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MUNICIPAL GRANT LAND ENTITLEMENT POLICY
March 12, 1990
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In response_to the House Committee on C_ommumtIY| and Regional Affairs interest,
particularly Representative Gail Phillips' questions on House Bill 143, the Departments’
of Community and Regional Affairs, Fish and Game and Natural Resources are pleased
to provide the following responses:

Question 1. Should wildlife habitat land be added to the land base that is selectable by
a municipality?

The administration supparts the selection of wildlife habitat or_any other state land when
a municipal entitlement is not adequate to meet the municipalities needs, and those
needs outweigh the state’s interest in retention of the land. Existing law allows such a

transfer,

%gggon 2. Will land be added to the VUU land base by the addition of wildlife habitat

The addition of wildlife habitat lands to the VUU land base would not add to the VUU land
base for municipalities formed prior to 1986. For new municipalities formed after 1986
the base would be increased as shown on the attached chart. We have no figures
available for areas in the unorganized borough.

Question 3;  With reﬂard to fairness among municipalities, how will existing municipalities
be affected by HB 143 if enacted. If they are not affected by HB 143 as drafted, what
would be the effect on these municipalities if HB 143 were applied to them?

As drafted HB143 does not affect emstmgz municipalities created prior to 1986. The
eleven borou?hs established prior to that date had their entitlement established by statute.
Itis Possmle 0 retroactively add any cities or boroughs to this legislation if desired which
would require DNR to receitify all entitiements not previously established by statute. See
the attached chart for a conveyance summary.

uestion 4: Should shape criteria be a part of municipal land entitlement selections?
I not, what are the possible effects on state land and state land policy? If kept, what are
the effects on land selections?

Shape criteria as currently used today generally involve a four to one ratio length to width.
There is authority to waive this requirement in g,roposed DNR regulations when it can be
Broved to be in the best interest of all parties. Size and shape requirements have always

een a part of a variety of land selection programs to include mining claims, state land
selections, and homestead programs to name a few. Without these criteria a municipality
could select a narrow strip of land along the banks of a river course. Such a strip would
reduce the value of arijacent land and, reduce access. Shape criteria tend to limit
selections to useful p?.reels and to permit better land management patterns.

Deleting shape criteria for the selection process would restrict management opportunities



to the state and invites possible abuse.

uestion 5. What aglency within the executive branch is in charge of land policy? Would
this change with HB 143

DNR is the lead agency on land policy. Often agencies, such as DF&G or DCRA have
occasjonal roles, " usually through ‘Interagency coordination to facilitate reaching
established goals.

HB 143's inclusion of DCRA in_an appeal process would alter that by introducing an
appeal hoard comprised of a DNR representative, a DCRA representative, and an elected
municipal official apPomted by the Governor. This would appear to alter the basic
responsibility authority of state” land management.



Municipal Entitlement Estimates for New Boroughs under SSHB 143

5 oh lacorporatso'i Population TotalStalo Lard
JLlate
N o rthw estA rotice 6/2/86 6,696 2,669,552
2,854,382
Aleutians East 10210187 2,091 1,122,016
424189 1,800" 4,885,000
12/7/90 2,000" 2,898,000

vuu Land

* %k %

131,402
2.854,382
76,334
150,000

494,000

+The first acreage figures are for the original certification prior to 1987 law change
The second set is after pnssago of Chap. 34, SLA 87, which defined Resource Management land as VUU

+¢Estimates from DCRA

se¢Established by 20 acre cap

Present

Entitlement

133,920" &
7,633

15,000

40,000% ee

Entitlement

W/O0 2040

285,438
1.633

15,000

49,400

Cap

Entitlement
W/W HREHab

285.438
35,000

115,000

189,400

++¢4#VVUU is defined as Statehood Act Sections 6(a) or 6(b) land that is unclassified or if classified is agricultural, grazing, material, public recreation,
settlement or resource management (if classification effective on or after Sep 1, 1983). Further, land that has been set aside by statute for one or more

particular uses or purposes is not VUU land.



CONVEYANCE SUMMARY :
UNITFIED HOME RULE MUNICIPALITIES AND BOROUGHS

CONVEYANCES BY AUTHORITY

Municipality Incorp  30.05.347 AS 07 AS 29 38.05.810 38.05.320 Legislative Other
Aleutians East Borough Oct-87
Bristol Bay Borough QOct-62 2,672.7
City & Borough of Junoau Jul-70 4.279.6 114 852.9
City & Borough of Sitka Dec-71 18 2,276.4 3,231.7 1545 0.6
Fairbanks North Star Borough Jan-84 83,964.9 44.9
Haines Borough Jul-68 1,082.8
Kenai Peninsula Borough Jan-64 79,206.0 181.9 1170
Ketchikan Gateway Borough Sop-63 4,033.3
Kodiak Island Borough Sep-63 11,654.0 143
Lake & Peninsula Borough Apr-89
Matanuska-Susitna Borough Jan-64 40.3 201,771.0 432.1 19.3
Municipality of Anchorage Sep-75 391.1 12,883.7 5,897.1 13285 1,256.4
North Slope Borough Jul-72
Northwest A»rctic Borough Jun-66

TOTALS 392.9 40.3 403,824 4 12,819.4 2,375.9 0.0 1,453.3

Tlr&%sggtg5hg§0conveyed land to municipalities under various authorities; AS 38.05.347, AS 07.05, AS 07.10, AS 29.18, AS 29.65, AS 38.05.315, AS 38.05.810 and

The authority for many early conveyances is not always stated. Where the authority is unknown, tho conveyance is included in the AS 29 column.

The figures in this table represents the actual amount of land conveyod to each individual municiP_ality and does not reflect the entitlement. In most cases, however,
the municipality manages its full entitlement. Land cannot be conveyed to a municipality until a Tand survey Is complete.



