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San 30, /y8&
HC 60 Box 303

Coppen Centen, Alaska

99573

Senaton AnliAA Stung.u7.ewA/ii
AlaAka State LegiAlatune
7.0. Box 1 (fils 3/00J
ffuneau, AlaAka 7971/

Bean Senaton Stung.ulewAki,

| am wniting to expneAA mg emphatic oppoAition to the ponced
fonmation of a bonough g.ovennment in the Coppen /liven BaAin,
and. to comment on the miAleading, deceptive and Alcunted
nepont pnoduced bg the Bepantment of Communitg and Regional
AffainA fon the State LegiAlatune. /he. nepont "la entitled
"Regional 6ovennment Study.".

/hiA nepont which BCRA culla a Atudg iA nothing mone than
a Auppont document fon a political ac.enda which AeediA to
encumben the unonganiged aneaA of AlaAka with a fonm of

govennment the local people do not deAine, and 1in mang ccAeA

find nepug.nant.

One of mg main cniticiAmA of thiA nepont 1A H a miAleading.
and deceptive uAe of data to Auppont the goal of 1incneaAed

govennment and taxation in nunal AlaAka.

In Aection | page 3> the nepont indicateA that 80% of the
population of the unonganiged bonoug.-.h alneadg live within

a municipal govennment Atnuctune, infenning wide nano.e
acceptance and Auppont fon 1local government. While the numbenA

mag be connect, the.g ane ubAolutelg not nepncAcntative



of the Coppen. Riven. Basin on the Coppen Riven Runal Cducation
Attendance Anea (CRCAA). 1o my. knowledg.e thene 1wa not one
inconponated Home Rate, hinst class, on Second class city

in the Coppen Riven BaAin. the mone logical concluAion

hene 1A chat the people do not desine any local yovennment,
taxation on aAAociated AenviceA.

In Aection 11 the nepont nefenences 9 tables in Auppont of

Ha agenda. In thene tableA the infonmation bane and on

anea in adjusted to auit the authon'a (LCRA) punpose by including
anean that ane not geognaphically, socially, on economically
connectea to the Coppen Riven Banin. hon example in tableA

k 5 C, and 8, the Coppen Riven Banin in included in the
Y/aldeg-Condova Cennun anea. thin inclunion dnamatically
dintontn the fig.unes nuch an pen capita income, avenage

monthly wage, unemployment naten, and nacial composition.
Natunally thene figun.es ane meant to pnoject an affluent

anea well able to financially Auppont local govennment.

Nothing could be fanthen fnom the inuth. I alno take exception
with table /, which nhown the Coppen Riven RCAA with fully
taxable pnopenty 1in the amount of 1.2 billion dollans.

Ikin figune munt eithen include the \laldeg ?ipeline ienminal

on a gala mine which han yet to be dincovened. 1 would

nunpect that 95% <Ff thin figune in /ncuin Alaska ripeline
pnopenty which in alneady taxed by the State of Alaska.

Section 111 of thin nepont which supposedly deals with "Options
fon Oet™ion Wakens™ is a bnoad based attack on the cunnent
school funding system. While completely 1ignoning the cost
dijtfeneniial.of pnoviding education facilities, tnanspontation,
and utilities in a school distnict like the CRRCAA which

covens such a lange geogncphical anea, this nepont focuses

on a so called inequity based solely on the amount oi state

money neceived pen student.

FinaIIWf7 this document 8.0es on to state that we matg be 1in
violation of the State Constitution because we don"t have



a local govennment. 7his 1is absolutely pnepostenous. the
Constitution of the State of Alaska in Anticle X, Section
8 specifically states, "The entine State shall be divided
into benoughs, onganiged on unonganiged™. it gives equal
emphasis to both.

hunthen, in Section 6 the Constitution neads, "the Icgislatune
shall pnovide fon the penfonmance of senvices it deems necessany
on advisable in unonganiged bosoughs, allowing, fon maximum

local penticipation and responsibility.".

Based on the State Constitution then, we have as. much nio,ht
to remain an unong.aniged bonough as othen aneas have to
nemain onganiged. In fact some concenn has been expnessed
that the DCRA onchestnated plan to fonce bonough®. govennment
on unonganiged aneas 1is unconstitutional.

