. You right along with the City of
Nome. And 1 don"t feel that you people

have the authority, the ability, cause you
should have seen this yourselves, to go ahead
and rule on tl*s particular move.

Are there any questions or responses to
Mr. Oleson, please.

I guess what 1°d like to say as acting
chairman of the Commission 1is that the
proposal has been put before us that the
city has accepted for tho revised boundaries.
The proposal v:as developed by the staff of
the Boundary Commission. Not the proposal



Martin Olesen:

Cr B. Bettisworth:

Martin Olesen:

C. B. Bettisworth:

Martin Olesen:

Palmer McCarter:

L. Rasmussen:

was drawn by any of the three of us or the
members who are not hero. It was prepared

so that we might take it under consideration
and that"s what we"re doing, is taking it under
consideration.

In other words, yua already said this 1is going
to be annexed so let"s go ahead and make it.

This is not true.
Yoube prepared it in anticipation of that.
No, I"m afraid that®s not true.

Well, that"s the; vav | feel about it. Whether
it"s true or® not that"s the way 1 feel about 1it.

Mayor Rasmussen.

Wei collusion isn®"t on my mind. But its
interesting to see that the issue >T
annexation has put our linen on the line
and | found that most of it to be dirty
tonight. There®s one issue 1 think

that would run almost counter to this

and the number of people that would show
up and 1"m going to have to revise my
estimates on that, a dog ordinance usually
brings out a large crowd but the Boundary
Commission has done a better job and my
commendations to you for that. I would
like to speak 1 hope rather briefly to
what the process was that /e went through
on this annexation that cr ~ forward. The
city will be the pundit f( what is taking
place tonight and I guess rightfully so.
But in the process 1 became mayor in 1977
and there was sort of a ramrod annexation
that was taking place at that time, and |1
felt that as long and as well as the rest
of the council did that the public deserved
a better shot at the annexation proposal
that was coming up. We delayed the action
that took place at that time and | sought
authority and appointed a committee of 8
members to work 1in conjunction with the 5
member planning commission to gain a wider
input into annexation and its whole.scope.
There was an attorney appointed who 1is

now the attorney for Sitnasauk Native



Village Corporation, there were three members
Sitnasauk Native Village Corporation, one

from King Island, there was a member from

Icy View, a member of the school board, and
the manager of Alaska Gold was a member

of that committee. They worked in conjunction
over a series— through a series of hearings

to begin to put forward a more comprehensive
annexation than had been proposed in any

of the previous three attempts. 1"11 remind
you annexation has been on the minds of

Nome since about 1964 when they first started
considering passing ordinances to set up

extra territorial rates for their services
that were going free beyond their boundaries.
And as an alternative annexation came to

the forefront and still sits there today

as an alternative to going through and settin}
up a system by ordinance of charging rates

for fire, for police, schools, water rr<m“urces,
use of our streets, planning authority now
coastal zone, the different sources of revenue
that we get one way or another that also
encompass the areas outside the city

limits. In the planning commission with

the 8 advisory members serving as an
annexation committee, they went through

a process of three public hearings. They
made a recommendation to the city council,
the council set up an ordinance procedure
which went into itsfirst reading anu then
throughout the next six months the process

of four additional public hearings. All
seven hearings were advertised for the
purposes of gaining input into annexation.
(indiscernible) hearing tho council at

tha = time by a voce of five to nothing

pa v d the annexation proposal which 1is

be-i”e you. And cfcourse until it comes
before the boundary commission 1 suppose

nobody wishes to put forth public input.

There it is tonight. I really haven"t

heard much said other than the superintendent®s
of schools whose spoke 1in behalf of our
schools which exist outside the ~city limits.
We have problems with the REAA. There 1is
slightly more than 1/5 of their students



attending our school here 1in Nome. I see
as solving a majority of the problems for us.
We have a great pride in running a first
rate first class school system. Its

taken a period of time after the state
dominated it for a period of years to

pick up the remnants and the mess and clean
it up to bring it back to what we feel 1is
the good system. I feel that this is a
very viable reason for annexation in fact
of those that | talked to with exception

of a couple V/i.0 were rabidly against
annexation and couldn"t be talked to,
almost everybody agreed that there were
some valid reasons for annexation of whicn
schools was -primary. Second was our water
resources. And I would mention to some
extent that this proposal here does not
cover the full scope of water resources.
The apparent source of water and this 1is
not substantiated by an engineering report
but by a mining report comes basically

from the Nome river basin through a

fissure in the Anvil iMountain. The airpcrt
is a very driving factor. I hear many
comments that if we tax the airport the
price of ticket goes up. My thoughts on
this 1is how far do you split the price

down to increase how much the cost oi

a ticket. Taxes on the airport would

not be that great by any means. In fact

if what is going to take place as suggested
by the governor in his budget request

this year, taxes very likely could be cut

in half. If they go even farther with other
proposals, property tax may very well

be a thing of the past. Just as much as
very well oil development may take place
offshore. Our proper authority of planning

is probably the most important thing. Almost
everything that takes place, and mind you
there are about three times as many mining
operations operating out of Nome than there
was last year. They are demanding on our
facilities as small as they are and 1inside
our 560 acres and it does not leave us
adequate area to move, to plan, to provide
for the future. I"ve been told many times
clean up your act and at the same time there
is twice as much taking place outside of



our currert city limits, that is driving us
to operate a maintenance type of operation
instead of a futuristic type of operation.
If the area 1is annexed, there will be
substantial increases in state rev nue
sharings. Although that could change with
the legislature, 1 expect the revenue
sharing to continue up. Federal revenue
sharing does continue at the present time
and that would come to the local i*vel

for the additional people in the a”-sa that
we would service. The areas living outside
the city of Nome would have at this time

no immediately access to grants or other
programs that are supplied by the state or
federal government and the city in its ultimate
wisdom can provide this access of those
people, of their areas whether it be the
mining company or Sitnasauk Native Village
Corporation, or the airlines, to this

access of dealing with government. One
thing 1 would like to say, | am ma"or of

the town, || own a business, | own a house
here in town, 1 also own land in ;he

area that will la annexed or may ce annexed.
And 1 too will lecome a taxpayer out in that

area. At the pr >sent time its undeveloped
land or near dev .-lopable what we"re calling
developable Iland. I will more than willingly

pay taxes assuming there are taxes in that
area as | feel that as long as | have that

land there | too am driving this local
government 1in the direction that it cannot
control. I will summarize. I think that

we have if annexation takes place, an
accomodatable, workable situation 1in the

present ¢ y government and that problems

that may appear to exist can be solved

very accomodatingly with the present government.
I would like to commend the Boundary

Commission for putting up for the length

and the depth and 1 also would like to

thank the people who showed up who"ve tended

to show a very high quality of testimony

toniwjht. We haven®t impaired your cars
too much. Thank you very much.
Palmer McCarter: Are there any questions of Mayor Rasmussen?
Bert?
B. Griss: I1"d like to hear your position on (indiscernible).



L. Pasmussen: I havo some reservations on the bounder Tes.
Tilt"s as an individual. My council has made
their, their concensus of what they"re going
to do. Thhat doesn®"t preclude that 1 have
different idea. There are areas in there
the plans on rezoning i-he railroad one of
these days, that is not in the proposed
limits or the concensus limits
that we"re talking about. The water resources
that we will need if we end with oil and
gas or well outside. I very well understand
we can pass an ordinance to accomodate
that situation but your (indiscernible) be
in court just as well and you can
anything to court.

Palmer !"-Carter: As previously indicated on the record the
Boundary Commission in one of our brief recessions
indicated that although it was an optional
item on their agenda for business that
they will now be conducting at 9:00 tomorrow
there will be no decision made on this
Nome annexation either tonight or tomorrow.
The decisional meeting willl be scheduled
it will be properly noticed. Both the city
and respondents have been invited to offer
written responses to each others briefs
prior to that decisional meeting. Are there
any other (indiscernible)

Bob Hic..s: (indiscernible) . . . that all briefs have
to be in ten days from today or something.

Palmer McCarter: 1"11 defer that to the acting chairman.
(Indiscernible conversation.)

Palmer McCarter: The acting chairman has indicated that
the briefs by the city and the respondents
will have a deadline of December 5th for
submission. Are there any others who
cane after tho time that you were allowed
to sign up that would like to offer
final comments? Yes sir. Come forward.

I"m currently a member of the city council.
And I"m in favor of annexation. I think
there is a few areas and | would say services
most of the sewer and water the town put

out by the public health service. Which

if the City of Nome had done it themselves

we have to put out u very largo amount.
(Indiscernible.)
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C. B. Bettisworth:

Palmer McCarter:

expanding their sewer system. You can only
expand by how much money. And the city has
been in debt, or they were 1in debt (indiscernible).
I think if the city plans to move out 1in

a progressive manner, you have to have more
land to progress with. (Indiscernible) to
balk bo the pubxic. Are there any questions?

I take it you"re in favor of the revised
proposgls. . x

Part.

Are there any other questions? Okay the public
hearing is now closed at 11:05. I appreciate
the attendance and the cooperation that all

of you gave this hearing.



THE PRECEDING PAGES WERE TREATED AS
A UNIT IN THE ORIGINAL FILE.



ALASKA LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
125 Cordova, Jduilaing "B"
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

IN THE MATTER OF THE ANNEXATION )
BY THE CITY Or NC.Z, An Alaska )
Xur_icioal Cortoration. )

)

post-keafini- brief of the ALASKA GOLD

INDEX
z L
3. Procedural 1
C. Substantive 7
D. + C*nclusicr. 10

A. IKTRCDUCTICN
Pursuant to the Commission ™ instructions of
November 21*, 128 C, the Alaska Gold Company subnits this
post-hearing brier for the Commission®s consideration.
Section B contains a review of the various procedural
defects which have ter* aded this annexation effort. Section
addresses thrse substantive ratters mentioned by the city
ir. November 21 in s.pprrt of its petition, and considers
briefly the city"s rttivations fcr raking this effort.
2sstindents Brief i1* truly brief, since this Commission
already has the s-cnif.cant facts oefore it.
B. FROCEPUPAL
The petition v.-as de ctive from the start. 19
A.A.C. 10.0401i . rernres that there be apper.ced tc the
pet.non "a certified ::py of the resolution or ordinance
authorizing thi runic.tality to file the petition". The
certified copy of the rrdinar.ee authorizing the petition
actually appended to the petition failed to authorize the
rr.r.exation of Township 12S, Ranee 22,", Sections 17 and 22,

and Township HE, :i*:“ 34K, Sections 1 through 30, 35. and



36. On November 5, 1930, the Nome Council passed resolution
81-11-1 at the request of the Commission®s st ff in order to
remedy the ordinance®s failure to authorize annexation of
Township 12S, Range 32W, Section 17 and 22. The staff
assistant on September 10, 1980, characterized this action
as "necessary". The city has never authorized the annexation
of Township 11S, Range 34W, Sections 1 through 30, 35, and
36. The significance of this failure cannot be belittled.
The referenced sections contain all of the territory contiguous
to the present C* .y of Nome. Non-contiguous territory may
not be annexed except 1in certain narrow circumstances which
are net met here. 19 ALA.C. 05.010(b). Thus, at least two
of the requirements of the Commission®s own regulations have
clearly not been met by the City of Nome. The Alaska Supreme
Court in United States Smelt., RN £ Co. v. Local Eound.
Ccm™n ., 485 ?.2d 140 (Alas. 1971) found that AS 44.19.260(a)
required the development of standards and procedures by this
Commission. If the Commission may 1ignore those standards
ar.d procedures, it is as if the Commission has no standards
and procedures.

Second, our fellow respondent, the Serine Straits
Native Corporation, correctly points cut that the census
submitted with the petitio: entirely Tfails to meet the
require, 'ms of 19 A_A.C. 10.040(2) (Br. at 12-15.) Population
growth 1is a significant factor in weighing the necessity for
ar. annexation, and only the fortuitous delay of these
proceedings until the preliminary 1980 census figures were

revealed prevented this Commission from being substantially
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Third, this respondent reiterates that the city
has completely ignored yet another of the Commission®s
regulations, 19 A_A.C. 05.020. That provision states that:

No annexation will be approved unless the annexing

city demonstrates to the satisfaction of the

commission that it is capable of extending and
willing to extend services to the annexed area as
follows:

(1) . . . full municipal services shall be extended

to the annexed area immediately except where

impossible for want of necessary capital facilities.

Where full municipal services may not be provided

immediately, the annexing city shall satisfy the

commission that it will provide tho. . services

within a reasonable time.
The City of Nome has given no consideration to what services
it will extend to which areas, and on v:hat timetable. The
City Manager unveiled a three-tiered taxation proposal for
the first tire before this Commission on November 21, 1980.
This proposgl must be seen as a last minute, unofficial
reaction to criticisms leveled by this respondent and
others. Even if the City Manager®s proposal were the
reasoned t ocuct of a properly convened City Cour.oil, it is
entirely insufficient to meet the requirements of law.
There has been nc consideration given to what percenta-e of
the territory would fall into which category, what amount of
tax will be levied on each category, and what standards will
determine what territory Tfits 1in which category. And the
fact that a plot is deemed "developable", for 1instance,
premises no nexus betweer the level of services offered and
amount of tax levied. In short, the city has failed to
address another most significant regulatory sté&ncarc.

Fourth, proceelirgs thus far are pervaded with the
aura, if not the reality, of ex parte contacts. Resolution
EI-11-1, amending the ordinance authorizing annexation, was

passed, according to the minutes of the Nome Common Council”'s

special meeting cf November 5, 1980, because " [t"he local
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Boundary Commission has requested that the Council pass a
resolution on the two parcels and reaffirming annexation™.
Just days before v hearing of November 21, 1980, and
apparently at the request of someone outside the Department,
the Department of Community and Regional Affairs amended its
recommendation to include territory containing a restaurant

popularly known as the Roadhouse. Contacts between the city

and the Cor-ission®s staff on the day of the hc-aring apparently

lea to a hastily called meeting wherein the Council purported

to reverse its reaffirmation of Noverber 5 and endorse the

Department®s recommendations. Since a Commission understancabl

relies to some significant extent on its support staff, and
undoubtedly gives the pronouncements of that staff great
weight, respondent®s rtght to an "impartial tribunal"” appears
to have been compromised tc the extent that the Commission™
staff and the city have worked 1in tandem on this matter.

See K L Pistributor v. Murkowski, 486 P.2d 351, 357 (Alas.
1971); United States Smelt. t P.. & M. Co. v. Local Bound.
Ccm.n., 48? P.2d at 143.

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs"
last minute inclusion of additional territory within its
recommendation was quite possibly prejudicial to the property
owners in the r.ewly included area. Said property owners may
have thought themselves safe after determining that the
oity"s proposal had no chance of success and aft»-r finding
themselves outside the Department®s original recommendation,
only to find after the hearing that their sanguineness was
not justified. Such lark cf notice does not comport with
our notions cf "due notice anc opportunity to be heard".

See K 1 L Distributors v Murkow”ki, supra; United States

Smelt., P. I M. Co. v. Local Bounde¢ Com™n, supra.

//



The "work session"™ held by the Some City Council
on November 21, 1960, constitutes a fertile ground for
cbjecticn. Attorneys for this respondent called City Hall
on the morning of the 21st, specifically ~sked whether the
Council would be meeting during that cay, and were informed
that the Council had no plans to meet that cay. In fact,
the gathering which apparently took place was illegal. AS
29.23.210 requires 24 hours written or oral notice of a
special meeting except iIn an emergency. No such notice was
given, and this Commission™ visit hardly constituted an
emergency. Therefore, the Council merriers had no authority
to accomplish anything at t:eir gathering. A journal was
net kept of the proceedings, and there were no recorded roll
rail votes. AS 29.23.211(b), (d). In short, the City
Council did, not authorize an annexation along the lines of
that recommended by the 2eparment of Community and Aecional
Affairs. The city has authorized but one annexation petition
the cr.e filed with the Commission on July 14, 3980. That
is the only annexation petition before this Commission.

It is, of course, ~ust as well that the city had
no tower to and dd net alter its petition at its "work
session” of November 21, 19:0. If it had, the lack of time
provided the respondents ar.d the public for reviewing and
preparing comments on the newly-authorized annexation would
have constituted an obvious vitiation cf the regulations,
the statute, and due nrocess cf law. Such a procedure 1is
anything but "consistent with a fair trial”. See ™ & L
2istrltutors .Murkcvski. supra; Unitad States Smelt., p.. &
LLu -°e v e pocal Bound. CCr in, supra ¢

L stly, respondent 1is constrained to reiterate
that this commission is without authority to alter the

boundary cv nge properly authorized by the City of Nome.
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C. substantia

Respondent listened carefully to the city ™
presentation on November 21, hoping to get some inkling both
of the motivation behind this annexation attempt and of how
t)e city intended to justify this effort under the Commission®s
criteria. More of the city"s motivation in a moment.
Respondent was able to discern four arguments upon which the
city will apparently rely to qualify for annexation under 19
A.A.C. 05.010(a): (1) school needs; (2) lack cf control over
city water; (3) desire to plan for future development; and
(4) fire protection in the territory. Respondent addressed
each of the four 1in its answering brief, ar.d will elaborate
here.

