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BY JACKO

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 23 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

Disapproving the Local Boundary Commis­

sion's recommendation for annexation of 

territory to the Kodiak Island Borough.

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

9 WHEREAS, under art. X, sec. 12, Constitution of the State of Alaska,

10 the Local Boundary Commission has presented to the legislature its rec-

11 ommendation dated January 18, 1989, entitled "Annexation to the Kodiak

12 Island Borough"; and

13 WHEREAS a recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission presented to

14 the legislature becomes effective 45 days after presentation or at the end

15 of the session, whichever is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution

16 concurred in by the majority of the members of each house;

17 BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the recommendation

18 of the Local Boundary Commissior dated January 18, 1989, and entitled

19 "Annexation to the Kodiak Island Borough" is disapproved.

HJR023A -1- HJR 23
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Proposed Annexation

The Kodiak island Borough (KIB) is seeking expansion of its 
boundaries that if successful, w o u id  more than double its 
current te rritory of 9,565 square miies. The area pro po se d for 
annexati on  contains appr oximately 12,830 square " m i l e s . of 
this, there are an estimated 2,130 square miles of land and 
ap pr o x i m a t e l y  10,700 square miles of water. All land areas are 
within State jurisdiction. However, a p p r o x i m a t e l y  9,014 square 
miies of wa terw ay s are beyond the state's current three mile 
jurisdictional limit.

On shore territory consists of ail those lands on the Alaska 
Peninsula which drain into Sheiikof Strait and/or the Pa ci f ic  
Ocean ex te nding from the Kenai Pe ni nsula Borough b ound ar y on 
the north to Cape Kumiik on the south. It further includes 
Sutwik island, the Semidi Islands and Chirik'of Island. 
W at er ways g e n e r a ll y co nsist of all of sheiikof strait from the 
Kenai pe n in su l a Borough bou nd ar y on the north to that water 
area three geo gr a ph i ca l miles south of Sutwik, Semidi and 
Chir ik of  islands (see map included as Exhi b it  A).

There appear to be two primary re aso ns for the pr op o se d  
annexation. The first is to pro vi d e the Kodiak Island Bo ro u gh  
with the j u ri s d i c t i o n a l  control to addres s prob le m s created by 
floating p r o c e s s o r s  in the area pr op o se d  for annexation. Th es e 
problems include solid waste disposal, loss of raw fish tax 
revenue and reduced on-shore fish pr oc e ss in g . The seco nd 
reason is, a c c o r d i n g  to the peti tioner, to pr ov id e the bo rough 
with the ab il it y to ef f ec ti vely i n f l u e nc e  state and federal 
policy and r eg ul a to r y decisions over the same area.

The subject t e r r i t o r y  cont ains no p e r m a n e n t  re si dents but 
repor te dl y does have at least a dozen d w e l l i n g s  of v a r io u s 
types. The KI3 has estimated the are a' s t a x a b l e  real p ro p e r t y  
value at $5 ,110 ,0 00 . C ur re n t l y  the KIB has an e s t i m a t e d  
taxable real and p e rs on al p r o p e r t y  va l ue  of $ 4 2 3, 18 8 ,1 1 0.  
Thus, in terms of relative taxable value, the area p r o p o s e d  for 
a nn e xa ti o n r e pr e se nt s  1.2% of the total t a x a b l e  value of the 
Borough.

The KIB levies an area wi de  real and p e r s o n a l  p r o p e r t y  tax of
4.5 mills and no non - ar ea w id e  tax. Ther e are ho we ve r 
a d d i t i o n a l  t a xe s  levied by the B o r o ug h  on a s e r v i c e  are a 
basis. The  p e t i t i o n e r  states that t h e r e  are no plans for 
f or m a t i o n  of a ser v ic e  area in the area p r o p o s e d  for 
a nn e xa t i o n .  G i v e n  the av a il a b l e  ta xa bl e  va lu e of the area, the 
area pr o po se d  for a n n e x a t i o n  then r e p r e s e n t s  p o t e n t i a l  t a x a bl e  
real p r o p e r t y  revenu e to the Boro ug h of a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $22,995.
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Local Boun da ry  issues

At face value this p ropo se d action is relatively
s t raig ht fo rward. The area is p r e d o m i n a n t l y  waterwa y,  there are 
no pe r m an e nt  residents and, ac co rding to the petitioner, it 
otte rs relat iv ely little ad ditional revenues to the annexing
m u n i c i p a l i t y . However, there are several co nd i t i o n s  which
c om p l i c a t e  this pro posed action.

1. On November 10, 1988 the Depar tment received a
pet it io n for borough incorpor at i on  from the 
resi dents of the Lake and Pe n insul a School 
District. This pe ti t io n  co nt ains all of the
Alaska P e n i n su la  lands and a s ub stantia l po rt ion
of the water p ro po sed for annexa ti on  by the KIB.
Thus, the State is facing c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of 
co mp e ti n g local boundary ac tio ns as def i ne d by 19 
AAC 10.835 with all the at te nd ant c on s id e r a t i o n s  
(i.e. w h i ch  m u n i c i p a l i t y  is best able to serve 
the area, the exte nt  to w h i c h  approval of either 
a ction affects the fi n ancial v i a b i l i t y  of the 
other mu ni c ip a li ty ,  and the extent to which each 
p e t it io n  sa t isfies  the st a ndards for its 
re spe c ti v e action.)

2. Sutwik Island, the Sem id i islands and c h i r i k o f  
island are situated be yo nd the j u r i s d i ct i on al  
b ou n da ri e s of any m u n i c i p a l i t y  but th e y are 
s an dw i ch e d b e t w e e n  two r e gi o n a l  g o v er n me n ts ,  the 
Kodiak island Bor o ug h  and the Al e u ti an s  East
Borough. If the Lake and P e n i n s u l a  i n c o r p o r a t i o n
is suc ce ss ful, these is lands will then be at the 
d oorste p of three re gi on al g o v e rn m en t s.  Th ey  
wo uld be da ngling, so to speak, as part of the 
u n o r g a n i z e d  .borough s u r r o u n d e d  by o r g a n i z e d  
ooroughs. Thus, c o n s i d e r a t i o n  must be gi ve n to 
their g e o g r a p h i c a l  p r o x i m i t y  to these re gi onal 
g o v e r n m e n t s  and the p r a c t i c a l i t y  of their 
c o n t i n u e d  e x i s t e n c e  o u t s i d e  a ny  m u n i c i p a l  
g o v e r n m e n t .

3. Th er e  is some a m b i g u i t y  r e g a r d i n g  the p e r i m e t e r  
of the K o d i a k  Island Borough*. A n n e x a t i o n  wo u ld  
p r o v i d e  the Bo ro ug h  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to mo re  
preci»e.ly defi ne its j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  b o un d ar ie s .

T w o  Q u e s t i o n s

T he s e issu es g e n e r a t e  two q u e s t i o n s  w h i c h  f o r m  t h e  ba si s of th e  
s t a t e' s  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  in th is  p r o p o s e d  a nn e x a t i o n .

1. S h o u l d  s u t w i k  Island, the Se mi di  isla n ds  and
C h i r i k o f  Island  r e m ai n  b e y o n d  the j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  
b o u n d a r i e s  of any m u n i c i p a l i t y ?
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2. Which of the competing actions serves the best 

. interest of the state as defined by 19 a a c
1 0 . 8 3 5 (d) ?

Sutwik Island,
Semidi Islands and Ch i r ik o f island

Sut wik island, the semidi Islands and Ch i r ik of  Island are 
locate d a p p r ox i ma t el y 14 miies so u th ea s t of the Alaska 
Peninsula. Sutwik Island is that island nearest to the 
Pe ninsula be gi n ni n g a pp r ox i m a t e l y  15 miles east of the 
ma inland. The Semidi Islands begin 23 miles s ou t he as t of 
Sutwik Isiand and these nine islands extend into the Pacif ic  
O cean in the same sout he as terly directi on , C h i ri ko f  isla nd is 
lik ewise so ut he ast of the semidi Islands. It is a pp r ox i m a t e l y  
1.1 miles long and it is a p p r o x i m a t e l y  100 miles s o u t hw e st  of 
Kodiak island. The K I B  has proposed a nn e xa t io n of these 
islands. The Lake and Pe n insula  School Distric t has included 
onl y Sutwik Island w i t h i n  its p r o p o s e d  bo ro ug h boundarie s.  The 
A le ut ians East 3o rough has shown no interest in any of these 
islands. T he se are u n i n h a b i t e d  lands wh i ch  appear to offer 
little if any taxable value or other b e n e fi t  to a regiona l 
gove rnment.

Gi ven the p r o x i m i t y  of Sutwik island to the Alas ka P e n i ns u la  
and the in t er e st  from tha t region for i n c l u si o n of this island 
w i th i n its p ropo se d borough territory, the De par t me n t 
r ecommends its in cl us io n within the pr o po s ed  b ou n da r i e s  of the 
Lake and P en insu la  Borough. A l t h o u g h  the re app e ar s  to be no 
pa rticul ar  need for services on these islands the i n c l us i on  of 
such te r ri t or y w i t h i n  other region al  g ov er n m e n t s  is the state 
is not uncommon.

The Depar tm en t further r e c o m m e n d s  that the KIB annex the Semidi 
islands and C h i r i k o f  island. W h i le  the KIB has p r e s e n t e d  no 
co mpe l li n g a r g u m e n t s  for their i n c l us i on  w i t h i n  its bou nd ar ies, 
there appe a rs  to be no c o m p e l l i n g  reason for the i s la n ds  not to 
be included. The KIB i3 willing and able to e x t e n d  s e r v i c e s  to 
the is lands (to the extent ne ces s ar y ).  T h er ef o re ,  the 
D ep a rt me n t c o n s i d e r s  t h e  a n n e x a t i o n  of the se isl a nd s  to be 
ap propriat e.

K o di a k A n n e x a t i o n  of T e r r i t o r y  
v.

L a k e  a nd  P e n i n s u l a  I n c o r p o r a t i o n  of T e r r i t o r y

The larger and mo r e  co mp l ex  is su e in this p r o p o s e d  a n n e x a t i o n  
c o n c e r n s  the fact that one e x i s t i n g  and one p r o p o s e d  b o r ou gh  
are " c ompetin g*  for the sam e t e r r i t o r y .  T h e r e  are s e v e r a l  
n e c e s s a r y  o b s e r v a t i o n s  wh i ch  put thi s c o n f l i c t  into 
p e r s p e c t i v e .  (For the sake of e x p e d i e n c y ,  the p r o p o s e d  Lake 
and P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  m a y  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as an e x i s t i n g  
g o v e r n m e n t  in the f o l l o w i n g  d i s c u s s i o n . )



Both gov er nments claim that they have un disputed 
historical, cultural, social and e co no mi c ties to 
a portion of the area proposed for annex at ion 
(see mao, Exhibit A). Both observ e that
fi shermen of the area live in c o mmuni ti es  within 
the respective govern me nt's boundaries. The 
De partment has not c o nduct ed  exten si ve  research 
into these claims, but presumes that both groups 
have made valid assertions. It does appear that 
the KX3 has somewhat closer e conom ic  ties to the 
area since salmon caught there are pr o ce s se d
onsho re in the ci ty  of xodiak.

The Depart me nt  assesses both g o v e r n m e n t s  as 
capabl e of pr o v id i ng  services to the area to the 
exte nt necessary. while the KIB has asserted 
that its coastal ma n ag e me nt  pla n is c u r r e n t l y  in 
ef fect and e a si ly  adap te d to the area, the
D ep ar t me n t o b s e rv es  that the Bristol Bay coa s ta l  
Res ou rc e se rv ice Area (B B C R S A ) c o a st al  M a n a g e m e n t  
plan is c u r r e n t l y  in effe ct in the area. The 
Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Borough will p r o vi d e plan ni ng 
se rvices in the c o n t e s t e d  area i m m e d i a t e l y  upon 
i n c o r p o r a t i o n  w hi c h include coastal ma na g e me n t.

The KIB states that it p ro vides solid w as te  
c o l l e c t i o n  and di s po s al  servic es  on  a 
n o n - a c e a w i d e  basis and w it h in  the City of 
Kodiak. It argues that as a result of r e ce nt ly  
en ac te d federal l e gi s la t io n (MARPOL ef fe c ti v e 
D ecembe r 31, 1988) it will be req u ir e d to pro vi d e 
ad e qu a te  r e c e pt ac l es  at the Port of K o d i a k  for 
o n - l an d  d i sp os al  of g a r b a g e  from fishing 
vessels. The KIB contend s that it will bear the 
cost of an i nc reased level of wast e c o l l e c t i o n  
and d i s p os a l since Kodiak is the po rt of call for 
v e s se ls  f r e q u e n t i n g  the w a t er s  of the c o n t e s t e d  
area. The D e p a r t m e n t  o bs e r v e s  however, that the 
Ci ty  of Kodiak, not the Kodi ak  islan d Borough, 
will a c t u a l l y  bear the m a j o r i t y  of the c os t  of 
w h a t e v e r  incr ea s e in wa s te  c o l l e c t i o n  is r e qu ir ed  
as a result of M A R P O L  since it is the c i t y  w ho  
a c t u a l l y  p r o v i d e s  this servicS.

Bo th g o v e r n m e n t s  o b se r ve  g e o g r a p h i c a l  c o n t i n u i t y  
w it h  the t er r it or y . The KIB a s s e rt s that the 
A l e u t i a n  Range on the A l a sk a P e n i n s u l a  (which 
d e t e r m i n e s  river d r a i n a g e  pat terns) serv es  as a 
n a t u r a l  t o p o g r a p h i c a l  di vi der for th os e  riv er s 
that d r a i n  into Sh e ii k o f  Strait. Th e s t r a i t  in 
turn u ni t es  the rivers on Kodia k is la nd wi th  
th ese same rivers  as a c o m m o n  d r a i n a g e  basin. 
C o n v e r s e l y #  the p r o p o s e d  Lake and p e n i n s u l a  
B o r o u g h  o b s e r v e s  that the c o n t e s t e d  ar ea  is a 
p o r t i o n  of the A l a s k a  P e n i n s u l a  and it is an
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j nteyrai part of the land naaa proposed for 
borough incorporation, regardless of the dra inage 
pat tern of the rivers. The D epartme nt  recognizes 
both claims as legitimate in their own right. 
However/ the Department co nc lu des that the Lake 
and Peninsula Borough's argument is s omewhat more 
persu as iv e and me r it o r i o u s  than the K 1 3 in this 
teyard.

4. Finally, the contested area does hold revenue 
poten tial for the Lake and Peninsula 3orough 
w hi cn  is relatively more sign i f ic an t  than for the 
KIB. First, the KIB has e s timate d ta xa ble real 
pc op e rt y  value in the area p r o p o se d  for 
an nex at io n at $5/ 110,000. V i r t u a l l y  all of this 
value is lo cat ed in the co nt e st e d area, a s  noted 
previously, this area then represen ts  1.2% of the 
total taxable value of the Borough. The Lake and 
pe ninsula Bo rougn has an es ti m at ed  ta xa b le  real 
and p e rs on al property value of $32,11 6, 000. 
Thus, in terms of re la t iv e  taxable pr o pe rt y  
value, the contes te d area repre sents 15.9% of the 
total ta xable value of the pro p os ed  Borough.

The issue of poten tial re venue goes even farther 
than this how ever. C u r r e n t l y  the KIB levies a
4.5 mill a reawide  p c o p e r t y  tax and no sales tax. 
The proposed Lake and p e n i n s u l a  Borough will levy 
a 1% sales and use tax. Although the tax 
st ructure of the propos ed  borough is unk n ow n  at 
this time, p r e s u m a b l y  the tax will be levied at 
the point of fish sale, as c u r r e n t l y  i m plement ed  
by at least one other bo ro ug h  in the state. The 
Alaska D ep a rt m e n t  of Fish and Game in Kodiak has 
reported that the 1988 value of salmon caught for 
the ma i nl a n d  of the Kod ia k M a na ge m e n t  Area (from 
Ca pe Dougla s to Cape Kiiokak) was $13,938,400. 
Not ing that this was an u n u s u a l l y  large catch 
(30% - 50% hi gher than the a v er a ge  p o u n d a g e  for 
the area) w i t h  record prices, the D e p a r t m e n t  has 
c o n s e r v a t i v e l y  est im a te d  the v al ue  of salmon in 
the area at $6,000,0 00 . Since the KIB levies no 
sale® tax, these fish offer no sales tax revenues 
to the KIB. However, since the Lake and 
P e n i n s u l a  Bo ro ug h will levy a 1% sales and use 
tax, these  salmo n a i on e re pr es en t a p o t e n t i a l  
$ 6 0 ,0 00  to the new Bo ro ug h . Pu tt i ng  this figure 
into relat iv e p er sp e c t i v e ,  this is 8.8% of the 
to tal local revenues for the Lake and P e n i n s u l a  
Bor ou gh . On the other h a n d  th is  is o n l y  1.2% of 
the total local r evenues  to be g e n e r a t e d  by the 
KIB. Thus, to the Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Borough, 
the loss of sales and use tax reven ue  is far more 
s i g n i f i c a n t  than to the K o di a k Island Boro ug h.
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Finally, the area offers relatively little to 
either mu ni cipalit y in raw fish tax returns since 
the salmon are already being pr oc essed within the 
boundaries of the Kodiak ’island Borough. The 
Alask a Department of Fish and Cam e as well as the 
petitioner have indicated that fish proce ssing
may occur on floating p r o c e s s o r s  (there are no 
s ho re ba sea processors in the c on te st ed area) but
it wou*d be limited to bottonfish 
ca tc ne r/ proces so rs . Any raw fish tax revenues 
from this activity woul d be relatively
insi gn if icant since the b o t t o m f i s h  stock have 
been extensiv el y ha rv ested and there is very 
little activity at this point.

Thus, while the D ep a rt m e n t  co n si d er s  neither 
go ve rn m en t  infeasi ble if the c on t es te d area
remains ou tside the r e s p e c t i v e  jurisdictional 
bo undari es  of either one, the area is relatively 
mo re  val uable to the Lake and P en in sula Borough 
than it is to the KIB. Therefo re ,  the Department 
co nc l ud e s that the Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Bo ro ugh's
argument is de f in i t e l y  mo r e  per su a s iv e  and
m e r i t o r i o u s  than the KTB in this regard.

Cieacj.y, both cla im s to the reg ion are m e r i t o r i o u s  in their own 
right. Both gov er n m en t s appear to m e e t  the s t a n d ar d s for their 
r es pe c ti v e actions (see co m pl et e  report for d i s c u s s i o n  of the 
d eg r ee  KIB meets anne xa t io n  s ta ndards;  also see the co m p le t e 
report for the Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Boro u gh  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  
e n t i t l e d  P.enort and R e c o m m e n d a t i o n  to the Local Bou n d ar y
C o m m i s s i o n  - on the Petition- for I n c o r p o r a t i o n  of a Lake a nd 
P e mr.su.ta r3~o~cough); oot'F g o v e r n m e n t s  appear to Be c a p a b l e  oF 
s er v i ng  the territory; and neit h er  g o v e r n m e n t  wou ld  be rendere d 
f i n a n c i a l l y  i n fe a si bl e  if the t e r r i t o r y  w e r e  lo ca te d w i t h i n  the 
bo und a ri e s of the other. However, g i v e n  the fact that cla ims 
are laid to the same t e r r it o ry  by the these two regional
g o v e r n m e n t s  under the cond it io ns s t a t e d  herein# the D e p a r t m e n t  
finds that the w e ig h t of ev id e nc e  s u p p o r t s  the p r o p o s e d  Lake 
and p e n i n su l a Borough. Thus, it is the o p i n i o n  of the 
D e p a r t m e n t  that the propose d Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Boro u gh  be 
a x* ow e d to include the c o n t e s t e d  area w i t h i n  its p r o p o s e d  
bo un da ri es.

H owever , b e c a u s e  of the l e g i t i m a c y  of the c la i ms  on the pa ct  of 
both re g io n al  governments,  it is al s o  the o p i n i o n  of the 
D e p a r t m e n t  that if the Lake and P e n i n s u l a  area fails to 
i nc o rp o r a t e  as a bo ro u g h d u r i n g  1989, the Lo ca l B o u n d a r y  
C o m n i s s i o n  shou ld  forward a l e g i s l a t i v e  review  a n n e x a t i o n  
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  to the 2nd S e s s i o n  of the S i x t e e n t h  St at e 
L e g i s l a t u r e  that the c o n t e s te d area be a n n e x e d  to the Kod ia k 
Island 3 0 tough.



Recommendations

1. The Local Boundary Co mmission approve the an nex ation of the 
Semidi islands and Chitikof Island and c l a r i f y  the boundaries 
of the KIB. The boundaries of the Kodiak  Island Borough would 
tnen read as follows:

Be ginnin g at 56° 16' 10" North Latitude, 1 5 7“ 07' 40"
West Longitude, thence; thence n o r t h e a s t e r l y  to a 
point at 5-3° 23' 00" North Latitude, 155° .12' 00" West 
Lo ngitude which is the m i d- ch an nel of Sheiikof Strait; 
the nce co ntinuing aiong the m i d - ch a nn e l of Sheiikof 
Strait to a point at 58° 45' North Latitude; thence 
n o r t he a st e rl y to a point three g eo gr a p h i c  miles
n or t he as t er l y of the northwe st er n p e ni n s u l a  of rjshagat 
Island; thence conti nuing along a line that is three 
g e o g ra p hi ca l  miles north of Ushagat, west Amatuii and 
East Ama t ui i Islands; thence aio ng a lino that is 
three ge o graphic al  miles se aw ar d  from the Pacific 
coast of Shuyak, Afognak, Marmot, Spruce, Kodiak,
'Woody, Ugak, Sitkaiidak, t w o  Headed, Geese, sitkinak 
and C h ir ik of  Islands; thence a iong a line that is 
three ge og ra p hi c al  miies south and we s t of the Semidi 
Islands; thence north we s t er l y to 56* 16* 10" North
L at itude, 157° 0 7 1 40" West Lo ng i tu de ,  the point of
be ginning.

Wi th  respect to the water areas, the b o u n d a r i e s  of the 
Kodiak island Borough extend to the limits of the 
State's jur isdiction under AS 44.03.0i 0.

2. The Local Boundary Co m mi s s i o n  a p p r o v e  i nc l u s i o n  of the
co nt e st e d area w i t h i n  the propos ed  b o u n d a r i e s  of the Lake and 
pe ni ns ul a 3orough. However, i n c l u s i o n  is c on t in g e n t  upon 
s u cc e ss f ul  borough incorporation. S h o u l d  the area remain
u n i n c o r p o r a t e d  through 1989, the c o n t e s t e d  area should
a u t o m a t i c a l l y  be rec ommended for a n n e x a t i o n  to the KIB and
p re se nted for approva l to the 2nd s e s s i o n  of the 16th state
l e g is la t ur e  in 19*90.



C O M P L E T E  R E P O R T
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Section A.
ADMINISTRATIVE AND PROCEDURAL INFORMATION

IN T R O D U C TIO N

State laws establish the pr ocedures cor e f fecti ng  an nexation s.  
They also provide the standards which the Alas ka Local B o u n d a r y  
Commi ss io n (hereinafter the LBC or the Comm ission) must use in 
making its decision  on any petition for annexat io n.  The 
procedures, the sel ected annexation process, the s t a n d a r d s  for 
annexation and the role of the L3C are s um ma rized below.

A. 1. ALASKA LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMIS SI O N

The LBC is the state body whose r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  in cl ude 
reviewing and acting upon pe ti tions for a n n e x a t i o n  and 
municipal in co rp oratio n.  The C o mm is s i o n  must d ecid e w h e t h e r  
each proposal meets the st andards  for the re sp e c t i v e  action.

While the Depar t me n t of C o m m u n i t y  and R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s  
(hereinafter the Department) pr ov i de s  t e c h n i c a l  and 
administrat iv e support to the LBC, the c o m m i s s i o n  is c o m p l e t e l y  
independent of the De p ar tm e nt  and ail other state a ge n ci es , it 
is not required to abide by the r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  made in this 
r e p o r t .

The LBC c on si st s of five members a p p o in t ed  by the G o ve r n o r .  
One member is a p p o i n t e d  from each of the four judi ci al  
districts of the state, the fifth m e m be r  is a p p o i n t e d  at 
large. c o m m i s s i o n  me mb er s serve w i t h o u t  c o m p e n s a t i o n .  The 
pr esent members  are:

C.B. BST TI S WO R TH , CHAIR, S E R VI N G AT LAR GE  
J O S E P H I N E  ANDERSON, 1ST J U D I C I A L  D I S T R I C T  

BEN NAGEAK, 2ND J U D I C I A L  D I S T R I C T  
L AM A R COTTEN, 3RD J U D I C I A L  D I S T R I C T  

SH EL LE Y DUGAN, V I C E  CHAIR, 4TH J U D I C I A L  D I S T R I C T

A. 2. S TA N D A R D S  F O R  A N N E X A T I O N  OF C O N T I G U O U S  T E R R I T O R Y

State law requires that c e r t ai n  s t a n da r ds  be met b e f o r e  an area 
may be an ne x e d to a borough. To . a p p r o v e  a n n e x a t i o n  of 
c o n t i g u o u s  te rr it or y , the LBC mu st  d e t e r m i n e  that the b o r o u g h  
is "cap able o£ e x t e n d i n g  and w i l l i n g  to e x t e n d  s e r v i c e s  to  the 
a n ne x ed  area . . .  if possible, a r e a w i d e  and n o n - a r e a w i d e  
b o r ou gh  s e r vi c es  shall  be e x t e n d e d  to the a n n e x e d  area 
im me d ia te ly" (19 AAC 10.200).