The final h.ichen 1in this nepont 1is a statement on pag.e IT
and 1 quote "While the t)epantment does not advocate any
panticulan counse of action in this negand, this nepont
would not be considened complete without the following, final
comments.”™. 1lhis statement 1is on outnigkt falsehood. Any
pennon of nesonable intelligence who neads and studies this
document can see i/.at the BCRA 1is advocating, the elimination
of unonganiged bonoughs to accomplish its political agenda
which 1s the /AXATION of all pnivately held pnopenty in

the state of Alaska.

Ihis nepont by the BCRA is biased, misleading, and insulting

to the intelligence of the people of Alaska. As. a State

Senaton 1 hope that you will suppont oun constitutional

night to nemain an unong.aniged bonoug.h and hold DCRA accountable
fon 1its obvious misuse of public funds in suppont of a panticulan

political agenda.

Sinccnclc;

Thomas A. flays



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE
DEAR: SENATOR STURGULEWSKI

NAME: WILLIAM L. ELMORE

TITLE: MAYOR
ADDRESS: CITY OF EAGLE

cm : eagle zip:. 99738

PHONE: 547-2265
BILL NO: SCR 36
SUBJECT: LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION ANNEXATIONS
MESSAGE: |, AS MAYOR OF EAGLE, AS DO THE OTHER MEMBERS OF THE COMMON COUNCIL
OF EAGLE, OPPOSE IN ITS ENTIRETY, THE ANNEXATION OF EAGLE INTO THE ORGANIZED
BOROUGH. WE SUPPORT SCR 36 IN THE INTERIM UNTIL TOTAL DEFEAT OF HBI.
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Alaska grtate legislature

Session Address: .
ession ress Interim Address:

STATE CAPITOL BUILOING BOX 53
BOX V PALMER. ALASKA 99645
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811 (907) 745-3826 = Palmer
(9071465-3727 (907) 376-8628 -Wasilla
ftepretfentattbe &rmalb 11 Harmon
JDistrict 1
TO: All Leaislafers

FPOM: Representative Ronald T,. l.arson

SUBJ: Response to a recent 3.etter regarding SCR 36, HCP 33,
and 2nd SSHB 1

DATE: February 8, 1988

Attached is a letter sent to all legislators regarding SCR 36,
HCR 33, and 2nd SSHB 1, as well as our response to the letter. |1
believe the letter raises sane legitimate concerns. | hope | have
addressed them adequately. Please feel free to give me a call if vou
have questions.



Alaska 1SkeHgtelature

Session Address: Interim Address.

STATE CAPITOL BUILDING BOX 53
BOX V PALMER. ALASKA 99645
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811 (9071 745-3826 «Palmer

(907) 465-3727 (907) 376-8628 -Wasllla

Ecpresfentati‘be &rmalti 11. Harmon
©(strict 1613

February 5, 19P8

Armeda A. Bulard
P.0. Box 87
Cantwell, Alaska 99729

Dear Armeda:

Thank you for your letter regarding SCR 36, HCR 33 and 2nd SSHB 1.
As prime sponsor to the last, | thought it important that | respond.

I agree with the first point you make. 1 have no problem with SCR
36 and HCR. 33. An 18 month moratorium on borough annexation would have
no effect on the process outlined in my bill. More importantly, J think
a halt to all annexation attempts, so that regions being threatened can
examine the formation of a borough on their own, would be a good thing.
There is nothing I would like more than to see various regions of the
state form their own boroughs on their own terms—- with the boundaries
they choose and with a form of government that would best meet their
needs. In fact, one of my underlying motivations in introducing HB 1
was to encourage this vein/ thing. You hit it on the nose: Citizens of
various recrions in the state should assess th”ir educational needs,
their resource and economic capabilities, the. effects borough government
vrould have (both the pros and the cons), and then proceed accordingly.

As to your concern about the power wielded by the Local Boundary
Caimission, let me say this: The commission was purposely set up to be
independent from the legislature and from any state agency.
it is made up of five citizens from around the state. | believ- the-t it
is appropriate that such an apolitical commission study and make
recommendations to the legislature regardina municipal boundaries. I;"
it were otherwise, I°m afraid, boundary decisions would likely be the
result of political battles based on emotion and self interest.