Annexation is desirable, argues the city, because
the presence of territory students in Nome schools creates
administrative problems and leaves territory parents without
a sufficient voice 1in school affairs. It is this respondent”s
contention that the bulk of existing administrative problems
ere caused not by the existence cf territory students 1in
Nome schools per se, but rather because of perscr.ala.ty
cenfl.cts and pclitical intrigue between certain of the city
fathers and the Bering Strait School District. The situation
reflects a power struggle between the city and the spectre
of a borough form of governme*4tr if you will. The city’'s
concern for territorial parents 1is also an appealing or.e in
the abstract, but the Commission will have noted that
territorial residents unanimously expessed themselves as
opposed to annexation or. November 21, 19EC. The city"s
concern for the territorial parents® ability to express
themselves is apparently not shared by the territorial

parents.
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Little mere need be said about the city"s concern
for its water resource at Moonlight Springs cr elsewhere.

The city has ample legal authority to annex the Springs, and
ample legal authority to do what it will with any watershed
beyend 1its boundaries. It need nou annex 215 square miles
cf tundra in order to protect its water.

The city also reiterates its desire to plan for
future development. Respondent need only observe once again
that future devopmeat 1is entirely speculative, that present
indications are that Home"s population is static, and that
litre has shown no ability to plan for its present 525 acres.
T/.viromental Services, Ltd., an Anchorage concern, 1is
currently in the preliminary stages cf preparing comprehensive
plans fcr botr. the City cf Home anc the surrounding area
ur.cer joint federal, state and local auspices. Given Hone %
past planning record, this joint effort premises to achieve
a result by mid-1991 superior tc anything the city could
achieve for years tc come.

IfT the city"s statements at the public hearing are
an accurate cuice, the Fire Department®"s service to the
territory is the city ™ most compelling reason for seeking
*: s annexation. The department is, of course, an all
volunteer force. However, the city will contribute 561,227.00
to the department fcr such things as training, machinery,
equipment ir.d maintenance 1in 1980-91 . The territory’'s
proportionate share of this sum, after per capita state
contributions, would be approximately 51,752.10. (Answering
Brief cf Alaska Soli Company at 12-13.) Annexation of 23!
square miles 1is a rather dramatic vay of raising 51,750.02.
A membership cr voluntary contribution program seems noro
sensible. And respondent doubts that territory residents

should have tc pay i strict per capita share, sir.ce response
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; tires to a territory fire would almost al -ays be greater
' than to a city fire, ana since the department simply could
; hot serve the more isolated territory residents in timely

fashion.

1 The cit¥'s representatives were particularly

impressed with the fact that as recently as November 5,
19c0, the Fire Department was asked to and did respond to a
fire at the Alaska Gold Company®s credge numbe: Tfive. To
dare, at least, ccoperation between the City and the Gold
Company has been reciprocal. In the last decide, 1in excess
cf 50 acres of Geld Company land within the Nome city limits
his beer, sold cr conveyed tc the city at its request. The
3clb Company donated to the city the 43 acres of thawed
ground which now features the Nome-Beltz School.

Although the city has not been able to justify 1its
annexation attempt under the administrative criteria contained
in Title 19 of the Alaska Administrative Code, it does of

course have its reasons fcr wishing to absorb the southwestern

portion of the Seward peninsula. Some of these reasons were
evident at the November 21 hearing. There was some evidence
cf the civic inferiority complex - i.e., a city of 525 acres

I"-st not bic enough when compared tc its Alaskan brethe.n.
3ut the *e is a rood and histc*lc reason fcr Nome"s size -
the surrounding land was and is.more valuable for mining
than fcr residential development. Upwards of 20,000 people
were or.ce accomodated 1in the present None city limits.

There appears also to be a notion that the Alaska

Grid Company, and eventually the native corporations, represent

a convenient source cf tax revenues fcr services not rendered.

The ahcrtsighteir.css of such an approach 1is obvious. Annexation

for taxation altne is also violation of the due process ar.d

ctirr provisions of the Alaska Constitution.
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A notion similar to the last is that the oil
companies will discovery oil 1in the Eerir.g Sea and be forced
to come ashore in the expanded city of Nome, thereby enriching
the city forever after.

Finally, there 1is a fear in seme political quarters
in Nome that the city will one day "be ruled from Teller".
This fear also helps explain the city"s difficulties with
one Bering Strait School District, a.nc the city"s refusal to
participate in the Bering Sea Ccaatal Commission. In this
instance, the 1idea seems to be that an enlarged City of Nome
will help neutralize the possibility cf a borough form of
government.

D. CONCLUSION

respondent does net offer the above speculations
regarding one city"s motivations as absolute truth. Rather,
they are offeicd beoause they may help explain an annexation
effort which 1is otherwise mysterious. It should be fairly
clear by r.cw that .cme 1is net growing, has nc. concrete
prospects for growth, has net tc this day menaced to serve
the urban cere properly cr even tc plan fcr the development
of the city, and has given nc thought whatever to what it
would do with the territory if it git it - bevend, of course,
taxing the Cole Company, and eventually, the native corporations,
and perchance, the cil companies. The Commission should
emphatically reject this effort at empire building.

-t his day of November, ISEC.

ROBERTSON, NCNAGLS, SASTAUCH & BRADLEY

B cart HIATT

Cf Attorneys fcr Respondent
Alaska Geld Company



ALASKA LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
225 Cordova Building B
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

In the Matter of Annexation )
by the City of Nome, an )
Alaska Municipal corporation. )

BRIEF OF PETITIONER
| INTRODUCTION

.The City of Nome, Alaska is a first class general
law municipality organised in 1901 and existing under the
laws of the State of Alaska. The original boundaries of the
City of Nome encompassing 525.4 acj/es have remained unchanged
since 1901. According to the census certified by the Nowe
City Council on October 10, 1978, the population ~f the City
of Nome 1is 2,892. The population within the territory
proposed for annexation is 252, plus many summer residents.

In. 1970, the City of Nome petitioned for annexac: -n

of a smaller area adjoining the present city limits. The
Alaska Local Boundary Commission recommended annexation of
this proposed territory, and the Alaska Legislature did nor
disapprove the recommendation. However, United States
Smelting, Refining, and Mining Co., 1Inc. (noi known as U-V
Industries, 1Inc. operating as Alaska Gold Company), a major
property owner within the territory proposed for annexation,
challenged the procedures of the Alaska Local Boundary
Commission in the Superior Court, and ultimately the Alaska
Supreme Court held that the annexation was 1invalid and of no
effect because the Local Boundary Commission lacked the
power to recommend such boundary changes without first

developing standards pursuant to AS 44.19.260(a). United
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States Smelting, Refining and Mining Co. v. Local Boundary *
Commission, et £1. , 489 P.2d 140 (Ak. 1971).

In October, 1977, Mayor Leo Rasmussen appointed a
citizen committee to study annexation and make recommenda—
tions to the City Council. The committee was led by Mr.
Robert Schick, who at the time was alsc chairman of the Nome
Planning and Zoning Board. This citizen committee studied
many proposals, held public hearings, and took testimony
from interested persons both within the municipality and
within the territpry propoaed for annexation. By resolu—
tion, the Nome City Council accepted the recommendation of
the citizen committee with modifications, and by Ordinance
78-5-1, the Nome City Council directed the city manager and
the city attorney to research, prepare and file this Petition.

I MUNICIPAL SERVICES

The City of Nome Joint Utilities System currently
provides electrical, water, and ”“ewer services to Nome
residents. Garbage and solid waste disposal services have
recently been transferred from the Nome Joint Utilities
System to a private operator. The City of Nome provides
maintenance and repair services for city streets and rights-
of-way. The City of Nome owns all utility poles within the
municipality, and rents some space on these poles to General
Telephone Company and North Star Communications, 1Inc. (cable
television).

Law enforcement protection is provided by the Nome
Police Department, consisting of the chief, a lieutenant,- a -
sergeant, a corporal and two patrolmen. The animal control
ordinance 1is administered and enforced by one person on
contract with the-City of Nome. The police department has

three radio equipped patrol cars.
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Fire protection is provided by the Nome Volunteer
Fire Department, consisting of approximately AO volunteers,
comprising 3 truck companies. Major equipment includes a
1976 Ford caterpillar diesel truck with a 35-foot snorkle
boom, a 1,000 gallon per minute midship pump, and a storage
capacity of 500 gallons of water and 50 gallons of foam; a
1965 FordF800 truck, with a 1,000 gallon per minute midship
pump, anda storage capacity of Q00 gallons of water and 50
gallons of foam; and a 1959 Ford F800 with the same capabili—
ties. The volunteer fire department also owns a 1975 Chevrolet
pickup hose truck, and a 197A GMC van outfitted as a rescue
vehicle with extrication .equipment and medical equipment.

The volunteer fire department includes 3 certified EMT
instructors and a certified fire service training instructor.
The members meet once monthly 1in a business meeting, and

once or twice monthly for training. The only paid employee
is afull-time maintenance man at the fire hall.

Me*"dical services for the City of Nome are provided
by the Norton Sound Regional Hospital, a private regional
health corporation funded by federal sources and municipal
revenue sharing.

Ambulance services are provided in Nome by members
of a volunteer group through the local hospital.

The City of Nome provides a public library and a
museum, housed in a recently remodeled and expanded two-
story building. The library contains approximately 10,000
evolumes, and is staffed by a full-time librarian, a CETA -
assistant and local volunteers. The museum is staffed by
one curator/coordinator.

Within the present city limits, the physical plant

of the Nome City School District consists of an elementary
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school and an administrative office buildxng. Commencing
with the 1978 school term, the junior high school wa; combined ’
with the senior high school at the Nome Beltz complex,
located outside the city limits and within the area proposed
k\r) *o| *re loss tles+

for annexation. The City of Nome- had-donated approximately
A3 acres of land to the State of Alaska for the construction
of the Nome Beltz complex in 1964 as a vocational school.
Later, with the aid of a $1,000 grant to the City of Nome,
the Nome Beltz complex was expanded for combined services as
a regional high school and as the city high school. In
1973, the operation of thefacility was turned over to the
Nome City School District under a use permit from the Alaska
Department of Education. With the creation and implementation
of the regional education attendance areas 1in 1975, the
rural students returned to their villages. In January,
1960, the State of Alaska transferred title to the Nome
Beltz complex to the City of Nome. Dormitory facilities at
the complex .are leased as offices, and apartments are leased
to teachers and village students in Nome for special training
projects.

111 MUNICIPAL SERVICES TO THE PROPOSED TERRITORY

The City of Nome currently provides to the non-—

resident* within the area proposed for annexation free fire
protection services, ambulance services and sanitary fTill
facilities. At no cost differential, the city provides
piped water to the Nome Beltz complex, to approximately 36
customers at FAA housing, and to approximately 10 trailers
at the state trailer court. (See Appendix 1 for locations
of referenced sites.) In addition to the piped water system,
approximately 60 customers outside the city limits receive
trucked water at Icy View, the State Highway Department

complex, the Airport, and the East End (including the Roadhouse,

the radio stat* r , and the FAA facility). As with piped
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water, no prir.e differential 1is charged for truck water
service outside the municipal boundaries.

Forty-three percent of the electrical load on the
municipal generators is fromenergy demands outside thecity
limits at Icy View, the Nome Beltz complex, the State
Highway Department complex, the FAA housing complex, the
Airport, the state tr-"l.r courts, and the East End facilities.
A four-cent-per-kilowatt-hour differential 1is charged for
electricity outside the City of Nome, with the exceptionof
the Nome Beltz coimﬂe% which pays the same rate as city
residents.

The present.,Nome sewer system serves about one-
third of the dwellings within the City of Nome, and does not
extend beyond the city limits.

Although the Nome Police Department lacks jurisdiction
beyond the city [limits, the city police have lesponded at no
charge on numerous occasions to requests from the surround-—
ing territory for both law enforcement and emergency assistance,

Seventy-nine students attending the Nome Public
Schools reside outside the city limits. State law provides
for a tuition grant to the Nome City School District on a
per-capita basis for non-resident students. The Nome City
School District has in the past encountered administrative
problems obtaining timely payment of the tuition funds. To
alleviate that problem, the parents of a large number of
non-resident students 1in 1978-79 petitioned the Commissioner
of Education to declare the populated area immediately
surrounding the City of Nome as part of the Nome attendance
area. Annexation would permanently solve this administrative
problem.

The city imposes no extra charges for non-resident
use of the mun;~ipal Ulibrary, the port facilities, the

cemetery, recreational areas, and othep, general services.
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The only municipally owned real property outside -
the existing boundaries of the City of Nome are the A3 acres
at the Nome Beltz complex and approximately 12 acres of Iland
at Moonlight Springs--the water supply for the City of Nome.
The city operates a sanitary land fill approximately one-
quarter mile north of the Airport. This land is owned by
the Alaska Geld Company, and made available to the City of
Nome or. a lease permit. The facility 1is operated six days
per week, and serves the disposal needs of tne entire area.

IV CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
TERRITORY PROPOSED FOR ANNEXATION

Approximately 252 people reside outside the city
limits and vithin the territory proposed for annexation.

Host of this population resides in an area, bounded by Stnset
Creek and the Snake River on the west, Banner Peak and Anvil
Mountain to the north, and Cape Nome to the east. Much of
the land in tiiis populated area is owned by the federal
government, the State of Alaska, Sitnusék, Inc., and the
Alaska Gold Company. The Alaska Department of Aviation
maintains and operates both the Home Airport and the so-
called "city airport.” Icy View is a surburban subdivision
of 103 lots containing 21 residential structures and one
industrial garage. Another subdivision has been platted
recently at the intersection of the Snake River and the
Nome-Teller road. The single largest land owner in the
populated area outside the city limits is U-V Industries,
Inc., operating as Alaska Gold Company.

Beyond this area containing most of the population
of the territory, the primary land owners are the Alaska
Gold Company and Sitnusak, 1Inc., the Nome village corporation
organized under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, A3
U.S.C. 81601 ej® suq. According to the information presently

available, Alaska Gold Company owns approximately 16,000

Page Six, BRIEF



acres within the territory proposed for annexation, and
Sitnusak, 1Inc. will receive conveyance to approximately
161,280 acres, a substantial portion of which is within the
territory proposed for annexation.

There is a relatively high density of permanent
summer camps located along Dexter Creek in the same area of
the Nome River. Other summer camps are found along the
mouths of Cripple River and Penney River, and along the
shore between the present boundaries of the City of Nome to
Cape Nome. *

V. JUSTIFICATION FOR PROPOSED BOUNDARIES

The municipal boundaries of the City of Nome have
not changed since 1901 when the City was originally surveyed.
However, municipal boundary changes have been warranted by
growth and development in and arour d the City since World
War 11. The shortage of housing and unimproved land adequate
for construction within the city limits over the years has
resulted in *the development of residential complexes at
sites such as the State trailer court, the FAA housing, the
State Highway Department, the Nome-Beltz School complex, the
Alaska Gold Company camp, lcy View, and, most recently,
along the Nome-Teller Road at the Snake River. For many
years, the City of Nome has conferred substantial benefits
upon the non-residents and owners of properties within this
area outside the city limits, without receiving corresponding
tax contributions for these municipal services. These
residents within the territory proposed for annexation use
the City-owned and maintained utilities, schools, library,
museum, cemetery, port facility, and all other municipal
facilities, including city streets and roadways. While non—
residents benefit from the access to and the use of these
municipal services and facilities, they pay nothing for many

of their servi 3S; they pay no cost differentials for
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utilities except electricity; and they pay no real or personal
property taxes.

This annexation petition is el ,o0 motivated by the
need to promote and control land use and development through
a planning and zoning authority effective throughout the
region. In addition to governement and company housing, two
private subdivisions already exist in the territory. Housing
and population density 1is increasing also along the Dexter-
None River corridor. Present port facility expansion,
offshore oil exploration and a developing fish industry will
cause even more development warranting effective planning.

A. The Core Territory Proposed for Annexation
Urban in Character. Host of the year-round habitations in
the territory proposed for annexation are located at the
State trailer court, FAA housing, the State Highway Department
complex, the Nome Beltz School complex, the Alaska Gold
Company facilities and Icy View subdivision. The population
density at each particular complex approximates the population
density of the City of Nome. Property is platted a d held
for sale for urban, residential or commercial purposes at
Icy View subdivision and at another site along the Nome-
Teller Road at the Snake River. Alaska Gold Company has
sold substantial acreage within this territory on various
occasions 1in the past.