A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  the C o m m i s s i o n  mu st  be s a t i s f i e d  that the a c t i o n  
meets one or more of the f ol l o w i n g  e ig ht  s t a n d a r d s  (19 A AC 
10.190(a)) to the e x t e n t  that a n n e x a t i o n  is w a r r a n t e d :

1. The c o n t i g u o u s  te r ri to r y is t o t a l l y  s u r r o u n d e d  by 
the b o r o u g h ' 3  b o u nd ar i es .
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The land in the territory is whol ly owned by the 
borough.

The territory is in need of m un icipal ser vi ce s 
which the borough can provide more e f f ic ie n tl y  
than anot h er  m u n i c i p a l i t y  or the state.

There is a reasonable likel ih oo d that gro wth and 
developme nt  will occur w i th i n the t er r it or y and 
that a n ne x at i on  of the t e r r i t or y wiii enable the 
borough to plan for and co nt ro l that development.

The health, welfare, or safety of re si dents of 
the boroug h is en d an ge r ed  by c o nd i ti on s  existi ng  
or d ev el oping in the t er r it or y and annexat io n  
will enable the borough to remove or reliev e the 
conditions.

The e x t e n s io n into the te rritory  
services or f a ci l it ie s  is ne ce ss a ry  t 
borough to pr ovide ad e qu a t e  se rv ic e 
residents and it is impo ss i bl e  or 
the borough 
unless the 
b o u n d a r i e s .

of boro u gh  
enable the 
to borough 

im pract ic al  for 
to exte nd  the fa ci l it i es  or se r vi c es  
t e r r i t o r y  is w i t h i n  the b o r o u g h ' s

Residents or pro p er ty  owne r s w i t h i n  the t e rr it o ry  
receive or m ay  be r ea s on a b l y  exp e ct ed  to receive, 
d i r ec tl y  or i nd i re c t l y  the b e n ef i ts  01 boro ug h 
g ov e rn me n t w i t h o u t  c o m m e n s u r a t e  p r o p e r t y  tax 
co nt r ib u ti on s , w h e th e r bo rough se rv ic e s are 
rendered or rec e i ve d ins id e or o u t s i d e  the 
t e r r i t o r y .

8. The a n n e x a t i o n  is o t h e r w i s e  
a c co m pl i sh  a va lid public pur po se .

n e c e s s a r y  to

Further, the law req u ir es  that the LBC mus t find th at  the post 
a nn e xa t io n b o u n d a r i e s  of the b o r o u g h  w o u l d  c o n f o r m  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  to all of the s t a n d a r d s  set in law for the 
form ation of" b o r o ug hs  (19 AAC 10.220 and AS 29.0 5 .0 31 ) . T h es e  
co nsist of:

1. The p o p u l a t i o n  m u st  be * i n t e r r e l a t e d  and
i ntegr a t e d  as to its social, cu l tural,  and
e c o n o m i c  a c ti v i t i e s .

The p o p u l a t i o n  must be large 
su pp o rt  b o r o u g h  g o ve r n m e n t .

and sta bl e e n o u g h  to

3. The b o u n d a r i e s  m u s t  c o n f o r m  g e n e r a l l y  to n a t u r a l  
g e o g r a p h y  and mu s t i n c l u d e  all a re a s n e c e s s a r y  
for full d e v e l o p m e n t  of m u n i c i p a l  se r vices .



4. The economy of the a cea must include the human 
and financial resources capable of providin g 
municipal services.

5. The land, water and air tra nsportati on  facilities 
allow the com mu nicati on  and exchange ne c es s ar y 
for the development of integrated bo ro ug h  
government.

A. 3. a v a i l a b l e  p r o c e d u r e s

S t a t e  law (AS 2 9 . 0 6 0 . 0 4 0  and 19 AAC 1 0 . 4 5 0  -  19 AAC 1 0 . 7 9 0 )  
o u tl in es the processes by which municipal b ou nd ar ies may be 
altered. For ann ex at ions of contiguous territory, a borough 
has five available pro ce dures. They are:

Local A ct io n /E le ction - The LBC first approves a p e t i t i o n  for 
ann exation. Registered voters r e s i d i n g’ with in  the t e r r i t o r y  
p ropose d for annexation then vote on the question. O w n e r s  of 
p r o p er t y within the area pro po se d for a nn ex at ion who  are not 
residents of the area are not en t it l ed  to vote. i n divid ua ls  
res iding within  the existing bound a r ie s of the borough are also 
p r oh i bi t ed  from voting on this matter . An n ex a t i o n  is e f f ec t ed  
by m a j o ri t y approval of those voting on the p r o o o s e d  action 
[AS 29.06 .040(c) (1 )] .

L o c al A c t i o n / M u n i c i p a l l y  O w ned P r o pe r ty  - T he  m u n i c i p a l i t y  
w hi ch  owns all or tKe p ro pe rty with i n an area i n i t ia t es  
a n n e x a t i o n  by pa ss ag e of an ordinance. The a n n e x a t i o n  is 
ef fe c ti v e upon approval by the LBC [AS 29 . 06 . 04 0 (c ) (2 )] .

Local Act io n/iQ0%  Of V oters  and p roperty  O w n e r s - All 
inciv: duals- wno o w n " pro p er t y (inciudi~ng~ n o n - r e s i d e n t s ) as well 
as all re gistered vot er s (i ncluding those w h o  do not own 
properry) who reside with i n the area, p e t it i on  the m u n i c i p a l  
g ov e rn me n t for ann exation. The m u n i c i p a l i t y  a d op ts  an 
o r d i n a nc e a u t h o r i z i n g  the a n n e x a t i o n  which b e c om e s e f f e c t i v e  
upon ap proval by the LBC [AS 2 9. 0 6. 0 4 0 ( c ) ( 3 ) ] .

step A n n e x a tion - The LBC appro ve s an a n n e x a t i o n  p e ti t i o n .  The 
r e g i s t e r e d " v o t e r s  of the area p r o p o s e d  for a n n e x a t i o n  vo t e on 
rhe qu es tion. If passed by a m a j o r i t y  of the v ot e rs  w h o  vot e 
on the issue, the p r o p o s e d  a c ti o n is rev i e we d by the state 
l eg i sl a tu re  in the same m a n n e r  p r o v i d e d  below. This m e t h o d  of 
a n n e x a t i o n  i s  to be used wh e n s e r vi c es  are to be g r a d u a l l y  
e xt e n d e d  to the a n n e x e d  area over a p eriod  not to e x c e e d  five 
y e ar s  [AS 4 4 . 4 7 . 5 6 7 ( b ) ( 2 ) ] .

L e g i s l a t i v e  R e v i e w - This requires a p p co v ai  of the p e t i t i o n  by 
trie U5C ana s u b s e q u e n t  ta ci t ap pr o va l  of the p e t i t i o n  by the 
Alask a St a te  L e g i s l a t u r e  (AS 29 .0 6. 04 0 (b ) ],



Section B.
LEGISLATIVE REVIEW METHOD OF ANNEXATION

INT ROD UC TION

In accor da nce witn 19 AAC 10.600, the LBC may consider ail 
me thods of annex at io n to utilize the most appro pr i at e  for each 
petition. The Departme nt  believes that the* lecis.-.at:ve review 
m e t hod pro po se d by the p et it ioner is the most ap pr o pr i at e  ~f or 
the su b je ct  proposal.
B. 1. LEGISLATIVE R E V I EW  AS THE MOST APP ROPRIATE

As demon st r at e d below, alter na t iv e  methods of an ne x at i on  are 
unavai la ble. Therefo re, the legis l at i ve  review method is 
d et e rm in e d to be the most a pp r op r i a t e  process.

Local A c t i o n / E l e c ti on - This p r o c es s  is not available because 
there are no voters in the t e r r i t o r y  p ropo se d for an ne xation.

Local A c t i o n / M u n i c i p ally Ow n ed  P r o p e r t y  - This pro c e ss  is 
u na va ilable" since the Kodia k Is.iand Borough does not own the 
t e r r i t o r y  prop osed for annexation.

Local A c t io n /1 0 0%  of Vote rs  and pr op e rt y  O w n e rs - This pr oc ess 
is not av ai l ab le  be ca us e  p r o p e r t y  ow ne rs have not p e t i t i o n e d  
the Bo ro ugh for a nn e xa t io n (there are no resident voters).

S t e p An n ex a t i o n  - Th is  pr oc es s  is reserved for a n n ex at i on s  
w h i c h  a nt i ci p at e g r a d u a i  e x t e n s i o n  of munic ip al  servi ce s to the 
area over a period not g r ea t er  than five years. This pr oce ss 
r eq ui res the ap p r ov a l of vote rs in the area. Since there are 
no voters, the proce ss  is un a va il able.

B. 2. LE G IS L A T I V E  R E V I E W  PR O CE S S

• Pe ti tions for l e g i s l a t i v e  rev ie w a n n e x a t i o n s  are p r o c e s s e d  in 
a c c o r d a n c e  with AS 2 9. 06 . 04 0  ar.d 19 AAC 10.185-220" and 19 AAC 
10 .450- 62 0.  The pr oc e s s is s u m m a r i z e d  as follows.

1. A p e t i t i o n  wi th  s u p p o r t i n g  brief is su bm i t t e d  to 
the Dep artment .

2. The form and c o n t e n t  of the p e t i t i o n  are r e vi ew ed  
by the D e p a r t m e n t  to d e t e r m i n e  w h et h er  they are 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  p r op e r and cor re ct .

3. If the form ana c o n t e n t  of the p e t i t i o n  are found 
to be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  p r o pe r  and correc t,
s u b m i s s i o n  of the p e t i t i o n  is p u b l i c l y  n o ti c ed  by 
the p e t it i on e r,

4 . The D e p a r t m e n t  p r e p a r e s  a repo rt  and 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  to the LBC on the p r o p o s e d  
a nn e xa t i o n .
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The LBC conducts a pub.lic.ly noticed h e a r i n g  i n  oc 
near the te rr itory proposed for annexation* This 
req ui re me nt may also be fulfi lled by the LBC 
c onduct in g a hearing via te lec onference.
W i t h i n  90 days of the public hearing, the LBC 
renders a d ecis io n to accept or reject the 
p e ti ti on or to accept the pe ti t io n  but amend the 
b oundar ie s of the territory.
If approv ed  by the Commissi on, and in compli an ce  
with the Federal Votin g Rights Act', the 
a n ne x at i on  p r o p o sa l is s ub m it te d to the U.S. 
De par t me n t of Justic e for tacit approval.
A r e co mm endati on  for the a n ne x a t i o n  is su bm itted 
to the state L eg is lature wi thin ten days of the 
b e gi nning of the next regular le gi s la t iv e session. 
If not sp e ci f i c a l l y  rej ected by a m a j o ri t y of the 
m e m b er s  of the House and Senat e w i t h i n  45 days of 
sub mission, the a n ne xa t io n  is approved.

The earliest that the prop os ed a n n e x a t i o n  could be a c c om p li s he d  
is March, 1989.
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f Section c. 
C O MP E TI N G PETIT IO NS

INTRODUCTION

In August/ 1988/ regulations went into effect which provide 
stan dards for the LBC to consider and act upon c on current but 
s ep ar at e petitio ns  for local b ou nd ar y chanqes. The curren t 
a nn ex a ti o n pet it io n is being s u bm i tt e d to the LBC for 
c oncurrent co ns iderat io n wi t h  a petiti on  for borough 
i ncorpo ra ti on fron the Lake and P en i n s u l a  School District. The 
latter includes w i t h in  its prop os ed boun da r ie s  a oortion of the 
te rr it ory propo se d for annex a ti o n by the Kodiak island 
Borough. This ch apter pro vides a profile of the p etitio n for 
bo rough in co rporat io n as well as the shared regulat or y 
st andard s to be applied to these petitions.

C. 1. LAKE AND P E N I N S U L A  P ETITION  FOR IN CO R P O R A T I O N

The Lake and Pe n insula region has p e t i t i o n e d  the Local B ounda ry  
C o m m i s s i o n  for inco rp o ra t io n  as a home rule bo rough 
e n c o m p a s s i n g  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  26,675 squa re  miles of land and 
2,075 square miles of water. The b o u n d a r i e s  of the area 
e s s e n t i a l l y  c o n f o r m  to the bo u nd a r i e s  of the Lake and P en i ns ul a 
S chool District. This region co n si s t s  of the Lake Ii iam na and 
A l a s k a  P en insu la  areas be tw ee n  the b o u n d a r i e s  of the Kenai 
Pe ni n su l a Borough on the north and the A l e u t i a n s  East 3o c ou g h 
on the south. The area is home to 1,469 p e rs o ns  r es id ing in 
si xteen small co mm un ities. Also under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  with the 
p r o p o s e d  i n c o r p or at i on  is a re q ue s t by the Lev e lo c k V i l l a g e  
C o u n c i l  for i nc lusion of that c o m m u n i t y  and su r ro u n d i n g  
t e r r i t o r y  wi th in  the bou nd a r ie s  of the p r o p o s e d  borough.

The nota bl e a s pe c t of this p ro p o s a l  is the fact that it is 
r e qu e s t i n g  inclus io n of a por ti o n of the t e r r it o ry  p r o p o s e d  for 
a n n e x a t i o n  by the K odiak Island Boro u g h (see Ex h ib i t A). This
" co nt e st e d area" is that p o r t i o n  of the A laska  P e n i n s u l a  w ho s e
rivers drain into She i ik of  Str ai t  or the P a c i f i c  O c ea n  f r o m  the 
b o u n d a r y  of the Kenai Pe n in s u l a  on the n o rt h to Ca pe  Ku mi ik on 
the south, and all a d j a c e n t  w a t e r w a y s  to the s t a t e’s three mile 
j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  limit. The area has no p e r m a n e n t  re si de nt s 
a l t h o u g h  r e p o r t e d l y  there are a p p r o x i m a t e l y  one do ze n d w e l l i n g s  
of v a r i o u s  types s c a t t e r e d  th r ou gh o ut . -

C. 2. R E G U L A T O R Y  S T A N D A R D S  FOR C O M P E T I N G  P E T I T I O N S

In order for the Local B o u n da r y C o m m i s s i o n  to c o n c u r r e n t l y  
c o n s i d e r  a p e t i t i o n  w hi ch  i n c lu d es  some or all of the area 
un der p e t i t i o n  t h r o u g h  a n o t h e r  local b o u n d a r y  action, the
c o m p e t i n g  p e t i t i o n  must be re ce ived by the D e p a r t m e n t  w i t h i n  90 
day s after the da t e  of re ce ip t of an e a r l i e r  p e t i t i o n  that
e m b r a c e s  some or ail of the same t e r r i t o r y  (19 AAC 1 0 . 8 3 5 ( b ) ) .  
In this case, a p e t i t i o n  for b o r o u g h  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  fr om  the



Lak* and Peninsula School District which includes a significant
portion or the land area proposed for annex at ion by the Kodiak
Island 3orough was received by the Department on
Nov em be r 10, 1938. The Depar tm ent received the petition for 
an ne x at i on  by the Kodiak island Borough on Oc to be r 14, 1988.

In consider in g co mpeting pe t it io ns concurrently, the
Com missio n,  in accorda nc e with 19 AAC 10 .835 (d), will give 
p r e c e d e n c e  to the p etition  that, in the judgment of the 
C o mmis si on , serves the best interest of the state. In 
d e t e rm i ni ng  the best interest^ of the state, the C om m is s i o n  is 
bo und to consider, but is not li mited to the following factors:

1. an existing or pr os pe ct i ve  m u n i c i p a l i t y ' s  abil i t y 
to better serve the te rr i to ry  emb raced by the 
competing petitions;

2. the extent to which approval of a peti ti on wo ul d 
affect the financial v i a b i l i t y  of the exist in g or 
p r os p ec t iv e  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  that have filed 
c om p et in g  petitions; and

3. the extent to wh ic h  eac h c o m p et in g  peti ti on
s at is fies the st andards r e qu ir ed  . . . for the
a ction pr op o se d  by the c o m p e ti n g petitions.



S ection d .
A NN E XA TI O N P R O C E E D I N G S / B A C K G R O U N D  INFORMATION

I N T R O D U C T I O N

Th uce ace ,a number of activ it ies which have p ce ceded the 
o c e p a c a t i o n  of this report. These events are briefly pro fi le d 
in this section  of the report as well as the rationale for the 
p r o p o s a l .

0. 1. PROC E ED I NG S TO  DATE

On May 5, 1938, the A s s e m b l y  of the Kodiak Island Borough
adopt ed R es o l u t i o n  No.. 88-3 3- R a u th or i zi n g the su bm i ss i on  of 
the peti ti o n now before the LBC. On Oc to be r 14, 1988, the
D e pa r t m e n t  received the petition. Fo l l ow i ng  a review of the
p e t i t i o n  on Octo b e r 16, the De p ar t m e n t  n otif ie d the 
p e t i t i o n e r ' s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  that the form and content of the 
p e t i t i o n  w e r e  found to be in substantial c o m pl i an ce  with 
a p p l i c a b l e  laws and regulations.

The pe t it i o n e r  pu b li s he d notice of the filing of the petit io n
in the A n c h o r a g e D a il y  News on O c t o be r 27; the Kodiak Daily 
M i r r or on O c t o b e r  2 f  and N ov ember 2 ,  and in the Borough Post,
the 3ristol Bay T i m es and the Al eu t ia n  E a g l e.

The LBC has s c h e d u l e d  a series of h earings  on this matt er and 
on the si m ul t a n e o u s  p r o p o s e d  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  of the Lake and 
P en i ns ul a  Borough. T h es e  me e ti ng s  will be held in the 
fo llowing i o c a t i o n s  on the noted days;

Kodiak De c em b er  2, 1988
I l i a m n a / N e w h a l e n  De ce m be r  3, 1988

(An effort will be made to c o n n e c t  the fo llowing sites to the 
I l i a m n a / N e w h a i e n  .hearing via t e l e c o n f e r e n c e ;  Igiugig, Le ve iock, 
Kokhanok, N ondalto n,  Pe dr o Bay, Po rt  Alsworth)

Port He iden De ce m be r 3, .1988

(An ef fo rt w i l l  be made to c o n n e c t  the following sites to this
hearin g via t e l e c o n f e r e n c e :  Egegik, Pilot Point).

C h i g n i k  Bay D e c e m b e r  4, 1988

(An e f f o r t  w i l l  be m a d e  to c o n n e c t  the f o ll o w i n g  sites to this 
h ea ri n g via t e l e c o n f e r e n c e :  C h i g n i k  Lagoon, C h i g n i k  Lake,
Ivanof Bay, p e r r y v i l i e )

F o l l ow i ng  the h e a r i n gs ,  the LBC m a y  c o n d u c t  a d e c i s i o n a l  
se ssion to act on the p et i ti o n s .  The m e e t i n g  will be c o n d u c t e d  
in A n c h o r a g e  on D e c e m b e r  4, 1988

N o t i c e  of the h e a r i n g s  wa s  p u b l i s h e d  in The B o c ou gh  Po st  on 
N o v em be r  11, 18 and 25; T he  K o diak D ai l y M i r ror o n " N o v e m b e r  15, 
16 and 17; the A n c h o r a g e  D a i l y  News on N o v e m b e r  16, 17 and 18.

-8



Notice was also pu bl ished in the Alaska Administr ative 
j o u r n a l. In addition, a copy of the notice was nailed “to ail 
parties as re qu ired by .law and at .least sixty-five others who 
the D ep ar t m e n t  beli ev es  may be interested in this matter.

D. 2. R E A S ON S  FOR AN NEXATION

The pe ti tion indicates two pc im ar y  reasons for the proposed 
annexation. The first is to pr ovide the Kodiak Island Borough 
with the ju ri sd ic tional  contr ol  to address problems cr ea te d by 
floating pr o ce s s o r s  in the area pro posed for annexation. These 
problems include solid waste disposal, loss of raw fish tax 
revenue and reduced on-sho re  fish pr oc ess ing. The second 
reason, a c co rd in g to the pe ti tioner, is to pr ovide the Borough 
with the ab il i t y to e f f e c t i v e l y  in fluence state and federal 
p o l i c y  and r e g ul a to ry  d ec is ions over the same area.



Section E. 
AREA PROFILE

INTRODUCTION

This s e c t io n  of the report estab l i sh es  the "setting" for the 
p r o po se d  ann exation . The following is a brief descri pt io n of 
the t e r r i to r y pro posed for an n ex a t i o n  and the area proposing 
a n n e x a t i o n .

2. 1. AREA PROP OS ED  FOR A NN EX A T I O N

The area p roposed  for a n n e x a t i o n  c o mp ri s es  12,330 squar e miles 
(see Exhioit A - map of t e rrito ry  p ropos ed  for annexation).
Of this area, there are an est im a te d  2,130 square miles of land 
and a p p r o x i m a t e l y  10,700 squar e m i l e s  of water. All land areas 
are w ithin State jurisdiction. However, a p p ro x im a te l y 9,014 
square m il es of w a t e r w a y s  are bey on d the State's three mile 
limit.

The land area c o n si s ts  of all those lands on the Alaska
P en i n s u l a  w hi ch  dr ain into She i ik of  Strai t and/or the Pacific 
O c e a n  e x t e n d i n g  from the Kenai P e n i n s u l a  b o u n d a r y  on the north
to cape Kumlik on the south. It fur t he r  includes  Sutwik
island, the Semidi Islan ds  gr ou p  as we l l  as C hi r i k o f  Island. 
W a t e r w a y s  g e n e r a l l y  c o ns i st  of ail of She i ik o f Strait from the 
Kenai p e n i n s u l a  Borough b o u n d a r y  on the no rt h to that water
area three g e o g r a p h i c a l  m i le s  south of Sut wik Island, the 
Semidi Is la nd s and C h i r i k o f  Island,

S i g n i f i c a n t  size. In relative terms, the 
m a g n i t u d e  of the p r o p o s e d  e x p a n s i o n  is large. 
The t e r r i t o r y  c u r r e n t l y  e m b r a c e d  by the Kodiak 
island Bo ro u g h b o u n d a r i e s  c o n t a i n s  9 r 56 5 square 
miies. A n n e x a t i o n  of the e n t ir e  ar ea  as p r o p o s e d  
by the p e t i t i o n e r  w o u l d  more tha n do ub le  the 
e x i s t i n g  size of the Borough.

K on i ag  Lands. A p o r t i o n  of the area p r o p o s e d  for 
a n n e x a t i o n  is w i t h i n  the b o u n d a r i e s  of the K o n ia g 
C o r p o r a t i o n  and an u n d e t e r m i n e d  nu mber of 
s e l e c t e d  lands lie w i t h i n  the c o n t e s t e d  area.

A b s e n c e  of residents.. A c c o r d i n g  to the K odiak 
i s l a n d  B orough , the ar ea  p r o p o s e d  for a n n e x a t i o n  
is u n i n h a b i t e d .

L i m i t e d  tax base for the KIB. The area D r o po s ed  
for a n n e x a t i o n  r e p r e s e n t s  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  *1.2% of 
the t a x a b l e  real and p e r s o n a l  p r o p e r t y  of the 
KIB. It f u r th e r o f f e r s  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  reve n ue  
f r o m  st a te  s h a re d t ax es  for fish p r o c e s s e d  w i t h i n  
the b o u n d a r i e s  of the KIB.

The f o llowing  are the o u t s t a n d i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
t e r r i t o r y  p r o p o s e d  for annexation.
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Competing Interests. Ap proxima te ly  2,lj0 sauace
miies of onshore territory, Sutwik island' and 
adjacen t w a te rw ays within  the proposed annexation 
area are sought for inclusion within the proposed 
Lake and pen in sula Borough (see Exhibit A).

S. 2. KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

The Kodiak island Bo rough c u rr en tly consis ts  of all the islands 
in the Kodiak Arc hipelago; from the Barren Islands on the 
north, to the T r i n i t y  Islands on the south. The co mmun it y of
Kodiak, located on the no rt heast end of Kodiak Island, is 
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  tw o -h un dr ed fifty miles south of Anchorage.

The Bo rough co nt ains six cities and one un i nc o r p o r a t e d  
c o m m u n i t y  g o v e r ne d  by an IRA Council. The po pu lations  of the 
c o m m u n i t i e s  range from 102 in Kariuk to 6,686 in Kodiak. 
A p p r o x i m a t e l y  6,000 addi ti on al p eople reside in the "Kodiak 
Ur ba n  Area". The p op u la ti o n of the Borough c u r r e nt l y totals 
14,375.

The e c o no my  of the borough is d o m i n at e d by the c om me rcial 
fishing industry. There are 17 fish p ro ce s si n g plants 
o p e r a t i n g  in the boroug h w i t h  an other 4 that are funct io nal but 
not c u r r e n t l y  w o rk in g.  The B o r o ug h states that v i r t u a l l y  every 
type of ser v ic e  needed by the fishing i n du st ry is a v ai la b le  in 
Kodiak. A p p r o x i m a t e l y  80% of the fish p r oc e s s i n g  work force is 
c o m p r i s e d  of y ea r - r o u n d  local r e si de nts and a p p r o x i m a t e l y  9 5 a.
of the total service industry work force is c o m p r i s e d  of year
round bor ou gh  residents.