You make the point that lesser classifications of local government
should be considered. | disagree. 1In 1972 the legislature eliminated
all Fourth Class Boroughs. In 1986 the legislature passed legislation
mandating that no more Third Class Borouahs could be formed. |1 believe
that in troth instances legislative discussion pointed out the many
problems associated with Third and Fourth Class Borouahs. | don"t
believe we have to debate the issue again, and | believe that to reverse
the legislative decisions already made would be a mistake. Most
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importantly, | believe the type of borough government railed for in rav
current bill, that of Heme Rule Boroughs, offers the most flexible and
adaptable form of government available. Citizens of a region can
literally mold their Hone Rule Charter to their own circumstances and

needs.

Even though 1 represent the Mat-Su Borough, 1 pretty much agree
with your fourth point. There is some ineauity in the provision of
services to different areas within current boroughs. | believe it the
responsibility of each Borough Assembly to eliminate that inequity as
much as it can. | also agree that unless there are very unusual
circumstances most boroughs should not add to their present, boundaries.
| would say that the Bristol Bay and the Ketchikan Boroughs might be

exceptions.

You present several arguments in your fifth point. Part of your
argument is very similar to one | make in favor of borough formation.
You are right, of the 56,000 people living in the Unorganized Eorough,
almost 80 percent of then live in some form of municipality right now.
That is one of the primary arguments for borough formation: People are
already familiar with, and. part of, municipal government; the adjustment
to borough government should not be difficult. As to the 13,000 not
living in municipalities, little will change. They can continue their
rural life style and continue to take care of themselves and their

neighbors.

You end }r*ur fifth point by talking about the dollars | '"can garner
off such projects as the pipeline.” 1 want you to know that | stand to
gamer nothing from borough formation- other than the satisfaction of
making this state a better and a more effectively functioning one. As
to the pipeline itself, vou should know that the state now gamers all
the revenue from taxes on the pipeline in the Unorganized Borough (taxed
at a 20 mills). With borough formation, each borough could tax the
pipeline up to the 20 mill rate to use for its own purposes, and the
state would receive only what, remained short of 20 mills.

Finally, 1in vour sixth point you castigate the Department of
Corrmunity and Regional Affairs for authoring the Regional Government
Stud””. You accuse the department, for "its disloyalty to rural
residents.”" | think you are wrong. | think the department is very mr i
an advocate of rural Alaska. Each year it oversees and provides
millions of dollars of programs and services to rural citizens.

In regards to HB 1 itself, the department h officially taken a
stand against the bill as it is currently wit" Though it stronglv
endorses the concept of borough formation aero. - che state as a -./hole,
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it has taken the stand that the process should be slowed and that an
educational effort aimed at rural Alaska is necessarv. | can agree with

both. There is nothing magical about the year 1992. | can agree that
there are some areas that will need a longer time to form as boroughs-
or need a large ongoing subsidy from the state. Howex“er, | also believe

there are other areas that should have long ago formed as boroughs (and
taken on sane of the responsibilities now shouldered by the state). As
to an educational effort, right now I am attempting to get funding for
such an effort. It is important for the people who will be affected by
borough formation to understand it, to know the pros and cons of it, and
therefore be able to make an informed decision.

Armeda, |1 could, go on to argue the merits of borough formation, but
I wonT. I will only sav +-hat there are man}/ advantages, both to each
reqion that would be organized and to the state as a whole. | won"t
deny that there is a "flip side to the coin,” however. 1 have attended
a number of public hearings on -the issue; 1 will continue to do so. 1
have received and responded to several letters like your own. | have
discussed the issue with many a rural legislator. | have listened, 1
have noted the problems that have been raised, and I have searched for
solutions to those problems. | wi.ll continue to do the same.

let me assure you, though. In the end- it may be 5 years, 10
years, or 20- the state as a whole will be organized into boroughs. In
the end, all people of the state must have equal access to programs and
services; all people of the state must, share in local responsibility for
those programs and services; and all people of the state must take local
control of their affairs.

Again, thank you for writing.

Sincerely,

Representative



January 28, 1988

All Legislators of Alaska
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

To AlIl the Legislators of the State of Alaska:

As a member of the rural constituency of Alaska | suonort
and ask that you suoport SCR 36 or HCR 33. As an
advocate of these resolutions, | oppose 2nd SSHB-1 and
ask that you do likewise. The following are some of my
reasons Tfor supporting the resolutions and oonos.ing the
house bill.