STATEOF ALASKA
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: 27-Feb-91
Title: An Act relating to general grant
land selections; and providing for date
Sponsor: Rep. MacLean

Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:
OPERATING
PERSONAL-SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND&STRUCTURES
GRANTS,CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

FY 92
136.6
35
75
0.5

148.1

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING:
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

TOTAL

(Thousands of Dollars)
148.1

148.1

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

3.0

Estimate of Current year impact:

Agency:

FISCALNOTE

House Community and Regional Affairs

FY 93
136.6
35
7.5
05

148.1

148.1

148.1

3.0

Department of Natural Resources

BILLNO. HB 143

Department Affected: Natural Resources
BRU: Land & Water Management
Components: Land & Water Management

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 431

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY94 FY 96 FY 97
136.6

35

7.5

0.5

FY 95

1481 0.0 0.0 0.0

148.1

1481 0.0 0.0 0.0

3.0

Distribution (by preparer) : Legislative Finance, legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB,
& Impacted Agcncy(ics).
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Fiscal Note HB 143, continued.
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. hb 143
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: Community & Regional A ffairs

e Title: "An Act..general grant land BRU: Local Government Assistance
selections...." Component: Local Government Support
Sponsor: Rep MaclLean
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 -0- O -0- -0- -0-

CAPITAL

REVENUE | T

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND -0-. —0— -O— -0- -O. _O_

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER
TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 0
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME -0- -0- - 0 Q0 -0- -0-
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact..

Prepared By: Pemond Henderson, Director 465-4708
Division: Administrative Services Date: 2/28/91
Approved by Commissioners"”

Agency Community “"Regional Affairs* Date: 2/28/9]_

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/90 Page 1 of _JL



STATE OF ALASKA
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: 3-14-91

Title:
Sponsor: Representative MaclLean

Requestor:

MunicipaT~and Grant Selections

FISCAL NOTE

Department Affected:

BRU: Habitat

BILL NO.

Fish and Game

Component: Habitat

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues:

OPERATING FY 92
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0

CAPITAL

REVENUE 0

FUNDING: of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

(ihousands

OTHER
TOT 0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0
PART-TIME 0
TEMPORARY 0

Estimate of current year

ANALYSIS: (Attach

Prepared By: Frank Rue.

Division: Division
Approved bv Commissioner: ¢ . a
Agency:
Distribution (by preparer):

Rev 10/90

(Thousands

impact:

a separate page if

Director

of Habitat

Department of Fish and Game

Legislative Finance,

of Dollars)

FY 93 FY 94

no impact on current year

necessary.)

Phone:

(GAmE b
f -
Requestor,

Legislative Sponsor,

FY 95

FY 96

465-4105

OHB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Page

t

HB 143
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WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR
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FISCALNOTE
STATE OF ALASKA

1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION bill no. hbms
Revision Date; 27-Feb-91 Department Affected: Natural Resources
Title: An Act relating to general_grant BRU: Land & Water Management
land selections; and providing for date Components: Land & Water Management
Sponsor: Rep. MacLean
Requestor: ~ House Community and Regional Affairs COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 431
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES 136.6 136.6 136.6
TRAVEL 35 35 35
CONTRACTUAL 7.5 7.5 7.5
SUPPLIES 0.5 0.5 05
EQUIPMENT
LAND&STRUCTURES

GRANTS,CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 148.1 148.1 148.1 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL
REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 148.1 148.1 148.1

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL 148.1 148.1 148.1 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 3.0 3.0 3.0
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of Current year impact:

Agency: Department of Natural Resources

Distribution (by preparer) : Legislative Finance, legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB,
& Impacted Agency(ies).
REV 10/90 page 1 of »
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DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
STATE OF ALASKA

P.0. Box Y, Juneau, Alaska 99811 Deliveries to: 240 Main Street
(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 Court Plaza, Room 500
FAX'(907) 465-2029 Mail Stop 3101

MEMORANDUM February 23 1991

SUBJECT: General Grant Land Selections (HB 143

TO: Representative Eileen MacLean

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook

Director

Here is the sectional summary that you requested.

Sec. 1. Deletes the limitation on the size of a general grant land entitlement for a
municipality based on population.

Sec. 2 Permits the giov_erning body of a city to request expeditious certification of its
entitlement by resolution and requires the entitlement to be certified within six
months after receipt of the resolution.

S(fect.ha b_Al\ldds a cross reference to the new appeal procedure added under section 5
of the hill,

Sec. 4. Requires the director of the division of lands to disapprove a selection only
upon a finding that the public interest in retaining state ownership of the land
outweighs the ‘municipality’s interest in obtaining the land. The Department of
Community and Regional Affairs is required to review each selection and recommend
approval or disapproval of it to the director.

Sec. 5 Before disapprovin_(% a selection, the director is required to notify the
municipality. The municipality may submit a written response and, if the selection
is disapproved, file natice of an appeal. The appeal will be heard by a municipal
land mediation committee and the decision of that committee may be appealed by
the municipality to the superior court.

Sec. 6. No restrictions may be placed on the shape of a parcel of land that may be
selected by a municipality.



Representative Eileen MacLean
February 23, 1991
Page 2

Sec. 7. Requires the commissioner of natural resource to consult with the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs before adopting regulations to carry
out the general grant land entitlement program.

Sec. 8. Adds a statement of policy to the general grant land entitlement program.

Sec. 9 Amends the definition of "vacant, unapPropnat_e_d, unreserved land" to
include land classified for wildlife habitat other than critical wildlife habitat for
purposes of de_termmmq both the size of an entitlement and the land that may be
selected in fulfillment of the entitlement.

Sec. 10 Requires the director of lands to redetermine and recertify the entitlement
of each mummpahtY incorporated after June 2, 1986 in accordance with the new

provisions of the bill. If the entitlement of a municipality is increased, land may be
selected within one year after the recertification.

Sec. 11 Makes two hill sections retroactive to June 2 1986, These sections may
have the effect of increasing entitlements for certain municipalities.

Sec. 12. The hill has an immediate effective date.

TBC:qc
91—Og8.glc



By: Rep. MacLean
2/26/91

THE NEEP FQR HB 143

The purpose of HB 143 is to restore equity in the General Grant
Land Entitlement process, to return the emphasis of the
program to its original intent of developing independent and
strong local governments, and to temper the Department of
Natural Resource's (DNR's) broad discretion in determining the
process and procedure for transferring general grant land to
municipalities.

The Mandator? Borough Act, enacted in 1963, created
opportunities for municipalities to acquire state land for their
local use. The intent was "to provide maximum local self-
government”.  General grant land provides a means of creating
a tax base, of generating revenues through land sales and
leases, and a land base for community and public purposes.

The State Constitution was based on the premise that
municipalities should be independent and seif governing.
Clearly, the intent is to provide for strong local governments.
It can be argued that the state's best interest is best served by
allowing local governments the opportunity to manage and
develop their own land base, thereby developing local
economies and strengthening the statewide economy.