The population of the territory stems primarily
from the actual growth of the ™"ity of Nome beyond 1its lega*
boundaries. The 1™A housing was built on tailing piles
outside the city limits, because there was not enough undeveloped
thawed ground available within the City of Nome. The State
trailer court was developed because of the lack of adequate
housing for state employees within the CiLy of Nome. Many

of the present residents of Icy View were newcomers to the
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area unable to find adequate housing within tne city limits,
or were renters in Nome unable to find suitable property for
construction of a home. The Department of Highways also
built its complex outside the City of Nome because of the
2ack of adequate facilities in the City.

The property within the core territory proposed
for annexation 1is valuable primarily because of its suitability
for prospective urban purposes. Most of the City of Nome is
built on permafrost. A1l of the mining tailing piles outside
the present boundaries of the City of Nome are highly desireable
for construction because the permafrost is thawed, making
the ground more stable for construction, and lowering design
and construction costs.

B. The Territoxy Proposed for Annexation is Presently
in Need of Municipal Services Which the City of Nome Can Provide
More Efficiently Than Any Other Municipality. Nome 1is the
only first class city in the Western and Northern three-
quarters of the State of Alaska. The nearest first class
cities are Fairbanks and Anchorage. The nearest second
class cities are Teller and White Mountain, eachapproximately
sixty aerial miles from Nome.

Except for one track-vehicle operated by the State
of Alasxa at the Airport, Che Nome Volunteer Fire Department
provides the only fire fighting equipment within the territory
to be annexed. The City of Nome also provides the only
rescue vehicle. The Alaska State Trooper service area
includes all of the Seward Peninsula and the Islands, south
along Norton Sound to St. Michaels. Most of the time of the
four troopers assigned to the region must necessarily be
spent outside the Nome population center. Although the Nome
Police Department has in the past assisted in emergencies
and law enforcement in the area proposed for annexation,

%
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the Nome Police Department does not have fither legal jurisdiction
or primary responsibility for this area. Tine City of Nome

is presently capable of providing fire and police protection

to all populated areas of the territory proposed for annexation.

There are approximately 79 students from the area
proposed for annexation who attend the Nome public schools.
A number of parents of students 1in this territory have
recognized the need for the provision of education by the
Nome School District, and have petitioned the Commissioner
of Education to declare the territory part of the Nome
attendance area. No alternative education facilities are
available for these children.

Potable city water is piped outside the municipality
to the Kome-Beltz School complex, FAA housing, and the State
trailer court.- V.3ater presently must be hauled by truck to
Icy View, the State Highway Department complex, the Airport
and the East end.

Thgre is no alternative source of electrical power
within the territory proposed for annexation. Approximately
43% of the load on the city generators 1is electricity transmitted
to these areas outside the city limits.

Finally, despite the actual and inevitable growth
of the City of Nome beyond its legal boundaries into the
territory proposed for annexation, that larger territory
receives no planning or zoning services to ensure an orderly,
efficient and aesthetic development.

C. There is A Likelihood That Future Growth aud
Development of the City of Nome Will Occur Uithin the Territory,
and Annexation of the Territory Will Enable the City to Plan for
and Control That Development.

(1) During the sunsaex of 1979, a seventeen-

company oil consortium began a program of deep geophysical
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exploration activities in the Bering Sea oif . a coast of
Koine. The consortium has applied to the U.S. Geological
Survey for permission to undertake a twenty million dollar
project including deep stra”ographic testing, a biological
survey, and a "shallow geohazards™ survey. The drill ships
are operating off Nome during the summer of 1980, with fresh
water being supplied by a custom designed pipeline constructed
by the Nome Joint Utilities System. Oil leasing 1is presently
scheduled to begin in the Bering Sea in 1982.

The City of Nome has just completed the first of
two phases of a pre-engineering study for construction of a
medium draft port and harbor facility. Locations directly
east and directly west of the City limits are being considered
at this time for this development activity. The dock facility
would eliminate the need for lightering from barges, would
provide a fueling and moorage facility for vessels, and
would provide a sizeable staging area for storage of freight.
The facility 1is designed not only to accomodate support
service for oil development in the Bering Sea, but also to
expand the present function of Nome as the shipping and
receiving center of the Seward Peninsula. Rock quarrying
activities are scheduled to begin in early summer, 1981,
with construction activities to fallow either in late
summer, 1981, or early spring 1982.

(i) Most of the vacant lots within the preser
boundaries of the City of Nome are wetlands and permafrost.
During the past fifteen years most expansion and development
has occurred 1in the territory proposed for annexation.

Because virtually all of the valuable land within the city
limits is already developed, this trend of future growth to
the area proposed for annexation can be expected to continue.

Annexation of the territory will enable the City

to provide organized planning for growth and development.
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The 1local citizenry in most of the areas outside the City of
home presently have no direct governmental voice in planning
for development in their territory. On the other hand, all

cf the people of the Nome area have a personal and direct
interest in protecting recreational areas, preserving traditional
hunting, fishing, grazing and gathering use; of the lands,
assisting the development of mining reserves, and promoting
tourism. All of the people of the Nome area also have a
personal and direct interest to prevent interference with
water supplies, to control and develop transportation patterns,
etc.

Planning and control of development also is essential
to providing efficient and economical utility services. It
will allow for the orderly development of electrical, sewage
and water facilities to particular areas, in accordance with
the type and extent of the use in the particular area. Such
orderly development in turn will preserve the va-ues of real
property for their liiénest and best use, encouraging industrial
development 1in areas most suitable for that purpose, and
encouraging residential development 1in areas protected from
noise, dust, 1industrial traffic, and other pollution.

D. The Health and Saf -e< of Citv Residents is
Endangered by Conditions Existing or Developing in the Territory.
and Anncxo 1ion Will Enable the City to Remove or Alleviate Those
Conditions. Moonlight Springs, the water supply for rhe
City of Nome, 1is located approximately five miles beyond the
city limits While AS 29.48.037(b) authorizes the municipality
to adopt ordinances to protect its water supply and water
shed outside 1its boundaries, the cost of safeguarding and
enforcing protection of such a small parcel so far from the
community is prohibitive without annexation of the surrounding
territory to provide the economy of scale necessary to
expand law enforcement services such a distance from the

City. Construction and development on Anvil Mountain above
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noonngnc springs - - —
the water of the City of Nome. Hence, control of planning
and zoning in that region also is important to the health of
the City residents.

Drainage flow patterns of the territory surrounding
the City of Nome run directly through the City of Nome.
Erosion, destruction of the permafrost, and other changes 1in
ground conditions affect the drainage flow patterns 1in a
manner which can cause serious flood problems and water
damage within the City of Nome. New water flow patterns
following the paths of least resistance would flow into the
gravel corridors of the present city utilidor system (where
the permafrost has been eliminated), washing away gravel
padding, and causing heaving, caving, freezing and clogging
of the municipal sewage system.

Because the populated areas of the territory
proposed for annexation are an intergral part of the social,
economic and educational community of Nome, municipal health
services and health enforcement are ineffectual unless they
include this entire "community™ of Nome. Animal control
ordinances of the City of Nome, designed to protect the
health ani safety of the residents of Nome, are unenforceable
immediately Deyond the boundaries of the City. Hence the
protection program by the municipality is hampered to the
extent chat no restraints exist for the control of stray
animals immediately beyond the City limits. These animals
can and do roam freely in and out of the City.

Efficient and low cost sanitation services for the
entire "community™ J Nome are important tc the health and
safety of the residen s of the City of Nome. Expansion of

4

1/ Such possibilities arc not merely theoretical. In September
T976, heavy rains oiul accumulations of water directly Northwest
of the city Units 1ilraJned into newly constructed utilidors
causing streets to cave and lateral connections to break loose
from residential dwellings.

Fagc Thirteen, BRIEF



all of the populated areas surrounding Nome v/ould create an
economy of scale making the provision of such services less
expensive for all recipients. This financial savings 1in

turn provides the economic flexibility necessary for improv—
ing services to all recipients.

The permafrost in the Nome area presents a unique
problem for the operation of septic systems. Lack of
permeation in the ground can cause clogging and seepage to
the surfat ». This seepage 1In turn can contaminate surface
waters. Even if t”e area around the septic system does have
the necessary permeability, sewage still can contaminate
subsurface waters restricted to permafrost ruptures and
riverbeds. All of the waterflow from the area north of the
City of Nome passes through the City of Nome, or along the
Snake River drainage--a major waterway used by the residents
of the City of Nome. Health inspection and enforcement of
constructiom of septic systems in the Nome area 1S necessary
to "-rotect the health of the residents of the City of Nome.

The winter supply of petroleum products for the
City of Nome 1is delivered and stored during the summer. The
fuel stored outside the city limits presents a potential
health and safety hazard to the residents of Nome 1if fuel
leaks contaminate surface or subsurface waters, or if fires
rage out of control in areas contiguous to the city limits.
Such potential dm “ers could bo eliminated by requiring
proper trenching and periodic fire inspections by municipal
officials.

In the past it has been necessary for the Nome
Volunteer Fire Department to mobilize its equipment for
tundra fires ourside the city limits, because there 1is no
other adequate fire fighting equipment in the Nome area, and
because a tundra fire in the immediate area threatens the

City of Nome. The State of Alaska maintains one truck for
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this single piece of equipment is totally inadequate for
tundra fires. The Bureau of Land Management also flies
firefighting crex-js into the area to fight tundra fires,
however, the transportation time causes delays and equipment
mobilized is often inadequate. Annexation of the proposed
area would provide the tax base necessary to expand the Nome
firefighting equipment and skills to tundra fires which
threaten the residents of the City as well as the residents
of the territory.

E. The Extension Into the Territory of City Ut|
and Services is Necessary to Enable the City of Nu.ae to Provide
Adequate Services to City Residents, and it is Impossible or
Impractical for the City to Extend Such Facilities and Services
Unless the Territory 1is Within the Boundaries of the City.
Investigations and pursuits by the Nome City Police are
hampered by boundary limits that do not include the entire
community population or area. To provide adequate law
enforcement services to the City of Nome, the Nome Police
Department must have jurisdiction in that surrounding area.
However, this requires not only the legal authority but also
the finances to expand personnel and equipment, which could
be accomplished by a tax base from the surrounding area to
support proper, vregional law enforcement.

As noted above, it is necessary for the Nome
Volunteer Fire Department to extend its services into the
territory to protect city residents from the dangers of fuel
storage fires and tundra fires, however, it is 1impossible
for the City of Nome to extend full fire protection to the
surrounding territory unless that territory 1is made a part
of the contributing tax base to finance those fire protections.

Similarly, as noted abova, the effort of the City

of Nome to provide animal control services to the City
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residents is hampered by the fact that this .Ace does not
extend to the territory proposed for annexation. Yet the
cost of expanding the service for the protection of all
residents of the area is prohibitive unless the territory 1is
included in the City tax base.

The City of Nome high school and junior high
school facilities are located on city-owned property at the
Nome-Beltz complex, presently located approximately four
miles beyond the city boundary.

The cost of providing utility services in the Nome
area is extremely high. e Expansion of the property tax base
to include the territory presently receiving municipal
utility services would reduce the present cost to taxpayers
within the city limits, and would establish an econoray of
scale for improving the same services to all recipients.

F. Residents of. and Owners of Property 1in,
Territory Proposed for Annexation Receive tho Benefits of
City Service6 Without Commensurate Tax Contributions. The
residents outside the city limits obtain free fire, rescue
and emergency medical services, some free law enforcement
assistance, free library facilities nd services, free
cemetery facilities, free port facilities, and free use of
maintained roads x”ithin the city and city schools.

The residents outside the city limits pay no ad
valorem taxes, yet receive the full benefits of the Nome
City School District and community schools programs. While
the residents outside the city limits pay for water, sewage,
and solid waste disposal, they are not charged a differential
to offset the fact that these capital facilities are financed
only by the taxing authority and the corresponding bonded
indebtedness of the City of Nome.

Electricity is the only utility service for which

a cost differential applies to nonresidents of tho City of
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Nome. While similar cost differentials might be computed
for the use of other utility services, that financing method
would not enhance the attractiveness of utility bonds for
capital improvements because these non-resident users still
would not be within the taxing authority of the City of

Nome. Other services such as fir*, protection and law enforcement
carry such high costs per unit of use that any unit-fee
system would be exorbitantly expensive for the non-resident
requiring the service. Fee structures for the use of port
facilities, cemetery and library facilities are possible but
impractical to administer in a "community” so integrated as
the City of Nome and its surrounding territory. QA road use
fee for non-residents similarly would be impractical if not
impossible to administer.

G. Annexation 1is Necessary to Accomplish Valid
Fublic Turposes. Annexation serves the public purpose of
community involvement and democratic participation. The
residents of the area proposed for annexation send their
children to the Nome Public Schools, yet have no repres...nation
on the Nome City School Board. The same citizens receive
fire and emergency medical protections and electric, water
and garbage collection utility services from the City of
Nome, yet they have no voice in the management and operation
of these services. Law enforcement in the territory proposed
for annexation is fragmented and uncoordinated. Planning
and zoning 1is nonexistent.

As a matter of public policy, the entire Nome
"community™ 1including the territory proposed for annexation,
has a common interest 1in protecting industrial development
areas, recreational areas, and traditional subsistence
areas. The territory proposed for annexation includes an
area designed to encompass permanent summer camps and cottages
located along Dexter Crock, the Nome River, the mouths of

Cripple River and Tenney River, and the coastal areas. The
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territory includes the Snake River lowheaa . Jroelectric
power potential, and a substantial portion of the coastline,
to assist and coordinate such activities as the emerging
crab fishery, subsistence sea mammal hunting, offshore oil
development and coastal zone management. Because the water -
main from Moonlight Springs is only a ten-inch line, and
operating near full capacity, it is necessary for the City
of Nome to protect possible future sources of potable water
in the Anvil Creek-Snake River area.

For all of these reasons, the City of Nome respectful!
petitions this Commission to approve and submit to the
Alaska Legislature the annexation described in the accompanying
Petition.

DATED this 17 7*day of J </ / 1980.
By I A B | ,

City ilanager

City Attorney

Page Eighteen, BRIEF



BANNER PEAK

AL Wb ATAN

NEWTON PEAK

Moonlight m
Springs

Nemo Bell*.
High School

Nomo /V
Airport Y ?a A
Housing

Chicknn
Hill
Trailer Ct. C ») «AIaskaCGold
0

NOME
N _Existing eSCWOy0 ~ ~ A
y At A/v'Twalmonl welanl o %>
;> orw ;**>*<-e ey /T

N

// NORTON :SOUND

Figure 2-1

CHoM NOME & VICINITY =

scale in miles



WOAL /BAJ/JISxAttol

/; ?2<A &r

/Lp* /

oA kJZ+JV/?2a/AC*ul O/LjL rfhutApzJdu

£ A/ St

M Ll ™

/& £ | cc-ifi«il

[if

A/ia A & aAn /$=10 /jLp>~~y

WOATSE\ FAMA Ay ~  StrSovc

"l & . [V <k

ti flefy
iltdH n—"crft
O*y fO dIl [ty tnit ©O>yv*/* If f

(<]

teXAf AAD /d ol ] /cAMMudt *fd<kt<, ..,

N
£ WV i ( jin
/by+<~S I or*< ¢
4 U P I c''rm
lvuar/telyyn-£y Lj/aT5
/7~ /,//¢E
*[&&-" Ad.i
A £ ¢
n
AMT/A<)
ty (WMRQYy) 0 I
lyO fCf 0Ay J
il % *adSrs /<re (fiu oA

Mt &< **2Usfd> vA FA* eMdte..)



/0.

If.

/1.

43.

/T.

?.

GAm A/ juB LAQTLU****n

CjcTan

* flmu

f 7*438/

S/4*uldc) 4c&d** {eyd&L&OTc&AdJ

Httuf Fiki

‘- "A*NAD _

[F&o *AAju* <Ttm*S ruudt* NCa-.

y o . VEQVMEMS/mm <A

* [7x*&VCL - CemCmt 6a, Ttyyi.4n/*<*/ m~**cru o**.4tu* tm

Y fasit,

S*.y

/fantmf AsljAIS

z  (yi*, /h(4>/L**4LyS)

* JLihrAvy — JA%u /4ajad *e YO

f 7y eUtsIEL*

k forcuu

yttgCy 7°J(uC/t*cdan.