1. Mandatory or voluntary formation or
annexation of boroughs must be studied orior
to and not after boundary decisions are made
in order to determine residents desires,
educational needs, resource and economic
capabilities, usefulness to residents, etc.

2. The Local Boundary Commission wields more
power over Alaskan residents then it should.
We need to investiga-te this department to
ensure it openly approaches the people of this
state.

3. Lesser classifications of local government
must be considered and presented to the people.

4. Present monstrously oversized boroughs

that do nct represent or service ALL of their
residents should not be allowed any further
annexation of land, people, and businesses

until they can prove to the State of Alaska

that they are meeting the needs o” eA®ry oerson,
place and business within their present

boundaries (ie Mat-Su Borough). Inequities
occur daily within these gigantic local
government entities. I honestly believe the

boroughs should not be allowed to get anv
larger but should be limited in size.



5. The creator of 2nd SSHB-1 stated 1iIn a
letter to the Railbelt School District that

"an area covering 2/3"s of the state fis)
operating under a comnlex...confusine systenm
of...governments, and service areas...". This
refers to land mass and not population density.
The Regional Government Study states that of a
total state population of 553,880 only 56,650
people (10% of the total population) live in
unorganized areas with 40,516 of these people
residing in 1st class, 2nd class or home rule
cities. That leaves a mere 12,934 (2% of the
total population) taking care of themselves

and their neighbors 1in the unorganized areas.
This leads me to conclude that the creator of
2nd SSHB-1 is not concerned with the people of
rural Alaska, but rather with the number of
dollars that he can garner off of such projects
as the pipline. It is therefore the land mass
and not the people that the boroughs and their
supporting urban legislators are lusting after.

6. Department of Community and Regional
Affairs was instituted to oversee the needs
and services of the people in the unorganized,
rural areas. It has not been discharging
these duties satisfactorily for some time.

The fact that D.C.R.A. produced the Regional
Government Study in an extremely one-sided
manner is proof of its disloyalty to rural
residents. This also warrants 1investigation.

Many other arguments 1in favor of the Alaskan rural
people and their lifestyle could be presented during
the course of comparing all of the reports, letters,
and bill revisions that have been introduced. I will
settle for the six that 1 have set forth in this letter
as I'm sure other rural Alaskans have submitted these
and ether points of contention. Interest in being



forced into a new borough or annexed into an existing
borough 1is not as preeminent as urban legislators and
borough assemblyoeople would have every one believe.

I reiterate my request for your suoport of SCR 36 or
HCR 33 as the proposed movement to total government
must be studied to a maximum before any drastic measures

are taken.
Sincerely yours,

Armeda A. Bulard
P. 0. Box 87
Cantwell, AK 99729
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ARLISS STURGULEWSKI. Chairman
TIM KELLY, Vice Chairman
RICK HALFORD

Alaska £s>tate Eegt™laturc

MIKE SZYMANSKI
FREDZHAROFF

Senate
Community antr Regional M fatrtf Committee

TO: Senate C&RA Committee . February 3, 1988
FROM: Senate C&RA StaffflvwVl
RE: CS for Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 36 (C&RA)

This measure was before the committee on January 26th, at the
meeting with the Local Boundary Commission. At that time the LBC
expressed some reservation regarding the resolution.

The original resolution asked the LBC to postpone any annexation
procedures for 18 months. This was a result of the interest by
the Mat-Su borough in annexing adjoining portions of the
unorganized borough which contain pipeline.

This CS has been developed in cooperation with the sponsor, the
LBC and 1its staff, all of whom support it. The CS recognizes
that the LBC has statutory and constitutional responsibilities
for hearing annexation petitions, clarifies the resolution is
aimed at annexations by boroughs, inserts a date certain (Dec. 1,
1989) and 1inserts a trigger mechanism where the delay has to be
requested by a person involved in a borough organization effort.

There would be no fiscal impact from this measure. Senator
Coghill or a representative will be at the meeting to testify.