However, DNR’s report (entitled Municipal General Grant Land
Entitlements. A State-Municipal Partnership) predetermines
that it ma?i not be in the best interests of the state that land in
rural Alaska be managed and developed by local governments
because the rural character of the state land "is often not well
suited for development or other municipal purposes".

Because many areas in remote parts of Alaska are in the very
initial stages of development, it is premature to make broad
generalizations about the use or character of land in rural
Alaska. Furthermore, subsistence is a major influence in the
rural economy and therefore could result in large selections of
land being held sacrosanct.

Finally, it is important for the legislature to evaluate the
municipal entitlement statutes, to include language to ﬁrovide
for liberal construction of the law, as provided for by the State
Constitution and, to make changes which favor the original
intent of this program.



POPULATION CAP

Section 1 removes the requirement that a municipality
incorporated after July 1, 1978, not receive a general “grant
land entitlement that exceeds 20 acres per resident; and
returns to the former "10 percent of vacant, unappropriated
and unreserved land".

A per capita limit on municipal grant land was established at
20 acres, based on the Mat-Su Borou_%h entitlement in 1978, At
that time it was the highest per capita entitlement to any
municipality.

DNR has su?gested that the 20 acre cap is the most generous
entitlement formula because it represents the highest per
capita entitlement given to any municipality. While this mav
at first seem a fair and equitable justification, it is neither,
Plven the very broad range of values of lands. Urban area
ands are often worth three times the rural acreage. A more
equitable distribution of land would be based on a ‘value’
determination, not a per capita determination which is
discriminatory to sparsely populated areas. Since establishing
values of lands is such a difficult, if not impossible effort in
rural selections, it makes more sense to rely upon the historical
10 percent of available land formula.

It should be noted that had the Matanuska-Susitna Borough
been restricted to the 20 acre cap based on the population on
the date of incorporation, (which is the way current law reads),
their entitiement would have been no more than 216, 680
acres, not the 355, 210 acre entitlement they received in 1978.

Legislative records for the 1978 legislation allude to a number
of considerations that influenced final acreage determinations,
but little, if no, information is available which describe the
need to limit entitlements to municipalities using a population
cap.

Finally, the population cap was put into effect in 1987, and

only after urban areas organized leaving rural areas with
reater restrictions and less available land on which to base
eir future growth and development,



STATE INTEREST V5, MUNICIPALITY'S INTEREST

Section 4 of the bill requires that before the Division of Lands
acts on a selection, the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs must review the selection and recommend approval or
disapproval. A selection may be disapproved only upon a
finding that the ﬁubllc interést in retaining state ownership of
the land outweighs the municipality's interest in obtaining the
land. A decision to disapprove would be subject to a new
_aptpeal tprocess which specifically evaluates state and municipal
inferests.

This process does not exclude DNR's usual practice of consulting
with resource agencies to evaluate municipalland selections. It
assures, however, that the agencyestablished by the
Constitution to advise and assist local governments is
inherently involved in this process.

Most municipalities received entitlements as partof the 1978
statutes. At that time they played a greaterrolein
determining their municipal land selections by influencing both
legislative “and regulatory provisions. For example, these
municipalities negotiated a compromise in the 1978 legislation
which required a municipality's consent for classification over
3,200 acres; established a joint planning process where DNR
and municipalities jointly considered state and municipal
interests; and which provided the state and municipalities to
jointly determine what areas would be available for selection.

Through efforts to expedite the lard disposal process, the
provisions which re(aune_d consent and joint planning were
dropped and replaced with a one-year deadline for both the
state and municipalities to determine selectable lands. There
was no need for a special appeal process hecause DNR and
_mummEaIltles were constrained by the one year period. That
is, DNR had little time to decide state interests and new
classifications within this one-year period had little potential to
negatively affect these municipalities. As a result of dropping
consent and joint pIannmP, however, DNR was left with greater
discretion and responsibility for making policy decisions with
little or no mechanism for” oversight by the newer
municipalities.



DNR exercises tremendous discretion in deciding the rules by
which justifications are reviewed for municipal purposes and
for evaluations of selections for state interest. Municipalities
have little say in the award process, have no ability to work
with DNR to jointly determine land classifications, and have no
appeal process which evaluates these land selections for
municipal interests.

MUNICIPAL LAND MEDIATION COMMITTEE /APPEAL

PROCESS

Section 5 provides for a notification process to be made to
municipalities and, for an appeal process by a municipal land
mediation committee composed of a person appointed by the
commissioner of DNR, an appointee by the commissioner of
C&RA, and an elected municiFaI official. An adverse decision of
the committee may be appealed to the superior court.

This section is necessary to insure that the municipalities'
interests are protected in the land selection process. As stated
above, the ability of new municipalities to influence the
municipal land selection process has been greatly diminished.
DNR exercises tremendous discretion in deciding the rules by
which 1’ustifications are reviewed for municipal purposes and
for evaluations of these selections for state interest. An appeal
section should be included to insure the public interest is
served. It should be noted that the public interest is served

when municipal interest is considered.

Drafters of the early municipal entitlement program clearly
intended for municipalities to play a role in the decision
making process. This requirement will restore parity between
the two philosophically differing agencies.

SIZE AND SHAPE OF PARCELS

Secdon 6 of the bill requires that the commissioner may not
impose restrictions on the shape of a parcel and land selected
by a municipality.

DNR currently uses a 41 width to depth rado as a standard
FOHCK for limiting the size of municipal land selections. The
ength of any parcel cannot be more than four times it width.



DNR has suggested a ratio of 4 to 1 because it is the same one
they use for their mineral leasing program. It does not
logically follow that a rule used for leased lands is one which
should be used for lands which become the management
responsibility of a municipality. It is cumbersome and
unwmld;r for efficient land selection processes and can
quadruple the cost of surveying.

Furthermore, DNR has imposed this stipulation because "it
would not serve the state's best interest to convey long narrow
tracts that could block public access to adjacent state land and
interfere with sound management”. However, the state's
interest in protecting public access could ea3||y be granted by
reserving easements on municipal land selections.

DNR has also stated that regulations require municipal
selections to be compact ana that they will implement a 4 to 1
ratio on the erroneous premise that rural land development
shguld Imedet the same standards of compact development on
urban land.

On the contrary, rural land selections, by definition, should
have ?reater flexibility to meet changing and diverse needs of
sparsely populated communities spread out over vast areas.
Rural selections should not be restricted by the same guidelines
used for urban selections.