The Kodiak island Bor o ug h  is a sec on d clas s b o r o ug h  wh ic h w a m 
i n c o r p o r a t e d  on S ep te m b e r  30, 1963. It c u r r e n t l y  o p e r a t e s  witn 
a mayor  form of g o v e r n m e n t  and a seve „ mem be r a s s e m b l y  elec t ed  
at large, as noted p r ev i ou sl y , it levies an a r e a wi d e real and 
p ersona l property tax at the rate of 4.5 mills. It levies 'no 
n o n - a c e a w i d e  taxes. Bach serv i ce  area levi es  a d d i t i o n a l  taxes 
for the p r o v i s i o n  of sp e ci fi c  services. The KIB p r o p o s e s  no 
se rvice area for the t e r r i t o r y  p r o p o s e d  for annex a t io n.



Section P.
APPL I CA TI O N OF CO M PE TI N G PETI TION ST AN DARDS

INTRODUCTIO N

State statutes and ad mini s tr at i ve  regulations of the Local 
Boun da ry  C o m mi s si o n estab li sh  one sta ndard foe c on si d e r a t i o n  of 
c om p e t i n g  petitions. This stan dard however is defined by at 
least three factors. In this section of the report this 
standard is cl ea rl y  stated followed by a di sc u ss i on  of how each 
factor is satisfied by the c om p et in g petitions. Each factor is 
phra s ed  as a q u e s t i o n  and printed in bold ietters.

STANDARD:

In c on si d e r i n g  c om p et i ng  p e titions  co nc ur rently, the C om m is s io n 
will give p re c ed en c e to the p e t it i on  that, in the judgment of 
the Co mm is si o n,  serves the best interes t of the state.

The best interest of the state is d e te r m i n e d  by an sw er s  to the 
fo ll o wi n g questions.

F 1. W h i c h  m u n i c i p a l i t y  is bet te r able to serve the 
t e r r i t o r y  em br aced by the c o m p e t i n g  p et i ti o ns ?

B e c a u s e  the c o n t es t ed  area is uni nh ab ited, the demand for
s e r v i c e s  is limited. The KIB o b s e r v e s  the need for two
s e r v i c e s  in the area. Th ese are solid waste c o l l e c t i o n  and
d i s p o s a l  and land use planning, p l a t t i n g  and reg ulation.

T h e  KIB has noted that it c u r r e n t l y  p r o v id es  solid waste
d i s p o s a l  for flo a ti ng  p ro c es so r s and f is herm en  of the area. It 
furt h er  a n t i c i p a t e s  e x pa n si on  of this service as the 
r e q u i r e m e n t s  of M A R P O L  ma nd a te  an a dequat e n umber  .of
r e c e p t a c l e s  at the P o rt  of Kodia k for on-ian.d d i s p o s a l  of 
g a rb a ge  from fi s hi n g v e ss el s.  The KIB c o n t e nd s  tha t it will 
bear the cost of i nc r ea s ed  wa st e  c o l l e c t i o n  and di sp osal since 
Kod ia k is the poet of call for ve ss e ls  f r e qu e nt i ng  the wa te rs 
of the c o n t e s t e d  area. The D e p a r t m e n t  o b s e r v e s  however, that
the C i t y  of Kodiak, not the Kodiak Island Borough, will
a c t u a l l y  bear the m a j o r i t y  of the co st  of w h a t e v e r  i n c re a se  in 
w as te  c o l l e c t i o n  is r equire d since it is the city who a ct ua ll y 
p r o v i d e s  this s e r v i c e  to users of the harbor.

In terms of la n d use pl an ni ng, the KIB c laims  that the area 
wi l l b e n e f i t  fr om  its c o a s t a l  m a n a g e m e n t  plan. H owever,  there 
is n o t h i n g  to i n d i c a t e  that the p r o p o s e d  L ak e  and P e n i n s u l a
3 o r o u g h  w o u l d  p r o vi d e the p l a n n i n g  and c o a s t a l  m a n a g e m e n t
s e r v i c e s  any less e f f e c t i v e l y  than the KIB. C u r r e n t l y  c o a s t a l  
m a n a g e m e n t  is p r o v i d e d  in the c o n t e s t e d  area by the B r i s t o l  Bay 
C o a s t a l  R e s o u r c e  S e r v i c e  Area Board. The La ke  and P e n i n s u l a  
B o r o u g h  p e t i t i o n  s t at es  that p l a n n i n g  po wecs will be a s su m ed
i m m e d i a t e l y  upon i n c o r p o r a t i o n  a nd  the b o r o u g h  wi l l  e n f o r c e  the 
c o a s t a l  m a n a g e m e n t  pl a n at that time. As b o r o u g h  g o v e r n m e n t s



k i b  p.!an and the uaks and Peninsula p.ian wi.^i be identical.

Thus, the KIB appears to offer the co n tested  area no advantage 
in either the number of services to be pro v i de d nor the extent 
to which required ser vices will be rendered. Thus, the 
De par tm en t c o ncludes  that both en t i ti es  are equ al ly  able to 
serve the area.

**' To. what extent would the f i na nc ial vi a bility  of either 
m u ni c i p a l i t y  be af fe cted if the c o n t e st e d area were included 
w ithin the b ou ndarie s of the other m u n i ci p al i ty ?

As noted pre viously, the area offer s relatively little to 
e.ther m u n i c i p a l i t y  in raw fish tax returns. The Alaska 
D ep ar t me n t of Fish and Game as well as the petit io n er  have 
in dicated that fish processin g may occur on floating pr o ce s so rs  
(there are no sh or e ba s ed  pr oc e s s o r s  in the co ntes te d area) but 
it wo uid be li mited to b ot t om f is h c a t c h e r / p r o c e s s o r s .  Any raw 
fish tax revenues from this activi / would be re lati v el y  
i n s ig ni f ic a nt  since the bo t to m f i s h  stock have been e x t e n s i v e l y  
ha rvested and there is very little a c t i v i t y  at this point.

The area offers so m e wh a t mo re  value in relativ e tax ab l e 
pr operty. It woul d r e prese nt  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1.2% of the total 
of the Kodiak Island Borough. It wo u ld  r e p r es e nt  more value to 
the Lake and penins ul a Bo ro ug h at 15.9% of its total pr o pe r ty  
value. Thus, in r e la ti ve terms, the c o n t e s t e d  area a p p e ar s  to 
be more v al ua b l e  to the Lak e and P e n i n su la  Borough.

The po t entia l tax from sales of fish in the c o n t e st ed  area does 
appe ar to be r el at i ve l y mo re  s i g n i f i c a n t  to the pr op o se d  
bo rough than to the e x i st in g  boro ugh, c u r r e n t l y  the KIB levies 
a 4.5' mil l a r e aw id e  p r o p e r t y  tax and no sales tax. The 
pro posed Lake and P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  wi l l  levy a 1% sales and 
use tax. A l th ou gh  the tax s t r u c t u r e  of the p r o p o s e d  b o ro u gh  is 
un known at this time, p r e s u m a b l y  the tax wi ll  be levied at the 
po int of fish sale as c u r r e n t l y  i m p l e m e n t e d  by at least  one 
o ther bo rough in the state. T h e  Ala ska D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and 
Game in Ko di ak  has r e p or t ed  that the 1988 va l ue  of s al m on  
c au gh t  for the m a i n l a n d  of the Ko di ak  M a n a g e m e n t  Area (from 
Cape Do uglas to cape K il ok ak) was $ 1 3, 9 3 8 , 4 0 0 .  The f o ll o wi n g 
ta ble reflec ts  the species, pounds, pr i ce  a nd  v alue of sal mon 
c a u g ht  in this area du ri ng  this season:

S p e c ie s
P ou nd s
C a uq h t

Pri ce 
Per Pound V a l u e

King S a l m on  
Red S a l m o n  
C o h o  sa lm on  
Pink Sa im o n  
C h u m s

6 , 6 1 2 , 0 0 0

3 , 5 0 0 , 00 0
1 2 , 5 9 6 , 0 0 0

6 4 ,0 0 0
2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0

4 2 0 ,0 00 $1.50
.70

$1.00

1.25
2.55

80, 000 
$ 5 ,1 0 0, 00 0  

6 3 0 , 0 0 0  
4 ,6 28 ,400

T O T A L



Noting that this was an unusually large ca tc h (30% - 50% higher
than the average poundage for the area) with record prices, the
De par t me n t has co ns er va t iv e ly  estimated the value of salmon in 
the area at $6,000,000. Since the KIB levies no sales tax, 
these fish offer no sales tax revenues to the KIB. However, 
si nce the Lake and Peninsula Borough will levy a 1% sales and 
use tax, these salmon alone represent a po te nt ia l $60, 00 0 to 
the new Borough. Putting this figure into relative 
pe rspective, this is 8.8% of the total local revenues for the
Lake and Pe ninsula Borough. On the other hand, the po te ntial 
p r o p er t y tax revenues from the ter ritory represent only 1.2% of 
the total local revenues to be ge ne rated by the KI3. Thus, to 
the Lake and Peninsula Borough, the loss of sales and use tax 
re venue is far more si gn i fi c an t than to the Kodiak island 
Borough.

W hi l e the Depart me nt  co n si de r s ne it her g o v e r n m e n t  i nf easible  if 
the contested area remains o u t s id e  the respective
j ur is d ic t io na l  bo unda r ie s  of either one, the area is 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more valuable to the Lake and Pen in su la Borough 
in terms of taxable p r o p e rt y and fish sales than it is to the 
KI3. Therefore, the D e p a r t m e n t  c on cl u de s  that the Lake and 
P en i ns ul a  Bor ough's argume nt  is d e f i n i t e l y  mo r e  p e r s u a s i v e  and 
m e r i t o r i o u s  than the KIB in this regard.

F. 3. To what extent does the an n ex a t i o n  p e t it i on  from the 
Kis and the b o r o ug h  i nc or p o r a t i o n  p e t i t i o n  fr o m  the Lake and 
P e n i n s u l a  region best mee t the s ta ndar ds  for their respective 
ac ti on s.?

T he D e pa r tm en t  has d e t e r m i n e d  that the b o r o u g h  i n c o r p or a ti o n 
p e t i t i o n  from the Lake and Pe n in s ul a region  m ee t s the s ta n da rd s 
for b o ro ug h  i n c o rp o ra t io n  to a deg ree wh ic h w a r r a n t s  in cl us io n 
of the c on t es te d area w i t h i n  the b o u n d a r i e s  of the Lake and 
P e n i ns u la  Borough. Under se p ar a te  cover, the D ep a rt me n t has 
a n a l ys e d and c on clud ed  that the L a k e  and Pe n in su la B o r ou g h 
i n c o r p o r a t i o n  m e et s all st an d ar ds  for this a c t i o n  (see report 
titled R eo o rt  and R e c o m m e n d a t i o n  to the Local B o u n d a r y  
C o m m i s s i o n  on the P e t i ti on  for I n c o r p o r a t i o n  of a Lak e and 
P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h ). Under cover of this r e p o r t , the 
D e pa r tm e nt ,  e st a bl i sh es  that the Kodiak Is land Bor ough, in the 
a b s en ce  of a co m p et i ng  p e t i t i o n , w o u l d  s u f f i c i e n t l y  me et  the 
s t a n c a r c s  £or a n n e x a t i o n  to the d eg r ee  n e c e s s a r y  to r ec omme nd  
the action.



Section G. 
A P PLIC AT IO N OF A N N E X A T I O N  ST AN DA R DS

IN TR O D U C T I O N

State statutes and ad mini s tr at i ve  r e g ul a ti o ns  e st a bl is h a 
number of s ta ndards which must be appli ed  in judgin g the m e r i t s  
of any proposal for the annexation of t er ri t or y  to a borough. 
Thi s sect i on  of the report lists each of these st an d ar d s 
(phrased as a q uest io n and printed in bold ca pital letters), 
followed by a d i s cu ss i on  of current c o nd it i on s  which ap ply 
under the standard and the D ep a rtment' s a n a ly si s  of the de gree 
to which the standard is satisfied by the proposal.

To app ro v e the annexation, the LBC must d e t e r m i n e  that one or 
m or e  of the first eight standards is sa t is f ie d  to the exte nt  
that annex a ti o n is warranted. It is m a n d a t o r y  that all of the 
remaining st a ndards  (9th - 14th bo r ou g h i n c o r p or at i on  
standards) be satisfied. It is w i t hi n  the C o m m i s s i o n ' s  
d i s c r e t i o n  to a p pr ov e  the p e t i t io n  as submitted, reject the 
p e t i t i o n  entirely, or amend the b o un d ar ie s  of the te rr i to r y 
p r o p o s e d  for annexation. With respect to the latter, the LBC 
m a y  expand or reduce the territory pro po s ed  for annexation.

B O R O U G H  A NN E XA T I O N  ST AN D AR D S

G. 1. IS T H E  C O N T I G U O U S  T E R R I T O R Y  T O T A L L Y  S U R R O U N D E D  BY THE 
B O R O U G H ' S  B O UN D AR IE S ?

The t e rr it ory propo se d for a n n ex a ti on  is not to ta ll y su r ro u n d e d  
by b o u n d a r i e s  of the Kodiak Isla n d  Borough. Th ere fo r e,  this 
s t a n d a r d  is not met.

G. 2. IS THE L A N D  IN T HE  T E R R I T O R Y  W H O L L Y  O W N E D  BY T H E  
B O R O U G H ?

No ne  of the land in the t e rritor y p r o p o s e d  for a n n e x a t i o n  is 
o w n e d  by the Borough. T h er ef o re ,  th is  s t a n d a r d  is not met.

G. 3. IS THE T E R R I T O R Y  IN NE E D OF  M U N I C I P A L  S E R V I C E S  W H I C H  
T HE  BOROUGH' CAN P R O V I D E  MO RE E F F I C I E N T L Y  T H A N  A N O T H E R  
M U N I C I P A L I T Y  O R  T H E  STATE?

T h e  K o d i a k  I*land B o r o u g h  e x e r c i s e s  the f o l l o w i n g  p o w e r s  on an 
a r e a w i d e  or n o n - a r e a w i d e  basis: ed uc at ion, p l a n n in g , p l a t t i n g ,  
r e g u l a t o r y  contr ols, a s s e s s m e n t  and c o l l e c t i o n  of taxes, h e a l t h  
s e r v i c e s ,  p a r k s  and recreation, animal c o n t r ol , solid  w a s t e  
c o l l e c t i o n  and d i s p o s a l  and e c o n o m i c  d e v e l o p m e n t .

B e c a u s e  the s u b ] e c t  t e r r i t o r y  is u n i n h a b i t e d ,  the d e m a n d  for 
s e r v i c e s  is limited. Th e  b o r o u g h  c o n t e n d s  that the are a 
w a r r a n t s  land use pl an n in g,  p l a t t i n g  an d land use r e g u l a t i o n s  
w h i c h  it w o u l d  p r o v i d e  upon a n ne x at io n . T he p e t i t i o n  a l s o  
i n d i c a t e s  that s ol i d w a s t e  d i s p o s a l  for f l o a t i n g  p r o c e s s o r s  is
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being provided by the KIB. The KIB co ntends that with the
enactment of MA RP OL  on December 31, 1988, this service will be 
mandated. That is, since it reportedly p r o vi de s  solid waste 
co lle ct io n and disposal at the Port of Kodiak it will oe 
im pacted by the requirements of the r ecen tl y enacted federal 
legi slation. However, the Department un de r s ta n ds  that the City 
of Kodiak ac tu ally provides waste c o l l e c t i o n  serv ic es to the 
users of the harbor. In response to the legislation, the City 
p l an s  to pr uc h as e  additional solid waste  re c ep ta cl es for the
harbor. The City is pla nning to offset the a d d i t i o n a l •costs it 
wi ll  incur in the handling of solid waste and waste oil from 
ma ri n e  vessels through increases in moora ge  and /o r user fees. 
Thus, the City of Kodiak is a ct ually p ro v id i ng  these services 
to vessel s freq uenting the wa te rs of the co n te s te d  area.

In c o ns i de ri n g whether the Kodiak Island Borough is the 
m u n i c i p a l i t y  best suited to provide p l a n n in g  and solid wa s te  
d i s p os a l services, the D ep ar t m e n t  notes that the pr o po s e d  Lake 
and P e n i n su l a School B o r o u g h  wi l l  offer id entical p la nn ing 
s e r v i c e s  to chat area c u r r e n t l y  p r o p o s e d  for incorporation.
Fu rther, since the City of Kodiak p r o v i d e s  soli d wa st e  services
to the vessels  of the area, the KIB ap p ea r s to offer no 
a d v a n t a g e  to the area over se r vi c es  to be p r o v i d e d  by other 
g ov e r nm e nt s.  Therefore, the D e p a r t m e n t  c o n c l u d e s  that this 
s t a n d a r d  is not met.

G. 4. IS T HE R E A R E A S O N A B L E  L I K E L I H O O D  T H A T  F U T U R E  G R O W T H  AND 
D E V E L O P M E N T  WI LL  O C C U R  W I T H I N  THE T E R R I T O R Y  A ND  T H A T  A N N E X A T I O N  
OF THE. T E R R I T O R Y  WILL E N A BL E T HE B O R O U G H  T O  PLAN F O R  AND 
C O N T R O L  T H A T  DEV E LO PM E NT ?

T he pe t it i o n e r  identif ie s p o t e n ti al  d e v e l o p m e n t  of the area. 
T hi s  is p r i m a r i l y  through min eral, oil and gas and fishing 
ac ti vi ti es. The pe ti t io n er  has o b s e r v e d  that mi n er a l 
e x p l o r a t i o n  c on t in ue s to take p l a c e  in the ar e a  p r o p o s e d  for 
ann exatio n.  Oil and gas lease sale #114 is s c h e d u l e d  to be 
held in S e p t e m b e r  of 1990. Bo t h  a c t i v i t i e s  h a v e  the p o t e n t i a l  
for resourc e d e v e l o p m e n t  and a t t e n d a n t  impa ct on the area 
p r o p o s e d  for annexation. Howe ve r, b e c a u s e  the p o t e n t i a l  for 
this d e v e l o p m e n t  is so spe cu l at i ve , the D e p a r t m e n t  can not 
c onclud e that these a c t i v i t i e s  will s a t i s f y  this st andard.

Th e p e t i t i o n e r  has o b s e rv e d that ‘the n um b er  of o f f s h o r e  
f l o a t i n g  p r o c e s s o r s  in this area c o n t i n u e s  to i n c re a se  y e a r l y  
and c e r t a i n l y  i nd ic a te s  g r o w t h  and d e v e l o p m e n t  in the fi shing 
i n d u s t r y  in the area. W h i l e  the a c t u a l  number of fish 
p r o c e s s o r s  will c e r t a i n l y  f l u c t u a t e  wi th  the f i s h  harvest, the 
p e t i t i o n e r  o b s e r v e s  that it is l i k e l y  the a r e a  wi ll  see a dd ed  
g ro w th  in the use of o f f s h o r e  p r o c e s s o r s  s i n c e  it is also 
likely that lar ge r and m o r e  v a r i e d  fi s h  h a r v e s t s  wi l l be 
e x p e r i e n c e d  in the future.

T h e  D e p a r t m e n t  r e co gn i z e s  the p o t e n t i a l  for g r o w t h  of this 
i n d u s t r y  s u f f i c i e n t  to meet the " p o t e n t i a l  for d e v e l o p m e n t "  
s u g g e s t e d  by this s ta n da rd . It a gr e es  th a t  i n c l u s i o n  of this 
area w i t h i n  a re g io n al  g o v e r n m e n t  is a p p r o p r i a t e  for r e g u l a t i o n



of che growing fi sheries industry. Since the area faces 
p roblem s and issues that ace likely to be regional in nature 
(mineral and fi sheries resource extraction) the Department 
finds it a p p r o p r i a t e  to assume a regional appro ach to pr oblem 
solving.

Both g o v er n me n ts  can argue that it is necessary for each to 
re qulate d ev e lo p m e n t  ac ti v it y  in the co ntested area. That is, 
debris and waste wash ashore on the A laska  Pe ninsula as well as 
on Kodiak Island. Therefore,  there is no co mpelling aspect of 
this argument which justifies the k i b  having this territory any 
mo re  than the p r o p o se d Lake and Pe nins ul a Borough. Both 
g o v e r n m e n t s  are regional g o v e r n m e n t s  with legit im ate concer ns  
over co nt ro l and regulat io n of de v el o p m e n t  activity in the 
area. Thus, it is the De pa r t m e n t ' s  opini on  that onlv in the 
ab sence of a Lake and P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u gh  should the pe titi o ne r  
be al lo we d to plan for and control e xist in g and anti c ip at e d 
d e v e l o p m e n t  in the c o nt es t ed  area p r o p os e d for annexation.

G. 5. IS THE HEALTH, W E L F A R E  OR  SAFE T Y OF B O R OU GH  RE SI D E N T S  
E N D A N G E R E D  BY CO N DI T I O N S  E X I S T I N G  OR D E V E L O P I N G  IN THE 
T E R R I T O R Y  AND W I L L  A N N E X A T I O N  ENA BL E  THE B O RO U GH  T O  R E M O V E  OR 
R E L I E V E  T H E S E  C O N DI T IO NS ?

T h e  KIB has argued that the miner al  resourc e e x t r a c t i o n  
indus t ri e s and floatin g p r o c e s s o r s  in the area as well as 
federal land d e v e l o p m e n t  p l an s  have resulted  in n e g at iv e  
impacts on local f i s h e r me n and o n sh o re  fish p r o c e s s o r s  on 
Kodiak island. The p e t i t i o n e r  o b se rv es that the n u m be r  of 
o f f s h o r e  proc es s or s , who t y p i c a l l y  o p er a te  w i t h  s e l f - c o n t a i n e d  
o u t - o f - s t a t e  crews, has in c r ea s ed  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  in recent
years. The p e ti t i o n e r  c o n te n ds  that these p r o c e s s o r s  have 
drawn the fish which w o ul d n o r m a l l y  be d e l i v e r e d  to on - sh o re  
facilities, thus d e n y i ng  the KIB the p r o p o r t i o n a t e  am ou n t  - of 
raw fish tax revenues as well as its r e si de nts the do l la r s that 
would no r ma l ly  go to the local econ om y. The e c o n o mi c  w e lf a re  
of KI3 resid en ts  is thus n e g a t i v e l y  affected.

The p e t i t i o n e r  further argu e s  that float in g p r o c e s s o r s  
d i s c h a r g e  w a st e  that finds its w a y  to the b e a ch es  and w a t e r s  of 
Kodiak Island. Thus, the heal t h of KIB r e si d e n t s  is endange re d.

Fin ally, the p e t i t i o n e r  m a k e s  the p o i n t  that the federal
g o v e r n m e n t  has i n d i c a t e d  its intent to p l a n  for and m a n a g e  the 
land in the ar e a p r o p o s e d  for a n n e x a t i o n  w i t h o u t  regard to the 
co n ce r ns  of the KIB. T he  p e t i t i o n e r  a r gu e s that a n n e x a t i o n  of 
the area wil l a l l o w  mo r e e x t e n s i v e  a nd  i n f l u e n t i a l  input fro m 
the b o r o u g h  on the use and m a n a g e m e n t  of these lands.

The D e p a r t m e n t  does not d i s c o u n t  the B o r o u g h ' s  arguments. 
H ow ev er, to the e x t e n t  that the y a p p l y  to the KIB so they a pp l y 
to the p r o p o s e d  Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Borough. In fact, it is 
n o t a bl e  th at  in r e l a t i v e  f i n a n c i a l  t er ms  th es e  a r g u m e n t s  a p pl y 
to a g r e a t e r  d e g r e e  to the L a k e  and P e n i n s u l a  Borough. Th at  
is, the c o n t e s t e d  area h o l d s  r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  r e ve n ue
p o t e n t i a l  for the L ak e and P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  th a n  for the KIB.
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As noted earlier:, this area represents 1 . 2 ' i of the total
taxable p r o p e r t y  value of the borough. However, it represents 
15.9% of the total taxable value of the Lake and Peninsula
Borough. Further, the estimated num be rs  of fish sold in the 
c on te sted area are tantamount to an additional  $60,000 in sales 
and use tax revenues to the Lake and Penins ul a Borough while 
they represent no additional tax revenue to the KIB. These
fish sales then represent 8.8% of the total local revenues to 
be g e ne ra ted by the Lake and Pe n in su l a Borough. On the other 
hand the te r r it o ry  represents only 1.2% of the total local
revenues g en e ra te d by the KI3, and these in terms of taxable
p r o p e r t y  values. Thus, to the Lake and P en i ns ul a Borough, the 
loss or taxable pr o p er t y values and sa l e s/ u se  tax revenue from 
this area is far more s i gn if icant than co the Kodiak Island
Borough.

in terms of enda n ge r me n t to the health of borou gh  residents, 
again the p r o po s ed  Lake and Pe n in su l a B o r o u g h  will face the
pr ob l em s  e xp e ri e nc ed  by the k i b . Floating deb ris and waste 
w a s h e s  ashore on the Ala ska P e n i n s u l a  ev en as it does on Koaiak 
Island. The Lake and P e n i n su l a re gion c o n t e nd s  that these
c o n d i t i o n s  apply to it to at least the same extent, if not more 
so, than they do to the k i b . The D e p a r t m e n t  agrees.