TymkAMtmyLm™. " e

OPKY F {/=j/0f)

<cyju" MurufodA* .7 4*¢J LSC  cxnSjéc/ly

dwWf-~niu/Zii”/ utcAAA-d/dt-mtd” T

fii/l ¢ /vau -~/t/fc\ /L"Mny

\t.Ky tuu

fdu” OoyTt,

0*/\**'

.h/fs*"tEn 4

ub

Jjk

7(7 N OFf

(/8 Iy e/ EA* ATy FyAsu 7 )

*/ (Fualdl- [*** *g<

m/y fn <, NVOWAA,/ys a* wmRJjm ©

*

*

T/aT / "*a

y*LAj&mdd

y L <«U

41a*

"fTo&A*"

emJy

dusvat*tt*4

- /Jk+«2 y

| X <% *tr~yt,<cry&/

oM\



/2  ~hrd*M +y 84
/NoMl  /}AJAJILYFrvo/)

a [fhEm/

/R /7Y, v

*~  QyOp+Lx+/ *rfaa*

H- Aeu*E**ir
X J3ip,. //a*, ixduOuM*/
o A 'V *+prt [ yos=*+a diajuM
w /P€a YitioriY A'p2*rt/eeu <y f v >4 A
cr'. ydvy.g*0X>"%s*"S<dfldcy m £

47"g>ty Chevc/ht™*

o <dny Jepmer

k yyctymf — AtA**U*<4t to 4* iXMs*uiuwt/ /(lux /autdud*/ “er

(< qu«rf -CEAUiddy C.&.J *Os<ga | 6e /
4  ,"$dA*pj6 ,4+yyao**/ yT&iy **sesu Ayvy tar*yd £
ft. /°f. tfcen A *nM00AUCy . 1jh /K**- Aty/1FFy)
I Adby & : fyovwyG ’O

fiwt€4* UjLii o* GOty y./TdoAmAdjL.

of tJIxp*/ (AMvyty) Sitdk] UjMOtOt4d], miam*) m* «#/ a*<*4tAcdy
OddcO*Ut M **pupA ed*4tM i m 4*A y UHCAdOt AacTOc, *m +6u |

ajtcTIl  CGC ejyu*Imdtdd ( /4%y u™i <4/Ki

2s. 4 0 ~*y
# /V*Muu”™ imp *uAtA," — AtyA44AU&JI .~Umu*j

*



¥

/Y\eest <6p /J&J /&** /tullo
i < ZAAO** .

SEVEArf2Y ™A

/mmeE.

Neta*td«d <N* |

(Mcidl  (Z68»icnAJ<-86~"

A*Uj



STE7i OF d

TOUCH r mBTATE CAPITOL
JU”.EAU. ALASKA 99811
907-AtS 35CO

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

e Crandunm February 13, 1981

5T3JECT: Annexation Co the City of Nome (Local 3ouncary
Commission Recommendation No. 3 of the 1981
session)

TO: Representative John G. Fuller

Senator Frank R. Ferguson

“ON

Overnight, and for several hours this noriing, | reviewed
briefly the materials pertaining to the proposed Nome
v.nexation which you provided with your 1iiquiry, together
«fth the complete file on the same subject prepared by the
7;-partment of Community and Regional Affairs for submission
Co the House and Senate Community and Regional Affairs
7:mmittaes.

Z."ithout regard to the merits of the annexation, there appear
to be, 1In the docurena which are part of the annexation
record :upple-.ented by briefs subsequently submitted,
sufficient grounds to sustain a court challenge to the
annexation. These grounds generally relate to procedures

fch. H.try of Nor nd the Local 7 undory Commission racy

rruy not have folio- d. UFf partieu” «r relevance are claims
that, unde * provisions of law formerly designated AS 44.19.260(a)
"now \$ 44.47.567(a)], :he Local boundary Commission had nc
authority to alter the boundary description of the area that
vis the subject of the annexation before accepting and acting
cr. the petition, and questions concerning compliance by the

* e -r and rh < hot al Boundary Ft.amission in submitting

J accepting a petition and supporting documents containing

1 inf emotion required by the Cc-nmisslon®s regulations as

requisite to action on the proposal, beyond these alleged

ocefural 1irregularities, the attorneys for all parties

r.tesu whether the 1 cal Boundary Cormission properly



P../resentative John G. Fuller
Senator Frank R. Ferguson
Page 2

February 13, 1981

examined and interpreted evidence relating to substantive
provisions of the proposed boundary change, ar.d whether the
Commission properly applied its own regulatior.s to evaluate
the evidence in the record that permitted atceptance and
approval of the petition. I am not saying rhat those rho
challenge the annexation and the decision cf the Local
Boundary Commission will prevail, or even vhether they
should prevail. I am suggesting that there are certair.ly
sufficient allegations on record and in subsequent briers -e
and certainly sufficient resources of the potential
challengers -- to sustain litigation through the Mask
Supreme Court.

X an not familiar with particulars of projects which either
of you is concerned with in the area proposed for annexation,
and cannot suggest whether extended litigation arising out
of this proposed annexation will adversely effect your plans
or the execution of those projects.

JBC:1jb
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POUCH YStATE CAPITOL
= - JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
I 907-465 3800

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 13, 1981

SUBJECT: Annexation to the City of Nome (Local Boundary
Commission Recommendation No. 3 of the 1981
session)

TO: Representative John G. Fuller

Senator Frank R. Ferguson

FROM: John B. Chenow”tlr~n/
Legislative Goupa#!

Overnight, and for several hours this morning, 1 reviewed
briefly the materials pertaining to the proposed Nome
annexation which you provided with your inquiry, together
with the complete file on the same subject prepared by the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs for submission
to the House and Senate Community and Regional Affairs
Committees.

Without regard to the merits of the annexation, there appear
to be, in the documents which are part of the annexation
record supplemented by briefs subsequently submitted,
»ufficient grounds to sustain a court challenge to J:he
annexation.These grounds generally relate to procedures
whicTTThe City of Nome and the Local Boundary Commission may
or may not have followed. Of particular relevance are claims
that, under provisions of law formerly designated AS 44.19.260(a)
[now AS 44.47.567(a)], the Local Boundary Commission had no
authority to alter the boundary description of IKc area tljat
was the subject ot tie annexation before accepting and actlng
on the petition, and questions concerning compliance by tKe
petitioner and the Local Boundary Commission in submitting
and accenting a petition and supporting documents containing
all information required by the Commission®s regulations as

a requisite to action on the proposal. Beyond these alleged
procedural 1irregularities, the attorneys for all parties
contest whether the Local Boundary Commission properly



Representative John G. Fuller
Senator Frank R. Ferguson
Page 2

February 13, 1981

examined and interpreted evidence relating to substantive
provisions of the proposed boundary change, and whether the
Commission properly applied its own regulations to evaluate
the evidence in the record that permitted acceptance and
approval of the petition. I am not saying that those who
challenge the annexation and thp Hpr.isinn nf the hocal
Boundary Commission will prevail, or even whether they
should prevail. | am suggesting that there are certainly
sufficient allegations on record and in subsequent briefs --
and certainly sufficient resources of the potential
challengers - to sustain litigation through the Alaska
Supreme Court.

I am not familiar with particulars of projects which either
of you is concerned with in the area proposed for annexation,
and cannot suggest: whether eyrpnHnH UrtgaUnn arl ng out

of this proposed annexation will adversely effect vour plans
or the execution of those projects.

JBCsljb
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ALASKA
STATE LEGISLATURE

MEMORANDUM

TO: Rep. Vaska, Vice-Chairman DATE: February 11, 1981
Rep. Bylsma
Rep. 0"Connell
Rep. Randolph

FROM: Rep. Grussendorf, Chairman
House C & R A Committee

RE: Joint C & R A Teleconference

The House and Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committees
will hold a joint teleconference nearing on the Local Boundary
Coinnission recommendation for annexation of territory to the
City of Nome. The meeting will be held on Tuesday, "February 17,
at 3:00 p.m. in the first floor conference room of the Behrends
building.

The attached Information is for your review and has also been
distributed through the Information offices for the participating
areas.



TELECONFERENCE ON PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY TO

CITY OF NOME

The House and Senate » immunity and Regional Affairs Committees
will hold a joint teleconf*. Tnce hearing on the Local Boundary Commission®s
reconmenoatlons for annexation of territory to the City of Nome on Tuesday,
February 17, starting at 12:00 p.m. Bering Standard Time (3:00 p.m. Pacific
Standard Time).

The Local Boundary Commission has recomnended that approximately
17.83 square miles of territory be annexed to the City of Nome. This
recommendation was presented to the Legislature on January 21, 1981.
The proposed annexation becomes effective forty five days after presen—
tation or at the end of the session, whichever is earlier, unless dis—
approved by a resolution concurred in by a majority of the members of
each house (Article X, Section 12 of the Alaska Constitution and AS 29.
68.010).

AREA RESIDENTS INTERESTED IN PRESENTING TESTIMONY OR OBSERVING
THE HEARING MAY PARTICIPATE VIA THE LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE AT THE
FOLLOWING SITES:

Nome Teleconference contact at 443-3555
Juneau Teleconference contact at 465-4980

Copies of the proposal and additional information are available
from the Information Office in areas listed above.
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STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER THREE TO THE FIRST
SESSION OF THE TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF NOME

WHEREAS, on July 14, 1960 the City of Nome submitted a petition
to the Local Boundary Commission (hereinafter "Commission™)
through the Department of Community ana Regional Affairs
(hereinafter "Department™) 1in accordance with applicable laws
and regulations of the State of Alaska, requesting the

annexation of approximately 235.65 square miles; and

WHEREAS, on July 25, 1980 the Department determined the

petition to be acceptable in form and content; and

WHEREAS, on November 21, 1980 the Commission conducted a
physical 1inspection of the area prcoosed for annexation and
held a public hearing on the matter, *ith prescribeo notice, 1in

the Nome City Council Chambers; anc

WHEREAS, c¢cn December 11, 1960 the Commission held, with

prescribed notice, a meeting to renoer a decision on the

petition for annexation;

12



NOW, THEREFORE, based upon the extensive briefings of the
Petitioner ano the Respondents, the investigation and the
report as amended by the Department, the physical inspection of
the territory by two members of the Commission, and the
information obtained from the public hearing, the Commission

recommends that the following described territory be annexed to

the City of Nome:

Beginning at the protracted NW corner of Section 11, T11S,
R34W, Kateel River Meridian; thence east to the protracted
NE corner of Section 7, T11S, R33W, K.R.M.; thence south to
the protracted SE corner of Section 31, T11S, R33W, K.R.M.;
thence continuing south along the same line to a point
4,000 feet seaward of the mean high tide line of Norton
Sound; thence meandering northwesterly along a line 4,000
feet seaward of and paralleling the mean high tioe line of
Norton Sound to a point due south of the protracted SW
corner of the SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Section 28, T118S,
R34K, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracted NW corner of
the NE 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Section 21, T11S, R34W, K.R.M.;
thence east to the protracted SE corner of Section 13,

T11S, R34W, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracteo NK
corner of Section 11, T11S, R34W, k .R.m ., the point of
beginning; excepting the area now comprising the City of
Nome; containing 17.83 square miles, more or less, situated
in the Second Judicial Oistrict, State of Alaska

13



REPORT TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

ON THE CITY OF NOME"S PETITION TO ANNEX
TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF NOME

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
ANO REGIONAL AFFAIRS
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I. INTRODUCTION

The City of None, a fiist class city within the wunorganized
borough, was incorporated in 1SOI. The original corporate
boundaries of the City of Nome, which are 1identical to those of

today, contain 525.45 acres (0.82 square miles).

In 1568, the City of Nome successfully petitioned the State of
Alaska for the annexation of approximately §S,802 acres (15.32
square miles) of territory. However, the action was
subsequently challenge®™® by what is now the Alaska Gold Company,
owner of an estimated 75 percent of the territory affected. In
1571, the annexation was 1invalidated by the Alaska Supreme
Court on the basis that the Local Boundary Commission Judged

the matter in the absence of rectireo standards.

11. PROCEEDINGS TO DATE

On August 28, 1578, the Council of the City of Nome adopted
Ordinance Number 0-78-5-1 authorizing the current petition for
annexation. Nearly two years late*, on July 14, 1580, the City
of Nome Tformally submitteo 1its petition for the annexation of
approximately 150,816 acres (235.65 square miles) of land
contiguous to the existing municipal boundaries. The petition,
however, requested the annexation of territory Dbeyond that

authorized 1in Ordinance Number 0-78-5-1 (Sections 17 and 22,



T12S, R32W, Kateel River Meriden). The Department has
requested a resolution of the Council of the City of Nome
affirming 1ts current support of the annexation proposal and

remedying the discrepancy of land proposed for annexatic

The petition was determined to be sufficient as to form ano
content and was accepted by the Department on July 25, 1980.
The requirement that the petitioner give public notice of
filing the petition was fulfilled through the publication of
such notice on August 15, 1580 in the Bering Straiohts. a
newspaper of general w.rculation in the Nome area. The Local
Boundary Commission public heiring on the annexation proposal
has been scheduled for November 21, 1580 at 7:30 p.m. in the
City of Nome Council Chambers. Notice of the hearing 1is tc be
published three times in the Nome Nugget, a newspaper of
general circulation in the Nome area. Staff from the
Department visited Nome on October 13-14 to review the
territory proposeo for ennexaticn ano to oiscuss the matter

with City officials and other interested partier.

1. STANDARDS FOR ANNEXATION

Section 10, Chapter 5, Title 15 of the Alaska Administrative
Cooe contains the standsros for annexation of contiguous
territory to a city; these standards are presented on the

following page:



(1) all land to which the territory 1is contiguous 1is
within the city"s boundaries; or

(2) all land 1in the territory 1is wholly owned by the city;
or

(3) the territory 1is urban 1in character. In determining
whether territory is urban in character, the commission may
consider, without Jlimitation, whether the property 1is platted
or held for sale for urban, residential or commercial purposes,
whether the population density of the territory approximates
that of the annexing city, whether the population of the
territory stems primarily from actual growth of the city beyond
its 1legal boundaries, and whether the property 1is valuable
primarily by reason of 1its suitability for prospective wurban
purposes; or

(1) the territory 1is presently 1in need of a municipal
service or services which the city can provide more efficiently
than another municipality; or

(5) there is a likelihood that future growth and
development of the city will occur within the territory and
annexation of the territory will enable the city to plan for
and control that development; or

(6) the health or safety of city residents 1is endangered
by Conditions existing or developing in the territory ano
annex tion wi"l enable the city to remove or alleviate those
conditions; or

@) the extension into the territory of city water, sewer,
street, or other facilities, cr of city police, Tfire, health or
other services is necessary to enable the city to provide
adequate service to city residents; and it 1is impossible or
impractical for the city to extend such facilities or services
unless the territory 1is within the city"s boundaries; or

(6) resicents of, or owners of property 1in, the territory
receive or may be reasonably expected to receive the benefit of
city services without commensurate tax contributions whether
such services are rendered or receiveo 1inside or outside the
territory. In determining whether thisstandard is met, the
commission will consider alternate methods available to the
city for offsetting the cost of providing services to
individuals or property beyonc its property taxation powers; or

(9 the annexation is otherwise necessary to accomplish a
valid public purpose.



(Y APPLICATION OF STANDARDS

The annexation proposal fails to meet the first standard, in
that all of the territory proposed for annexation lies outside

the City"s boundaries.

A small portion of the territory proposed for annexation 1is
owned by the City; therefore, to a Ilimited degree the second
standard is met. The City owns A3 acres at the Nome Beltz
complex, the site for the City school, located some two and
one-half miles north of the existing municipal boundaries. The
City also owns approximately 12 acres of Jland at Moonlight
Springs, the. City"s water supply, Jlocated three miles north of

the existing municipal boundaries.

The petition correctly states that a part of the territory
proposed for annexation 1is wurban in cr racter; therefore, a
portion of the territory meets the thiro standard. In 1578,
the City of Nome ~conducted a census which i1dentified 252
individuals residing 1in the general area outside 1its municipal
boundaries year-round. These individuals represent the
equivalent of 8.7% of the population of the City of Nome. The
statement in the petitioner®s brief that most of these 252
individuals reside "In an area bounoed by Sunset Creek and the
Snake River on the west, Banner Peak ano Anvil Mountain to tne
north and Cape Nome to the east™, however, certainly warrants

refinement. The foregoing area encompasses in excess of 100



square miles. However, of the 252 individuals indentified in
the census, 244 (56.8%) live within only a six square mile area

contiguous to the City.