DNR REGULATIONS

Section 7 requires the Commissioner of Natural Resources to
consult with the Department of Community and Regional affairs
prior to adopting regulations necessary to carry out the General
Grant Land program.

DNR has developed elaborate regulations to carry out the
municipal land entitlement program.  Although "these
regulations deeply affect the municipal statutes (Title 29), the
Department of Community and Reglonal Affairs has no vested
authority in the promulgation of those regulations.

Fish and Game statutes for example have similar provisions in
Title 16 which require DNR to consult ADF&G before adopting
regulations which govern public use areas managed by DNR.



POLICY STATEMENT

Section 8 adds a statement of policy to the general grant land
entitlement program.

The 1987 legislation included a reference that the entitlement
for the Northwest Arctic Borou:h was a partial entitiment and
that the governor would submit recommendations to the
legislature for additional general grant land entitlements for
the the Northwest Arctic and other newly formed ,
municipalities, consistent with a general grant land entitiement

policy.

The policy statement in HB 143 clarifies that the intent of the
legislature is that no less than 10 percent of vacant,
unappropriated, or unreserved land will be provided to newly
formed municipalities; and that the transfer of such land will
be prompt and -efficient,

In addition, the state has 20 million acres of land still to select
of its entitlement under the Statehood Act and it is important,
as a policy matter, to encourage full and expeditious transfers
of land. Because the municipal entitlement program was

created as an incentive for horough formation and was based
on a 10% formula, it is only reasonable to return to its orlgmal
intent.  This will still leave the state with 90% of its land Dbase.

WILDLIFE HABITAT IN "VUU"

Section 9 expands the definition of "vacant, unappropriated and
unreserved land" used to determine hoth the amount of land
and the classes of land that a municipality may select, to
include certain land classified wildlife habitat, other than
critical wildlife habitat.

Using land classifications to define selectable land (vuu land)
was put into place in 1979, Past municipalities had to select
their land by 1980, so the use of land classifications had no
affect on the amount of their entitlement and little potential to
impact which lands could be selected.

Newly formed municipalities, on the other hand, are

detrimentally impacted by classifications which were imposed
on millions of acres of land between 1978 and the present

8



time. These classifications were developed with little or no
regard to municipal interests and are based on broad,
?enerall_zed resource information.  There is no justifiable reason
0 restrict this entire category as a general rule.

There will be occasions where state and municipal interests
may conflict. DNR will continue to exercise substantial
discretion and will not be easily overturned when valid .
interests are shown. The discretion of any regulatory agency is
great and could adequately protect the state concerns, even
given the appeal committee's existence. Thus, there is no
reason to automatically exclude wildlife habitat from
consideration, particularly when the state is still left with 90%
of its land base.

RECERTIFICATION OF ENTITLEMENTS

Section 10 requires Department of Natural Resources to
recertify entitlements for municipalities incorporated after
June 2, 1986 to determine final entitlement lands that may be
selected as a result of this legislation.



By: Rep. MacLean

HB 143 GENERAL GRANT LAND SELECTIONS

"An Act relating to general grant land selections; and providing
for an effective date’

Section 1. removes the requirement that a municipality
incorporated after July 1, 1978 can not receive a %eneral grant
land entitlement that exceeds 20 acres per resident; returns to
the former "10 percent of vacant, unappropriated or
unreserved land".

Section 2; allows a city to request an expedited entitlement to
be determined within six months.

Section 3: after a municipal selection is rejected, existing law
?rants a municipality 90 days to select additional land In
iulfillment of its entitlement. A reference to the appeal process
:js added so that the 90 day period begins after the final appeal
ecision.

Section 4: before the Director of the Division of Lands acts on a
selection, the Department of Co_mmum(tjy & Regional Affairs
(DCRA) must review the selection and recommend approval or
disapproval. A selection may be disapproved only upon a
finding that the ﬁUth interest in retaining state ownership of
|thedland outweighs the municipality's interest in obtaining the
and.

Section 5: provides for a notification process to be made to
municipalities, and for an appeal process by a municipal land
mediation committee composed of a person appointed by the
Commissioner of Natural Resources, an appointee by the
Commissioner of Community &, Regional Affairs, and an elected
municipal official. An adverse decision of the committee may
be appealed to the superior court.

Section 6: the Commissioner of Natural Resources may not place
restrictions on the shape of a parcel of land that may be
selected by a municipality.

Section 7. requires the Commissioner of Natural Resources to
consult with Department of Community and Regional Affairs
prior to adopting regulations necessary to carry out the General
Grant Land Entitlement program.



Section 3: the policy of the state is to provide newly formed
municipalities with “entitlements that are no less than 10
Percent of "vuu" property; and to provide for expeditious
ransfer of land.

Section 9: the definition of "vacant, unapProprlated, and
unreserved land" used to determine both the amount of land
and the classes of land that a municipality may select is
expanded to include certain land classified as wildlife habitat,
other than critical wildlife habitat.

Section 10: the Department of Natural Resources will recertifg
entitlements for municipalities incorporated after June 2, 1986,
to determine the final entitlement that may be selected as a
result of this legislation.

Section 11 sections 1 and 9 are retroactive to June 2, 1986.

Section 12: this Act takes effect immediately.



A Population Cap on Acreage
is Not an Equitable Approach
for Municipal Land Entitlements:

Remote land located in the Mat-Su
Borough has about three times the
value of similar land located in the

Range of Land Values for Remote Land ;
J Northwest Arctic Borough.

In dollars per acre

$350 to $500 per acre

Mat-Su Borough Northwest Arctic
Borough

The Mat-Su Borough land entitlement of 355,210 acres was
processed in 1978. At that time, the Borough population was
17,760 — the land entitlement represented 20 acres per
capita. At an average value of $1,350 per acre, this equates
to $27,000 per capita. A similar entitlement in the Northwest
Arctic Borough would equate to $8,500 per capita.

V
Therefore, to receive an equivalent value per capita
for its land entitlement, the Northwest Arctic
Borough would have to receive three times the
acreage per capitacompared to the Mat-Su
Borough, or approximately 60 acres per capita.



ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH

SERVING THE COMMUNITIES OF
m KING COVE m SAND POINT m AKUTAN m COLD BAY m FALSE PASS m NELSON LAGOON

February 22, 1991

Representative Eileen Maclean
P.0. Box V
Juneau, Ak 99311

Re: HB 143
Dear Representative Maclean:

The Aleutians East Borough was formed in 1987, In the existing
municipal land entitlement program, it is eligible to receive
approximately 7,000 + acres. The program allows for possibly
up to 40,000 acres based on the 20 acre per person category
requirement. The Borough, because of land classification
restrictions, obviously will receive considerably less.