In regard to influence over land use and m a n a g e m e n t  p l a n s  of
the area by the federal g o ve r nm e nt , the L a k e  and Pe n insula
B o r o u g h  cla ims even gre at er  in te r es t  in p o l ic y direction. It 
notes that much of the land in the area p r o po s ed  for a n n e x a t i o n  
is als o w i t h i n  the Katmai Na tional Park and Preserve, Bec h ar o f 
N at i o n a l  W i l dl i fe  Reserve, A l as ka  P e n i n s u l a  National  W i l d l i f e  
Re se r ve , and A ni a k c h a k  Natio nal M o n u m e n t  and Preserve. T he se
fe deral parks and reserves c o n t a i n  p r a c t i c a l l y  all of the 
p r o p o s e d  b o r o u g h’s remaining lands on the A l a sk a  Peninsula. 
G i ve n  the interest to which the p r o p o s e d  La ke and Pe n in s ul a
b o r o u g h  will have in federal d e c i s i o n s  over these lands, the 
p r o p os e d bo ro ugh would seem to hav e a need for an even g r ea t er  
d eg r ee  of i n f l u e n c e  in federal p l a n n i n g  and m a n a g e m e n t  
d e c i s i o n s  of the area.

All f a ct o rs  c o n s id e re d , it is the D e p a r t m e n t ' s  o p i ni o n that 
on lv  in the a b s e n c e  of a Lake and P e n i n s u l a  b o r o u g h  shou l d the 
p e t i t i o n e r  annex the c on t es te d  area to a d d r e s s  the e c o n o m i c  and 
h e a l t h  p r o b l e m s  p r e s e n t e d  by the -existing and d e v e l o p i n g  
i n d u s t r y  in the area,

G. 6. IS THE E X T E N S I O N  INTO THE T E R R I T O R Y  O F  B O R O U G H  S E R V I C E S  
OR F A C I L I T I E S  N E C E S S A R Y  T O  E NA B LE  T H E  B O R O U G H  TO P R O V ID E  
A D E Q U A T E  S E R V I C E  T O  B O R O U GH  R E S I D E N T S ,  A N D  IS IT I M P O S S I B L E  OR 
I M P R A C T I C A L  F O R  T H E  B O R O U G H  TO  E X T E N D  T H E  F A C I L I T I E S  OR  
S E R V I C E S  U N L E S S  T HE  T E R R I T O R Y  IS W I T H I N  T H E  B O R O U G H ' S  
B O U N D A R I E S ?

T h e  K o d i a k  Island B o r o u g h  has p r e s e n t e d  no e v i d e n c e  that its 
p e t i t i o n  s a t i s f i e s  this standard. L ik ewis e,  the D e p a r t m e n t  is 

u n a w a r e  of c i r c u m s t a n c e s  w h ic h  a p p l y  in this sit ua t i on .



G. 7. DO THE RESIDENTS OR PRO P ER TY  OWNERS WITHIN THE 
TER RITORY  RECE I VE  OR CAN THEY BE R E AS ON A B L Y  EXPECTED TO 
RECEIVE, D IR EC TLY OR INDIRECTLY, THE BE N EF I T OF BOROUGH 
G OV E RN M EN T W I TH O UT  C OM ME NSURATE  P R O P E R T Y  TAX CONTRIBUTIONS, 
W H ET H ER  BOROUGH SERVICES ARE R E N D E R E D  OR  RECE IV ED INSIDE OR 
OUT SI D E THE BOROUGH?

The Kodiak Island Borough has pr e se nt e d no evi d en c e that its 
peti ti on  sa ti sfies this standard. Lik ewise, the Depart me nt  is 
unaware of ci rcums t an c es  which apply in this situation.

G, 8. IS THE A N NE X A T I O N  OT H E RW I SE  N E C E S S A R Y  TO ACCOMPL IS H  A 
VA LI D  P U B LI C  PURPOSE?

The p e ti t i o n e r  has stated that it b e l i ev e s the Kodiak island 
Borough can not "control its des tiny* (based as it is on the 
c om m er c i a l  fishinj industry) w i t h o u t  e x p a n d i n g  its regional 
g e o g r a p h i c  base. This e x pansion  is n e c e s s a r y  be cause of the 
trend toward floating fish pro ce ssing, federal and state 
d e cisi on s ma de about the c o n t e s t e d  area w i t h ou t  regulatory 
input from tb Borough, and loss of local re venue which the 
area may so, .ewhat offset. The Bor o ug h  implies that the 
co mbined  impact of these c o n d i t i o n s  f or ms  a v alid public
purpos e of the action.

However, as stat ed in precedin g stan da r ds ,  as the situation 
ap plies to the KIB so it applie s to the p r o po s ed  Lake and
Pe ni n su l a Borough. That is, the l a t t e r  a r gu es  that it will 
need to: regulate and control d e v e l o p m e n t  and a t t e n d a n t  impacts 
of exis ting and a nticipa te d growth; avail itself of any 
po te n ti a l raw fish tax rev enues or p o t e n t i a l  fish sale tax 
revenues; and in fl ue nce federal land use and managem en t  
d e c i s i on s of so much of its territ o r y.  Thus, an equ a ll y  valid 
publ i c p u r p o s e  is served by the i n c l u s i o n  of this area within 
the prop os ed  Lake and P en in sula b o r o u g h  a9 w i th i n the Kodiak 
island Borough. In fact, given the r e l a t i v e  i mp or t a n c e  of this 

■ area in terms of po t en t ia l  revenue, i m p ac t on its r e g i o n’s 
residents  and in te r es t  in federal m a n a g e m e n t  decisio ns , it is 
the D e p a r t m e n t ' s  o p i n i o n  that on ly  in the a b s en c e of a Lake and 
Pe ni n su l a Bor o u gh  does a nn e xa t i o n  of the c o n t e s t e d  area by the 
KIB be co me  n e c e s s a r y  to a cc o mp l is h a v a l i d  p u b l i c  purpose,

B O R O U G H  I N C O R P O R A T I O N  S T A N D A R D S

The f o l l o w i n g  s t a n d a rd s  are those w h i c h  a p p l y  to the
i n c o r p o r a t i o n  of bo roughs. While  th ese s t a n d a r d s  are examined
with re ga rd  to the p r o p o s e d  La ke  and P e n i n s u l a  Bo ro ug h  under 
s e p a r a t e  cover, they l i k e w i s e  ap p ly  in the c as e  of p ropose d 
a n n e x a t i o n s .  In fact, it is m a n d a t o r y  that th ey be met in the 
c o ur s e of a s u c c e s s f u l  bor o ug h a n n e x a t i o n .  T h e r e f o r e ,  they are 
e x a m i n e d  below .



G. 9. IS THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH C A PA BL E  OF AND WILLING TO 
EXTEND AR E A WI DE  AND NON-AR EA WIDE S ERVI CE S TO THE AREA PROPOSED 
FOR AN NE X AT IO N ?

As indicated in section G.3. of this report, the need for
s ervice s in the area proposed for an nex a ti on  is limited. The
e x t e n s i o n  of areawide and n o n -a r ea wi d e services to this
t e r r i t or y wo ul d require little ex pe nd it u re  by the 3orough. The
KIB appea rs  willi ng  and capable of serving the co nt es te d area. 
Th erefore, the D e pa r tm e nt  agrees that on the merits of the
a n n e x a t i o n  only, this standard is satisfied.

G. 10, W O UL D  T HE P OP UL ATION WI TH I N  THE E X P A N D E D  BOUNDA R I ES  OF 
THE  B O RO U GH  R F’W I M  INTERRELATED AND I N T E G R A T E D  AS TO ITS
SOCIAL, CULTURA L,  AND ECONOMIC ACTIVI TI ES ?

The area p r op o s e d  for anne xa ti on is uni nh a bi t ed .  However, the 
KIB has c l a i m e d  that the social, c u lt u r a l  and economic
a c t i v i t i e s  of the popu la t io n  of the B o r o ug h  is tied to the area 
p r o po se d  for annexation. The D e p a r t m e n t  agrees that on the
m erits of the an n ex a t i o n  only, this st a nd ar d  is satisfied.

G. 11. W O U L D  TH E  P OP U LA T I O N  W I T H I N  THE E X P A N D E D  B OU ND A RI E S OF 
THE BOR O U GH  R E M A I N  LA RG E AND STAB LE  ENOUGH TO SUP P OR T BOROUGH 
GO VE R N M E N T ?

Again, since  the area pr op o se d  for a n n e x a t i o n  is uninhabited, 
the size and st a bi l i t y  of the B o r o u g h' s  p o p u l a t i o n  would not be 
a ff ec ted by the an ne xa tion. The D e p a r t m e n t  a grees  that on the 
meri ts of this a n n e x a t i o n  only, this s t a n d a r d  is satisfied.

G. 12. W O U L D  THE EXP AN D ED  B O U N D A R I E S  OF THE BORO U GH  C O N F O RM
G E N E R A L L Y  T O  THE N A TU R AL  G E O G R A P H Y  A ND S T I LL  INC LU D E ALL AREAS 
N E C E S S A R Y  FOR FU L L D E V E L O P M E N T  OF M U N I C I P A L  S E R V IC E S?

The p e t i t i o n e r  c o n t e nd s  that w i t h  this a nn ex ation, the 
Bo ro u gh ' s b o u n d a r i e s  w ou ld  fo ll ow  the na tural g e o g r a p h y  of the 
region. It i d e n t i f i e s  the A l e u t i a n  R a n g e  runn i ng  ea s t/ w es t  
along the p e n i n s u l a  as a natural d i v i de r  b e t w e e n  the rivers 
that empty  into She ii k of  Strait and th o se  that empty into 
Bristol Bay. The Bo ro u g h notes that thi s d r a i n a g e  patt er n 
uni tes the area wi t h the Kodiak i s la nd  B o r o u g h  as the islands' 
rivers l i k e w i s e  flow into S h e ii k of  St rai t. The D ep a rt m e n t  
agr ees th at  on the meri t s of this a n n e x a t i o n  only, this 
s t a n d a r d  is s a ti s f i e d .

G. 13. WOULD T HE EC ON OM Y OF TH E  E X P A N D E D  B O R O U G H  STILL 
IN CL U DE  T H E  HUHAN A N D  F I N A N C I A L  R E S O U R C E S  C A P A B L E  OF P R O V I D I N G  
M U N I C I P A L  S E R V I C E S ?

Again, b e c a u s e  there is no p o p u l a t i o n  c h a ng e , the an n ex a t i o n  
wo uld have no e f fe c t on the h u m a n  r e s o u r c e s  of the KIB. 
Like wise, it w o u l d  have no effect on the h u m a n  r e s o ur c es  of the 
p r o p o s e d  Lak e a nd p e n i n s u l a  Bo ro ugh. The D e p a r t m e n t  agre es  that 
on the m e r i t s  of this a n n e x a t i o n  only, this st a n da rd  is 
s at is fi ed .
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Section H.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I N T R O D U C T I O N

T h i s  s e c t i o n  of the re p o r t  s u m m a r i z e s  the f i n d i n g s  of the 
D e p a r t m e n t  w i t h  r e g a r d  to the p e t i t i o n  b e f o r e  the LBC, T h e s e  
f i n d i n g s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  as c o n c l u s i o n s .  T h e  c o n c l u s i o n s  are 
f o l l o w e d  by r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  to the LBC.

H. 1. D E P A R T M E N T  C O N C L U S I O N S

C l e a r l y ,  c l a i m s  to the c o n t e s t e d  a r e a  by the KIB and the 
p r o p o s e d  L a k e  and P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  are m e r i t o r i o u s  in their 
ow n  right. B o t h  g o v e r n m e n t s  a p p e a r  to m e e t  the s t a n d a r d s  for 
t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  a c t i o n s ?  b o t h  g o v e r n m e n t s  a p p e a r  to be c a p a b l e  
of s e r v i n g  the t e r r i t o r y ?  n e i t h e r  g o v e r n m e n t  w o u l d  be r e n d e r e d  
f i n a n c i a l l y  i n f e a s i b l e  if the t e r r i t o r y  w e r e  l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  the 
b o u n d a r i e s  of the o t h e r .  H o w e v e r ,  g i v e n  the f a c t  th a t  c l a i m s  
a r e  l a i d  to the sa m e  t e r r i t o r y  by t h e s e  two r e g i o n a l  
g o v e r n m e n t s  u n d e r  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  s t a t e d  h e r e i n ,  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  
f i n d s  t h a t  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  w e i g h t  of e v i d e n c e  s u p p o r t s  the 
p r o p o s e d  L a k e  and P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h ,  T h u s ,  it is the 
c o n c l u s i o n  of the D e p a r t m e n t  t h a t  the p r o p o s e d  La k e  and 
p e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  the c o n t e s t e d  a r e a  w i t h i n  its 
p r o p o s e d  b o u n d a r i e s .  H o w e v e r ,  b e c a u s e  of the l e g i t i m a c y  of the 
c l a i m s  on the pa r t  of b o t h  r e g i o n a l  g o v e r n m e n t s ,  it is a l s o  the 
c o n c l u s i o n  of the D e p a r t m e n t  t h a t  if t h e  L a k e  a n d  p e n i n s u l a  
r e g i o n  f a i l s  to i n c o r p o r a t e  as a b o r o u g h  d u r i n g  1989, t h e  L o c a l  
B o u n d a r y  C o m m i s s i o n  s h o u l d  f o r w a r d  a l e g i s l a t i v e  r e v i e w
a n n e x a t i o n  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  to the 2nd s e s s i o n  o f  the s i x t e e n t h  
S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  (to c o n v e n e  in 1990), t h a t  t h e  c o n t e s t e d  a r e a  
be a n n e x e d  to the K o d i a k  i s l a n d  B o r o u g h .

H. 2. D E P A R T M E N T  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

I. The L o c a l  B o u n d a r y  C o m m i s s i o n  a p p r o v e  the a n n e x a t i o n  of the 
S e m i d i  i s l a n d s  a n d  C h i r i k o f  I s l a n d  to t h e  K o d i a k  I s l a n d
B o r o u g h .  T h e  b o u n d a r i e s  of the K o d i a k  I s l a n d  B o r o u g h  w o u l d  
t h e n  r e a d  as f o l l o w s :

B e g i n n i n g  at 56® 16' 10" N o r t h  L a t i t u d e ,  157® 07* 40"
W e s t  L o n g i t u d e ,  t h e n c e ?  t h e n c e  - n o r t h e a s t e r l y  to a 
p o i n t  a t  56° 28' 00" N o r t h  L a t i t u d e ,  155® 12' 00"
w e s t  L o n g i t u d e  w h i c h  is the m i d - c h a n n e l  of S h e i i k o f  
S t r a i t ;  t h e n c e  c o n t i n u i n g  a l o n g  the m i d - c h a n n e l  of
S h e i i k o f  S t r a i t  to a p o i n t  at 58° 45* N o r t h  L a t i t u d e ?

t h e n c e  n o r t h e a s t e r l y  to a p o i n t  t h r e e  g e o g r a p h i c  
m i i e s  n o r t h e a s t e r l y  of the n o r t h w e s t e r n  p e n i n s u l a  of 
u s h a g a t  i s i a n d ?  t h e n c e  c o n t i n u i n g  a l o n g  a l i n e  t h a t  
is t h r e e  g e o g r a p h i c a l  m i l e s  n o r t h  of U s h a g a t ,  W e s t  
A m a t u i i  a n d  E a s t  A m a t u i i  I s l a n d s ?  t h e n c e  a l o n g  a l i n e  
t h a t  is t h r e e  g e o g r a p h i c a l  m i l e s  s e a w a r d  f r o m  the 
P a c i f i c  c o a s t  of S h u y a k ,  A f o g n a k ,  M a r m o t ,  s p r u c e ,



K o d iak, wo o d y ,  Ugak, S i t k a i i d a k ,  t w o  H e a d e d ,  Geese, 
S i t k i n a k  and C h i r i k o f  Islands; t h e n c e  a l o n g  a line 
t h a t  is t h r e e  geogra p h i c a l '  m i l e s  s o u t h  and w e s t  of 
the S e m i d i  Islands; th e n c e  n o r t h w e s t e r l y  to 56° 16'
10" N o r t h  L a t i t u d e ,  157° 07* 40" We s t  L o n g i t u d e ,  the 
p o i n t  of b e g i n n i n g .

W i t h  r e s p e c t  to the w ater areas, the b o u n d a r i e s  of 
the K o d i a k  I s l a n d  B o r o u g h  e x t e n d  to the l i m i t s  of the 
S t a t e ' s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  u n der AS 4 4 . 0 3 . 0 1 0 .

2. The L o c a l  B o u n d a r y  C o m m i s s i o n  a p p r o v e  i n c l u s i o n  of the 
c o n t e s t e d  a r e a  w i t h i n  the p r o p o s e d  b o u n d a r i e s  of the La k e  and 
P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h .  H o w e v e r ,  i n c l u s i o n  is c o n t i n g e n t  upon 
s u c c e s s f u l  b o r o u g h  i n c o r p o r a t i o n .  S h o u l d  the a r e a  r e m a i n  
u n i n c o r p o r a t e d  d u r i n g  1989, the c o n t e s t e d  a r e a  s h o u l d  
a u t o m a t i c a l l y  be r e c o m m e n d e d  for a n n e x a t i o n  to the k i b  an d  
p r e s e n t e d  for a p p r o v a l  to the 2nd s e s s i o n  of the 1 6 t h  s t a t e  
l e g i s l a t u r e .

-23-
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LAKE-5-PENINSULA-SCHOOLS TEL No. 907 246 4473 Feb 11.89 9:53 P.

T H E
LAKE AND PEN IN SU LA  

SC H O O L D IST R IC T
P.O. Box m  

King Salmon, Atoka 99613 
Phone (907) 246-4280

Date: F e b r u a r y  1 0 , 1989

To; HtetuUtsxt* u £  Lh«o A l auka Laylalatui'Q

From: F r a n k  Hill, p e t i t i o n e r *  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e
L a k e  a n d  P e n i n s u l a  H o m e  R u l e  B o r o u g h  '

T h e  p e t i t i o n e r s  for t h e  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Lake and 
P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  r e quest y o u r  s u p p o r t  in d i s a p p r o v i n g  t h e  
a n n e x a t i o n  p r o p o s e d  b y  t h e  K o d i a k  i s l a n d  Borough.

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  G e o r g e  J a c k o  Jr. h a s  i n t r o d u c e d  HJR23 which, 
if passed, w o u l d  d i s a p p r o v e  t h e  Local B o u n d a r y  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  
i n a p p r o p r i a t e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  for a n n e x a t i o n  of t e r r i t o r y  to 
t h e  K o d i a k  I s l a n d  Borough.

T h e  L a k e  a n d  P e n i n s u l a  area r e s i d e n c e  will v o t e  on t h e  
I n c o r p o r a t i o n  of a H o m e  R u l e  B o r o u g h  o n  A p r i l  11, 1989. M o s t  
of t h e  t e r r i t o r y  t h a t  K o d i a k  I s l a n d  B o r o u g h  will a n n e x  is 
w i t h i n  t h e  a r e a  p r o p o s e d  for i n c o r p o r a t i o n  b y  t h e  Lake and 
P e n i n s u l a  Borough.

P l e a s e  r e v i e w  t h e  a t t a c h e d  d o c u m e n t  w h i c h  b r i e f l y  list 
r e a s o n s  w h y  w e  b e l i e v e  t h e  K o d i a k  I s l a n d  B o r o u g h  a n n e x a t i o n  
n e e d s  t o  b e  d l s s a p r o v e d  b y  the A l a s k a  L e gislature.

T h a n k  y o u  i n  a d v a n c e  for y o u r  s u p p o r t  o n  R e p  J a c k o ' s  
r e s o l u t i o n  w h i c h  is c r i t l o a l  t o  b o r o u g h  f o r m a t i o n  in t h e  Lake
«i. i P s n i i w u l a  m vm i.

CVi/a riIk i>4y • CMgnih •  Hfglh •  fgJttglQ •  Mmy *  *  A / n rA e A m



T he L egislature Should Deny The Ann e x a t i o n  By Kodiak island 
B o r o u g h  for the Following Reasons:

I) T h e  m a j o r i t y  of t h e  areas p r o p o s e d  for annexation falls 
wi c n i n  x na B o r ders or xn« Laxu a n d  FMiiiiiMula k s a a .
3) Mandatory Borough formation propnaod hy h r : In th«
15th L egislature gave cause t o  t h i n k  about creating our own 
b o r o u g h  in the region. Als o  v h s n  Laks and Peninsula r e a a  
t e r r i t o r y  w a s  allowed to b e c o m e  a p a r t  of the Aleutians East
Ouruuylt q» XL war luwuryural.aU yavts CurLhai; cauaa to begin
t h e  p r o c e s e  of forming a b o r ough in the Lake and Peninsula 
region.
3) o n  M a r c h  30, 1968 The Represen t a t i v e s  of all the 
v i l l a g e s  w i t h i n  T h e  Lake a nd peninsula REA A  voted to request 
t h a t  T h e  Lake and Peninsula REA A  atudy the feasibility of a 
b o r o u g h  in ths region, and if found feasible, to file an 
i n c o r p o r a t i o n  p e t i t i o n  on t h e i r  behalf.
4) During Uiw orune 9, Xiss auhuul Sward MawLluy, XL* Lax*
a nd Pen i n s u l a  school Board a p p r o v e d  t he drafting of a 
p e t i t i o n  for ths i n c o rporation of The REA A  as a ho m e  rule 
borough.
5) T h e  Lak e  and Peninsula B o r ough Incorporation proposal 
d r a f t s  w e r e  s u bmitted to D C R A  in S e p t e m b e r  1968; copies of 
T h e  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  p r o p o s a l  w e r e  r e quested b y  Kodiak Island 
Borough.
6} K o d i a k  Island Borough (KIB) filed a proposal to annex 
t e r r i t o r y  o n  the A l a s k a  Peninsula and t he waters of Sheiikof 
s t r a i t  on O c t o b e r  13, 1988. The land area a n d  m u c h  of the 
w a t e r  ar e a  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  w i t h i n  T h e  Lake and Peninsula r e a a .
7) A  p e t i t i o n  t o  i ncorporate the e n t i r e  L a k e  and Peninsula 
r e a a  as a h o m e  rul e  b o r o u g h  was filed o n  Nove m b e r  10, 1988.
8) T h e  DCR A  c o m p l e t e d  a st u d y  of the two petitions, and 
c o n c l u d e d  tna t  wio con t e s t e d  area s h o u l d  he lucludwd wiUiiu 
t h e  p r o p o s e d  Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Borough. T h e  DCRA study 
r e c o m m e n d e d  tha t  the a n n e x a t i o n  p r o p o s a l  b y  K o d i a k  Island 
B o r o u g h  b e  denied.
9) T h e  lbc con d u c t e d  t e l e c o n f e r e n c e  h e a r i n g s  in with 
Kodiak, a n d  th r e e  co m m u n i t i e s  (Newhalen, Port Holden, and 
chignik) w i t h i n  t h e  a r e a  p r o p o s e d  for incorporation on 
D e c e m b e r  2, 2,  1988. T h e  h e a r i n g s  v e r s  h s l d  to rscsive 
t e s t i m o n y  o n  the K o d i a k  I s l a n d  B o r o u g h  Annexation, and The 
I n c o r p o r a t i o n  of L a k e  a n d  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  questions.
10) o n  D e c e m b e r  4, 1989, t h e  L BC hel d  a d e c i s i o n a l  meeting 
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  K o d i a k  A n n e x a t i o n  and L a k e  a n d  Peninsula 
B o r o u g h  I n c o r p o r a t i o n  issues. T h e  LBC a p p r o v e d  the KIB 
A n n e x a t i o n  p r o p o s a l  a nd t he i n c o r p o r a t i o n  p e t i t i o n  for the
Lake and Poninaula h»a« vule haraugh.
II) T h e  l b c  f a v ored a n  existing, v i a b l e  b o r o u g h  wit h  
a d d i t i o n a l  r e s o u r c e  e nd r e v e n u e  b a s e  o v e r  a p r o p o s e d  b o r o u g h  
t h a t  h a s  y e t  t o  p r o v e  its a c t u a l  e c o n o m i c  viability.
12) It la t h e  p o s i t i o n  of L a k e  a n d  P e n i n s u l a  that the area 
a l l o w e d  t o  b e  a n n e x e d  is n o n c o n t i g l o u s  t o  t h e  KIB. T h e  
c o n t e s t e d  a r e a  is s e p a r a t e d  fro m  t h e  K I B  by Federal Waters. 
l b c  r e g u l a t i o n s  (19 a a c  1 9.190 (b) (l) (2) ) do not allow
a n n e x a t i o n  o f  n o n c o n t i g u o u s  srese.
13) T h e  LBC m a d e  n o  f i n ding t h a t  t h a  c o n t e s t e d  area w as 
c o n t i g u o u s  t o  KIB.
14) T h e  r e s i d e n t s  of t he p r o p o s e d  Lake and peninsula 
b o r o u g h  v i e w  t h e  a n n e x a t i o n  b y  K I B  ae a d i s i n c e n t i v e  to 
i n c o r p o r a t i n g  t h e i r  own area d u e  t o  t h e  d i m i n i s h e d  economic 
v i a b i l i t y  c a u s e d  b y  the KIB a n n e x ation. We are c o nvinced 
t h a t  t h e  K o d i a k  a n n e x a t i o n  w i l l  j e o p a r d i z e  v o t e r  approval of 
b o r o u g h  f o r m a t i o n  in t h e  Lake and P e n i n s u l a  Area.