It is apparent that the 244 individuals immediately beyond the
existing City boundaries need the municipal services of the
City of Nome and generally receive many such services without
paying property taxes fc: same; thus, a portion of the
territory meets the fourth ano eighth standards. These
services 1include: -education, fire protection, emergency medical
services, law enforcement assistance, museum, library,
cemetery, and port facilities. Municipal water and electrical
utilities are also available and prcvioed to these residents.
Electrical utility customers outside the City"s Dboundaries
(except at the Nome Eeltz comp ®x) pay an adoitional 4 cents
per kilowatt hour (20.4% p.ice cifferential). No price
Differential is chargee to nonresioent municipal water
customers served by pipeline, which 1incluoes the Nome Beltz
comolex, FAA/weather bureau hewing, ano the State trailer
court (approximately 55% of the resicents). The remaining
nonresident water .customers receive water delivered by truck
and pay a $5 fee, per dwelling unit, in addition to the same

charge for water paio by resioents.

Of the remaining eight individuals who resloe 1in the territory

year-round, six live within a small subdivision at 7 Mile,



control development, is the primary basis for the City"s
petition for an expansion of 1its boundaries substantially
beyona the populated territory. The City proposes to push 1its
boundaries 24 miles to the west, 12 miles to the east and as
much as 11 miles to the north. The petitioner®s brief cites the
following as the basis for the need to extend planning to the

area outside the existing municipal boundaries:

1. Likelihood of continued residential growth in the area

beyond the current City boundaries.

2. Potential for offshore petroleum exploration ano

Development.

3. Construction of a mocern port facility to expand Nome"s

role as the regional shipping center.

The City"s oesire ano the reec to plan ano regulate resicential
arc commercial growth in the area immediately beyond the City
is certainly legitimate. Mcst of the lano containec 1in this
area is privately owned, and given 1its proximity to Nome"s
infrastructure, will be the most readily oevelopeo area as

future routine growth occurs.

The same does not holo true for the outlying areas. T e
areas are virtually unpopulated, have [little access to the
community®s infrastructure and are generally of restricted

ownership. Further, there 1is no -evidence that significant



't P m
growth 1in the community isimminent. It is not yet Kknown
whether petroleum vresources exist 1in the Norton Sound/Bering
Sea area in quantities sufficient to allow feasible
development. The first petroleum lease sale (0CS lease sale
#57) will not take place for two years. If it occurs at all,

0CS development which will have a significant impact on Nome 1is

several years away. The Nome port facility 1is planned to be
constructed near the Snake River at the west end of the
existing corporate boundaries of the City of Nome. The total

cost of the project (1980 dollars) 1is estimated to be $26.2
million. Project funding 1is contingent upon Statewide voter
approval of future State G.0. Bond 1issues. While the new port
facility, 1if constructed, will greatly facilitate shipping (by
eliminating the necessity to lighter materials ashore) its
impact in terms of growthwill notbe significant 1in the

foreseeable future.

The Sitnasuak Native Corporation, which has an interest 1in the
greatest amount of land 1in the outlying area, is currently
finalizing its plan for the use cf such lanos. “he oraft plan
relates to virtually all of the planning Issues affecting the
outlying lanos which are detailec in the petioner®s brief (i.e.
recreational, subsistance, grazing ano mining uses). IT local
government planning 1is warrantee at all in the area beyond
Nome®"s populated area, it 1is of a regional nature. Only the
populated territory outside the boundaries of the City of Nome

meets the fifth standard.



The sixth standard, that territery to be annexed to mitigate a
threat to the health ano safety of City residents, applies with
respect to the need tocontrol animals and to insure the
protection of the City"s water supply. Under the current
circumstances it is difficult for the City to properly regulate
and control animals that frequent theCity but are owned by

nonresidents. Also, the «city"s water supply at Moonlight
Springs 1is exposed ano virtually unprotected; it is legitimate

that the City d»s*res to extend 1its Jurisdiction to 1include

that area. However, with respect to the watershed above
Moonlight Springs, the review of the territory by the
Department staff showed no evidence of "construction ano

development on Anvil Mountain above Moonlight Spri gs (which)
coulo pose a serious pollution problem to the wetei of the City
of Nome™ as stated 1in the petitioner®s brief. Should this
concern prove legitimate, the City neeo only to employ the
provisions of AS 2S.66.037 (b) which allows a municipality to

prctect a watersheo located beyonc its corporate bounoaries.

Similarly, police ano fire protection services to the City
residents, as outlined 1in the Petitioner"s brief, woulo be
enhanced by the annexation of the populated territory; thus the

populated territory meets the seventh standard.

The ninth ano final standard, that annexation be carried out to
accomplish a valid public purpose, 1is a catchall provision. It
applies only indirectly 1in this Instance. As stated in the
petitioner®s brief, those Inclviouals who live outside the City

S



bounoaries who h~ve access to virtually all of t.ie municipal
services should have the right to participate 1in municipal

affairs.

V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

As outlined in the preceding section, the populated and
developed area outside the City boundaries meets virtually all
ofthe standards for annexation. However, the territory beyond
these lanos meets virtually none of the necessary stanoards.
Therefore, the Department recommends that the Local Boundary
Commission reduce the bounoaries of the tirritory proposed for
annexation to the following:

Beginning at the protracted NW corner of Section
11, "11S, R34W, Kateel River Meridian; thence
east to the protracted NE corner of the NW 1/4 of
the NW 1/4 of Section 7, T11S, R33W, K.R.M.;
thence south to the protracted SE corner of the
SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of Section 31, T11S, R33W,

K.R.M.; thence due south to a point 4,000 feet
seaward of the mean high tice 1line of Norton
Souno; thence meanoerirg northwesterly along a
line 4,000 feet seawaro of and paralleling the

mean hightioe line of Nortcn Souno to a point
due south of the protracteo Sw corner of the SE
1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Section 28, T11S, R34Ww,
k .R.m .; tnence north to theprotracted NE corner

of the SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4o0f Section 21, T11S,
R34W, K.R.m.; thence easterly to the protracteo
NE corner of the SE 1/4 of Section 22, T11S,
R34W, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracted NW
corner of Section 11, HIS, R34W, k .R.m ., the

point of beginning,containing 13.7 square
miles, more Or less; situated in the Second
Judicial District, State of Alaska.
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Tha Department feels that an oversight was made in its October
29, 1580 report to the LocalBoundary Commission in that the
Fort Davis Roadhouse was not included within the territory
proposed for annexation. This addendum remedies that oversight
by recommending the extension of the bounoaries to include that

property.

The Fort Davis Roadhouse islocated along the Nome-Council
Highway approximately one-half miie beyond the eastern hboundary
initially recommended by the Department.  The Fort Davis
Roadhouse is a substantial commercial establishment serving
significant numbers of the public. Electricity ano trucked
water utility services are provioeo by the City of Nome.

Clearly the thlro, fourth ano eighth standards for annexable
territory outlined in the October 25, 1580 report* warrant the
Inclusion of the property within Nome's municipal bounoaries.
Therefore, the Department amencs its October 25, 1580 report to
recommend that the bounoaries of the City of Nome be expanded
as described on the following page and shown on the attacheo
map.
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THE PRECEDING PAGES WERE TREATED AS
A UNIT IN THE ORIGINAL FILE.



February 15, 1981

MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Jack Fuller
FROM: Cheryl Frasca

SUBJECT: Nome Annexation

The City of Nome originally petitioned to annex 235.65
square miles. The Department of Community and Regional Affairs,
acting as staff to the Local Boundary Commission, reviewed the

petition to determine which of the standards for annexation were

met. Based on its evaluation, C&RA recommended annexation of
13.7 square miles. The reduction was because only the populated

areas met virtually all standards. C&RA then amended 1its rec-
ommendation ;o 14.5 square miles so that the Roadhouse was
included in the annexed territory. The Local Boundary Commission®
recommendation to tho legislature is for 17.83 square miles.
Tho area was increased so that tho boundaries could bo drawn
on existing section lines.

Tho commission hold a public hearing in Nome on November
21, 1980. At a work;session earlier thatl>djy, the city council
informally supported CtRA"s recommendation of 14.5 square
miles. This caught * number of people who were prepared
to tesitfy off guard as they were prepared to testify on the
original plan of ov*r 235 sg* ire miles. Objections, however,
ranood from concern that subsistence activities would be

hampered to tho fact that tho city does not presently provide



Nome Annexation
page 2

adequate level of services to some areas within its present
bound .ries to concern for increased taxes.

The city, howev” =™, has proposed a differential taxation

svstem with three Citegories: developed, undeveloped and
developable land. Areas farther away from the city will be
taxed at a lesser mill rate. (Concern for increased property

taxes may be minimized with the movement toward full Tfunding

of municipal assistance and revenue sharing so as to virtually
eliminate personal property taxes. With the 1increased population
the city of lome may also receive increased state and federal
funds that are based on a per capita forumla.)

A brief summary of testimony at the hearing also follows.

WHAT HAPPENED WHEN:
August, 28, 1978 city authorized annexation petition
for 235.7~5 square miles
July 25, 19§£ the Department of Community and Reqgional
Affairs accepted the petition/-"
October 29, 1980 C4RA 1issues 1its recommendations and
report to the bocal Boundary Commission
November 5, 198$,tha\yome City Council passes a resolution
(at the request of CfcRA staff) to authorize annexation
of Townghip 12S, range 32W, section 17 ai i1 22 which had
been Ie#i out of originial! petition

Novetnber 18, 1980 CfcRA issues an addendum to its October
\
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WHAT HAPPENED WHEN:

August 28, 1978 city authorized annexation petition for
235.65 square miles.

July 25, 1980 the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs accepted the petition.

October 29, 1980 Ca.RA issues its recommendations to the
Local Bourdary Commission reducing the amount of territory
to 13.7 square miles from the 235.65 square miles originally
petitioned for by the cit”.

November 5, 1980 the Nome City Council passes a resol-tion
(at the request of C&RA staff) to authorize u mexation

of Township 12S, range 32W, section 17 and 22 which had
been omitted from original petition. The council also
reaffirmed 1its original petition to annex 235.65 square
miles.

November 18, 1980 C&RA 1issues an addendum to its October
29, 1980 report changing the boundaries to include the
Roadhouse, 1increasing tho size of *-he annexed territory

0 14.5 square miles.

November 21, 1980 the Nome City Council hold a work session
at which it informally supported C&RA"s annexation recommenda—
tion of 14.5 square miles.

November 21, 1980 Local Boundary Commission conducts a
public hearing in None.

December 11, 1980 Local Boundary Cojranission takes official

action adding sore territory to square up boundaries along
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section lines of C&RA proposal. Final plan of annexation

adds 17.8 square miles to the City of Nome.
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29tfKreport charging the boundaries to include the
Roadhoube

o November 21, 4980 Local Boundary Commission conducts

public hearing in"Nome

CHALLENGE BY ALASKA GOLD COMPANY

In the city®"s original petition, the Alaska Gold Company
and Sitnasauk and King Island Village Corporations were the
largest land owners (pending conveyance completion). Under
the scaled do\.n annexation plan, Alaska Gold Company 1is.
Following tho November public hearing, their attorneys issued
a post-hearing brief stipulating the basis for challenging
the Local Boundary Commission®s report due to procedural
violations. Jack Chenoweth reviewed the challenge as well
as documents of the proceedings and finds that there are
sufficient allegations made by Alaska Gold Company to sustain
litigation through the Ala ka Supreme Court.

The basis for the challenge is that the petition that was
originally adopted by the city council failed to include by
reference a section of land that was contiquous to the present
city limits. *Aftor CfcRA brought this to the city"s attention,
on November 5th, 1980, the city council passed a resolution
including this area in the territory to be annexed as well as
reaffirming the annexation petition. Alaska Gold Company
contends that two violations occured -- non-contiquous land can

not be annexed so the orlg®"nal petition 1is 1in error and that
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the city council failed to properly authorize che land to be ~
annexed.

Alaska Gold Company also contends that the commission is
without authority to alter boundary changes that w. re authorized
by the city. The commission must either accept or reject an
annexation petition -- it is not authorized to draw boundaries,
as a result, actions amending the petition is beyond the

commission®s legal authority ard void.

STANDARDS FOR ANNEXATION

Territory to be annexed must meet at least one or more of
established standards. The following summarized determinations
and comments made by the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs in its report to the Local Boundary Commission, the
City of Nome, Alaska C»old Company and the Local Boundary

Commission®s final determination.

STANDARD 11: Al1l land to which the territory 1is contiguous
is within the city"s boundaries
CfcRA: This standard is not met as all territory is outside

tho city"s boundary.

STANDARD 12: All 1land in tho territory is wholly owned by
the city
C4ARA: This standard is met to a limited decree as a small

portion o the land is owned by the city: 43 acres at the
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Nome Beltz Complex and 12 acres at Moonlight Springs.

STANDARD #3; The territory 1is urban in character. In determining
whether territory 1is urban in character, the commissii n m -y
consider, without limitation, whether the property is platted

or held for sale for urban, residential or commercial purposes,
whether the population density of the territory approximates t t
of the annexing city, whether the population of the territory
stems primarily from actual growth of the city beyond 1its

legal boundaries, and whether the property 4s valuable primarily
by reason of its suitability for prospective urban purposes.
NOME: The populated areas of the territory is the same density
as that of Nome. The reasons for people living outside the
present city limits is due to lack of suitable residential

areas within the city", legal boundaries. The core of the
territory 1is desireable because much of the permafrost has

thawed so it is more suitable for construction.

C&RA: This standard is met as part of the proposed annexed
territory 1is urban with 8.7% of Nome"s population 1living in

its boundaries (252 people). Of the 252, 96.8% (244) live

within a six square mile area that is contiguous to the city.
COMMISSION: Agree that the populated areas of the territory

are urban in character. Concurred with CiRA"s determination.

STANDARD 14: The territory is presently in need of a municipal
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service or services which the city can provide more efficiently
than another municipality.

NOME: Nome Volunteer Fire Department prc rides the only fire
fighting equipment for the annexed area. The city has the

only rescue vehicle. Only four State Troopers are in the
region and are often elsewhere. The city"s police ha a assisted
in the territory but have no legal jurisdiction. The city 1is
presertly capable of providing fire and police protection and
the city has the onl* schools. The city presently pipes water
to some of the residential areas and has the only source of
electricity (43% of the city"s generator load presently goes
outside the city limits).

C&RA: This standard is met. The 244 people living in the
territory presently receive a number of services without paying
property taxes. The only differential paid by those outside
the city limits 1is for electricity (20.4% or 4C/kwh) and a
$5.00 fee/unit for truck delivered water.

ALASKA GOLD COMr\NY: The city has given no consideration of
what services it will extend to where as well as under what
timetable they will operate.

COMMISSION: Standard 1is met. Concurred with department®s

findings.

STANDARD f5: There iB a likelihood that future growth and
development of the city will occur within the territory and

annexation of the territory will enable the city to Plan lor
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and control that development.

NOME: The city needs to expand its sphere of planning influence
outside existing boundaries because of the liklihjod of pop—
ulation growth in that territory, potential for 0CS development
and planned port construction. The present land available for
construction within the city"s boundaries 1is unsuitable for
building and therefore any growth must occur outside its limits.
The city, therefore, must have the ability to plan for this
growth and development.

C&RA: This standard is met only by t.»e populated areas of

the territory. In fact, this is the primary basis for the
petition. The city has a need to regulate growth in the area
that is adjacent tc the present city limits but this does not
hold true for the outlying areas that are sparsely populated.
There 1is insufficient evidence as of yet as to what impact

any offshore development will have on Nome. In addition,
proposed port development will not have a significant impact

on Nome"s growth.

ALASKA GOLD COMPANY: Future development is speculative. Nome
has not shown the ability to plan > its present 525 acreas
and what makes it think it can do it for an expanded area.
COMMISSION: This standard 1is met. No suitable lots are in

the city"s present boundaries -- lcy View is an example of

how people have to go outside the city to develop residential
areas. The city does need to have the ability to plan and

control this type of development.



Nome Annexation
page 8

STANDARD #6: The health or safety of city residents is endangered
by conditions existing or developing in the territory and
annexation will enable the city to remove or alleviate those
conditions.

NOME: There are presently no restraints on animals outside

the city limits and the city needs to be able to exercise

animal control. Even though the city has the statutory authority
to safeguard its water supply, it is presently too expensive to
protect an area so far from town. IT police protection 1is
expanded into the proposed territory, it will provide the

economy of scale necessary to expand services so far from the
city. Expansion of services to all populated areas will make

it less expensive for a-1.

C4RA: This standard is applicable as the city does need the
ability to control animals as well as protect its water supply

at Moonlight Springs.

ALASKA GOLD COMPANY: The city already has tho authority to
protect its water supply - "it doesn®"c necl to annex 235 square
miles of tundra 1in order to protect its water™.

COMMISSION: This standard is met. The health and safety of

the residonts 1is endangered by problems that are related to tho
city"s ability to control animals, flood control, fire protection,
law enforcement and sewage disposal. Annexation will provide
expanded jurisdiction, allow for planning and regulation and

expand the tax base 1in order to pay for tho services.
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STANDARD #7: The extension into the territory of city water,
sewer, street, or other facilities, or of city police, fire,
health or other services is necessary to enable the city to
provide adequate service to city residents; and it is impossible
or impractical for the city to extend such facilities or services
unless the territory is within the city ™ boundaries.