In light of the land entitlements by those who incorporated in
the 1601s, the AEB 1is concerned about being treated fairly and
equitably under this program. This is compounded by the fact
that the State of Alaska settled a dispute with the University
of Alaska and an important element of that settlement was the
conveyance of some of the little State-owned property in any
settlement within the Borough, Additionally, most lands that
are available to the Borough, are not of comparable value to
that of say the Mat-Su or Kenai Peninsula Borough under their
municipal entitlement program. The Borough therefore views the
changes as proposed in the HB 143 as a positive step in the
right direction to assist not only this Borough with its land
entitlement programs but also serve as needed changes which
will serve as Incentive for other areas to seriously consider a
borough organization in the future.

The AEB therefore supports the concept of HB 143 and recommends

Lamar J. Cotten
Borough Administrator

LGCremn



LAKE ANB SENINSULéSBOROUGH
King Salmon# Rlaska 99613

MEMORANDUM

The Lake

a Peninsula Boroygh supports HB 143 B
including V\{Iﬁld y Y Hpﬁ )
t

||f% habitat other thah critical wildlife

habitat 7n definition of VUU lands the amount of lands

selectable by this borough would be significantly increased.
a

In the Lake and Pepinsula Boroug althou?h DNR has not yet
|ed VUU lands, we Dpelieve we will be entitled
t d 8000 9000 acres, |f hab| tat lands were
, B B arge amgg f hab|(§at land |n the
or % would be ent|te to_ much more.
nder this scenario you are right
[ person cap.

in removing

|dIIfe heaslt)ltl%ltn J% enobte %%dee% Eg r?cerefy
VUU Vagngds a borgouggh may se?ect to at lea

n a borough which ?0 ers over 250
e amount of “land available to us u
reasonably small,

We also supﬁort the addmon of Community and Reg|
Affairs as ‘the first ag encx review selections.
aPency works exten3|ve|¥] d closel with municipaliti
sfatewide and therefore has a hetter perspectwe as to
IS reasonable and what is not. We also agree DCRA shoul
consulted as regulations are developed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

o= :..—Io
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INTRODUCTION

Decades of neglect by the federal government, resqurce
exploitation By corooratrons and individuals outside Alaska and a
lack of control of their destiny instilled in the fifty-fjve
drafters of the Alaska Constitution a unique vision of what would
become America's 49th state. The observations and experiences of
the residents of the territory who were self-reliant and
independent would manifest themselves throughout the ,
constitution. Nowhere are. these concepts more evident than in
Article X of the constitution where the relationship between
state government and local government are unselfishly defined.
SECTION 1. The Purpose of this article is to provide for
maximum focal self-government with a minimum of local
government units, and to prevent duplication of tax-levy |n%
jurisdictions. A liberal construction shall be given to the
powers of local government units.

SECTION 3. The entire State shall be divided into bomughs
organized or unorganized. They shall be established _in
manner and accordrn? to standards provided b aw. The

standards shall include popu anon Eeograp conomY,
transportation, and other factors, oro shal
embrace an area and Bopu lation with common interests to the
maximum degree possinle, The legislature shall classif
boroughs and prescribe their powers and functions. Methods
by which boroughs may _be organized, incorporated, merged,
consolidated, Tteclassified, or dissolved shall be prescribed
by law.
The delegates having been deprived of the ri %ht of self
determination, thoughtfully remembered territorial governance and
conferred autonomy and broad powers on municipalitiés of Alaska
through the constitution. By offering incentives to encourage
municipal incorporations, thé State of Alaska furthers the goal
of maximum local self-government contained in Article X
Since 1962, one of these incentives has been receipt of state
?eneral grant land within the boundaries of the local government
hereb¥ providing a means of creating or ex and rn? a tax ase a
means to generatg revenue through land sal es and Teases, a
base for Community expansion and a land base for other publm

DUTPOSES.

In addition to these general grant land entitlements,
municipalities can acquire otherwise unavanable state land under
the public and charitable use statute 05.810). Land
|

8.
acquired under this statute must be used fog

blic purpose
that is available to the public at large. [

a pu
owever, if the

1



eceiving the land has an outstanding municipal land
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BACKGROUND: MUNICIPAL LAND GRANTS

Legislative History

Alaska's first municipal land entitlement was created in 1962
when a new section was added to the Alaska Land Act. This
section stated:

Any city of the first class ma¥ apply in the manner
préescribed by the director, within five years from the
effective date of this Act, for a,conveyance to the city of
all surplus state lands located within the present
boundaries of the city. "Surplus state lands" means al
land owned by the state which is not Presently used or for
wnich there 1s no anticipated use by the staté for
governmental purposes

This act, codified AS 38.05.347, although containin? scant
rocedural guidance, resulted in the conveyance of thousands of

cres of state land to a small number of municipalities
hroughout the state. This law was repealed June 21, 1976

d the "Mandatory Borou?h
Alaska Land Act but, Til
m

p
a
t

ate legislature enacte
t was Unrelated to the
ated opportunities for r
their lfocal use. The in
s "to provide maximum local
creation of numerous boroughs
boroughs encompassed the populated aréas
boroughs could not opt out of,or%an|2|ng,
existéd in the law, such as final location of t
boundaries. The act, additionally, provided in
form of cash grants and grants of state land.

Unlike the 1962 act, the “Mandaer Borough Act"(codified AS
07.10.150) provided a formula for the amount of the state land
grant entitlement,

This act provided:

ﬂmof—b

as
un
te
S

D D

t
ft
som

(that) "an organized horough may select 10 per cent of the
vacant, unappropriated, unreserved state lands located
within its boundaries within five years after the date of

2
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availability of state lands in t? a borough."

The act also provided certain necessary ?roceduraj guidance for
the selection, survey and conveyance of these entitlement lands.

Several changes to the law were eventually enacted, In 1970
Chapter 213, SLA 1970 removed the five year selection deadline,
and extended %eneraj grant land entitlements to first and second
class cities addlng AS 07.05.040. In 1972 AS 07.10 was
renumbered to AS 29.1

Fifteen years of disputes between municipalities and the state
over interpretation of the law culminated in the first major
amendment to AS 29.18 in 1978. Some of the more important
disputes illustrate the range of problems faced by the program.