P e t i t i o n e r s
L a k e  and Peni n s u l a  B o r ough



February 7, 1989 
Box 762
Dillingham, Ak 99576

Sen. A1 Adams, Chairman
Senate Community and Regional Affairs Co mmittee 
Alaska State Legislature 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, AK 99811

Rep. Eileen Maclean, Chairman
House Com munity and Regional Affairs Committee
Alaska State Legislature
P.O. 3ox V
Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Local 3oundar y Commission - H 3 - 131# Kodiak Island Borough 
annexation, Lake and Peninsula inc orp o r a t i o n

Dear San. Adams and Rep. Maclaan:

I write to urge ycur committees to c o n s i d e r  a major 
overhaul of the Local Boundary C ommissio n proc ess for 
c o nsi dering borough i n c o r porat ions and ann exations. I also 
urgs you to put borough d ecisions on hold in the meantime, 
and more p a r t i c u l a r l y  to veto the Kodiak Island Borough 
annexa tion and, if possible, to remand the Lake and Peninsula 
decision to the LBC for further c o n s ideration .

As a D i l l i n g h a m  city councilman, an a t t o r n e y  employed by 
a Native a s s ociation,  and a former n e w s p a p e r  w riter In 
Bristol Bay I have c l o s e l y  sc rutinized the a b o v e - r e f e r e n c e d  
a c tio ns and also the 1987 Aleutians East i n c o r p o r a t i o n . In 
terms of s u b s t a n t i v e  a nalysis these three LBC d e c i s i o n s  are 
p r o b a b l y  the worst a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d e c i s i o n s  I have seen in 
ten years o f  legal practice.

While Rep, S h u l t z’s bill is a good s t a rting point, it 
does not go far enough. A m ajor problem  is that the 
s t a t u t o r y  and r e g u l a t o r y  standards, p r o b a b l y  i n a d e q u a t e  to 
b egin with, have been so loosened in a p p l i c a t i o n  that they no 
longer m e a n  anything. The LBC simply s u b s t i t u t e s  its own 
J udgement for the l e g a l l y - p r o m u l g a t e d  s t a n d a r d s  whenever  a 
c o n t e s t e d  issue arises, -with the result that its d e c i s i o n s  
are a r b i t r a r y  and inco nsistent.

The p r o c e s s  e n c o u r a g e s  l a n d - g r a b s  and r e s u l t s  in further 
c o n c e n t r a t i o n  o f  the tax case in the m o r e  p o l i t i c a l l y  
s ophis t i c a t e d ,  u r b a nized commun i t i e s  at the e x p e n s e  of 
villages. It also results in b o u n d a r i e s  that are irrati o n a l  
from a g e o g r a p h i c  ar.d d e m o g r a p h i c  p e r s p e c t i v e .  You simply 
cannot c arve up large regio ns of the state cn a f irst-come



first-served basis, requiring only minimal complia nce with 
weak standards, and hope to nave a fair and rational result.

The Kodiak Island Borough annexation. This annexation 
should be vetoed because it is bad public policy and because 
the LBC threw its standards to the winds to allow it.

The Kodiak borough was allowed to annex a large 
uninhabited portion of the Alaska Peninsu la and adjacent 
waters of the S h e l ikoff Strait that Lake and Pen also sought 
to incorporate. It should be borne in mind that Lake and Pen 
had only to meet the standards for i n c o r p o r a t i o n , while 
Kodiak had to meet those standards and the r eg ulatory 
standards for annexation.

The L B C’s rationale for giving the area to Kodiak 
instead of Lake and Per. seems to have been that the Sheli koff 
Strait is fished primarily by Kcdi ak-based fishermen and that 
taxes from that f i s h e r y  should, in fairness, go to Kodiak. 
While that may seem reasonable, no such standard is found in 
the statute cr the r e g u l a t i o n s . This i s  a prime example of 
the LBC substi t u t i n g  its own judgement of what "ought" to 
happen for the legall y - e s t a b l i s h e d  rules.

The Kcciak annex a t i o n  was granted under the L B C’s 
regulations g o v e rn ing "contiguous" annexations, under which 
it had to meet one of eight regu latory standards. However, a 
prelim i n a r y  issue r.ot even discussed in the d e c ision was 
whether the annexed territory is contig u o u s  to the original 
borough. By any c ommon sense d e f i n i t i o n  it is not con tiguous 
because it 13 separated from the original Kodiak Island 
Borough by feceral waters beyond i,he territorial limit of 
Alaska and will be a separate enclave.

Likewise, the eight regulatory  s t a n dards were not 
m e a n i n g f u l l y  applied. The L3C found that three of them were 
met, but not one of these findings wit hst a n d s  scrutiny, The 
LBC m e r e l y  accept ed the bare r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  of the 
petitioners without i ndependen t a n a l ysis or research - 
despite  D C R A’s s t a t u t o r y  duty to " i n v e s t i g a t e "  proposals.

There was no evidenc e of likely d e v e l o p m e n t  in the area 
which K o d i a k  could r e a l i s t i c a l l y  plan for or control, no 
evidence that m u n i c i p a l  services were needed and no evidenc e 
that the borough would provide any a d d i t i o n a l  se rvices in the 
area, which a fte r all is uninhabited.  In short, the only 
real reason for the a n n e x a t i o n  wa3 to p r o v i d e  the Kodiak 
borough an a d d i t i o n a l  revenue source, and that alone does not 
meet the legal standards should also be noted that most
of the reasons  m e  LBC bitad fcr a p p r o v i n g  the a n n e x a t i o n  
applied only :: tne wate rs :f She.likoff Strait  and not to the 
Alaska Peninsula.



From a public policy perspective one has to Question the 
wisdom of giving this revenue source to a borough with a 
relati vely vibrant economy and healthy tax base at the 
expense of nearby chr oni c a l l y  depressed villages with no tax 
Dase. K o d i a k  has numerous fisheries and is one o f  the 
commun i t i e s  directl y b e nefitting from the "Americanizatio n" 
of the North Pacific bottem fishery. It has year-round 
harbors and processing plants. The Lake Iliamna villages in 
contrast are almost solely dependent on the Bristol Bay 
salmon fishery, for which non- residents hold most permits. 
Thera are no processing plants. The typical village has only 
a few salmon permits and a handful of salaried jobs in the 
schools and local government. Unemployment is astronomical 
in the w i n ter months,

Cr.e would think it in the state's interest that such 
villages have access to nearby fisheries, if only through 
taxation. And perhaps the new borou gh could develo p programs 
enaoling its people to more d i r ec tly benefit frcrn the 
S h e l i k o f f  Strait fisheries.

The LSC's de cision itself found that the revenues from 
tni3 t e r r itory would be much more i m p o rtant to Lake and Pen 
than to Kodiak, although not critical to either, K o d i a k’s 
benefit would be negligible.

Lake and Peninsula i n c o r p o r a t i o n . This d e c i s i o n  should 
be helo open by whatever legal m e c h a n i s m  is avai lable to do 
so. For one thing, a veto of the Kodiak a n n e x a t i o n  will not 
alcr.e give Lake ar.d Pen the additional t e r r i t o r y  it sought, 
and deserves.

For another, the b o r o u g h rs n o r t h w e s t e r n  bour.uary was 
approved without adequ ate notice to n e i g h b o r i n g  c o mmuni ties 
in the Nusha g a k  drainage. In my view, the procedures used 
e f f e c t i v e l y  precluded any mea ningful o p p o r t u n i t y  to be heard 
oy r e s i d e n t s  of the adjacent area ard thereb y violated their 
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  rights of due process and equal protection.

S u b s t a n t i v e l y ,  the n o r t h w e s t e r n  b o u n d a r y  c l early 
vi o la tes the s t a t u t o r y  s tandards by f o l l o w i n g  l o n gitu danal 
llr.es r a t h e r  than natural g e o g raphy and s c e i o - e c o n o m i c  use 
patterns. 3y s l a s h i n g  a r b i t r a r i l y  a cros s the draina ges, it 
ai v i d e s  h i s t o r i c  (and logical; p l a n n i n g  units ar.d puts 
valuable s p a w n i n g  g r o un ds for the N u s h a g a k  salmon fishery in 
the new borough, it also places s u b s i s t e n c e  h u n t i n g  and 
fishing areas that N u s h a g a k  v i llage r e s i d e n t s  say are 
t r a d i t i o n a l l y  "theirs" in the Lake and Pen Borough.

D e p e n d i n g  in Lake Pen's evidence, of course, the 
b o u n d a r y  might  be moved in either d i r e c t i o n  if the legal 
s t a n dards  were applied. But t he n o r t h w e s t e r n  b o u n d a r y  was 
not even a d d r e s s e n  in the L B C ^ d e c i s i o n . and the LBC ref'usea
to grant recor.siueraticr, o: the d e c i s i o n  so that it c ould be

3.



Another reason for overturning  this decis ion is the 
speed with which it was made (24 days). This did not allow 
suffic ient investigation and evaluation of the proposal by 
DCHA and the LBC, much less by the public. Many residents of 
the region believe one borough encom passing all of Bristol 
Bay would be a better choice. DCRA has been asked to study 
this p o s s i o i l i t y  but has not done so.

In conclusion, the LBC process and the statutory 
standards for incorporation should be modified to ensure that 
boundaries are made on sound planning principles. Natural 
geography, traditional use patterns, and existing 
land-p l a n n i n g  units should be emphasised in unpopulated 
areas. At the very least, if d e c i sion s are goir.g to be made 
or. the basis of "who should get the revenues," the 
legisl a t u r e  and not the LBC should estab l i s h  the policies for 
m akin g that choice, I would think the state would want to 
spread out the tax base as much a3 possible.

The stan dards and procedures should also be modified to 
give the i n t e rests of c o mmunitie s outside proposed b ound aries 
equal c o n s i d e r a t i o n  and to ensure that regions are looked at 
as whole.

The L 3 C ’s analysi s would be improved if neutral hearing 
o f f icers conduc ted the h e a r i n g s  and made recommende d 
decisions, and if DCRA's investig ative and technical 
assist a n c e  roles were clea rly separated and performed by 
different people. O C H A’s i n v est igative d u t y  should be more 
cl early spelled out so that d e c i s i o n s  are based on facts and 
ex p e rtise r ather than the superficial r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  of 
these pushing a proposal. Right now, the whole petitioning 
process is little more than a word game.

Sincerely,

Bruce B. Baltar

cc Sen. Z h a r o f f  
Sen. B i n k l e y  
Hep. Jacko 
Hep. H o f f m a n  
Hep. M. Davis 
Hep. S c h u l t z



FROM: COMMENTS ON LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION PROCESS BY: BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOC.

B . A n n e x a t i o n .

There are no statutory standards for annexation. The
LBC by regulation (19 AAC 10.190) has set up separate
standards for the annexation of contiguous territory and of 
n on-contiguous territory. The latter, for obvious reasons, 
is much more stringent.

1. Definition of " C o nti guous.”

The LBC recently approved the annexation of a large area 
on the Alaska Peninsula to the Kooiak Island Borough under
its standards for annexation of contiguou s territory. The
annexed area is separated from the Kodiak Island Borough by 
S h e l ikoff  Strait, the center of which for its entire course 
is federal water beyond the territorial limit of Alaska. The 
LBC rejected Lake and Pen's competing claim for the same 
territory.

Neither the LBC decision nor its staff report discuss 
the crucial p relim inary issue of whether the annexed 
territory is c ontiguous to the original Kodiak Island 
Borough. Under a dictio n a r y  or common sense definition, it 
surely is not contiguous. However, contiguous is defined at 
19 AAC 10.840(4) "as territory which is i mmediately adjacent 
to or which is separated only by natural or artificial 
barriers which do not disrupt or impede the supplying or 
receiving of municipal services."

The problem with that definition, as apparently 
construed by the LBC in the Kodiak decision, is that the 
exception s wallows the rule. Boroughs provide very few 
municipal se rvices in roadless, unpopulated areas, and those 
services they do provide (i.e., planning) are not hampered by 
geographic barriers. If the Alaska Peninsula is "contiguous" 
to Kodiak  Island despite the jur isdictional  barrier of 
federal waters, it is difficult to c o n ceive of any roadless, 
s parsely populated area of the state that is not contiguous 
to any other area. An ocean, another borough, a mountain 
range, or 500 miles of land are just barriers which do not 
"disrupt or impede" borough services when those services are 
almost n o n - e x i s t e n t  to begin with.

The d e f i n i t i o n  of contig u o u s  in 19 AAC 10.840(4) could 
be salvage d if the LBC were to c o n stru e it more c l o sely to 
the d i c t i o n a r y  definition. But following the Kodiak 
decision, there is no longer a d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een contiguous  
and n o n - c o n t i g u o u s  lands for purposes of borough annexations, 
and the whole frame w o r k  of 19 AAC 10.190 is undermined.



Eight standards are set forth in 19 AAC 10.190(a) for 
annexation of contiguous territory. Only one of these 
standards must be met for the annexation to be approved. In 
addition, the annexation must meet the four statutory 
standards for borough incorporation of AS 29.05.031.

Some of the eight standards of 10.190(a) are relatively 
straight-forward and easy to apply, i.e. whether the land is 
totally surrounded by the borough or wholly owned by the 
borough. Others, however, have been so watered down by the 
LBC that virtually any proposal will meet them. Such 
standards are meaningless.

The problem can best be illustrated by reference to an 
LBC decision. In the Kodiak decision the LBC found that 
three of the regulatory standards for annexation were met, 
those of 19 AAC 1 0 . 1 9 0 ( a ) ( 3 ) ,(4) and (8).

(a) Application of 10.190(a)(3)

The LBC found that the Kodiak annexation met the third 
r e g u l a t o r y  standard: "the territory is in need of municipal 
services which the organized borough can provide more 
e f f i c i e n t l y  than another m u n i c i p a l i t y  or the state." 
Specifically, the LBC found that the area was in need of 
"planning, economic development and solid waste collection 
and dis posal which can best be provided by the Kodiak Island 
Borough."

This ruling is particularly suprising since earlier in 
the d e c ision the LBC said: "The contested area is 
uninhabited. Therefore, the need for services in that area 
is g r e atly limited."

In regard to "planning," the area consists almost 
e n t i r e l y  of state and federal land (with some subsurface 
rights owned by a Native regional c o r p o r a t i o n ) . Coastal 
manag e m e n t  and s tate and federal land use plans are already 
in place and could not easily be c h anged by a borough, nor 
did Kodiak i n d i c a t e  it would try to do so. The decision 
offered no e x p l a n a t i o n  at all of h o w  planning services would 
be improved; a r g u a b l y  planning services could suffer due to 
the d i s m e m b e r m e n t  of the CRSA.

The "economic develo pment" c o n s i s t e d  of "salmon 
e n h a n c e m e n t  projects" which were never identified in the 
decision, the DCRA report, or testimony. Worse, there was no 
finding or e v i d e n c e  that salmon e nhan cement is actually 
needed, which would be n e c e ssary to meet the standard. 
Moreover, g iven e x c l u s i v e  federal ju risd i c t i o n  on federal 
lands and A D F & G’s a u t h o r i t y  over fish stocks, it is doubtful 
that any such b o r o u g h - s p o n s e r e d  project is feasible. (The _  
LBC d e c i s i o n  did not d i scus s the legal o b s t acl es to it.)

2. Standards for contiguous annexations.



As for "solid waste collection and disposal," the 
opinion discussed fisheries-related waste disposal in the 
City of Kodiak and at the B o r o u g h’s landfill on Kodiak 
Island. It did not find that such services were needed 
within the annexed area. Indeed, there was no discussion of 
such services within the annexed area and the Kodiak Borough 
did not indicate it would extend such services into the area.

Since there is no population to be served and since 
planning services are already in place, it is apparent that 
the LBC bent over backwards to find this standard met. It is 
quite difficult to conceive of any area in the state which 
would not meet it as applied.

(b) Application of 10.190(a)(4)

The LBC also found the fourth standard met, that "there 
is a reasonable likelihood that future growth and development 
will occur within the territory considered for annexation and 
that annexation of that territory will enable the borough to 
plan for and control that development."

The LBC cited testimony from Kodiak officials that 
"there is potential for development of mineral, oil and gas 
and fishing activities in the area considered for 
annexation." The specific examples cited were the federal 
oil and gas lease sale scheduled for 1990, "likely" growth in 
the number of o f f s h o r e  processors, and Kodiak's complaint it 
hadn't been consulted on federal land use plans.

One problem with this analysis is that both the federal 
lease sale and the growth of offshore processors apply only 
to the waters and not to the annexed territory on the Alaska 
Peninsula. Indeed, the federal lease sale will occur by 
defini tion o u tsid e of state and borough jurisdiction. 
Likewise, there was no discuss ion of how the borough could 
plan for and control the growth of offshore processors, a 
process that (if true) will likely occur outside the boundary 
of the state. The r e f e rence to federal land use plans is a 
non sequiter, i rrelevent to the issue o f  whether there is a 
reasonabl e likeliho od of growth and development.

There was no finding of fact and n o 'evidence of any 
projected sho reside devel o p m e n t  in that part of the Alaska 
Peninsula. No land disposals, no miner al discoveries , no 
d e vel opment of c a n n e r i e s  or other fishery-related 
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  were indicated. The LBC did not even look 
behind the federal lease sale to find if oil is a c t ually  
expected to be disco v e r e d .  (In fact, the Sheliko ff Strait is 
not consid e r e d  a good oil prospect and the lease sale has 
ge n e rated little inter e s t e d  by the oil industry.)



A better interpretation of this standard would apply it 
to areas experiencing specific, identifiable development that 
distinquishes them from the unorganized borough in general, 
or in which such development is planned. Examples would 
include rapid population growth or industrial or mineral 
development such as the Red Dog Mine. To extend the standard 
to areas such as the south side of the Alaska Peninsula, 
which at most is experiencing slow incremental development no 
different in scope from that in any other unpopulated area, 
is to render the standard meaningless.

(c) Application of 10.190(a)(8)

The LBC also concluded that the eighth standard was met, 
that "the annexation is otherwise necessary to accomplish a 
valid public purpose." The decision refers to the growth of 
offshore fish processors which are replacing shore-based 
processors, thereby diminishing local employment and 
depriving municipal governments of r a w  fish taxes. It 
concludes: "Annexation of the area in question would
mitigate these negative effects."

This again is co mpletely irrelevant as applied to the 
annexed land on the Alao«<a Peninsula. Even in regard to the 
waters it is di fficult to see how annexation to the borough 
could curtail the growth of offshore processors, or confine 
them to the three- mile limit. Although the annexation may 
give Kodiak more raw fish tax revenues simply by increasing 
the area in which it collects them, if that is all the 
standard means then raising revenue alone becomes a "valid 
public purpose" sufficient to justify annexation.

I . Procedural Problems

A. T i m e f r a m e .

The t imeframe used by the LBC to reach borough decisions 
precludes rational d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  and may in itself violate 
c o n s t itut ional s t a n da rds of due process. The Aleutian's East 
process took just two m o n t h s  from the filing of the petition 
to the d ecision al m e et ing (May 7 - July 8, 1987). The Kodiak 
process took just over seven weeks (Oct. 14 - Dec. 4, 1988), 
and the Lake and Pen process lasted just three and one-h alf 
weeks (Nov. 10 - Dec. 4, 1988). It is i n c o n c e i v a b l e  that all 
factors relevant in a p p l y i n g  all the standards to all the 
bounda r i e s  can be a d e q u a t e l y  weighed in those time frames.

DCRA is under s t a t u t o r y  duty to investigate borough 
proposals. AS 29.05.080. Some indication of the depth of 
i n v e stiga tion which should be required may be found in the _



legislation which authorizes DCRA to contract for borough 
studies and allows up to three years for completion of the 
studies. AS 44.47.730. Nowhere near that depth of analysis 
was given to any of the Bristol Bay proposals.

It is equally impossible for an opponent of a borough 
proposal to adequately  respond in the time allowed. The 
borough petitioners have months or years to prepare the 
proposal, and an adequate response would require considerable 
marshalling of facts, evidence and legal arguments. The 
LEC's own regulations call for "answering briefs" to be filed 
(19 AAC 10.390), but no time is provided to prepare them, 
especially consideri ng that the governing bodies of cities 
and most other organiza tions are not in continuous session 
and need time to react.

Ironically, the LBC has no legal deadline for 
considering borough petitions. It rushes decisions only as a 
matter of policy. (Deadlines come into play only after the 
LBC's public hearing. And, in practice, the LBC doesn't take 
as long as those d e a d lines allow.)

B . N o t i c e .

1. Outside the boundary.

One major flaw with the regulations governing notice and 
public hearings is that as interpreted they don't recognize 
the rights of those outside of proposed boundaries.

AAC 10.370(a) requires that the petition be served 
directly on "every m u n i c i p a l i t y  in or adjoining the 
territory." In the unorganized borough, of course, municipal 
boundaries r arely meet. The only interpr etation of this 
regulation that m a k e s  sense in the unorganized borough is to 
apply it to c o m m u n i t i e s  in the adjoining geographi cal area. 
The regulation should also be expanded to include 
u nincorporated commun i t i e s .

The LBC, however, and its staff interpret it to require 
direct notice o n l y  to m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  with a common legal 
b oundary with the n e w  borough. As a result, in the Lake and 
Pen process v i l lages in the N u s hagak drainage  did not receive 
direct notice of the Lake and Pen proposal, and at the time 
the decision was made DCRA's m a iling list did not include one 
village or v i l lage c o r p o r a t i o n  on the western side of 
boundary. Nor did it include BBNA or the Southwest Region 
School District - even though the latter would lose one of 
its villages to the proposal.
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Egegik, Alaska 9 9 5 7 9

Dan Buckworst October 1A ,1988

Coinunity and Regional Affairs 
949 E. 36th Avenue 
Anchorage, glaska 99508

Dear Sir,

We listened to the teleconferance on October 11th 1988 concerning 
Kodiak anexing the east peninsula coast and the Chignik fishing 
grounds. We are opposed to this annexation for the Following reasons.

1. This area includes our old village of Kanatux, No one lives 
there in the winter now. but in the summer it is still used as a camping 
sight for people from Egegikj And some dav m a v  be a town ? . .  This 
area also includes the Federal Becharoff refuge. Which :: - / b e c a m e  part 
of a Bourough ourselves we will want because of the Tourist Hunting
and mineral potentials it holds. The people of Kodiak have never lived 
in this area so they have no right to this land as ground base or 
economic base. It should be part of the Lake and Peninsula Bourough 
when Formed soon.

2. The Kodiak Island Borough should not be allow ed to tftke at 
communities Fishing area w i t h  out taking also the City itsefcf,/that will 
rob Chignik?for future potenci al revnue for the Lake and Peninsula 
Borough when Formed.

3. We want the p o t e ntia l reve nue producing Land and water in 
our area to remain ours. Not be divided up b e t ween  other districts 
that are not even conected to us by any land basej or historical 
conection.

4. The Communities in the Lake and Pe ninsula'are striving w> 
form our own Borough and should be allowed the time to vote on it*
before you chop it up and give it away to other boroughs. We as a 
community are not opposed to being part of a Borough, But we have 
just found out that we n eed to form our own in the last 6 months 
and C o m m uni ty and R e g ional affairs is presently in the process of 
doing a study to help us form our own Borough at this time. So 
we do not think you s nould a llow K odiak to have what we are asking 
for also.

Sincerely,

Richard E.Deigh, President
c c : Local Boundry C o m m i s i o n

Chow T a y l o r , C o m & R e g . D i l l i n g h a m  
Lake and Pen insula S c h o o l  District



E g e g i k  i Q p r o v e m e n t  C o r p o r a t i o n
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Egegik, Alaska 9 9 5 7 9

C. Bettisworth, Chairman

Local Boundry Commission 
State of Alaska
Community and Regional Affairs 
949 E. 36th
Anchorage, Alaska 99508 

Dear Mr Bettisworth;

October 30,1988

NOV r, 1933

Dept, of C o m m .  &  Reg. Affairs 

Div. of Municipal &  Reg. Asst.

RE: Annexation Petition, Kodiak Island Borough

The Egegik Council is hereby on record in opposition to the Petition by Kodiak 
Island Borough to annex land on the Alaskan Peninsula.

Page 8 of the petition states that the Kodiak Island Borough is linked to the Alaskan 
Peninsula by long standing cultural and economic ties. Egegik Village Council goes' 
on record to refute that statement. The Alaska Peninsula area that is in question 
has more ties to this Community than to Kodiak Island Borough. The Village of 
Kanatuk, which is now abandoned had residents whc came to Egegik to fish in the 
summer and returned to Kanatuk in the winter. When the children were require to 
attend school they moved to Egegik perminantly. When mail is forwarded to Kanatuk 
it is sent to Egegik not Kodiak. If there are any ties to the region ia,que.^tion, 
it is with Egegik. In point of fact, the remaining decendants of Kanatuk*s 
people reside here in Egegik, when not employed elsewhere, and still have fishing 
permits for Bristol Bay not Kodiak.'