NOME: City police are hampered as they have no jurisdiction
outside the city limits. Expanded tax base will also allow for
expanded fire and police protection and animal control service.
CfcRA: This standard 1is met by the populated areas. Police

and fire protection service would be enhanced.

ALASKA GOLD COMPANY: The ability to provide fire protection

is the most compelling reason for annexation. However, annexing
23S square miles 1is a rather dramatic way of expanding the tax
base "or a volunteer fire department.

COMMISSION: This standard is met. Adequate,offective level

of protection can®"t bo met unless the tax base is expanded.

STANDARD 1I1B: Residents of, or owners of property 1in, the
territory receive or may be reasonably oxpcctod to receive the
benefit of city services without commensurato tax contributions
whether such aorvicos are rendered or recoivcd inside or outside
the territory. In determining whether this standard is met,

the commission will considor alternate methods available to the
city for offsetting tho cost of providing services to individuals

or property beyond its property taxation powers.



Nome Annexation
page 10

NOME: Those outside the city limits have free fire protection,

emergency medical services, law enforcement, libraries, cemetary,

port facilities and use of maintained roads. They don"t pay
ad valorem taxes yet use tha -:chools. They pay the same rates
for water, sewage and solid waste disposal. Only differential

charged 1ie for electricity.

C&RA: This standard is met for the same reasons expressed in
discussion of Standard #4.

COMMISSION: This standard is met. Those outside the city limits
do receive oenefits without contribution to the tax revenue.
Charging differentials does not contribute to the bonding

base necessary to replace or upgrade capitil fTacilities.

STANDARD #9: The annexation 1is otherwise necessary to accomplish

a valid public purpose.

NOME : Those outside the city s boundaries presently can not
vote in local elections. They shruld have the right to par—
ticipate.

CtRA: This standard is met indirectly. Those who have access

to municipal services should have the right to participate in
municipal affairs.
COMMISSION: This standard is mot. Annexation will promote a

sense of community in tho entire Nome area.



THOSE WHO TESTIFIED

Other than representatives from the city and Alaska

Gold Company, the following individuals testified at the

November public hearing:

George Jalters, President, Bering Straits
Regional Corporation. Objected to original
annexation plan due to subsistence acitivity
interruption of the village corporations
selected lands. Presented resolution passed

at the AFN convention opposing the annexation
of native lands.

John Van winxle on behalf of Sitnasauk Native
Corporation. Objected for similar reasons as
expressed by Mr. Walters.

John Garrison, employee of Sitnasauk Native
Corporation. Objected to original plan for
similiar reasons as above. Agreed that lard
that 1is urban in character should be included.
(pennis Maloney]representing Wien Air Alaska.
Objected because of the increased taxos that
will have to be paid by Wien. Tho increased
costs will be passed on to consumers 1in higher
freight rates, tickots. Asked that a different
formula be established for taxing the airport
basod on the sorvices provided.

Vernon Kugtruk of Teller. Objoctod for similar
reasons u Mr. Wal ars. Also conccrnod tl it

if airport is included the cost of higher taxos

will felt in surrounding villages.
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airport stay under the jurisdiction of the
state because of a fear that higher taxes will
result in increased passenger and freight fares.

. Ron Sheardown of Greatland Exploration. Objects
because if there 1is planning in the area it will
probably destroy mining.

. Louise Bockman representing NSHC. Objected because
the annexation will not improve or enhance the
health status of residents. While the city has
made improvements in health care, there 1is still
a long way to go just in the present city limits.

. Barbara Shaffer supported annexation just as she
did while on the city council. There 1is much
validity in pltnning based on a larger area.

. Doug Doyle objected because of potential taxes
on mining property.

. Thom Frank of the Nome branch of Alaska Miners
Association objected and presented a petition passed
by tho association opposing annexation.

. L. A. Douglas objected as may 1injure economic
well-being of Alaska Gold Company for which he
works.

. Bob Dean indicated support assuming the taxation

plan offe”ou by the city is equitable.
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Darrell Hargarves representing the school board.
Supported because the school district has 88 students
outside the city limits attending Nome Public Schools.
The PEAA now has the ability to threaten to pull
these studnets out. of the public schools. This

can be held as a club over the Nome City School
District and if more clearly defined lines are

drawn it will enhance the relationship between the
two school districts.

Myron Michaels lives outside present city limits.
Objects because wasn"t brought before the people

for a vote.

Judy Martinson ojects because city can"t provide
adequate services to those presently within 1its
boundaries.

Francis Elmore objects because city has no concrete
plan for services. Believes those who are going

to jomo under jurisdiction of a new governing

body have the right to know what 1is and is not

going to happen.

Bonnie Hahn objects because of the probable increase
in taxes.

Neil Foster olLjects as he owns an air taxi service
and feel they already get sufficient services at

the airport from the state. Also presented a

resolution from Gambell City Council urging that the
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Martin Olesen expressed opposition to the manner

in which the Commission was considering the

revised plan. Was unfair to the resiaents who
didn"t have time to consider the new plan

Leo Rasumssen supported and commented that any
property taxes could be cut in half or be eliminated

based on the Governor®"s proposals for this year.
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Statement to Legislative teleconference
Hearing Regarding Nome Ainexation
CO. L-
I must apologize for not being able to appear before you in person today, but |
had a trip scheduled outside for over a month now and couldn®t change my plans.
The City of Nome 1is fortunate to liave the opportunity to discuss our annexation

request once again. In fact, we are excited by the fact that wc car. toil the tale

of annexation to someone who is interested in our situation.

I won"t go into a long histo y. However, some of our past is relevant to this

hearing. Nome was incorporated in 1901 and we are celebrating our 80th annivers ry
this year. Since that time, the boundaries of the City have been .85 square miles.
No, your eyes and cars are not. wrong, we .till are today less tlian 1 stuiare mile in

size. This is for a city that once had ovei 10,000 population during the early years.

Today, our State recognized population is 2,892, the largest and only first-class city
in nortlvrcst Alaska. Several attempts to annex over the years have ended in failure.
One of the mast recent ended up leaving the City the same way it has always been.

In 1968, the City petitioned the Boundary Commission to annex 15.32 sq. miles. This

action was subsequently dialler® 1by what is now Alaska Gold and invalidated by the

Court 1in 1971. The Snorune Cou > took this action because the Boundary Cpmnission

didn"t have the required standards.

The current aimnffl* m» hi*'i il nroi?ress fur almost. 4 years. Numerous publ i hear—
ings were held to inquire from and inform the public. In August of 1978, the lLou. *il
passed an ordinance to annex 235.65 sq. mi. While this might seem to be a great deal
of territory, there are at least 2 other cities in Alaska much larger that have been
approved by die Boundary Comnission. Valdez has 274 sqg. mi. and Skagway is 443 sq. mi.
Other cities in Alaska with much smaller populations include Nightmute, pop. 135 with
102 sg. mi., Tog.ak, pop. 474 is 12 so. mi., McGrath, pop. 382 is 18 sg. mi.,

Stebbins, pop. 309 is 35 sq. mi. The City was justified in requesting that much land



because the area is under influence of the City and that territory influences

Nome as well.

The real issue is why does -he City of Nome want to increase its boundaries? In

the first place, our airport, our junior 6 s nior high school, a .major mmtiihdivision
and at least 252 people (latest count) live outside the City and are dependent on
the Citv for services in one wa”or another. Most of these people ljvewithinL.S
miles of the present City limits in a major subdivision, FAA and State housingas

well as dormitory housing at the Nome/Beltz complex.

The City of None 1is growing. We want to put a 2,700 foot causeway intoNortonSound
and have 7 million bond doll = Hiligw*>,i for tliat purpose. The proposed land area
for the DOrt is not presently inside the City limits. While the problems are not
insurmountable, we still have to gain title to the land and tidclands. Not having
this area inside the City makes this si tuition a difficult one. The State of Alaska
has $6,1)89,000 to build a new jail and would like to do so inside the City. At the
present tunc, all water fj sewer 1is inside the City and we want to keep it that way.
This annexation would certainly allcw us more flexibility in chosing a site for the

State jail.

The junior, senior high school 1is also outside the City. We feel that it iIs necessary
to have this facility inside City limits because it is City-owned. (Xir water supply.
Moonlinht Springs, also should be brought into the City. The State airport should be
part of the City of Nome. We are looking at an OCS sale in Sept., 1982. From all
indications, the City of Nome and especially the airport, will be impacted by any
exploration and development when it occurs. The City should be involved in the plan-
n. g for this facility, not as a courtesy of the Stale, hut as an integral part of

the lity"s comprehensive plan and future development.
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It is also important for you to realize that the City of Nome 6 the Seward
Peninsula will soon be impacted by mineral development. There are 40% of the U.S.
known tin reserves located iust 210 miles northwest of Nome. Both Anaconda and
Kennecott copper are actively discussing development of resources to the north
and northeast of Nome. Other known minerals besides gold and silver are uranium,
beryilium, fluon*-? tungsten, lead, zinc fj copper. Sizeable coal deposits are

also located here.

One of the key issues in this annexation is Alaska Gold"s concern over taxation f,
ability to develop their holdings. All of th» lar® to be annexed rexcept for the
airport and a few hundred other acres! arc in privately held mining claims. These
undeveloped claims by State law can be taxed at the maximum rate of S2t) per 200 acres.
Any development that takes place could be better controlled if it were in the City
since the majority of their holdings are currently in the unorganized borough without

any planning at all.

A concern of the natives was that they desire to control their own land. The Boundary
Commission took that concern others into consideration and cut the City"s request
from 235 sg. mi. to 17.83 sg. mi. Iliis annexation would enlarge the City from its
present .85 sq. mi. and make us a total of 18.68 sg. inf., certainly not ahuge entity

that many organizations were originally concerned about.

I have already described many of the consequences of air not being allowed to annex.
There are mire that I will not go into. Hopefully, you will understand our plight
and not take action to destroy our opportunity to positively plan for air future. As
you u”e aware, 1If this annexation 1is disapproved by the Legislature, thenthe City of

Nome will remain .85 sq. mi. in size.

Thank you.



STATE OF A".ASKA
LOCAL BOUNDAPY COMMISSION

Petition for annex- )
ation of territory )
to the City of Nome )

STATEMENT OF DECISION

WHEREAS, on July 14, 1980 the City of Nome submitted a petition
to the Local Boundary Commission (hereinafter "Commission™)
through the Alaska Department o" Community and Regional Affairs
(hereinafter "Department") 1in accordance with applicable laws
and regulaticns of the State of Alaska, requesting the

annexation of approximately 235.65 square miles; arid

WHEREAS, on July 25, 1980 the Department determined the

petition to be acceptable as to form and content; and

WHEREAS, the Department caused to be published, oroper notice

of filing of the petition for annexation; and

WHEREAS, on November 21, 1980 the Commission conducted a
physical inspection of the area proposed for annexation and
held a public hearing, with prescribed notice, on the petition

for annexation; and



prescribed notice, a meeting to render a decision on the

petition for annexation;

NOW, THEREFORE, based upon the extensive briefings of the
Petitioner and the Respondents, the investigation and the
report as amended by the Department, the physical 1inspection
the territory by two members of the Commission, and the
information obtained from the public hearing, the Commission
makes the following findings of fact ana enters its decision

pursuant thereto:

Much of the area proposed for annexation by t*e City of
Nome 1is uninhabited, unlikely to be developed in the
foreseeable future, and does not otherwise satisfy the
standards for annexation set forth in 19 AAC 05.010.

However, the territory described on page six of this

of

Statement of Decision, and outlined, approximately, in red

on "Attachment A" to this Statement cf Decision, warrants

annexation to the present corporate boundaries of the City

of Nome for the following reasons:

1. The territory 1is urban in character. Approximately
246 of the estimateo 252 residents of the area
proposed for annexation by the Petitioner reside 1in

this territory. Virtually all of the population in

the territory stems from actual growth of the City of
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Nome beyond its legal boundaries, to the extent that

approximately eight percent of the greater-Nome

population is now found in the territory. Icy View, a
large subdivision, 1is located in the territory. Most
of the land 1is in private ownership. Much of the

property has been mined by dredging, and is
appropriately included within Ahe territory to be
annexed by reason of its suitability for prospective
urban purposes due to the gravel base and melted
permafrost. Some of the land in private ownership has

been held for sale in the past.

2. The territory is in need of municipal services which
the City of Nnme can provide most efficiently. There
is no other municipality in the region. The City of
Nome 1is proviolng many services to the territory at
the present time, and the City of Nome 1is capable of,
and willing to extend additional services to the
territory. The municipal services necessary to the
territory include fire protection, law enforcement,
schools and education, street maintenance and snow
removal, solid waste disposal, water, electricity,

animal control and health regulation.

The history of Nome ana the present trend indicates that
future growth and development of the community will likely
occur within the territory. Potential development of

remaining lots within the existing boundaries of the City
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of Nome 1is hampered by extensive wetland problenms,
substantial private holdings not for sale during the
past decades, and the availability of more attractive
lots for development on melted permafrost at such
locations as Icy View Subdivision. Annexation of the
territory will enable the City of No.ne to plan for and
control that development which has occurred, and which

will continue to occur within the territory.

The health and safety of City residents presently 1is
endangered by problems relating to animal control,
flood control, fire protection, law enforcement, ana
solid waste disposal existing in the territory.
Annexation will alleviate these conditions by
expanding enforcement Jurisdiction jnabling planning
and regulation, and producing a tax base necessary for

extending services to the territory.

The formal extension of police, fire protection,
health, education and planning services to the
territory is necessary to enable the City of 2 to
provide adequate services to City residents. . is
legally impossible and economically impractical for
the City of Nome to exteno these services effectively

unless the territory is within the boundaries of the

City.
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Residents of, and owners of property in the territory
receive the benefit of City services without
commensurate tax contributions. These services
include education and schools, Tfire protection and
solid waste disposal. Deferential pricing of water
and electrical utilities, where in effect, does not
contribute to the bonding base necessary to replace or
upgrade aging capital facilities. No alternative
method for offsetting the costs of pro*.ding services
has h"en frund satisfactory to the Department or this

Commission.

The annexation 1is otherwise necessary to accomplish
the valid public purpose of enfranchising the
residents of the territory who are already receiving
substantial services without participation in
government. Annexation of the territory is also
necessary to accomplish the valid public purpose of
unifying the educational jurisdiction of the public
school system. More generally, annexation 1is
necessary to accomplish the public purpose of

promoting a sense of community 1in the entire Nome area.

The Commission finds as furthei support for annexation
of the territory described below, the statement of
facts pertaining thereto by the Petitioner ano the

De». rtment.



C :

THEREFORE, the Commission hereby approves and will recommend to
the First Session of the Twelfth Legislature of the State of
Alaska, annexation of the ollowing described territory to the

City of Nome:

Beginning at the protracted NW corner of Section 11, T11S,
R3AW, Kateel River Meridian; thence east to the protracted
NE corner of Section 7, T11S, R33W, K.R.M.; thence south to
the protracteo SE corner of Section 31, T11S, R33W, K.R.M.;
thence continuing south along the same Jine to a point
A,000 feet seaward of the mean high tide line of Norton
Sound; thence meandering northwesterly along a line A,000
feet seaward of and paralleling the mean high tide line of
Norton Sound to a point due south of the protracted SW
corner of the SE 1/A of the SE 1/A of Section 28, T118S,
R3AW, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracted NW corner of
the NE 1/A of the NE 1/A of Section 21, T11S, R3AW, K.R.M_;
thence east to the protracted SE corner of Section 15,

T11S, R3AW, K.R.M.; thence north to the protracted NW
corner of Section 11, T11S, R3AW, K.R.M., the point of
beginning, excluding the existing boundaries of the City of
Nome, containing 17.83 square miles, more or less, situated
in the Second Judicial District, State of Alaska, as
outlined, approximately, in red on "Attachment A" hereto.

Decided this 11th Day of December, 1980.

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

Sheila Gallagher, Chairman
vl



A Short History of the Proposed Annexation
of Territory to the City of Nome

1966. Nome annexes approximately 14 square miles of
territory.

1971 The Alaska Supreme Court invalidates the annexation
on the grounds that the Local Boundary Commission had
not promulgated standards for annexation.

August 28, 1978. Nome City Council adopts an ordinance
authorizing the annexation of certain territory.

July 14, 1980. City of Nome petitions for the annexation
of 235.65 square miles of land.

July 25, 1980. The petition is determined to be sufficient
as to form and content and is accepted by the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

Oct. 29, 1980. A report from the Department to the Local
Boundary Commission recommends a smaller area of
approximately 14 square miles be annexed.