-Land selections by municipalities had no time frames for
adjudication and conveyance. Municipalities felt that the
state deliberately dra%ged its feet on selections that it
wanted to retain and t ns that

at after a?proving selectio
the conveyances were unnecessarily delayed.

-Southeast boroughs believed that ?etting concurrence of the'
land trust boardS for conveyance of university, mental

health and school trust lands was an unduly cumbersome

process.

-The North Slope Borough had selected resource management
and industrial lands at Prudoe Bay which were rejected in the
state's Interests.

-When municipalities selected agricultural lands theY
received only the agricultural interest. These lands often were
more valuable for subdivisions and other uses than as
agricultural  land and municipalities wanted more than just the
agricultural  interest.

-Municipal land selections occurred on an ad hoc basis
often before the state could evaluate resources and perform
its mandated land planning functions.
-Contention by the North Slope Borough that they have an
absolute right to select 10 percent of the state land within
their boundaries, irrespective the land classification,

Features of the new law were;

1) Unified home rule municipalities and all boroughs were
granted acreage specific entitlements;

ppropriated, unreserved" (VUU{ land was now
ased on a two part test: 1) the grant type

3
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statutorily defined b



from the federal

under which the st a fro
) sification system;

at e lan
government and 2) th d cla
31 General grant land entitlements were limited to generm

e acquired th
e state' N
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grant land that the state acquired under sections 6(a) an
0f the Statehood Act

4) Entitlements were fixed as of July 1, 1978, based on the
state's VUU land base on that date;
_ 5) Entitlements were extended to municipalities
incorporated after July 1, 1978, and a method of computing these
entitlements was established;

6) Entitlements became vested property rights and could be
fulfilled at anY time before two years after the state's right to
select federal Tand under 6(a) or 6(b) of the Statehood Act
expired;

7) Selections must be approved or disapproved within nine
months of selection and further patent issuance must occur within
three months of survey plat approval,

8) Municipalities with an entitlement of less than one and
one-half acre Per capita could select vacant school, university
or mental health trust lands;
icipalities

9) Deficiency payments were established for mun
% [ idential,

whose entitlment land bases were unsuitable for re
commercial or industrial purposes;

10% Authority for land exchanges between municipalities and
the state when in the public interest was established;

11) Municipalities in litigation with the state over
general grant land entitlements had to elect to bhenefit under the
ne% law or receive the fruits of the litigation, but not both;
and;

i d12) A comprehensive and detailed definitions section was
added.

For the first time, a detailed and clear law existed, specifying
anprtant policies and procedures, under which general grant land
entitlements would be administered.

In 1979, AS 29.18 was amended so that entitlements could no
Ion%er be fu Ifilled by selections filed up to two years after the
state's selection rights with the federal government expired, but
now must be made prior to October 1, 1980

In 1981, to ensure that all entitlements were fulfilled,
amendments ?ave municipalities 90 da¥s_to re-select new land upon
rejection of a previous selection. his was necessary because in
law a selection deadline had been established.

4
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In 1985 university trust land was removed from the group of lands
available to a municipality with a per capita entitlement of less
than one and one-half acres. This resulted from successful
litigation by the University Board of Regents against the state
over management of its land trust corpus.

In 1985 AS 29.18.201 - 29.18.205 were repealed effective January
1, 1986. These sections were _the major ﬁrovmons of the general
?rant land entitlement law. They were, however, replaced with
2hgeega[r14eoprovmons -hat were renumbered AS 29.65.010 -

In 1987 the most recent amendments to the law occurred. The
major provisions of the new law are;

1) Expands general grant entitlements to cagture all state
VUU land within the municipal boundaries between September 16,
1970 and January 1, 1988;
2)  Bases entitlements of cities and borou%hs incorporated
%uy 1, 1978, on the maximum amount of VUU land within
0

e I
undaries between incorporation and two years thereafter;

after
their '
_ 3) Establishes uP_p_er limit of entitlements to newly
incorporated municipalities not to exceed 20 acres per caPlta
based on the population of the municipality on the date o
incorporation;

4) Extends selection deadline of bo
29.65.01

. S, ! I oughs and unified home
rule municipalities listed in AS to

i
0 October 1, 1990.
gool or mental health
i

5] Invalidates all selections of s¢
trust lands occurring after October 4, 1985 the date of the
mental health land trust litigation decision;

6) Prohibits a municipality from trading entitlement land
federal subsurface rights or any interest in the Arctic

nal Wildlife Refuge;
Vﬁﬁltegorizes material and public recreation classified

_ 8) Categorizes resource management classified land as VUU
If the classification occurred on or after September 1, 1983;

9) Specifies that the new entitlement for the Northwest
Arctic Borou%h is a partial entitlement. Additional entitlement
for the Northwest Arctic Borough and municipalities incorporating
after the Northwest Arctic Borough dePends upon the governor's
recommendation to the legislature, after completion of the
Northwest Area Plan, for additional entitlement consistent with

5



his general grant land entitlement policy.

10) Reinstates the 89,850 acre entitlement to the North
Sl.cpe Borough lost through litigation in 1978.

Abrief discussion of Alaska's statehood land grant entitlement
will help focus the parallel municipal general grant land
entitlements. The Alaska Statehood Act granted land entitlements
to the state under sections 6(a) and 6(b) totaling 103,350,000
acres to be selected from the federal public domain. In 1962,
when the state enacted the first municipal entitlement law, less
than.elght million acres of the statehood entitlement had been
received from the federal government. There were less than 40
municipalities in the state at that time. Up until the 1978 law,
mun|0|_paI|tP/_ was entitled to select 10% of the VUU land within
et n|1un|<:|pa ity without a date final for fulfilling that

a
th

entitlement. This appears to have been intended as an ongoing
Process so that as the state received more of its entitlement,
the municipality could continue to select 10% of that which was

The 1978 law, for the first time established date certain time
linegs. The pool of land from which to compute the 10% of VUU
entitlement was limited to land within the municipal boundaries
between the first date of eligibility for each municipality
(September 16, 1970, or date of incorporation which ever came
later) and July 1, 1978. The deadline for selection was, ,
however, set two years after expiration of the state's selection
rights from the federal public domain. The state's selection
deadline was 25 years from statehood (1984). The Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) extended this by ten

years to 1994,

In 1978 the state had received about 35 million acres of its
entitlement. The 1978 city certifications resulted in an
allocation of 7,727 acres to 19 qualifying cities and 861,608
acres to 11 unified home rule municipalities and boroughs. A
total of 869,335 acres of state land were granted to
municipalities under the 1978 law.