R °- BOX V
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-4989
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ARLISS STURGULEWSKI, Chairman P.0, BOXV
TIM KELLY, Vice Chairman JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
RICKHALFORO (907) 465-4989
MIKESZYMANSKI
FREDZHAROFF

Senate

Community anti Regional Affairs? Committee

TO: Senate C&RA Committee . February 3, 1988
FROM: Senate C&RA Staff/)\A7 A
RE: CS for Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 36 (C&RA)

This measure was before the committee on January 26th, at the
meeting with the Local Boundary Commission. At that time the LBC
expressed some reservation regarding the resolution.

The original resolution asked the LBC to postpone any annexation
procedures for 18 months. This was a result of the interest by
the Mat-Su borough in annexing adjoining portions of the
unorganized borough which contain pipeline.

This CS has been developed in cooperation with the sponsor, the
LBC and its staff, all of whom support it. The CS recognizes
that the LBC has statutory and constitutional responsibilities
for hearing annexation petitions, clarifies the resolution 1is
aimed at annexations by boroughs, inserts a date certain (Dec. 1,
1989) and inserts a trigger mechanism where the delay has to be
requested by a person involved in a borough organization effort.

There would be no fiscal impact from this measure. Senator
Coghill or a representative will be at the meeting to testify.
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ARLISS STURGULEWSKI, Chairman P.0.BOXV
yll\éKKEH%IYR\)/IRCS Chairman JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
MIKESZYMANSKI (%07
FREDZHAROFF

Senate

Community aniJ Regional Affairs Committee

TO: Senate C&RA Committee . February 16, 1988
FROM: Senate C&RA StaffMf/L

RE: SCS for HCR 33 (C&RA) - Relating to annexations recommended
by the Local Boundary Commission.

This resolution by Representative Schultz asks the LBC to
postpone any annexation procedures for 18 months. HCR 33 is
identical to SCR 36 which this committee has previously
considered.

The committee replaced SCR 36 with a CS and recommended unanimous
"Do Pass". An identical CS 1is proposed for HCR 33. Rep. Schultz
supports the proposed CS, as does the Local Boundary Commission
and the Department of Community and Regional Affairs.
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Original sponsor: Shultz

BY THE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
1IN THE HOUSE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

SENATE CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 33 (C&RA)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

i FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to annexations recommended by
the Local Boundary Commission.
T BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
3 WHEREAS Article X of the Constitution of the State of Alaska encour—
ages the formation of local governments; and
0 WHEREAS municipalities are best operated when they are closest to the
people governed; and

WHEREAS residents of a community are the best determiners of what
system of government best fits the community needs; and
H WHEREAS a municipality can petition the Local Boundary Commission for
annexation of an area without first consulting with the residents of the
area to be annexed and without the residents®™ consent; and

WHEREAS the Local Boundary Commission was established to consider
proposed local government boundary changes and may present changes to the
legislature within the first 10 days of any regular session; and
2 WHEREAS various communities 1in the unorganized borough are studying
the concept of self-government and this study may conflict with Local
Boundary Commission recommendations for annexation; and

WHEREAS the legislature recognizes that the Local Boundary Commission

has statutory and constitutional responsibilities for hearing annexation

petitions;

2u
BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Local Boundary

27
Commission 1is requested to take into fTull consideration the desire of

> residents of an area in the unorganized borough to be self-governing and

give them reasonable time to study the concept of self-government; and

-1- SCS HCR 33 (C&RA)
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ft) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Local .Boundary Commission* is requested

J(K I # * * tAARST

to postpone borough annexation procedures until after December 1, 1989, 1in
an area :here the formation of an organized borough is being studied if a |

person residing 1in the area proposed to be annexed and involved in the |

organization effort requests the delay.

SCS HCR 33(C&RA)



February 9, 1988 SENATE JOURNAL p. 2189

HCR 33

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 33 by Representative Shuluz,

Relating to annexations recommended by the
Local Boundary Commission.

was read the first time and referred to the Community and
Regional Affairs Committee.

February 18, 1988 SENATE JOURNAL p. 2328

HCR 33

The Community and Regional Affairs Committee considered
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 33 "Relating to annexations
recommended by the Local Boundary Commission"” and
recommended it be replaced with

SENATE CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 33 (C&RA)

Senator SturgulewsKki, Chairman and Senator Halford signed
"do pass."” Senators Zharoff and Szymanski signed "no
recommendation."

Zero fiscal note published today from Department of
Community and Regional Affairs.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RFSOLUTION NO. 33 was referred to the Rules
Committee.
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