November, 1980. The City Council passes a resolution to
correct a discrepancy between the authorizing ordinance
of Auaust 28, 1978, and the petition of July 14, 1980,
concerning the description of the land to be annexed.

Nov. 21, 1980. A public hearing 1is held in Nome. The
petition 1is opposed by the Alaska Gold Company,
Bering Straits Native Corp. and Sitnasuak Corp.,
all of which file extensive briefs stating various
procedural and substantive objections.

Dec. 11, 1980. The Local Boundary Commission issues a
statement of decision staring that the proposed
annexation (235.65 square miles) does not meet the
standards set forth in 19 AAC 05.010 (see attachment).
However, the LBC decides that a smaller parcel of
17.8 square miles does meet the standards and should
be annexed. The LBC notes 1in its decision that the
annexation meets standards 3 through 9, 19 AAC 05.010
requires that one or more of the 9 standards must be
met for annexation.

Most of the land belonging to the two Native Corporations
is eliminated from annexation by the reduction of
territory to the 17.8 square mile parcel. This largely
"eemoves the basis for opposition by these two groups.
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The Alaska Gold Co., which has substantial holdings of
land within the 17.8 square mile annexation, regains
adamantly opposed to the annexation. In it* post
hearing brief, the Gold Co. alleges that:

1. the annexation petition is defective;
2. the LBC misapplied its standards;
3. the LBC made 1improper contacts with the city;

4. the LBC cannot independently alter ?n annexation
petition; and

5. the only reason the City wishes to annex 1is to
bring the Gold Co. within its taxing jurisdiction

and that it has no plans to extend services to
the am ed area.
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TELECONFERENCE PROCEDURES

1 .rticipating in a teleconfarence is a relatively simple procedure,
with only a few basic rules and protocols required for effective
participation. Please note the following:

m VE YOU SIGNED-IN? Witnesses and observers should complete sign-in sheets.

TO BEGIN A TELECONFERENCE Prior to the beginning of the telemeeting, the
teleconference Moderator will poll each of the participating site”, and share
pertinent information. The teleconference is then turned c*ver to th;: meeting/
hearing Chairman, who calls the telecciirerence to c*der and proceeds with his
or her agenda (which has previously been copied to each site).

ORDER OF APPEARANCE  The Chairman will anno fice the order of witr”ss participation,
and call upon each site when appropriate.

— fTIME LIMITS® The Chairman may request that testimony be limited to a certain
length or time; i1t is important to participate within such constraints.

PROCEDURE When you are called upon to testify, take a chair at the nearest
microphone, or, if you are already seated at the table, set the nearest mike in
front of you. The Moderator will already have given instructions of the operation
of the microphones.

Speak directly into the mike from a distance of about 3 inches.

Before beginning your testimony, y™! rrpv<cont Ine
Try to ranember to identify yourself each time you speak.

Indicate to the Chairman when you have concluded your testimony.

There may be questions from the Chairman and/or other informational exchange
between sites. Paure briefly before responding to questions, to allow for lag
in voice transmission. The system will not accomodate two simultaneous conversations.

TESTIM3NY FRCM OTHER SITES Testimony from other sites can be heard at all times
from your teleconference center. Mikes are open here only when witnesses are
testifying, but since some of the people attending are interested in the testimony
from other sites, plfra™* rinn"r mnvprsp unite nther sites are "Lalking".

If you find it necessary to interject conment/response that is outside the planned
agendr to avoid undue interruption it is appropriated signal or send a noti to
your Moderator, indicating your desire to so participate.

WRITTEN TESTIMONY  Caimcnts on bills, back-up material or other docunentatix on
the teleconference may be sent to the LTN Coordinator, Pouch Y, Juneau 99811.

If the teleconference is a public hearing, written testimony/material may be -ent
to the Legislative Comnittee Chairman, Pouch V, Juneau 99811.

FUTURE TELECPNTERENCES  Teleconferences are scheduled and coordinated through
the Legislative Teleconference Coordinator, Rocm 30, Capitol, telephone 465-4890.

Fr***TELECOWFERENCES ARE NOT DIFFERENT FROM FACE-TO-FACE MEETINGS
WHERE 1T IS IMPORTANT TO FOLLOW THE AGENDA AND THE TOPIC. IF BACK-UP
MATERIAL HAS BEEN PROVIDED PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE, BE SURE TO FAMIL —
IARIZE YOURSELF WITH IT, SO AS TO AVOID STRAYING FROM THE SUBJECT
MATTER AND THUS CAUSING DELAY OR DETRACTING FROM THE MEETING.****x**x
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FROM: CARY IN NOME TO: DEBORAH
TARGET LJH2 SUBJ: PERSONS TESTIFYING NOME T/C 2/17/81

THE FOLLOWING PERSONS WILL BE TESTIFYING TODAY-

LINDA CONLEY ----——--- CITY CLERK

"TRGINIA WHITE---——-- COUNCILWOMAN

ROSEMARY PHILLIPS— CuUNCILWOMAN

LEO RASMUSSEN- —-—MAYOR
/ROBERT BALDWIN-/--——-MANAGER, ALASKA GOLD CO.

DAN KARM"JIN---———mm—- BLARD MEMBER, NOME PUBLIC SCHOOLS
3ILL RUDL (——==——————- ATTORNEY, ALASKA GOLD CO. (WOULD LIKE

To_-----u_l*-

IN= 0002 0UT= 0027

PAGE 0001

TO TESTIFY LAST)

LE ARE EXPECTING ABOUT 20 PEOPLE...BUT THIS 1S ALL WHO HAVE SIGNED UP.



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
Division of Public Service

LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK
State of Alaska

TEi.-CONFERENCE PROCEDURES

Participating in a teleconference is a relatively simple procedure,
with only a few basic rules and protocols required for effective
participation. Please note the following:

HAVE YOU SIGNED-IN? Witnesses and observers should complete sign-in sheets.

TO BEGIN A TFj “CONFERENCE Prior to the beginning of the telcneeting, the
teleconference Moderator will poll each of the participating sites and share
pertinent information. The teleconference is then turned over to the meeting/
hearing Chairman, who calls the teleconference to order and nroceeds with his
or her agenda (which has previously been copied to each site).

ORDER OF A PEARANCE The Chairman will announce the order of witness participation,
and call upon each site when appropriate.

TIME LIMITS The Chairman may request that testimony be limited to a certain
length of time; it is important to participate within such constraints.

PROCEDURE When you are called upon to testify, Cake a chair at the nearest
microphone, or, if you are already seated at the table, set the nearest mike in
front of you. The Moderator will already have given instructions of the operation
of the microphones.

Speak directly into the mike from distance oc about 3 inches.

Before beginning your testimony, state your name and who you are representing.
Try to remaifcer to identify yourself each time you speak.

Indicate to the Chairman when you have concluded your testimony.

There may be questions from the Chairman and/or other informational exchange
between sites. Pause briefly before responding to questions, to allcw for lag
in voice transmission. The systan will not acca.odate two simultaneous conversations.

TESTIMONY FRDM OTHER STIES Testimony from other sites can be heard at all times
from your teleconference center. Mikes are open here only when witnesses are
testifyii”®, but since some of the people attending are interested in the testimony
from other sites, please don"t converse while other sices are "talking".

If you find it necessary to interject ccmnent/i espouse that is outside the planneu
agenda, to avoid undue interruption it is appropriated signal or send a note to
your Moderator, indicating your desire to so participate.

WRITTEN TESTIMONY  Conrounts on bills, back-up material or other documentation on
the teleconference may be sent to the LTN Coordinator, Pouch Y, Juneau 99811.

If the teleconference® is a publfc hearing, written testimony/material may be sent
to the Legislative Comaittee Chairman, Pouch V, Juneau 99811.

FUTURE TEIXOOCXFERZNCES  Teleconferences are scheduled and coordinated through
Che legislative Teleconference Coordinator, Room 30, Capitol, telephone 465-4890.

¢ TELECONFERENCES ARE NOT DIFFERENT FROM FACE-TO-FACE MEETINGS
WHERE IT IS IMPORTANT TO FOLLOW THE AGENDA AND THE TOPIC. IF BACK-UP
MATERIAL HAS BEEN PROVIDED PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE, BE SURE TO FAMIL —
IARIZE YOURSELF WITH IT, SO AS TO AVOID STRAYING FROM THE SUBJECT
MATTER AND THUS CAUSING DELAY OR DETRACTING FROM THE MEETING . ***x***x*
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TELECONFERENCE PROCEDURES

Participating in a teleconference is a relatively simple procedure,
with only a few basic rules and protocols required for effective
participation. Please note the following:

HAVE YOU SIGNED-IN? Witnesses and observers should complete sign-in sheets.

TO BEGIN A TELECONFERENCE  Prior to the beginning of the telemeeting, the
teleconference Moderator will poll eacn of the participating sites and share
pertinent information. The teleconference is then turned over to the meeting/
hearing Chairman, who calls the teleconference to order and proceeds with his
or her agenda (which has previously been copied to each site).

ORDER OF APPEARANCE  The Chairman will announce the order of witness participation,
and call upon each site when appropriate.

TIME LIMITS The Chairman may request chat testimony be limited to a certain
length of time; it iIs important to participate within such constraints.

PROCEDURE When you are called upon to testify, take a chair at the nearest
microphone, or, if you are already seated at the table, set the nearest mike in
front of you. The Moderator will already have given instructions of the operation
of the microphones.

Speak directly into the mike from a distance of about 3 inches.

Before beginning your testimony, state your name and who you are representing.
Try to ren«zx>er to identify yourself each time you speak.

Indicate to the Chairman when you have concluded your testimony.

There may be questions from the Chairman and/or other informational exchange
between sites. Pause briefly before responding to questions, to allow for lag
in voice transmission. The system will not accomodate two simultaneous conversations.

TESTDCNY FRCM OTHER SITES Testimony from other sites can be heard at all times
from your teleconference center. Mikes are open here only when witnesses are
testifying, but since some of the people attending are interested in the testimony
from other sites, please don"t converse while other sites are "talking".

If you find It necessary to interject corment/response that is outside the planned
agenda, to avoid undue interruption it is appropriates signal or send a note to
your Moderator, indicating your desire to so participate.

WRITTEN TESTIMONY  Cements on bills, back-up material or other documentation on
the teleconference may be sent to the LTN Coordinitor, Pouch Y, Juneau 99811.

If the teleconference is a public hearing, writt<n testimony/material may be sent
to the Legislative Conmittee Chairman, Pouch V, wuncau 99811.

FUTURE TP-riTCTERENCES Teleconferences are scheduled and coordinated through
the Legislative Teleconference Coordinator, Room 30, Capitol, telephone 465-4890.

TELECONFERENCES ARE NOT DIFFERENT FROM FACE-TO-FACE MEETINGS
WHERE IT IS IMPORTANT TO FOLLOW THE AGENDA AND THE TOPIC. IF BACK-UP
MATERIAL HAS BEEN PROVIDED PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE, BE SURF. TO FAMIL —
IARIZE YOURSELF WITH IT, SO AS TO AVOID STRAYING FROM THE SUBJECT
MATTE® AND THUS CAUSING DELAY OR DETRACTING FROM THE MEETING.*****x***



A Short History of the Proposed Annexation
of Territory to the City of Nome

1968. Nome annexes approximately 14 square miles of
territory.

1971 The Alaska Supreme Court invalidates the annexation
on the grounds that the Local Boundary Commission had
not promulgated standards for annexation.

August 28, 1978. Nome City Council adopts an ordinance
authorizing the annexation of certain territory.

July 14, 1980. City of Nome petitions for the annexation
of 235.65 square miles of land.

July 25, 1980. The petition 1is determined to be sufficient
as to form and content and is accepted by the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

Oct. 29, 1980. A report from the Department to the Local
Boundary Commission recommends a smaller area of
approximately 14 square miles be annexed.

November, 1980. The City Council passes a resolution to
correct a discrepancy between the authorizing ordinance
of Auaust 28, 1978, and the petition of July 14, 1980,
concerning the description of the land to be annexed.

Nov. 21, 1980. A public hearing is held in Nome. T! 3
petition 1is opposed by the Alaska Gold Company,
Bering Straits Native Corp. and Sitnasuak Corp.,
all of which file extensive briefs stating various
procedural and substantive objections.

Dec. 11, 1980. The Local Boundary Commission issues a
statement of decision stating that the proposed
annexation (235.65 square miles) does not meet the
standards set forth in 19 AAC 05.010 (see attachment).
However, the LBC decides that a smaller parcel of
17.8 square miles does meet the standards and should
be annexed. The LBC notes in its decision that the
annexation meets standards 3 through 9. 19 AAC 05.010
requires that one or more of the 9 standards must be
met fr annexation.

Most of the land belonging to the two Native Corporations
is eliminated from annexation by the reduction of
territory to the 17.8 square mile parcel. This largely
removes the basis for opposition by these two groups.



Nome Annexation Page 2

The Alaska Gold Co., which has s».ostantial holdings of
land within the 17.8 square mile annexation, remains
adamantly opposed to the annexation. In its post
hearing brief, the Gold Co. alleges that:

1. the annexation petition is defective;
2. the LBC misapplied its standards;
3. the LBC made improper contacts with the city;

4. the LBC cannot independently alter an annexation
petition; and

5. the only reason the City wishes to annex is to
bring the Gold C-. within 1its taxing jurisdiction
and that it has no plans to extend services to
the annexed area.
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TELECONFERENCE CONTACT SHEET " TAKEN BY 7

TOPIC: Local Sounoach Commas,/om HcRow~- CONTACT L/hp/l Ortri

A««cXA7(0bJ TO Ctrl or nr\orr>£ "
o PHONE I/ly~3SIbT!
COMMITTEE:Jo/dT SgnktE Hauwse Corr\mn/ri itft'tiortfll)\riRbt"

DATE SCHEDULED 9| 5 /x I

DATE: ,Z/1J/Si DAY : Tusscal LOCATION
fZ-00 P.ur>.C&T)
SITES PARTICIPATING: Jalia'/ AaCH
CONFERENCE MODE: Audio [/ Video PUBLICITY:
PERSONS PARTICIPATING SITE Invitational
CO"cWAt: Committee making
contacts
- n _£: "PSAs _
G>BuieVkC>06 date quantity
News
Release
date quantity
Summary to be provided
Text to be provided
Quotes to be provided
Direct
Mail date quantity
" Phone < c*nxncT2>/plEp,A
date quantity
V. SPECIAL NOTES: N uhuc &B
I BfIth u-P niuru « **< * W Post at Info. Office
Pw ftx 0>U- (Vibcx* S °»lies A S A

,-Pbst other Ilocal
locations

POST-TELECONFERENCE NOTE:

Participants

JUNEAU LOCATION: Observers

Total

Legislative Affairs Agency
Legislative Teleconferencing Network Phone: 465-4980
State Capitol . Pouch Y . Juneau . 99811
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Alaska State Legislature
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Urow G+t r—trt

VALUATION FORM

Please check the appropriate responses:

1) i liave participated in other legislative teleconferences...

No tYA Yes ( ) If "yes", hew many?

2) T used the Network as a representative of...

Myself
Organize! group
Business

Local goveiiCTont
State agency
Federal a" mev

~~_~_~_

o/ o/ o\

3) T learned of this teleconference hearing...

Advised ly legislator (s) J
Advised infomit ion office (
Newspaper r.".ory (
Radio annotmconent

Television k*s

Other ()

o o/ o/

4) lwould hivo p.i*!ioip ited in legislat ive hearings if the netwnrk
was not avai libl ...

V,:= JX5
5) 1! "yes" to 4) above, 1 asix! th* network...

Instead of travel
Instead of ph<mo conversations
Instead ot ‘viilerl tr itinnny 1 1

f) Ph ase use the .vev.® side for cfjuu-nts or suggestions you v*>uld
like to isike...

OPTIONAL

Name m/A&iKa %
address [fes &/L

Phone

login] »tivo Affairs Agoricy
ljtvtislativo Teleconferencing Network Phone:  465-4980
114 Yjnitol . nnrh Y . . 99811



Alaska State Legislature

TELECONFERENCE
HEARINGS

EVALUATION FORM

Please check the appropriate responses:

1) T have participated in other h ive teleconferences...
No (t'f Yes ( ) IT "yes”’how many?

2) \ used Lhe Network as a representative of...

Myself
Organized group
Business _

Local government
State agency

Federal igeney

I
AAAAAA

3) | learned of this teleconference hearing...