Entitlement acreages for unified home rule municipalities and
oroughs contained in AS 29.18.201, as amended in 1978, did not
lways represent fulfillable entitlements. When the state

giSlature was con3|der|n% provisions to be incorporated into
e AS 29.18 amendments, they established acreage entitlements
r each of the unified home rule municipalities and boroughs
sed on a complicated scheme that considered populrtion, areal
extent and avaitlability of state land within the municipal
boundaries. The MunicCipality of Anchora?e and the Kodiak Island
Borough had considerably less state VUU Tand within their
boundaries than was needed to meet the statutory entitlement.

The Municipality of Anchora?e received $4,000,000 as deficiency
payment under AS 29.18.208 for 4,000 acres of entitlement land
and in 1985 entered into an agreement with the state to zero out

b
a
le
th
fo
ha
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a yet unfulfillable entitlement with 4,628 designated acres of
state land within the municipal boundaries. Prior to the
agreement, 20,671 acres of land had been approved or patented to
the municipality, Under the settlement Anchorage can also
receive up to 1,000 acres of National Forest Community Grant land
at Girdwood if fand is ever conveyed to the state.

The Kodiak mlandBorou?h likewise entered into a
the state to zero ouf its entitlement with 48,7
acres of state land within their boundaries. As
agreement the borough would return to the state 3,
the 13,960 acres of land that had been patented or approved for
Patent rior to the agreement. The borough would also receive up
0 17,800 acres of land under selection by ANCSA corporations if
the land was ever available to the state.

The amount of additional state land ?ranted to cities by the 1987
amendments is 11,892.3 acres. The state had about 80 million
acres of its entitlement in 1987. {he nlyor affect of the new

g

|

n agreementW|th
00 designated
part of the
3,069 acres of
0
d

D =

law, however, is re-establishing a 1978, §9,850 acre entitlement
to the North Slope Borough and increasing the 13,000 acre
entitlement certified under the old statute to the new Northwest
Arctic Borou?h to 133,920 acres. In round figures about 236, 000+
acres of state VUU land will be conveyed to two boroughs and nine
cities under the 1987 law.

VUU Land Definitions History

Between 1963 and 1978, municipal entitlement selections were
limited to "vacant, unappropuated, unreserved land". It
appears, by extension of application, that state administrators
conceptually adogted the similar gU|deI|nes used by federal
administrators when statehood land selections were being
adjudicated. Neither statutory nor policy definitions existed
for VUU land and as a result municipalities and the state
disagreed about whether specific parcels of land were VUU.

In 1978, the amended law adopted specific definitions for VUU

land.
Following were the limitations placed on this definition:

1) Land must be Statehood Act section 6£a) or 6(b) land
that has been patented or tentatively approved to the state and
excludes the mineral estate;

2) Land cannot have been set aside by statute for one or
more particular uses or purposes

~3) Land must be unclassified or if classified isclassified
agricultural, grazing, commercial, industrial, private
recreational, residential, utility or opcn-to-entry.



The definition of VUU land specifically excluded minerals citing
section 6(i) of the Statehood Act. Section 6(i) was incorporated
into the Alaska Land Act as AS 38.05.125.

Thus, "VUU" was defined clearing the way to settling many of the
disputes between the state and municipalities. All of the
classifications that are defined VUU are categories which the
state was already allowed to dispose of by law. In 1983 the
state's land classification regulations were changed so that
commercial, industrial, oPen-.to.-ent.ry, private recreation,
residential and utility classifications were subsumed by a new

‘settlementl classification, The effect was that unclassified
land, settlement land, grazing land and the agricultural interest
in a_?rlcultural land were available to municipalities for
fulfiTiment of entitlement.

In 1987 three additional cat.e(fories were added to the list of VUU
classifications: 1) material, 2) public recreation;
resoltégcge management if classified as such on or after September

1978 Entitlement Status

On July I, 1978, there were 139 cities incorporated under state
law. TCertifications of entitlement under ch 180, SLA 1978,
resulted in 19 cities receiving entitlements totalling 7,727
acres.

In 1978 the Ie(t;lslature redesignated university and mental health
trust land state general grant land &Chap 182, SLA 1978). Based
on what they believed to De representations by DNK that these
lands would now be, not only general grant land, but also VUU
available for entitlement computation as well as available for

fulfillment of entitlement. hree cities in Southeast Alaska
certified as "zero entitlement" believed that the department
erred in the certifications because redesignated menta) health
trust land as general land statewide was not included as part of
the land base ~within their corporate boundaries for the .
certification process. Petersburg filed suit in State Superior
Court (LJU-78-1109 civ) and Kupreanof and Wrangell
administratively appealed their zero entitlement certifications.
The state reached an agreement with Petershurg and ?ranted 10% of
the mental health lands within their boundaries to the city.
This amounted to 461.27 acres of land. The conveyances were
under the authority of AS38.05.315(a) (renumbered AS 38.05.810).

tion of the other two appeals, the department extended
f the Petershurg settlement. Kupreanof received

s of mental health land and Wrangell received 310
mental health land.

all land selections for municipalities with entitlements
1978 law are in place, somewhat less than half of the
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land has been patented to them. The state cannot convey land to
a municipality until the federal government has ?atented the land
to the state.” However, all 1978 municipal selections have, with
r
e

e

1
few exceptions, been aPproved reﬁected. When the state
approves. a_ selection,  the mta

_ n, . cipality assumes management
responsibility as if it owned the land, By statute
cipalities can create third Party interests on approved
tions prior to patent with the approval of the director.
tor generally confers broad management authority to a
ty on_an_aEproved selection unless there is an
public interest requiring continued involvement by the

/
0
|
t

1988 Entitlement Certification Results

Between the 1978 round of certifications and the 1987 amendments
to AS 29.65, EI?ht cities incorporated under state law. Only
ThorneBay had state general grant land within its boundaries
that was" VUU and in 1982 their entitlement wasestablished at 612

acres, Thiswas in error and was corrected to theproper figure
of 675 acresin the 1988 certification.