Page 9 of the petition states that the social and kinship links appear greater between 
South Kodiak Island Villages and the Alaskan Peninsula. Our question here and it 
should be yours, is how'can there be any social and kinship links where there are 
no people? You have to have a society and a community to do that.

The petition also states thet th^fsfejor users of the area in question are Kodiafc 
residents. The people of the VilSagarfff Kgeglk use that portion of the Alaskan 
Peninsula also for camping, da*, digging, and bmtingfejji*C*..are also many 
Professional Guides baaed out of-King Salmon, Egegik^ and Pilot Point.^Other communities 
on the Peninsula use the area in question for hunting and fishing. The people 
of Chignik also use some of this area for commercial fishing.

Page 12 5th paragraph, 1st sentence, states that the Kodiak Island Borough would 
be able' to influence planning and decision making for the area in question. 
E g e g i k ^ i o e j M ^ S g H ^ ^ i S B B i m e n t  150 miles away making decisions on land that vet
use and sftS£90BHiHSB. True, the Regional Corporation does have land selections 
on the Alaskan Peninsula, but that was because there was no other land that could 
be allocated on Kodiak Island. Socially and culturally, the people had closer ties 
with the former people of the region in question, through the now abandoned village 
of Kanatuk.

Page 15 of the petition under standard 3, states that the territory is in need of 
municipal services which the twrgunized borough can provide more efficiently than 
another municipality. The question you need to ask is what services and to vhof 
The petition states on page 9, 5th parsgraph, that the Kodiak Island Borough is



not proposing to annex a ^ o f  ttie established villages or cities on the Alaska ,'“7-*? 
Peninsula. How can the borough provide a municipal service when there is no 
municipality to provide it to in the area in question. ' •

Page 16, standard 4, 3rd paragraph states that there is mineral potential in the 
area. ^ ^ ^ Q t a ^ B R j ^ ^ p c i l ' s  position that if mineral development take place ft 
should be ate3 from a government based on the Alaskan Peninsula,
not the The rationale here ia that the Kodiak Island Borough
is 150 miles^»e«fs8fia,',tflF'p"eople of Egegik would have no influence on policy# 
decisions in the area in question*.

Page 17, 3rd paragraph, 2ndisentence once again states thet the Kodidk Island 
resident? are the primary user .5 of the area. A check with the State of Alaska'
Guide Licensing and Control Board, shows that 30 use the approximate area, baced 
out of King Salmon «lone, as well as residents from the other communities on the 
Alaska Peninsula’.

Page 17, States that the welfare, health and safety of the residents of the -
organized borough i.s endangered by conditions existing, on development in the territory 
and annexation will enable the organized borough to remove or relieve those 
conditions. IJe don't know what kind of dangers Kodiak has but we do not want their 
problems tran3fered to land close to us and how can giving them land 
help them get rid of whatever dangers they may have? Kodiak Island Borough . In­
states that it would provide land use regulations that provide for orderly ,1V
growth in the area. Your question should be what orderly growth of the area •
and for what purpose? No one to my Knowledge actually lives in the area in Question ’ 
and the Dept, of Fish and Game already handles the Hunting and Fishing Regulations. '

Page 19, Standard 4, states that at least 1,000 people are located within the area.
Of course Kodiak Island has 17,000 people, but there are no people and no re­
organized communities in the area that they purpose to annex. It is assumed that . . •
the area stated here is the area in question, namely the land mass of the A]aska *.
Peninsula that Kodiak wants to annex. For the record there are not 1,000 people 
residing in the area unless you count the caribou'. . -r.

Page 19, Standard 5, refers to a regional education attendance area and educational 
services. The Kodiak Island Borough proposes to provide educational services should any 
new comnunities be created * Let it be pointed out that the area in question is already 
in the jurisdiction of the Lake and Peninsula Regional Education Attendance Area. *
The statement that Lake and Peninsula does not provide education services in the 
area in question is true only because there'.snnooonei therei to> receive^ them.

Regarding the specific Requiements of AS29.05.031 (a) (Formorly A.3.29.18.030):
Standard 1 refers to the population of the area being interrelated, etc. The area 
in question, Alaskan Peninsula has no population per se.(Alaskan Peninsula Exhibit 2, 
page 26 Annexation Petition) ' .

Standard 2 , page 20, refers to the boundaries of the proposed borcugh conforming to 
generally natural geogrv-phy. It is suggested that the Kodiak Island Borough restrict 
its boundaries to the natural geography outlined by its name, Kodiak Island Borough.

Page 20, standard 3, should refer to the area in question, not the existing borough.
Here again it is stated that the Borough can provide municipal services to the annexed 
area. What municipal services can the Borough provide to the Alaskan Peninsula when 
there is no one residing in the area? How can the Kodiak Island Borough propose to 
provide services on the one hand and propose not to include the established villages 
in the other hand? , *



Page 21, standard 3, refers to Transportation Facilities, it is ' 'V.5S
n n m m n n ^  f i n e  i n  r% V\rn*Aiifth K o  1 i nlrarl K\r a n  a e h a K I  i* * t-HGL thfi . ̂  k

not
communities in a borough be linked by an established daily system which d 
exist to the region from Kodiak. The nearest transportation link to KodialTis *• •*
Chignik and it is proposed not to be includeddin the annexation. It is stated that
the area in question has a current transportation system with Kodiak, (this simply ' '.■?* 
is not true_ and has the capability of providing increased service. How can -Vs*?}*.'
transportation increase when there is no one residing in the area now? • -\v

Finally, in referance to the new regulations [ 19 AAC 1U.835. (d)l and the standards • 
followed by the Local Boundry Commission:
Standand 1 : states that again the Kodiak Island Enough is better able to provide • 
services to the Alaskan Peninsula. How can the borough offer services but not include 
established villages? (9, 5th paragraph. Annexation Petition, Kodiak Island Borough)
Again there's the statement that the area in question, (Alaska Peninsula) is ■ '
predorainently used by current Kodiak Island Borough residents. Egegik Council disagrees 
that they use it more than we do . The area in question is used by over Ik professional 
guides and all local residents at one time or another -and the people of Chignik 
corimercial fish there every year. The area is used by all the people of the Alaska 
Peninsula for hunting or fishing. Finally the Village of Egegik does not beleive 
that Kodiak Island Borough meets, or exceeds the standards required for Annexation, •. 
especially that area that includes the Alaskan Peninsula. • .« , . .. '

V. '
: Sincerely, •. ■ • ."*• : v'

.if

Richard E. Deigb, President

REFER TO KODIAK ISLAND ANEXA1I0N PETITION 
DATED OCTOBER 13,1988, FOR INFORMATION

cc: Pilot point Village Council 
Ugashik Village Council
Frank Hill, Superintendant, Lake and Peninsula School District 
Sue Flensburg, Bristol Bay Coastal Resourse Service Area 
Bristol Bay Times and Dutch Harbor Fisnerman 
David Hoffman, Commissioner, DCRA 
Anchorage Dailey News 
Senator Fred Zharoff 

, Jim Clark, Bristol Bay Borough
K. Jerome Selby, Kodiak Island Borough 
Borough Post, Naknek •
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( l b c  r e c o m m e n d a t io n  t o  t h e  f i r s t  s e ss io n ^
r  ^  OF THE SIXTEENTH STATE LEGISLATURE j  \

ANNEXATION TO THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ANNEXATION j

On October 14,1988, under the provisions of A S  29.06.040(b), the Kodiak Island Borough 
submitted a petition for annexation of approximately 12,825 square miles. The territory 
was comprised of approximately 2,130 square miles of land and approximately 10,695 
square miles of water. j

On November 10,1988, voters in the adjacent Lake and Peninsula REAA petitioned for 
the incorporation of a home rule borough encompassing an estimated 26,675 square 
miles of land and waters offshore. Nearly all of the estimated 2,130 square miles of land 
and much of the waters sought for annexation by the Kodiak Island Borough were also 
included in the area proposed for incorporation. j

On December 2,3 and 4,1988, a series of public hearings were scheduled to be held by 
the Commission in the communities of Kodiak, Iliamna, Port Heiden and Chignik Bay 
concerning the proposed borough incorporation and the proposed annexation of a 
portion of the same territory to the Kodiak Island Borough. Weather and technical 
problems at two airports however, forced the Commission to conduct these meetings 
via teleconference from Anchorage with all communities scheduled for hearings.

A decisional session was held December 4,1988 in Anchorage. The four participating 
Commission members voted 3 to 1 to approve the annexation petition with amended 
boundaries. The amended boundaries resulted in exclusion of that portion of the 
Alaska Peninsula and waters offshore lying southwest of Cape Kilokak. The area 
approved for annexation consists of that portion of the Alaska Peninsula which drains 
into the mainland district of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game Kodiak Area 
Salmon District (Cape Douglas to Cape Kilokak), Chirikof Island, the Semidi Islands 
and the waters offshore of these lands (see Exhibit A). Much of the water area is 
presently outside the boundaries of the State (and thus the potential jurisdiction of the 
Borough). However, Borough officials anticipate that actions contemplated by the 
federal government may extend the jurisdiction of the State and the Borough in this 
area.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

In arriving at its findings, the LBC has considered documents and evidence including 
but not limited to, the petition for annexation, accompanying brief, the report and rec­
ommendation of the Department, and oral, testimony provided during the series of 
public hearings on December 2, 3 and 4. Because of the competing nature of the 
annexation petition from the Kodiak Island Borough and the borough incorporation

V     _____________



petition from the Lake and Peninsula area, the findings of fact and conclusions of law 
listed below include consideration of the competing petition standards as well as other 
standards for annexation and incorporation. For the sake of expediency, only those 
standards satisfied by each petition are discussed. If the standard is not mentioned, it 
may be assumed that it was not met.

I. Under competing petitions standards, it is appropriate that those lands on the 
Alaska Peninsula which drain into Sheiikof Strait and the Pacific Ocean from the 
Kenai Peninsula Borough boundaries to Cape Kilokak and the waters offshore be 
included within the Kodiak Island Borough rather than the proposed Lake and 
Peninsula Borough. (

a. Ability to Serve the Terri torv in Question

The proposed Lake and Peninsula Borough would initially exercise only the powers of 
education, planning and tax collection. As the need arose, the Borough could assume 
other powers. The Kodiak Island Borough currently exercises (on an areawide or non- 
areawide basis), the powers of solid waste collection and disposal and economic devel­
opment along with other required and discretionary powers.

The territory in question is unpopulated, therefore the need for services is greatly I 
limited. Both the Kodiak Island Borough and the proposed Lake and Peninsula 
Borough would have the capacity to provide the required degree of planning, land use 
regulation and tax collection and assessment.

However, the Kodiak Island Borough exercises the power of economic development by 
engaging in commercial salmon enhancement activities within its boundaries. It is 
estimated that 67 salmon streams exist in that portion of the Alaska Peninsula which 
drains into the Alaska Department of Fish and Game Kodiak Area Salmon District 
(within the contested area). Commercial harvests of salmon, herring, bottomfish and 
shrimp in this district are carried out predominantly by residents of the Kodiak Island 
Borough. It is unlikely that the Lake and Peninsula Borough would spend funds for 
salmon enhancement for the principal benefit of residents of an adjacent borough if this 
area were included within its boundaries.

Further, the Kodiak Island Borough provides solid waste collection and disposal within 
the City of Kodiak and the area outside of all other cities in the borough. The Borough 
anticipates expansion of this service as a result of recently enacted federal legislation 
known as MARPOL which was effective December 31,1988.

Given the service needs relating to economic development and solid waste collection 
and disposal, the Commission found that the Kodiak Island Borough would be better 
able to serve that portion of the Peninsula which drains into the Kodiak Area Salmon

\  - ______________

__________( l b c  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  t o  t h e  f i r s t  s e s s io n ^ _______________
f  ^  OF THE SIXTEENTH STATE LEGISLATURE j  'N



District and the waters offshore.

b. Importance of the Region to the Financial Viability of each Competing Entity

The contested area offers relatively little to either municipality in revenue- from the 
State Business Fisheries Tax. Fish processing may occur on floating bottomfish catcher/ 
processors, many of whom operate outside of the jurisdiction of the State. Thus the 
potential for revenues to either borough from the State Business Fisheries Tax from this 
activity would be limited.

The contested area is estimated by the Kodiak Island Borough to have a taxable value 
of $5,110,000. That value represents approximately 1.2% of the total value of taxable 
property within the Kodiak Island Borough. Given the current levy of ad valorem taxes, 
the Kodiak Island Borough would generate $22,995 in revenues from the entire area 
proposed for annexation. However, the portion of the area proposed for annexation 
consisting of the land on the Peninsula which drains into the Kodiak Area Salmon 
District is reported to be owned almost entirely by the State and Federal governments. 
It is believed that the Koniag Regional Corporation owns limited oil and gas subsurface 
rights in the area around Wide Bay. The value of those rights, if any, is undetermined. 
As such, the particular area in question has virtually no taxable value and would 
provide the Kodiak Island Borough with no opportunity to generate property tax 
revenues. The contested area represents an estimated 15.9% of the total property value 
within the Lake and Peninsula Borough. However, that prospective borough does not 
propose to levy a property tax. Therefore, the area means no loss in potential ad valorem 
taxes to the prospective Lake and Peninsula Borough.

The potential for revenues from a municipal sales and use tax on commercial fishing in 
the contested area is more significant to the proposed Lake and Peninsula Borough than 
to the Kodiak Island borough. Currently the Kodiak Island Borough levies no sales tax. 
The proposed Lake and Peninsula Borough will levy a 1% sales and use tax. Although 
the precise structure of the proposed sales and use tax is unknown at this time, the tax 
could be levied at the point of sale of the fish as currently implemented by at least one 
other borough in the state. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game in Kodiak has 
reported that the 1988 value of salmon caught for the mainland of the Kodiak Manage­
ment Area (from Cape Douglas to Cape Kilokak) was $13,938,400. Noting that this was 
an unusually large catch (30% - 50% higher than the average poundage for the area) with 
record prices, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs conservatively 
estimated the value of the annual harvest of salmon in the area at $6,000,000. Since the 
Kodiak Island Borough levies no sales and use tax, these fish offer no sales or use tax 
revenues to it. However, since the Lake and Peninsula Borough will levy a 1% sales and 
use tax, these salmon represent a potential $60,000 in annual revenues to the new 
Borough. That amount represents 6.9% of the total local revenues for the Lake and

(LBC RECOMMENDATION TO THE FIRST SESSION^
" ^  OF THE SIXTEENTH STATE LEGISLATURE J



Peninsula Borough. However, in relative terms of total revenues (local, state and 
federal), the $60,000 amounts to only 0.8% of the income anticipated by the Borough in 
FY 92.

In relative terms, the territory is more important to the financial viability of the Lake and 
Peninsula Borough than it is to the Kodiak Island Borough. The potential revenues 
generated within the area represent 6.9% of the locally generated revenues of the Lake 
and Peninsula Borough and only 1.2% (0% in the area which drains into the Kodiak Area 
Salmon District) of the locally generated revenues of the Kodiak Island Borough.

However, in absolute terms the importance of the contested area to the financial 
viability of each of the competing entities is much different. At most, there would be an 
estimated annual loss of $60,000 to the Lake and Peninsula Borough if the area were 
included within the Kodiak Island Borough. The loss to the Kodiak Island Borough 
would represent a maximum annual loss of $22,995. The loss of such funds to either 
entity would not render either one infeasible. Therefore, while the Commission found 
that in relative terms the area is more important financially to the Lake and Peninsula 
Borough, the level of funding involved is so small (less than 1% of the projected FY 92 
budget of the Lake and Peninsula Borough) that this factor was given minimal 
consideration in judging the competing interests.

c. Satisfaction of Standards for Annexation and Incorporation.

Of the many standards which apply to incorporation and annexation proposals, the 
principal ones of interest here which have not yet been examined relate to the social, 
cultural and economic interrelationship between the populations of each competing 
entity within the area in question and how this area conforms to the natural geography 
of the area encompassed by the competing entities.

Those lands on the Alaska Peninsula which drain into Sheiikof Strait and the Pacific 
Ocean ranging from the Kenai Peninsula Borough boundaries to Cape Kilokak and the 
waters offshore are of vital economic importance to the residents of the Kodiak Island 
Borough. As noted earlier, the waters in this area comprise the Kodiak Area Salmon 
District (Mainland District). The area also includes most, but not all of the Kodiak 
Shellfish District. Commercial harvests of salmon, herring, bottomfish, shrimp and 
crab in these waters are carried out predominantly by residents of the Kodiak Island 
Borough. Kodiak area fishermen also use the uplands for storage of fishing gear. If the 
area were included within the proposed Lake and Peninsula Borough, it is unlikely that 
sales and use taxes levied in the area in question by that government would be used to 
support services and facilities available to those paying the tax in that particular area.
In other boroughs (notably the Aleutians East Borough and the Bristol Bay Borough) 
those who pay taxes on fish caught in those respective regions also use the public 
facilities and services located in those areas.
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To divide the Sheiikof Strait so the waters are located within two separate boroughs 
would likely create problems in the management of the area. Difficulties in the enforce­
ment of municipal tax levies and the management of natural resources (particularly 
commercial fishing) are likely to result

Cultural and historical ties to the territory in question exist for the areas within the 
Kodiak Island Borough as well as the Lake and Peninsula Borough. Based on testimony 
and documents submitted to the Commission, the strength of these ties appears to be 
equal if not greater for the Kodiak Island Borough.

The area in question is also more geographically related to the Kodiak Island Borough 
than to the proposed Lake and Peninsula Borough. The Aleutian Range on the Alaska 
Peninsula, which determines river drainage patterns, serves as a natural topographical 
divider for those rivers that drain into Sheiikof Strait. The Strait in turn unites the rivers 
on Kodiak Island with these same rivers as a common drainage basin.

The Commission found that the appropriate standards for annexation and incorpora­
tion support the inclusion into the Kodiak Island Borough of those lands on the Alaska 
Peninsula which drain into Sheiikof Strait and the Pacific Ocean ranging from the Kenai 
Peninsula Borough boundaries to Cape Kilokak and the waters offshore. Further ref­
erences to the territory considered for annexation include the territory described in this 
section plus those areas p.^posed for annexation to the Kodiak Island Borough which 
do not overlap the territory proposed for incorporation by the Lake and Peninsula 
Borough.

II. The territory considered for annexation is in need of municipal services . /hich the 
Borough can provide more efficiently than another municipality or the State

As previously noted, much of the contested area is in need of planning, economic 
development and solid waste collection and disposal services which can best be 
provided by the Kodiak Island Borough. The facts which supported that conclusion 
also support the conclusion that the entire area considered for annexation is in need of 
municipal services which the Kodiak Island Borough can provide most efficiently.

III. There is a reasonable likelihood that future growth and development will occur 
within the territory considered for annexation and that annexation of that territory 
will enable the Borough to plan for and control that development

c OF THE SIXTEENTH STATE LEGISLATURE

Kodiak Island Borough officials testified that there is potential for development of 
mineral, oil and gas and fishing activities in the area considered for annexation. The 
petitioner has observed that mineral exploration continues to take place in the area 
considered for annexation. Oil and gas lease sale #114 is scheduled to be held by
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Federal government in September of 1990. Both activities have the potential for resource 
development and attendant impact on the area considered for annexation.

TV rf ijj?:titioner has observed growth in the number of offshore floating processors in this 
ix-H While the actual number of fish processors will certainly fluctuate with the fish 
harvest, the petitioner observes that it is likely the area will see added growth in the use 
of offshore processors since it is also likely that larger and more varied fish harvests will 
be experienced in the future.

Finally, officials of the Kodiak Island Borough have testified that the Federal govern­
ment has prepared and carried out plans for the management of lands in the area 
considered for annexation without regard to their concerns. Annexation of the area will 
allow more extensive and influential input from the borough on the use and manage­
ment of these lands.

IV. The annexation is otherwise necessary to accomplish a valid public purpose

The Kodiak Island Borough noted that the number of offshore processors, which 
typically operate with self-contained out-of-state crews, has increased substantially in 
recent years. The petitioner contends that these processors have attracted the fish which 
would normally be delivered to on-shore facilities, thus denying the Borough the 
proportionate amount of raw fish tax revenues as well as its residents the dollars that 
would normally be dispersed into the local economy. The economic welfare of the 
region is thus negatively affected. Annexation of the area in question would mitigate 
these negative effects.

V. The Kodiak Island Borough is capable of and willing to extend areawide and non- 
areawide services to the area considered for annexation

As indicated earlier, the need for services in the area considered for annexation is 
limited. The extension of areawide and non-areawide services to this territory would 
require little expenditure by the Borough. The Kodiak Island Borough appears willing 
and capable of serving the contested area.

VI. The Kodiak Island Borough, with the addition of the area considered for 
annexation, still satisfies the standards for incorporation of a borough as required by 
19 AAC 10.220

A. The population within the expanded boundaries of the borough remains interre­
lated and integrated as to its social, cultural, and economic activities. The area 
proposed for annexation is uninhabited. However, as noted earlier there are strong 
social, cultural and economic ties between the area considered for annexation and the 
population of the Borough.
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B. The population within the expanded boundaries of the borough remains large and 
stable enough to support borough government. Again, since the area considered for 
annexation is unii habited, the size and stability of the Borough's population would not 
be affected by the annexation.

C. The expanded boundaries of the borough still conform generally to natural geog­
raphy and include all areas necessary foi full development of municipal services. With 
the annexation, the Borough's boundaries would follow the natural geography of the 
region. I

D. The economy of the expanded borough still includes the human and financial 
resources capable of providing municipal services. Again, because there is no popula­
tion change, the annexation would have no effect on the human resources of the Kodiak 
Island Borough. Any impact on the financial resources of the Borough would be 
positive. |

E. The land, water and air transportation facilities of the expanded borough still allow 
the communication and exchange necessary for the development of integrated bor­
ough government. Titis annexation will not affect the ability of residents of the Kodiak 
Island Borough to communicate and interrelate.

LBC DECISION AND RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the findings of fact and conclusions of law summarized herein, the 
proposed annexation of approximately 12,825 square miles of territory to the Kodiak 
Island Borough does not, in its entirety, satisfy the applicable requirements of State 
statute and regulation regarding annexation of contiguous and competing territory to 
a borough. However, there is an approximate 12,343 square mile area which has been 
found to satisfy these requirements.

THEREFORE, the Commission ordered the amendment of the petition to include: 1. 
(with respect to the area in competition involving the proposed Lake and Peninsula 
Borough) only those lands on the Alaska Peninsula which drain into Sheiikof Strait and 
the Pacific Ooean from the Kenai Peninsula Borough Boundaries to Cape Kilokak and 
the waters offshore; and 2. all other territory sought for annexationby the Kodiak Island 
Borough.

IN  ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE X, SECTION 12 OF THE 
STATE CONSTITUTION, the Commission hereby recommends to the First Session of 
the Sixteenth Legislature, the annexation of the territory described herein. The resulting 
boundary description of the Kodiak Island Borough reads as follows:

J
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19 A A C  10.185 C o m m u n i t y  a n d  R e g i o n a l  A ffairs 19 A A C  10.190

Article 7. Standards for Annexation to Organized Boroughs

Section
185. Applicability
190. Annexable territory
200. Application of standards

Section
210. Annexation of incorporated territory 
220. Statutory standards

19 A A C  10.185. A P P L I C A B I L I T Y .  The provisions of 19 A A C  

10.190 —  19 A A C  10.220 apply to a proposal for annexation by local 

action (19 A A C  10.630 —  19 A A C  10.730) or by legislative review 119 
A A C  10.450 —  19 A A C  10.620'. (Eff. 2/21/82. Register 81)

Authority: Art. X. Sec. 12, Ak. Const. 
AS 44.47.567

19 A A C  10.190. A N N E X A B L E  T E R R I T O R Y ,  (a) Territory 

which is contiguous to an organized borough m a y  be annexed to that 

borough if one or more of the following standards are met:

(1) the contiguous territory is totally surrounded by the orga­

nized borough’s boundaries;

(2) the land in the territory is wholly owned by the organized 

borough;

(3) the territory is in need of municipal services which the orga­

nized borough can provide more efficiently than another municipal­

ity or the state;

(4) there is a reasonable likelihood that future growth and devel­

opment will occur within the territory and annexation of the terri­

tory will enable the organized borough to plan for and control that 

development;

(5) the health, welfare, or safety of the residents of the organized 

borough is endangered by conditions existing or developing in the 

territory and annexation will enable the organized borough to re­

move or relieve those conditions:

(6) the extension into the territory of borough services or facili­

ties is necessary to enable the organized borough to provide ade­

quate service to residents of the organized borough, and it is impos­

sible or impractical for the organized borough to extend the facili­

ties or services unless the territory is within the organized bor­

ough’s boundaries:

(7) residents or property owners within the territory receive or 

m a y  be reasonably expected to receive, directly or indirectly, the 

benefit of organized borough services without commensurate prop­

erty tax contributions, whether such services are rendered or re- 

eeived inside or outside ihe territory; or

(8) the annexation is dtherwise necessary to accomplish a valid 

public purpose.