Advised by legislator(s)
Advised by inform!Lion office
Newspaper tory T
Radio antK>uncement (0
Television news (
Other (

NN

<) twill! have pii 1ii*ijvited In legislative hear;ngr>
was not. avail ah

YLLK (#) ()
D) I'" "yes" to 4) above, 1 used the network...
Inst<ilof travel
Instead of phone wn versations
Instead of railed testimony (

o o/ o/ o\ S

)

f

-)

)

i

)

if the network

6) Please use the rcwvtw side for ecrrvitls or suggestions you would

lik to nuke-...

OPTIONALI 1
Nama 1" > 4
Address #<HF**x

Piiono W *-UtT

U>)islative Affairs Agency
"fe.l: |itivo Tnlocunforencmu Network

Si.lie Capitol . Pouch /. #i w . OTftf

PlojV-:

465-4980
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TELECONFERENCE
HEARINGS

EVALUATION FORM

Please chock the upproprio®e responses:

1) lhave participated in ofchei legislative teleconferences...
No (>j_ Yes ( ) If “yes™, hew many?

2) lused the Network as a representative "A ...

Myself _ ()
Organized croup 1)
Husincss )
local government ()
State agcn® - ()
Lvderal jciency )
3) 1 learned of thin teleconference he.ainq...
Advised by legislator (s) )
Advised by information office 03
Newsi>af¥:r story ( )
Radio announcement 0 )
Television nrvs C >
Other )

4) | would have iwriicipntr*.l in legislative hrvirincjs if the notvwrk
was Ivit availabl>...

Yes { ) No (XT)

5 If "yes” to 4) nlwc, 1 u>ed the network...

Instead oi travel ()
Instead of phono convi rsat tons )
Instead of tmileri tisli tny ()
G) Please uro_tho verse siile for ccrrn'utr, or singeslions you would
like > nviko...
OPTK/1AL
Na i 4 -x t
Arklress / .< " £
Phono

IAxjislativo Affairs Arjcsncy
ljogiolntivo Toloconferoncirvi No”.ork Phone: 465-4980
State Capitol . Poitr.hV . Jlr o .
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KVAIUATION FORM

Please check the appropriate responses:

1) t lave participated in othoi legislative teleconferences...

No Yen ( ; TF ""yes”?, he*: many?

2) T used the Network as a representative of...

sol f
Wgamzed group E
Business <
Local govcrnto™nr
State agency

i 1 Ty (

1) 1 loorr. xI of this teleconference hearing...

Advinod iy legisintoi(s) (
Advised i* informal imi office
Newspaper story

(€

> (
Radio announcement (
(

(

Television news
Other

o) 1wonld hive pvt i-ijvitt*. >nlegislative hearings  “he network
was not. avail V-I ...
e | fid* |

5 it "yea" to4) 1w, In dUuwjnetwork...

Instead 01 travel o
Instead of pl»nc renyi™rTitior". 0 )
Instead of »iviilrrt testln».*nv (yd

o o o/ o

«) Plea?5i? nr- tjne KAvt }:c oeio for ctnm-nts or r.uigor.timk< you w.>uld

like to rvihec...

OPTirriAl.

Noon Q 0. "cP'T

Address _

IT-one ~ HjlS.
|\ 'relntiv Affairs Ago:iicy
ea I"sloeunforencinn NoMjork Phone:  465-4980
Sifi* eCapital . X .o «_ jow .1l
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HEARINGS

LT/ALXIATION FORM

Please check the appropriate responses:

1) ; have .. ticinated in other legislative teleconferences*..

No () Yes (/) If "yes"™, how j;any?

N\

2) Tused the Mct/o k as a representitivc 0C...

Myself )
] (X)
Business _ )
Local cjoveri cn t C )
State agency )
Federal agency « )
3) Il loarr/d of this toleconferenco he.*ring, e

AVised i legislator (s) ¢, )
1 by informs < K )

Nt Wsjviper story )
Radio announcement: « )
Television news ( )
Other « )

4 " v/nill haw put ieipu lin loti slat iv*" hearings it the network
W  not aval 14 1"...

5 If "yev;" to 4) .ilovo, lsed tlie network...

Instead of travel )
Instrod of plv>no ci sversationn ( >
Instead of mailed « irmny )

) Please ix tlie reverse si le lor ccrm nlsorsuggest ions you would
like t*emike...

OI"TK iTAI.
"~AarkJ- J<?Aasje O

AHrosn 13k <] f AM**  [f*.

Phone

Itjial/itive Aff.iira Agency
IN)r|i|]titlvo TnliXDnlcrrnciiwi ro"virk Phone* 465-4980
evtato r.ipitol . Pro h » . dunvan . 9YId
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IATVLUATION FORM

Pleaso chock the appropriate responses:

1) I have participated in other logislative teleconferences...

No ( ) Yes (YN If "you", how many? _j
2) I used tho Network as a representative of...

MWr.« 1f

On zaiii A1 TV i p

business

Uxm 1 govei iintent.
State agency
Federal agonev

3 1 learnei ot this t.olcoonteionce Ivr itvi...

AR B Tt i .

t el.llmll" St

I k ant">u mmt
V' odsisdii

oth< >

) i would inve pa*IT*ipaol m legi <ji iw? hearings i!

was ikd avail italo...

Yet; 1 ) No (X

D If "yes" to 4) uliwo, 1 usol the network...

Inl*vad of travel

Instead ol plvwne conversations.

In*, tvid of nui lot t«w tim r.v

o/ o/ o’ o/ o/

YY)
o/ o o/

tin* notwoik

u) Please ure the loveiso r.hle for cr*M"vnrn or suggest i«<ns you would

like to tuke...

OPTIONAL
Name

Address
Phone

legislative A. fairs Agency
Ik*|ji»e tlve "Nok«(Tjr.lorencidvi Network
Aate “tnilol . IVnrhY . Jur v .nyv e

Phene .

4HS- 1980
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TELECONEERENGE J 4

iVALUATION FORM

Please check the appropriate v-sponses:

1) 1have participated in other legislative teleconferences...
No :V3» Yes () IT "yes"™, ho- nviny?

2) 1lused tho Network as a representative of...

Myself I ¢
Organizes group J 3
Business Wo
local government ( )
state agenc* ()
Federal agency ( )
D T loomed of this teleconference hearing...

Advised ()y legislatqrts) « >
Advised WY informu K>n oft fee

rspaper story « )
Hadio announcrjacnt ()
television news ()
Other )

4)  lwould have j irt ieijnti*! in loJisla* ive k ii ings if the network
vis not availal>l A

Yea (| b i)

5) If "yes" to 4) ib*ve, 1used the network...
Instead of t.ravel _ 0
Instead of phene conv> rs'it L-ns _
Ins(*vkLof rat Ini test)imn¥, E 3

6

N

Please ur.o ilv* iceverse side fir imonts or fulgp**tions veuld
Llike to laiki ...

"**bonijL* h .lbuU *IuU Cyn
Address >0 a bSS
Phono y~"~3 - 2 3/

legislative Affairs Atancy _
leainlativo TbleocvifctuiciiK? Network Phonei 41»5-4980
Slate Capitol . Pouch Y . Jurau . 9"MMI
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TELECONFERENCE
HEARINGS

EVALUATION FOR*!

Please check the appropriate tosponses:

1) i have participial in otlior legislative teleconferences.e.

NO (1Y Yes ()

If "yes", how many?

2) | used the Network as a rcprcssntati < of... N

Myself A

Organised group"
Business

local governs r ; t
State agency

Federal agency

~ M ~r/s T
W\ N\

3) i lcarrx- ot this teleconference hearing...

Alvised If/ legislator(s)

Advised by information office

Newspaper story
Radio amen neon n»
Television news

Other JLIJP

(SRR

/
™

AN

4) 1would lu"c put i i» lugiedative hearings if the network

was Imot ava ilalile

Yes ( ) tm |

*7

9

p) It "yes" to 4) alnvc, 1 u "1 Ll»e network...

Instead o! travel

Instead of plmne oony nations (
Instead of uniled t. & Jre>ny t

6) Please use the inwrpu :-.id~ rr>x o

1 ka to make. ..

OPTIFTLNL o
Name

M Iti® S

Phono_

Legislative Affairs Agency
I"tiolative Teluooninrnnciro, Network

State Capitol . pouch Y . Jci*ae . VMM

<

o/ o/

KiZfIMr] 77a-

Phone:

it ; or suggestions you would

46j-4980
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EVALUATION FORM

Please check the appropriate responses:

how mar, r

o o/ o/ S

)

f

if the network

for ent*nLi or auggostions you wtxild

1) 1 have pajittigdpaod in other legislative teleconferences...
No (Wi Yes () If "yes",

2) 1 used tho Network as .1 representative of...
Myreif
Organize? g r o u p (
Business 1
local govertment (
State agency <
Federal a g e n c vy |

3) 1 lcony>l of this teleconference hearing...
Advised lv legislator() (
Advised by informat i wofTioe (
Newspaper story .|
Radio announcanent v
Truevision hews (
Other (

<) 1would have ptrt r.tpi* *L m leoirlative hearings

W is not available...
Yos ( ) fill)

5 I: "yes" to 4) ahn't*, | isod the network. ..
Instead of travel (
Ta"~"vul of phwo conlx-r8.itioiris (
Instead of Tuiilol ti-linrtnv i

) Plcase ir = tJv reverse *kl1"

Lik- to

OPTIOML

Name

/kkiress

Phone

ive Affairs A

i e

p|o

eHgY Network
VN O

Phone: 465-4980
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IWLUATION TOR™!

Please check the apprcpriate responses:

1) 1lhave participated in other legislative teleconferences...

No { ) Yes {y) If "yes", ikw many?
2) 1 used the Network as a representative of...
Myself V)
Organized group )
Business o )
local government ()
State agency )
Federal agency )
3 | learned of his teleconference hearing..
Advised by legislator (s) ()
Advised la* informal ion office ()
Newrfjaper story )
Rad to nnnrxinc<nv>nt ()
Television n<v. ()
Other - ~ )
<)) would have put icipot>.d in Icginl.it ivc hearings it the nctvnrk
ws not avni lable...
Ys () No t\-I
5 11 "yes" to 4) e ew, ~used tho network...
Instead ol travel )
Instead of f4mno conversations <)
Instead of milod testimony ()

6) Plcmso use tloe reverse si Ic for catments or
like to make...

OPTIONAL

Agenc
ucnnf rgc glrl Network
Pouch Y . 11T’ |

sun>fc*stions you would

Phene:

465-4980
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TELECONFERENCE -4 *
HEARINGS

EVALUATION FORM

Please check the appropriate responses:

1) 1 Lliave participitxl in other legislative teleconferences...
No ( ) Yes (/) IT "yes"™, he*_-many?

2) tused tho Nctvcrk as a representative of...

Myself _
Organized group
Business _
Local governmont
St it Wi
Federal a t = . *©

A —NA A~
(A I

3 T learned of this telccnn®crenco hearing...

Advised by Icq slator(s)

Advised by information off lot
News; taper 1ry
Radio anno fMwandrii

Television nws
her (

AAAA
— >\ ov

A) 1would have port irijwtnl in leqgi.dalive hearings 1if the network
w is not avai Inbb*. ..

Yes tA) N*T)

5 It "yes" to 4) ulovc, 1 usM the nrtvmrk...

Instead ot travel e
Instead ot [ihone convorsac.Lons 1)
Instead o* mailed testimony (

6) Pleas** une the* n mverse side tor cTnvnts or Binigostions you would
tike to mike. ..

OPTIONAL

Name _ 2 . "FfAL (lgy | fv_

Afldrens

Phone -5v 9 |/
egTsIative H?Ec?ﬁfé?gﬁan]g Network Phonet  465-4980
dlit capitol . peejrh Y . .TUn su . 99811



HEARINGS

EVALUATION FORM

Please check the appropriate responses:

logisl itive teleconferences...

) If "yes", how many?

1) 1 have participated in other
No (y ) Yes (
2) T used tho NoLwrk an a representative of...
Myself
orgaid zed group
Business

t/>cal government
State dJency
Federal agency

.
)

3) T learned of this tolecoi.icrono hearing...

Advised by legislatqr(s) . _
fomiwion office

Advised by In
News?vapor story
Radio anrtouncment
Ak i/ision t
Other

D) 1 would hive licuvUu* n
'3 N0t avai 2D, .

Yes ( ) >

5 If "yes" Li /» alow-, 1 “wxi

legi® lative heatings if the network

the network. ..

Instead of travel L ()
Instrwl of ratmnc eonv<>mations ()
Tnst™nl of wtilex! tfstmnny ()

6) Please use Lite i ¥<are
like to tr.iko...

OmON AL

Name

Wlrenrt

for cntm nts or sucigr.itions you would

Phone

legislative Affairs Agency
legialatlve Tulooonforenriivi Network
i tpltol <« lvriiy ,J

Phone:

4£>5-4980



EVALUATION FORM

Please check tho appropriate responses:

) ihave | irticii tod in other legislate minferences. ..
No {)() Yes ( ) If "yes", hew many?

2) T used tho Network as a loprosontat ive of...

Mysol f ()
Organized group ()
Business ()
Local government ()
State agont v ()
Federal agor y ()
3 | learned of this teleconference hearing...

Advised by legislator( § ) ()
Advised Dy information office

Newspaper mmry ()
Radio announcement ()
Television news ()
Other )

) ! would h*ve jxirticipatel in legislative he.arings il the network
was not avai ~iblo...

Yes (\] No ( )

5 If "ye'l" to 4) nlwo, Tused the network...
Instead of travel * N
Instead of 1"Vine conversation*: _ on)
Instead of mailed festinnny « )

G) Please use the r verso side for rxrm-nts or suggestions you would
like co irviko..

N P , .
Name ffl’[’l * /jt  zi®u-vvw
Address [ilo _ h+tr”
Phone J/1"J[12jZ-

llegislative Affairs Agency
Legislative Telecomer»"ncina Network Phone-:  465-4980
Itol . Pooh " .J
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Please check the appropriate responses:

1) I have participated in other legislative teleconferences...
No ( ) Yes If "yes”” how many?

2) t used the Network as a representative of...

Myself (~0
Organized group

Bunin* us ()
I/xnl govern: ant C )
State agency )
Federal auepcv ()

3) | learr/ vZof this teleconference he., ing...

Advised by legislator(a)
Advised icy information office
Newspaper story _

RaJio anno"mentiont
Television news

Other

~A~ARR A
N NS NN

o 1 would hive pirtioipatod in legislative hearings if tho network
wan not. avail tblo...

Yon No ( )

5 it “yes””to 1) above, i u od the nctvrork...

Instead of travel
Inr_teari ot phono oonvors. itions
Instead of imilod testiuonv

G) Please use the reverse side for cotum-nth or suggestions you would
1»ko te nuVo. .

e fUCL

Address alz. ) P

Phono Wi SY\]?)

Legislative Affairs Agency
legislative Teleconferencing Network Phone: 465-4980
ft ™o Capitol . Pou.h v . Juivw.i
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EVALUATION FORM

Please chock tho appropriate ieuponses:

1) Lhave participated in other legislative teleconferences...

No () Yes (V)

2) Tused the Network as a representative of...

Myself

IT "yes", ha-; many?

OrganizoT group
Business

Local govern:nent
State agency
Federal agency

3) | learned *1 this teleconference hearing...

Afivisod by legislator (s)
Advised by ii formation office
Newspaper story

Radio announcement

Television ntws

Other

||~

=
)
)

d»

(ft
</)

4) 1 would have participate*] in legislative hearings if the network

was not available...

No ( )

Yes « 1y

5 if "yes" to 4) above, | used the network...
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ALASKA
STATE LEGISLATURE

MEMORANDUM

T0: Cheryl Frasca DATE:
FROM: Linda Otey
RE: Nome Teleconference Testimony List

Linda Conley, Nome
Read statement by City Manager

Virginia White, Nome City Council

Rosemary Phillips - Nome City Council

Leo Rasmussen - Mayor of Name

Robert Baldwin - Manager of Alaska Gold Co. 1in Ncrre
Don Karmun - Nome School Board

Bill Ruddy - Attorney for Alaska Cold Co.

Charlie Johnson - Bering Straits Native Assoc.

John VanWinkle - Attorney for Sitnuasak Native Corp.
Judy Martinson - Nome resident

Chuck Readerer - Nome resident, Business owner

John Poling - Nome resident

Al Doyle - Nome resident

Neil Poster - None resident

John Kelup - Native Assoc, in Nome

Vernon Kussendorf - Nome resident

Bob Renshaw - Nome resident, former mayor

Elmer Wheeler - Nemo Homeowners Assoc.

Mr. Hicks - Attorney for City of Nome



Memo to Cheryl

Page 2

2/19/81

Dave Heterly 3nith - Mining Association
Shelia Gallagher - Chairman LBC

C. Bettisworth - Member of the LBC

Dan Bockhorst - Dept C&RA

Ken Satre - Asst. Principal, Nome Beltz High
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