13
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19 A A C  10.200 A l a s k a  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  C o d e  19 A A C  10.200

lb) Territory which is not contiguous to the borough m a y  be an­
nexed to the borough if

(1) the land in the territory is wholly owned or leased by the 

borough or used primarily for the performance of borough functions: 
and

(2) annexation is necessary to enable the borough to achieve ade­

quate control, protection or management of the property.

tc> Contiguous territory which does not meet the requirements of 

la) of this section m a y  nevertheless be annexed to a borough if the 

territory lies between the borough boundary and noncontiguous terri­

tory which does meet the requirements of (a) of this section.

id) In determining whether the standard established in (a)(7) of this 

section is met. the commission will consider alternate methods avail­

able to the borough for offsetting the cost of providing services to 

individuals or property beyond its property taxation powers.
le) The commission will, in its discretion, conduct public hearings 

or investigations after a detachment to determine if the service re­

quirements of the territory are being met. If the commission deter­

mines that the service requirements of the territory are not being met, 

it will, in its discretion, begin annexation proceedings under this 

chapter. (Eft 2/21/82, Register 81)

A uthority: Art. X. Sec. 12. Ak. Const.
AS 44.47.567

E d ito r's  notes. — 19 AAC 10.190 is 
based on a former version of 19 AAC 
05.110.

19 A A C  10.200. A P P L I C A T I O N  O F  S T A N D A R D S .  The c om­

mission will not approve an annexation unless the annexing orga­

nized borough demonstrates to the satisfaction of the commission that 

it is capable of extending and willing to extend services to the annexed 

area in accordance with this subsection. If possible, areawide and non- 

areawide borough services shall be extended to the annexed area im­

mediately. If the immediate extension of services is not possible, the 

commission must be satisfied that the services not immediately ex­

tended will be extended as soon as possible and that reasonable plans 

have been formulated for the capital expansion necessary for the ex­

tension of services. (EfT. 2/21/82, Register 81)

A uthority: Art. X, Sec. 12, Ak. Const.
AS 44.47.567

E d ito r's  notes. — 19 AAC 10.200 is 
based on s  former version of 19 AAC 
05.120.



19 AAC 10.210 Co m m u n i t y a n d R egional Affairs 19 AAC 10.220

19 A A C  10.210. A N N E X A T I O N  O F  I N C O R P O R A T E D  T E R ­

R I T O R Y .  (a) If the territory sought to be annexed includes part of 

another organized borough which is providing services to the territory 

that the annexing borough will provide upon annexation, the commis­

sion will determine the method by which assets and liabilities are to 

be distributed between the annexing borough and the borough for­

merly providing the services.

(b) In determining the method of transfer of service responsibility 

and the distribution of assets and liabilities, the commission will, in 

its discretion, approve an equitable agreement between the munici­

palities affected but will independently review the proposed agree­

ment.

(c) Territory which is part of an organized borough m a y  not be 

annexed to another borough unless the commission determines the 

annexation to be in the best interests of the annexing borough, the 

borough from which the annexed territory is taken, and the annexed 

territory.

(d) Separate or additional proceedings are not required for detach­

ment of territory from an incorporated city or borough which becomes 

annexed to another borough. The detachment is affected by, and at the 

same time as, the annexation itself. (Eff. 2/21/82, Register 81)

A uthority: Art. X. Sec. 12. Ak. Const.
AS <4.47.567

E d ito r1!  no te t. — 19 AAC 10.210 is 
based on former version! of 19 AAC 
05.130 and 19 AAC 15.040.

19 A A C  10.220. S T A T U T O R Y  S T A N D A R D S ,  (a) In addition to 

the requirements of 19 A A C  10.190 —  19 A A C  10.220, the commission 

will approve and recommend to the legislature the annexation of terri­

tory to an organized borough only if it finds that the resulting bound­

aries of the expanded borough conform substantially to the standards 

set forth in A S  29.18.030.

(b) In approving organized borough boundary changes, the commis­

sion, with the assistance of the department, will, if necessary, deter­

mine proposed assembly reapportionment plans applicable to the or­

ganized boroughs whose boundaries are to be affected by the change. 

(Eff. 2/21/82, Register 81)

A uthority: Art. X. Sec. 12. Ak. Const.
AS 44.47.567

E d ito r1!  not*#, — 19 AAC 10.220 is 
bised on a former version a£ 19 AAC
0 5.1 4a

15



• 3”, 1 -r J  „Ian for new borough fuel# debate on Alaska Peninsula
TED PRESS 

v plan to create a n ew borough on the 
<ka Peninsula la causing a tangle of 
le lines to be drawn In communities 
ughout the region.
t issue are taxes, control over fish and 
r resources and whether another 
r of government is necessary.
>me of it m a y  be sorted out in April, 
t residents vote on whether to form 
e w  lakes and Peninsula Borough.

n ew borough's boundaries stretched to the 
edge of two peninsula villages, enabling 
the n e w  government to collect thousands 
of dollars a year In fish taxes from fisher­
m a n  working waters off the peninsula.

The school board started talking about 
forming a borough to keep others' from 
gobbling up more of the area. 1

"They felt like they were being picked

tlon. Officials from the Kodiak Island Bor­
ough launched a bid to annex a long strip 
of peninsula land south of the Alaska 
Range, as well as a big strip of the sal­
mon-rich Sheiikof Strait.

State officials approved the annexation 
in January. Unless the legislature blocks 
it, that part of the peninsula becomes part

-----------y»
f . #

Supporters think it could mean more 
money for schools in the region, and pay - 
they don't envision many government ser­
vices beyond that.

" W e’d rather have our own borough 
controlled by people from around here 
than be taken over by Kodiak or Kenai,” 
says Wassillle Baliuta of Newhalen, a vll 
lage of 160 on Illamna Lake.of the Kodiak Island Borough on March 4. 

on,” said Bruce Baiter, a lawyer for t h e ^  . Meanwhile, backers of Lakes-Pentiy^,^ Those opposed don’t want taxe^ on 
Bristol* Baywil^tivey^sioctaUoii; jWtjlc^^^iula Boitwgh wrote a petltto laslt y e a i ^ Y f ^ pe*° ^es80lnB ellsewhere' a

»  battle began two years ago, when ^works vrith'vllla^es Iplhe area, "itnvai.a Swlth proposed border's stretdtjru^from'jv &  t'Wo’re Just not Interested In seelnj our 
ttatefy Local Boundary Commission land grab and they,, ware road abput'U) Jjnorth of Lake Clark down t^rAHMtiana * f fUh.tax#s going outside the communpu " 

- -  - ' 3* * >  ^ast bordert 'Enough .'signatures were . say* Rap Bowers, a member of the <
gathered among tbal^Soo people who live nlk council who Is also fire chief and

l ^ i o  tjte area to pu^t op the ballot April 11

*  “““"

n ew East Aleutians Bor- ‘ They didn’t want U  to happan’agaln.’f 
'  i  • • ‘ . j. , Within, months*thOugtv the pen

ninsula ‘residents were furious. The "was beipg picked at from anotherT  7.i\ i •. i «• -
■If, :fci.

.-ST,

11c safety offic
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TESTIMONY ON HJ R - 2 3  (KODIAK ANNEXATION)

By B r y c e  Sa l  t a r ,  B r i s t o l  S a y  N a t i v e  A s s o c i a t i o n

Ho u s e  Communl  t y  a n d  P . s g i o n a )  A f f a i r s  C o m m i t t e e  
F e b r u a r y  1 4 , 1 9 8 9

Th a n k  y e n ,  Choi  - p e r a o n  M a c l e a n .  My i ' o»e  i s  B r u c e  Dal  t o r
a n d  I ' m  a n  a t t o r n e y  e m p l o y e d  by  t h e  B r i s t o l  Bay  N a t i v e
A s s o c i a t i o n ,  w h i c h  ! e  t h e  r e g i o n a l  n o n - p r o f i t  c o r p o r a t i o n  f o r  
t h e  3 0  v i l l a g e s  of  S r . i s t c l  3 a y .  Our  a d d r e s s  I s Box 3 1 0 , 
D i l l i n g h a m ,  A l a s k a  3 9 5 7 S.

I ' d  l i k e  t o  f i r s t  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  r e m a r k s  ma de  by  t h e  
f o l k s  f r o m  K o d i a k .  Al l  t h e  ' t a x a t i o n  w i t h o u t  r  e p r  a s e n t  a t  i on* 
r h e t o r i c  I s  s s m o k e s c r e e n  u t t e r l y  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  I s s u e  a t  
h a n d .  i t ' s  a p r i m e  e x a m p l e  of  how t h r o u g h o u t  t h i s  p r o c e s s  
K o d i a k  h a s  s u c c e e d e d  i n  d i v e r t i n g  a t t e n t i o n  a wa y  f r o m  t h e  
a c t u a l  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  a n n e x a t i o n .  Wh l ! e I c a n  u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  
Koc’l a k - b a s e d  f i s h e r m a n  d o n ' t  wa n t  t o  be  t a x e d  by  L a k e  a n d  
Pe n ,  a t  mo s t  t h a t ' s  a p u b l i c  p o l i c y  a r g u m e n t  a g a i n s t  L a k e  a n d
P e n ' s  p r o p o s a l  t h a t  s a y s  n o t h i n g  a t  a l l  a b o u t  K o d i a k ' s .

The  i a s u e  I n  t h e s e  c o m p e t i n g  p r o p o s a l  a h a s  n a v e r  b e e n  a 
me r e  b a l a n c i n g  of I n t e r e s t s  u n d e r  I d e n t i c a l  s t a n d a r d s .  L a k e  
a n d  Pe n  h a d  o n l y  t o  me e t  t h e  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  o r i g i n a l  
I n c o r p o r a t i o n s  w h i l e  K o d i a k  h a d  t o  me e t  t h o s e  s t a n d a r d s  p l u s  
t h e  o n e s  f o r  a n n e x a t i o n .  K o d i a k ' 9 c l a i m  h a s  t o  s t a n d  on I t s  
own m e r i t  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  wh e t  L a k e  a n d  Pe n  i s  d o i n g .  The  
t a x a t i o n  a r g u m e n t  I s  a r a d  h e r r i n g  b e c a u s e  b l o c k i n g  a n o t h e r  
c o m m u n i t y  f r o m  t a x i n g  an a r e a  i s  n o t ,  by  ! a u ,  a J u s t i f i c a t i o n  
f o r  a n n e x a t I  on.

Ev e n  an p u b l i c  p o l i c y  t ha  t h e  t a x a t i o n  w i t h o u t  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a r g u m e n t  b o e . a n ' t  b e a r  s c r u t i n y .  By Ma yor  
Sel  by '  9 r e a s o n i n g  we s h o u l d  n e v e r  h a v e  l e t  t h e  N o r t h  S l o p e  
B o r o u g h  I n c o r p o r a t e  c>na car.  P r u b h o o  3 a y .  A f t e r  a l l ,  t h s  o i l  
c o m p a n i e s  a n d  mos t  o f  t h e i r  w o r k e r s  d o n ' t  c o n e  f r o m  8 o r r o w .  
F i s h e r m e n  t r a v e l  a l l  o v e r  t h e  p l a c e .  Mos t  B r i s t o l  Bey  p e r ml  t 
h o ’ d a r s ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  come  f r o m  o u t s i d e  t h e  r e g i o n .  S h o u l d  
we l e t  A n c h o r a g e  o r  S e a t t l e  a n n e x  3 r i  a t o !  Ba y ?  K o d i a k  I s  
i u c n  a l a r g e  f i s h i n g  pe r t ,  i t  c o u l d  e n d  up  w i t h  muc h  of  
w e s t e r n  A l a s k a  u n d e r  t h a t  ' o g l e .

Mr.  S e l b y ' s  s c o f f i n g  : r t n e  " c o n t i g u o u s *  a r g u m e n t  a l s o  
d i v e r t s  a t t e n t i o n  Fr om t h e  a c t u a l  I 9 s u e .  Mo o n e  a r g u e s ,  of  
c o u r s e ,  t h a t  n o n - c o n t • g u o u a  a r e a s  c a n  n e v e r  b e  p a r t  o f  a 
b o r o u g h .  But  K o d i a k  I s  t r y i n g  t o  a n n e x  t e r r i t o r y  u n d e r  
r e g u l a t i o n s  w h i c h  y p e c ! f ! C o J I y  a p p l y  o n l y  t o  c o n t i g u o u s  
t e r r i t o r y .  SI f f er  n n t  s t a n d a r d *  * w h i c h  Mayor  S e l b y  k n o ws  
K o d i a k  c a n ' t  me e t  •• h a v e  . v r e n  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  n o n - c o n t  I g u o u s  
a n n e x a t i o n s .  As f o r  t h e  A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a ! - 3  o p i n i o n  on  
c c - t l e u i t y ,  1 I uaa made  . ' n •* d i f f e r e n t  f a c t u a l  c o n t e x t  a n d  i n  
my v i e w  s u p p o r t s  a l e g i s l a t i v e  v o t o  b e c a u s e  I t  r e q u i r e d  t h e

1.



L3C t o  moks f i n d i n g s  of  Fac t  t h a t  i t  ne v e r  made.  The L8C d i d  
not  even c o n s i d e r  t h e  I s s u e .

I ’ d a l s o  l i k e  t o  p o i n t  ou t  a b a s i c  g e o g r a p h i c  f a c t  t h a t  
Kod i ak  p r e f e r s  t o  I g no r e ,  The S h e i i k o f  S t r a i t  i s  30 m i l e s  
wi de ,  w h i l e  t h i s  a n n e x a t i o n  w i l l  t a k a  i n  o n l y  t h r e e  m i l e s  of 
w a t e r s  a l o n g  t h e  A l a s k a  P e n i n s u l a .  Ths r e s t  w i l l  r ema i n  
o u t s i d e  t he  bo r ough  b e c a u s e  it. I 3 o u t s i d e  t h e  t e r r i t o r i a l  
l i m i t s  of  A l a s k a .  K o d i a k ' s  a r g umen t s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  g r owt h 
of  t he  b o t t em f i s h e r y  and o f f s h c r p .  p r o c e s s i n g  s peak  t o  t h s  
s t r a i t  aa a who l e  and i t  i n  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  t e l )  f r om t h o s e  
a r g umen t s  now much,  ‘ f a n y ,  of  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  o c c u r s  w i t h i n  
t he  a n n e x a t i o n  a r e a .

Ano t he r  p o i n t  i s  t h a t  w h i l e  moat  of  K o d i a k ' s  a r g umen t s  
a r e  b a s e d  u l t i m a t e l y  on t h e  commer c i a l  f i s h e r i e s ,  t h e  b u l k  of  
t he  a n n e x a t i o n  a r e a  i s  l a n d ,  t o  wh i ch  t h o s e  a r g umen t s  d o n ' t  
a pp l y .  And i n  any e v en t  t he  c ommer c i a l  f i s h e r i e s  w i l l  r ema i n  
unde r  t he  e x c l u s i v e  management  a u t h o r i t y  of  ADF4G.

I ' d  l i k e  t o  b r i n g  uo beck  t o r e a l i t y  by  f o c u s i n g  on t he  
c o n t e s t e d  t e r r i t o r y  a s  i t  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  a c t u a l  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  
a n n e x a t i o n .  Al l  t h e  annexed  l a n d  I s  w i t h i n  Katmat  Na t i o n a l  
Pa r k  or t he  S e c h a r o f  and A l a s k a  P e n i n o u l a  Na t i o n a l  W i l d l i f e  
Re f u g e s .  Mere t han  n a i f  i s  i n  Ka tma l .  Al l  of  t h i s  p a r t  of  
Katmal  I 3 Cong r a s s I  ona) 1 y -d e s l  g r . a t ad  w i l d e r n e s s .  Al l  of  t he 
r e l e v a n t  p a r t  o f  S e c h a r e f  I s  a l s o  w i l d e r n e s s  or p r opo s e d  
w i I d e r n e s s ,  and t he  A l a s k a  P e n i n s u l a  Re f uge  I and9 a r e  
c l a s s i f i e d  f o r  * mi ml mum management , *  wh i ch  I s  t h u  ne x t  most  
r e s t r i c t i v e  c a t e g o r y .  F e d e r a l  management  pi  ar,3 a r e  a l r e a d y  
i n  p l a c e  and b a s i c a l l y  p r oh l  bi  t d e v e l opmen t ,  I n c l u d i n g  
f i s h e r y  s u ppo r t  s e r v i c e s ,  mi n e r a l  d e v e l o pmen t ,  mos t  t y p e e  of 
f i s h  enhancement  - you name i t .  The p l a n s  a r e  d e s i g n e d  t c  
keep f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  r e s o u r c e s  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  s t a t e  under  
t he  maximum p o s s i b l e  p r o t  e c t  i on.

Wh i l e  of  l o s s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  g i v e n  f e d e r a l  c o n t r o l ,  t h e  
s t a t e ' s  c o a s t a l  management  ar.d a r e a  l a n d  us e  pi ans  a r e  a l s o  
i n  p l a c e  and make p r o t e c t i o n  o f  f i s h  t op p r i o r i t y .

The e n c l a v e s  of  s t a t e  and p r i v a t e  l a n d  whore de v e l opmen t  
c o u l d  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  o c c u r  a r e  i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  S e n s  of t h e  
. • i v e r s  hav e  been I d e n t 1 f f ad sc. n a v i g a b l e ,  s o  t he  wa t e r  
c o l umns  and s t r e a m  beda  a r e  f e d e r a l .  Ther e a r e  t h r e e  
u n d e v e l o p e d  p a r c e l s  o f  i f ew a c r e s  each i n  Ka tma l ,  a l l  owned 
by t he  R u s s i a n  Or t hodox  Chu r ch .  W i t h i n  th9 r e f u g e s  a r e  a 
coup l  a o f  Mo t i v e  a l l o t m e n t s  and abou t  a h a l f - s e c t l o n  of  
p a t e n t e d  s t a t e  l e n d  a t  W'da Say ,  wh i ch  c o n t a i n s  a l a n d i n g  
a t r i p  f o r  an . abandoned e x p l o r a t o r y  o i l  w e l l .

A l t h o u g h  t h e r s  a r c  o t h e r  s t a t e  s e l e c t i o n s ,  and Kon i a g  
has  s e l e c t e d  a bou t  S'j s e c t i o n s  of  o i l  and ga s  s u b s u r f a c e  
I i t s r t s t s ,  f e d e r a l  -»ut no - - 1 t  * as  s ay  t h e s e  ha v e  not  been 
c onv e y e d .  Ths ai -ai s  ' dnj *i ,  at l e a s t ,  p r o b a b l y  w i l l  n e v e r



u/i i 1 bo.  (The p a t e n t e d  Kon i a g  o i l  and 3 3 0  I n t e r e s t s  Mayor 
S e l b y  r e f e r r e d  t o  a r e  o u t s i d e  cho t e r r i t o r y . )  Co n s i d e r e d  I n  
t o t a l  t h e  I nhol  dl  r .gs a r e  M i n i s c u l e  gl  van t h a  s c a l e  of  t h e  
annexed  a r e a .

The r e  rto I n h e b l t a n t a  i n  t he  a r e a ,  no l o d g e s ,  no
mi n e r a l  e n t r i e s ,  no c a n n e r i e s  or  o t h e r  f i s h e r y  
I n f r a s t r u c t u r s .  A l t h o u g h  t h e r e  a ."a some l a n d s  i d e n t i f i e d  as 
" m i n e r a l , *  none have  h i g h  p o t e n t i a l .  The f e d e r a l  management  
a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  not  awar e  o f  3 s i n g l e  d e v e l opmen t  p r c j a c t  of  
any s o r t  I n  t h e  a n n e x a t i o n  t e r r i t o r y  and e v e r y  s i n g l e  one 
t h a t  Kodl  ak men t i o n s  i s  o u t s i d e  t h e  annexed  t e r r l  t c r y .

In s h o r t ,  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n #  r a i s e d  oy Kodl  ak e n d  r e l i e d  
upon by t h e  I SC d o n ' t  make a bi  L of  a a n s a  when t he  a n n e x a t i o n  
s t a n d a r d s  a r e  appl  i oci t o  t h i s  t e r r i t o r y .  Loo k i n g  b r i e f l y  at  
t h e  t h r e e  r e g u l a t o r y  s t a n d a r d s  t h a  u8C f ound  met ,  t h o  f i r s t  
s t a t e s :  " t h o  t e r r i t o r y  < 5  !n need of  mu n i c i p a l  s e r v i c e s  wh i ch  
t h e  o r g a n i s e d  b o r ough  can  p r o v i d e  more e f f i c i e n t l y  t han  
a n o t h e r  m u n i c i p a l i t y  or t ho  s t a t e . "  19 AAC 10.190(a)(3) .

"ha  LSC s a i d  t h i s  s t a n d a r d  '.gas met b e c a u s e  t he  a r e a  
need9 " p l a n n i n g ,  economl  c d e v e l opmen t  and s o l i d  wa s t e  
c o l l e c t i o n  and d i s p o s a l  s e r v i c e s . "  T h a t ' s  a b s u r d  g i v e n  t h e  
t o t a l  l a c k  of  a c t u a l  or p l a n n e d  o n s h o r e  d e v e l o pmen t ,  t he  
una va l  I abi  1 i t y o f  l a n d  f c -  d e v e l o pmen t ,  e x c l u s i v e  f e d e r a l  
p l a n n i n g  J u r i s d i c t i o n  ov e r  t he  1 and9,  t he  l e v e l  o f  p l a n n i n g  
a l r e a d y  i n  p i e c e ,  and ADF&G’ s a u t h o r i t y  ove r  c ommer c i a l  
f i s h e r i e s .  The r e  i s  no need f o r  mun i c i p a l  s e r v i c e s ,  and 
k o d l a k  wou l d  not  hav e  t he  power  1 0  p r o v i d e  t hem I f  t h e r e  was.

Ths or.i y p o s s i b l e  b o r o u g h- s po n s o r e d  e conomi c  de v e l opmen t  
a c t i v i t y  c i t e d  by kod l  ak or t h e  I .SC I s  " s a l mon  e n h a n c e me n t . ’ 
But  t o  t h i s  day  no one has  I d e n t i f i e d  a s i n g l e  3almon 
enhancement  p r o j e c t  t h a t  l a  a c t u a l l y  needed .  The e x p e r t s  at  
ADF&G aay  t hee  enhancement  p r o j e c t s  I r. t h i s  a r e a  a r e  not  
b i o l o g i c a l l y  j u s t i f i e d  due t o  t h a  n a t u r e  of  t h a  r u n s  and 
s pawn i ng  g r o u nd s .  e v e n  i f  Kod i a k  c o u l d  I d e n t i f y  p r a c t i c a l  
p r o j e c t s ,  t o  nee* t h a  s t a n d a r d  I c  wou l d  s t i l l  h a v e  t o  show 
t h a t  t h e y  wou l d  be a l l o w e d  und e r  t h e  f e d e r a l  p l a n a  and t h a t  
Kod i a k  I t  Ja b a t t e r  a b l e  t o  p e r f o r m them t ha n  ADF&6.

A3  f o r  ma r i n e  wa s t e  apw?a! and MARPOL, t h a t  whol  s 
j r gu i nen t  .‘ 9  a k i n d  of  al  ei  ght  - of  - hand.  Kod i ak  r . a s n1 t e ven 
s u g g e s t e d  I t  wou l d  a c t u a l *  •/ p r o v i d e  t h i s  s e r v i c e  w i t h i n  t h e  
annexed  t e r r i t o r y  as  r e q u i r e d  by  t h e  s t a n d a r d .  Nor c o u l d  l i ,  
b e c a u s e  t h e r e  I 3  no ov a l  1 ■‘. b 1 e s i t e  I n3 t a a d ,  Kod i ak  a a y s  I t  
f l e e t s  t h e  w a s t e  d i s p o s a l  m e d s  o f  t .he r e g i o n  a t  d i s p o s a l  
u i t oo  on Kod i a k  l a i f l n d .  L o g i c a l l y ,  I f  t h a t  i s  t r u e  t h e  
a n n e x a t i o n  s t a n d a r d  c anno t  ba met b e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s  no need 
f o r  t h e  s e r v i c e s  : t h e  annexed  t e r r l  t o r y .

Kod i a k  h a s  not  ccv-.o up w i t h  a s i n g l e  way I n  whi ch 
m n a x e t i o n  w! i 1 a f f e c *  :tar.* *> d i s p o s a l .  R a t h e r  i t  I m p l i e s

3.



t h a t  b e c a u s e  o f  f i s h i n g  a c t i v i t y  I n  t h e  a n n e x a t i o n  a r e a  I t  

i n c u r s  w a s t e  d i s p o s a l  c o a t s  w i t h o u t  c o m p o n a a t  I o n .  B u t  K o d i a k  
a l r e a d y  r e c e i v e s  t h e  r a w  f i a h  t a x e s  f r o m  t h e  a n n e x a t i o n  
t e r r i t o r y  a n d  o t h e r  sreae o u t s i d e  t h a  b o r o u g h  b e c a u s e  t h o  
F i s h  a r e  p r o c e s s e d  o n  K o d i  s k  I s l a n d .  A n d  i f  c o m p e n s a t i o n  I s  
a p r o b l e m ,  Kod i a k  c a n  e l v a y s  c h a r g e  f o r  t h e  s e r v i c e .

T h e  n e x t  s t a n d a r d  r e l i e d  u p o n  i o  t h a t  ' t h e r e  I s  a 
r e a s o n a b l e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  f u t u r e  g r o w t h  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  w i l l  
o c c u r  w i t h i n  t h e  t e r r i t o r y  a n d  a n n e x a t i o n  o f  t h s  t e r r i t o r y  
w i l l  e n a b l e  t h a  o r g a n i s e d  b o r o u g h  t o  p l a n  F o r  a n d  c o n t r o l  
t h a t  d e v e l o p m e n t . *  1 3  AAC 1 0 . 1 9 0 .

A g a i n ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  c o n c e i v e  o f  a n y  a r e a  l e s s  
l i k e l y ' t o  m e e t  i r . l  -3 s t a n d a r d  t h a n  t h o  a r e a  K o d i a k  a n n e x e d .
T n e  LBC m e r e l y  c i t e d  g e n e r a l l y  * 3  p o t e n t i a l  F o r  d e v e l o p m e n t  
o r  m i n e r a l ,  o i l  a n d  g a s  a n d  f i s h i n g  a c t i v i t i e s , *  a n d  m o r e  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  p l a n n e d  f e d e r a l  o l  I l e a s e  s a l e  a n d  ’ t h e  
g r o w t h  c f  o f f s h o r e  p r o c e s s o r s . *

i t  s e e m s  o b v i c u a  t h a t  " a  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  d e v e l o p m e n t *  I 9 a 
f a r  c r y  f r o m  a r e a s o n a b l e  11 k a i  ! h o o d  t h a t  d e v e l o p m e n t  w i l l  
a c t u a l l y  o c c u r ,  w h i c h  i s  w h a t  t h e  s t a n d a r d  s a y s .  T h e  o n l y  
’ d e v e l o p m e n t "  i n  t h e  a r e a  i s  c o m m e r c i a l  f i s h i n g ,  w h i c h  l a  
b e y o n d  t h e  p o w e r  o f  a b o r o u g h  t o  c o n t r o l .

T h e  m i g r a t i o n  c f  p r o c e s s i n g  o f f s h o r e  j u s t  I s n ' t  
h a p p e n i n g .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  A C F 5 G  t h a  s a l m o n  a n d  h e r r i n g  
h a r v e s t e d  I n  t h i s  a r e a  a r e  d e l i v e r e d  e x c l u s i v e l y  t o  
s h o r e - b a s e d  K o d i a k  p r o c e s s o r s .  W h i l e  t h e r e  I s  g r o w t h  o f  
o f f s h o r s  b m  t  a ir . f  i a n  p r o c e s s i n g  I n  s o u t h w e s t e r n  A l a s k a ,  t h e r e  
! 9  n o t h i n g  i n  t h e  r e c o r d  s h o w i n g  t h i s  l a  h a p p e n i n g  I n  t h e  
w a t e r s  K o d i a k  a c t u a l l y  a n n e x e d  a n d  n o  i n d i c a t i o n  t h e  b o r o u g h  
c o u l d  r e a l i s t i c a l l y  " p l a n  f o r  a n d  c o n t r o l  I t *  I f  I t  d o e 9.

n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  f e d e r a l  c f f e h o r s  1 a a 3 0  s a l e  s c h e d u l e d  
f o r  1 9 9 0 ,  i t  w i l l  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  f e d e r a l  w a t e r s  o u t s i d e  
b o r o u g n  c o n t r o l ,  ancj  c h a r e  I s  n o  s i t e  o r  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  f o r  
s n c r e s i d e  s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s  i n  t h e  a n n e x e d  a r e a .  B e s i d e s  
w h i c h ,  t h e  U . S .  M i n e r a l s  M a n a g e m e n t  S e r v i c e  e a / s  t h e r e  i s  
o n l  y  a 3J* p r o b a b a l  t t y  o f  r ! n d i  n g  o i  1 I n  c o m m e r c l  a )  I y  
r e c o v e r a b l e  q u a n t i t i e s .  ' o r  t h e  l i f e  o f  me,  I c a n ' t  s e e  h o w  
a 3 7 X  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e y  w o n ' t  f i n e  o i l  c o n s t i t u t e s  a 
' r e a s o n a b l e  l i k e l i h o o d *  t h a t  t h e y  w i l l .

As f o r  o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  d e v e l o pmen t ,  t ho o n l y  l a n d  a r e s  
not  l o c k e d  op I s  Konl  a g ‘ r- amai  1 a r e a  c f  o i l  and gas  
s e l e c t i o n s  nea r  Wi de 3ay wh i ch a r e  not  y e t  c onv e y e d ,  
e x p l o r a t i o n  t ook  p l a c e  t h e r e  30 y e a r s  3go,  and n o t h i n g  was 
f ound .  A c c o r d i n g  f.o t he  ‘ vc’e r a l  r e s o u r c e  a s s e s s me n t s ,  t he  
p l a c e s  w i t h  hi  g h s s t  o i l  4?nd ga s  p o t e n t i a l  a r e  on t h e  o t h e r  
3 l do of  t he  p e n i n s u l a  .>ur.‘a i J e  t he  a n n a x a t l o n  t e r r i t o r y ,  and 
e v en  t h o s e  e r e  no t  p ar 11 cu! a r l  y p r o m i s i n g .  Any o t h a r  mi ne r a l  
d e v e l opmen t  * s a b s u r d  ?• r.ee t h e r e  a r e  nr. mi n e r a l  e n t r i e s  and 
no .Mi nera l  l a n d s  w i t h  w! r h h i g h  p o t e n t i a l .



The LBC a l s o  f ound  a t h i r d  3 t 3 nd a r d  ,t*e t r t h a t  t h s  
" a n n e x a t i o n  I s  o t h e r w i s e  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  a v a ) I d p u b l i c  
p u r p o s e . * 19 AAC 19.190(5/.  I t  b a s e d  t h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  on t he 
g r owt h  of o f f s h o r e  p r o c e s s i n g  and s a i d ,  w i t h o u t  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  
t h a t  t he  a n n e x a t i o n  u»oui d -tilt! g a t s  t he  n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t s  of  
t h a t  g r owt h .  That  /fakes no s e n s e  wh a t s o e v e r  f c r  t he  r e a s o n s  
p r e v i o u s l y  men t i o n e d .  The o n l y  c o n c e i v a b l e  ' -mi t i g a t i on*  
wou l d  3  i nip 1 y pe I n  t h a  f o rm of  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  borough* 3 
r e v e n u e  b a s e ,  whi cri -j'i ons  >3 not  b s a v a l i d  b a s i s  f o r  
a nne xa t  i on.

To sum up,  i t  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  a n n e x a t i o n  
doe s  not  coma c l 03e t o  me e t i n g  t h e  s t a n d a r d s  unde r  any 
r a t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e c a t i o n .  Common s e n s e  t e l l  3 you t h e  
s t a n d a r d s  wer e meant  t o  a p p l y  t o  a d j a c e n t  a r e a s  whe r e  t h e r e  
i s  g r owt h  and d e v e l opmen t  r e q u i r i n g  t he  e x p a n s i o n  of  
mun i c i p a l  s e r v i c e s .  No s i g n i f i c a n t  g r owt h  I 3 e v en  p o s s i b l e  
i n  c n l s  a r e a ,  much l e a s  l i k e l y .  Mo a d d i t i o n a l  a a r v l  c e s  a r e  
needed ,  and Kod i a k  w i l l  not  p r o v i d e  any.

From t o d a y ’ s t e s t i m o n y  i t  i s  a ppa r e n t  t h a t  t h o  r e a l  
r e a s o n  K c d l a k  wan t s  t h e  a r e a  i a a i mp! y  t o  keep anyone  e l s e  
f r om g e t t i n g  I t .  L i k e  e v e r y o n e  e l s e ,  Kod i a k  f i s h e r m e n  d o n ' t  
l i k e  t o  pay t a x e s .  But  c oa t  i s  not  a v a l i d  p u b l i c  p u r p o s e  
and c e r t a i n l y  I s  not  i e g a i ’ y a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a n n e x a t i o n .  
And w h i l e  Mayor  S e l b y  l a  c o r r e c t  t h a t  Kod i a k  w i l l  not  
i mme d i a t e l y  d e r i v e  a d d i t i o n a l  r e v e n u e  f r om t h i s  t e r r i t o r y ,  
t he  f a c t  r ema i n s  t h a t  i t  i s  p o t e n t i a l  r e v e n u e  s o u r c e  t h a t  
Kcdl  ak wan t s  t o  l o c k  up.

Thes e  a n n e x a t i o n  d i s p u t e s  a r n  not  j u s t  l o c a l  s q u a b b l e s  
of  no s t a t e w i d e  c on c e r n .  I t  a bad p u b l i c  pol  I c y  t o  c o n t i n u e  
c o n c e n t r a t i n g  r e s o u r c e s  i n  r e l a t i v e l y  w e a l t h y  and p o l i t i c a l l y  
powe r f u l  c ommun i t i e s  at  t he  e x pe n s e  of  v i l l a g e s  w i t h  f ew j c b e  
and no t a x  oaao Mor eov e r ,  t h e  L3C d e c i s i o n  a p p r o v i n g  t h e
Kod i ak  s r . r a x a t  i on exernp I ' f I as  t h e  LBC’ s p r a c t i c e  of  
d i s r e g a r d i n g  i t s  own l e g a l l y  c o n s t i t u t e d  s t a n d a r d s .  A 
s t a n d a r d i s e s  system nas  r a s u l t s d  at  a time when t h e r e  I s  more 
and more p o l i t i c a l  and 5’conomi  c p r e s s u r e  t o  f o rm or  expand  
b o r o u gh s .  A s t a t e w i d e  p l a n n i n g  f i a s c o  i s  I n  t he  mak i ng ,  and 
•.nat s h o u l d  be of  p r o f o u n d  c o n c e r n  t o  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .

So f a r ,  no one ha s  h e l d  t h e  LBC t o a c c o u n t .  But t h e i r  
d e c i s i o n s  a r e  so bad <n t srr r . s or a n a l y s i s  os t o  a l mo s t  
g u a r a n t e e  t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  be l i t i g a t e d ,  at  u n t o l d  c o s t  fi-o t h e  
s t a t e .  Ths c on s t  I t u t ! on g i v e s  t h s  l e g i s l a t u r e  o v e r s i g h t  of  
a n n e x a t i o n  d e c i s i o n s ,  i n a  i t  c o u l d  and s h o u l d  s end  a c l e a r  
me s s age  t h a t  t h e  LBC must  c l e a r  up I t s  a c t .  HJR-23 s h o u l d  be 
passed.

S.
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PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR: representative jacko

name: glen kalmakoff 
t it l e :

|/DDRESS: GENERAL DELIVERY
CITY: IVANOF BAY, ALASKA ZIP: 99502

PHONE: 669-2205 
II ILL NO: HJR 23

JBJECT: DISAPPROVE KODIAK ISLAND BOH) ,ANNBt*TION 
|i LSSAGE: WOULD LIKE YOU TO KNOW THAT I  OPPOSE THE KODIAK DORO ANNEXATION PRO-

JSAL. LAND Aim WATER IN THE ANNEXATION SHOULD REHAIN WITH THE PEOPLE WHO HAVE 
PAOITIOHALLY USED THIS AREA. KANATAK WAS MOVED TO PERRYVILLE WHEN KATMAI 

|i JPTED, MY PARENTS AND OTHERS ARE CLOSELY TIED TO THAT LAND. THE LBC SHOULD
gl EVERSE THEIR RECOMMENDATION. URGE THAT YOU SUPPORT PASSAGE OF HJR23 TO DIS­

PROVE THE ANNEXATION OF LANDS IN OUR AREA TO KODIAK BOROUGH. THANKS.

POMID: 06083632 
DATE: 02/23/89 
TIME: 08:36:3"

IONAME: DILLINGHAM LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES

LARSON
HOFFMAN
SWACKHANMER
WALLIS
KOPONEN
UlMCR
DROWN
SHULTZ
RIEGER
PHILLIPS
BARNES

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: MARGARET ELKINTON 
TITLE:

ADDRESS: 9022 DEBORAH
CITY: JUNEAU ZIP: 99801

PHONE: 789-9370 
BILL NO: SB 8
SUBJECT: ALASKA WOMEN’ S COMMISSION
MESSAGE: I  AM OPPOSED TO THE BILL BUT IF IT  IS GOING TO PASS PLEASE VOTE FOR 
ALL THE AMENDMENTS.

POMID: 00091510
DATE: 02/23/89
TIME: 09:15:10

LIONAME: JUNEAU LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES REPRESENTATIVES

BARNES BOUCHER
BOYER BROWN
CATO COLLINS
COTTEN DAVIDSON
DAVIS, C. DAVIS, M.
DONLEY ELLIS
FOSTER FURNACE
GOLL GRUENBERG
GRUSSEUDORF HANLEY
HOFFMAN HUDSON
KOPONEN LARSON
LEMAN MACLEAN
MARTIN MENARD
MILLER NAVARRE
PETTYJOHN PHILLIPS
RIEGER SHARP
SHULTZ SPOHNHOLZ
SWACKHAMMER TAYLOR
ULMER
ZAWACKI

WALLIS



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: CHERYL COOPER, PRESIDENT 
TITLE: DELTA/GREELY EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

AOtlPESS: 1954 DAVENPORT RD.
CITY: OELTA JCT. ZIP: 99737

rilONE: 095-4577 
?ILL NO: HB 16
SUBJECT: APPROP: PASS THRU GRANTS FOR EDUCATION
lESSACE: WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO SUPPORT AND ADVOCATE FOR FULL FUNDING FOR PUBLIC 
"JUCATION. THANKS AGAIN FOR YOUR SUPPORT.

POMIO: 02162633 
DATE: 02/22/89 
TIME: 16:26:33 

LIONANE: DELTA JUNCTION LIO

SOPIES: REPRESENTATIVES

ELLIS
BOYER
GOLL
GRUENBERG 
DAVIS, C. 
FURNACE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: ELIZABETH KALMAKOFF 
TITLE:

ADDRESS: GENERAL DELIVERY
CITY: IVANOF BAY, ALASKA ZIP: 99695

PHONE: 669-2204 
BILL NO: HJR 23
SUBJECT: DISAPPROVE KODIAK ISLAND BORO ANNEXATION
MESSAGE: I'M  FOR HJR 23 BECAUSE I  THINK THAT THE PROPOSED t^KE AND PENINSULA 
BOROUGH SHOULD HAVE THIS LAND THAT WAS TRADITIONALLY!tiSED'.''"!:THESE ARE NATURAL 
BOUNDARIES OF THAT PROPOSED BOROUGH RATHER THAN THE KOOIAK ISLAND ANNEXATION 

PROPOSAL. THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE LBC SHOULD BE RECONSIDERED, HANY PEOPLE 
FEEL IT  WAS WRONG. THE MATTER NEEDS TO BE CONSIDERED MORE CAREFULLY BY OUR 
LEGISLATORS IN LOOKING AT WHAT IS BEST FOR THE ENTIRE DISTRICT.

POMID: 06164435 
DATE: 02/22/89 
TIME: 16:44:35 

LIONAME: DILLINGHAM LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATOR

DAVIS, M. ZHAROFF
HOFFMAN
LARSON
SWACKHAMMER
WALLIS
KOPONEN
ULMER
BROWN
SHULTZ
RIEGER
PHILLIPS
BARNES
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PUBLIC OriHIOH MESSAGE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: CHERYL COOPER, PRESIDENT 
TITLE: DELTA/GREELY EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

1̂ DRESS: 1954 DAVENPORT RD.
CITY: OELTA JCT. ZIP-' 99737

PHONE: 095-4577 
LL NO: HB 21
DJECT: SCHOOL DISTRICT LABOR NEGOTIATIONS 

fl. SSASE: HE URGE YOUR SUPTORT TO PASS OUT OF COMMITTE NOW, HB 21. WE BELIEVE 
ASS LOAD AND WORK LOAD ARE BASIC CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT AND SHOULD BE 
GOTIABLE. THANKS FOR YOUR SUPPORT.

PO M ID :
D A TE:
TIME:

02162231
02/22/89
16:22:31

ONAME: DELTA JUNCTION LIO

OPIES: REPRESENTATIVES

ELLIS
BOYER
GOLL
GRUENBERG 
DAVIS, C.
FURNACE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: NANA KALMAKOFF, SECRETARY 
TITLE: CHIGNIK LAKE VILLAGE COUNCIL 

ADDRESS: GENERAL DELIVERY
CITY: CHIGNIK LAKE, ALASKA ZIP: 99548

PHONE: 845-2215 
BILL NO: HJR 23
SUBJECT: DISAPPROVE KODIAK ISLAND BORO ANNEXATION
MESSAGE: CHIGNIK LAKE VILLAGE COUNCIL IS IN FAVOR OF HJR23. WE ARE IN FAVOR 
OF DISAPPROVING THE KODIAK ISLAND ANNEXATION. IT  TAKES AWAY A POTENTIAL TAX 
REVENUE FOR THE BOROUGH THAT IS IN THE PROCESS OF BEING ESTABLISHED. THE LBC 

CHOSE NUT TO FOLLOW THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THEIR OWN STAFF. PLEASE SUPPORT 
HJR 23 THAT WOULD DISAPPROVE THE ANNEXATION PROPOSAL. THANK YOU.

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

POMID: 06162029 
DATE: 02/22/89 
TIME: 16:20:29 

LIONAME: DILLINGHAM LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATOR

DAVIS, M. ZHAROFF
HOFFMAN
LARSON
SWACKHAMMER
WALLIS
KOPONEN'
ULMER
BROWN
SHULTZ
RIEGER
PHILLIPS
BARNES
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PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

OEAP: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: 
•TITLE:

|H DRESS:
c i r r :  
mot IE:

; ll no:
fc'JDJECT: 
MESSAGE:
V.AP BOROUGH 
PUR TAX BASE

GLENDA PEDERSON

PO BOX 73635
FAIRBANKS4 7 9 - 0 7 7 2 ZIP: 99707

FNSB ANNEXATION
I  LIVE AT 75 MILE ELLIOTT HIGHWAY. I  AH AGAINST THE FBX NORTH 

S ANNEXATION OF PUMP 7. THE ANNEXATION WOULD TAKE AWAY FROM 
IF WE EVER FORMED A NEW BOROUGH. THERE IS A SCHOOL IN THE

[EA IF PUMP 
rtlOOL.

7'S WORKER'S EVER HAD A NEED TO SEND THEIR CHILDREN TO 
EOM/MJO

POMID: 0 7 1 2 2 0 5 5  
DATE: 0 2 / 2 2 / 0 9  
TIME: 1 2 : 2 0 : 5 5  

•ONAME: FAIRBANKS LIO

BARNES 
BOYER 
CATO 
COT TEN 
DAVIS, C. 
DONLEY 
FOSTER 
GOLL
GRUSSENDORF
HOFFMAN
KOrONEN
LEMAN
MAPTIN
MILLER
PETTYJOHN
RIGGER
SHULTZ
SWACKHAHMER
ULMER
ZAWACKI

REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS

BOUCHER ADAMS
BROUN BINKLEY
COLLINS COGHILL
DAVIDSON DUNCAN
DAVIS, M. ELIAGON
ELLIS FAIIRENKAMP
FUPNACE FAIKS
GRUCNBERG FISCHER
HANLEY FRANK
HUDSON HALFORD
LARSON JONES
MACLEAN KELLY
MENARD KERTTULA
NAVARRE PEARCE
PHILLIPS POURCHOT
SHARP RODEY
SPOHNIIOLZ STURGULEWSKI
TAYLOR SZYMANSKI
WALLIS UEHLING

ZHAROFF

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO
f e d 1989

NAME: CLEM GRUNERT 
TITLE: PRES..CHIGNIK LAGOON VILLAGE COUNCIL 

ADDRESS: GENERAL DELIVERY
CITY: CHIGNIK, ALASKA ZIP: 9 9 5 6 5

PHONE: 2 3 5 - 6 5 0 9  
BILL NO: HJR 23
SUBJECT: DISAPPROVE KOOIAK ISLAND BORO ANNEXATION
MESSAGE: URGE YOUR SUPPORT FOR THE PASSAGE OF HJR Zt DISAPPROVING THE LOCAL 
BOUNDARY COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATION FOR ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY TO KODIAK 
ISLAND BOROUGH BECAUSE WE FEEL THAT TAXES ON THE RESOURCES SHOULD BE LEFT IN 

THE AREA WHERE THE FISH ARE HARVESTED. PERRYVILLE WAS RELOCATED FROM THE 
AREA PROPOSED IN THE ANNEXATION, THEY HAVE STRONG TIES TO THIS LAND. THANK 
YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION, PLEASE PASS HJR 2 3  AND DISAPPROVE ANNEXATION.

POMID: 0 6 1 5 2 0 5 0  
DATE: 0 2 / 2 2 / 0 9  
TIME: 1 5 : 2 0 : 5 0  

LIONAME: DILLINGHAM LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS

DAVIS, M.
NAVARRE
SWACKHAMMER
LARSON
HOFFMAN
WALLIS
KOPONEN
ULMER
BROUN
SHULTZ
RIEGER
PHILLIPS
BARNES

ZHAROFF
FISCHER
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—PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: 
TITLE: 

10DRESS: 
CITY: 

PHONE: 
I ’ LL NO:

BOB KRAMER

BOX 435
PILOT POINT, ALASKA ZIP: 99649
796-2213 
HJR 23

OBJECT: DISAPPROVE KOOIAK ISLAND BORO JMftXATZON
ISSAGE: I  AM IN SUPPORT OF HJR 23 AND URtfc TOUR SUPPORT THAT THE KODIAK 
■'•'LAND BOROUGH ANNEXATION BE DISAPPROVED. DON'T BELIEVE THAT KODIAK OUGHT TO 
VE THE RIGHT TO ANNEX THE LAND NEAR UGASHIK AND THE WEST SIDE OF THE MOUN- 

1NS. THIS LAND HAS BEEN TRADITIONALLY USED BY US AND I  BELIEVE IT  SHOULD NOT 
1( ALLOWED TO BE ANNEXED INTO THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH. THANK YOU FOR YOUR 
AREFUL CONSIDERATION. PLEASE SUPPORT HJR23.

POMID: 06153228 
DATE: 02/22/89 
TIME: 15:32:28 

lIONAME: DILLINGHAM LIO

ICOPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATOR

DAVIS, M.
LAPSON
HOFFMAN
SWACKHAMHER
WALLIS
KOPONEN
ULMER
CROWN
SHULTZ
RIEGER
PHILLIPS
BARNES

ZHAROFF

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: PATRICE LEE 
TITLE:

ADDRESS: 676 HILLCREST
CITY: FAIRBANKS ZIP! 99712

PHONE: 457-8797 
BILL NO: HB 16
SUBJECT: APPROP: PASS THRU GRANTS FOR EDUCATION
MESSAGE: ME URGE YOUR SUPPORT FOR FULL FUNDING OF EDUCATION.

SIGHED PATRICE LEE FOR CONCERNED TEACHERS AT RYAN MIDDLE SCHOOL. 
EOM/MJO

POMID: 07154543 
DATE: 02/22/89 
TIME: 15:45:43 

LIONAME: FAIRBANKS LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS

ELLIS
BOYER
GOLL
GRUENBERG 
DAVIS, C. 
FURNACE

FISCHER
DUNCAN
ADAMS
JONES
KELLY



DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

ZIP: 99579

NAME: NTRA OLSEN 
ITLE:

|C IRESS: BOX 79
EGEGIK, ALASKA 
233-2235 
HJR 23

JSJECT: DISAPPROVE KODIAK ISLAND BORO.'MjglHTZQN
lESSAGE: I  SUPPORT HJR23. KOOIAK IS SEPARATE?) FiROH THE PENINSULA BV FEDERAL

EGEGIK HAS PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL TIES TO THE LAND AND OUR DEVELOPMENT 
IFDULO NOT BE FURTHER ENCROACHED BY OUTSIDE ENTITIES FOR THEIR GAIN. I  REQUEST 
l l  VOTE DO PASS ON HJR23. THANK YOU.

CITY: 
PHONE: 

JILL NO:

’ OMID: 06099333 
DATE: 02/23/89 
TIME: 09:93:33 

ONAME: DILLINGHAM LIO

BCOPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATOR

LARSON
HOFFMAN
SWACKHAMMER
WALLIS
KOPONEN
ULMER
BROWN
SHULTZ
RIEGER
PHILLIPS
BARNES

ZHAROFF

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE JACKO

NAME: JOY ABALAMA 
TITLE:

ADDRESS: BOX 129
CITY: EGEGIK, ALASKA ZIP: 99579

PHONE: 233-2235 
BILL NO: HJR 23
SUBJECT: DISAPPROVE KODIAK ISLAND BORO ANNEXATION
MESSAGE: I  SUPPORT HJR23. WHY? THE ANNEXATION TAKES VALUABLE RESOURCES ANAY 
FROM THE PROPOSED LAKE AND PENINSULA BOROUGH. THIS AREA INCLUDING KANATUK HAS 
ALWAYS BEEN VIEWED BY THE PEOPLE OF EGEGIK AS AN ESSENTIAL PART OF OUR HERI­

TAGE. WE SUPPORT FORMING OUR OWN BOROUGH. W WANT IT  TO BE FINANCIAL STABLE. 
URGE YOUR SUPPORT FOR HJR23. THANK YOU.

POMID: 06100295 
DATE: 02/23/89 
TIME: 10:02:95 

LIONAME: DILLINGHAM LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATOR

HOFFMAN ZHAROFF
DAVIS, H.
LARSON
SWACKHAMMER
WALLIS
KOPONEN
ULMER
BROWN
SHULTZ
RIEGER
PHILLIPS
BARNES
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