Three other cities received land from the state during the period
July 1, 1978, to Januar;z/ 1, 1988. Tenakee Springs had entered
into an agreement in 1977 with Alaska Lumber and Pulp Company
(AL&P) and the Department of Natural Resources. The purpose of
the agreement was to "permit the proposed operations JAL P timber
contract with the USFS on Chich in a

, agg_of Island] to proceed in a _
climate of consensus and cooperation". The state's obligation in

the agreement was:

"The state will convey to the City title to any selected
lands conveyed to the State by the Bureau of Land
Management, excePt that the State may retain title to those
sites necessary tor present or anticipated essential public

poses. The State will convey to the City all tidelands
and submerged lands within or subjacent to the Sunny Cove
dump, and will expeditiously consider the City's apJ)HCB\tIOﬂ
for conveyance of other tidelands and submerged lands
adjacent to any selected lands conveyed to the State by the
Bureau of Land Management."

The state's part of the a%reement was not carriedout and in 1980
Tenakee SBrlngs filed suit against the state in State Superior
Court (LJU-80-1666). An out of court settlement resulted in a
split of the state lands within the city boundaries, granting the
city 2,958 acres and leaving in state ownership 1,027 “acres.

Whittier sought and received a legislative 8rant of state land.
Under chap 73, SLA 1984 Whittier received 600 acres ofstate
general grant land within its boundaries.

9



Pelican sought and received a legislative grant of 8.863 acres of
state land Under Ch 53, SLA 1985:

The amendments to AS 29.65 in 1987 resulted in certifications of
new or enhanced entitlements to nine cities of the 147 cities in
existence on Januarzllh 1988. Kupreanof, Petersbur%, Pelican,
Tenakee S rln%sh Whittier and Wrangell each. had state general
grant land within their boundaries that w I VUU. The previous
agreements, settlements and Ieglslatlon, however, resulted in the
entitlements being certified at zero acres. The conveyances to
Kupreanof,Petersburg and Wrangell were done under the authqrny
of AS 38.05.810 and as provided in AS 29.65 iIf a municipalit

with an entitlement is conveyed land under “8IT it may be char%ed
against the entitlement. Wrangell administratively appealed this
certification because the amount of land that they received in

1978 was less than 10% of the VUU land that was available for the
1988 certification. The director reconsidered the facts and
agreed with the City of Wrangell that their entitlement should be
the full 10 percent of the VUU land within the city boundaries.

BACKGROUND: TTDELAND CONVEYANCES TO
MUNICIPALITIES

Legislative History

In addition to the general grant land entitlements, qualified
cities within Alaska have been conveyed tide and submerged land.
To understand the purpose of these conveyances of public trust
land it is necessar¥ to review federal mandates for management of
blde and submerged land prior to Alaska's admission into the

nion.

By act of Congress, on May 17, 1884, Alaska was established as _a
judicial district with a governor and district court system. The
general law of Oregon was applied to the district under this act.

On MaY 14, 1898, Congress passed an act extending the homestead
laws to the District of Alaska and prOV|d|n% for right of way for
railroads within the district. The act declared that "all such
rights to [tide lands and beds of any navigable waters] shall
continue to be held by the United States in trust for the people
of any state or stateS which may hereafter be erected out of said
District [Alaska]."

The Organic Act, approved by Congress August 24, 1912, created.
the Territory of Alaska and granted the new territory legislative
?owers through an elected legislative assembly. The Organic Act
urther extended the Constitution of the United States and al
laws not locally inapplicable, to the Territory of Alaska.

Thus territorial tidelands constituted a federal trust early in
Alaska's history and as such could not be disposed of through

10
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lease or sale. Additionally, permanent improvements were not
authorized to be constructed upon tide and submerged land.

The importance of improved tidelands to the vitality of the
territory's economy and the health of its people is readily
apparent. It was a territory whose economy, mobility and
recreation were intimately tied to the sea. Log transfer
facilities, seafood processors, municipal docks, private boat
ways and even residences were partially or wholly constructed on
tidelands with no method for individuals or businesses to acquire
proper authorization for use. The need for these activities was
readily recognized by the federal managers. However, the
mechanism for authorizing such use was non-existent.

In full recognition of these shoHcomln?s, Congress enacted a law
on September 7, 1957 (P.L. 85-303), that conveyed tidelands
adjacent surveyed townsites to the territory. "~The conveyance was
for tidelands and all improvements and natural resources between
he line of mean high tide and the pierhead line. The pierhead

t
line was defined as a "line ParaIMI to the existing line of mean
low tide at such distance offshore from the line of mean low tide
that encompasses to the landward all stationary, manmade
structures in existence as of February 1, 1957". Under this law
acceptance by the SecretarY of Interior of new townsite surveys
effected conveyances of attendant tidelands to the territory.

The act authorized the territory to mana?e and dispose of any
tract of tidelands acquired under the act for municipal,
business, residential or other beneficial purposes. A tidelands
opcuPant or the occupant's successor in interest had a preference
right to acquire an improved tract if a djsposal occurred. These
improved tracts could be conveyed to the |ncorﬁorated town or
school district. However, if this occurred, the town or school

district must accord any occupant a preference right in any
disposals contemplated 1n the future.

The Army Corps of En?meers was ?Wen_the authority to establish
pierhead lines for afll surveyed townsites to enable conveyances

to the territory. This process was initiated soon after passa?e
of the act. Alaska's statehood interrupted this process with the
conveyance of all tide and submerged land under section 6(m) of
the statehood act to the new state.

The Alaska Legislature incorporated specific language in the
Alaska Land Act to recognize aid implement the provisions of the
September 7, 1957, federal law. The provisions were soon
codified AS 38.05.320(b).

The Alaska Land Act (ch 169,SLA 1959) section 5(c) enabled the
conveyances of tidelands to municipal corporations.
Qualitications in the act were;

11



1) The corporation must have been incorporated on or before
January 3, 1959;

lay between the mean
harbor line or in their
f the director,

3) The corporation had to prepare a plat of the area
conveyed showing all structures and improvements thereon and each
tr%cé thaé was occupied or developed with the owner or claimant
noted; and,

4) The corporation had to recognize preference rights for
occupied and developed tracts.

~2) Tidelands subject to conveyance
high tide line and the pierhead liné, the
absence, a line subject to the approval o

The tidelands conveYances to municipal corporations were
mandatory and gave the department few discretionary powers over
the process.

An amendment to AS 38.05.320(b) occurred in 1964 (ch 81, SLA
1964) when "municipal corporation” was changed to "(h)ome rule
cities and cities of the first

e

_ class." These cities had to have
been incorporated on or before April 1, 1964, in order to
qualify.

Another amendment to AS 38.05, although unrelated to AS
38.05.320(b2, did provide for another type of tidelands
conveyance to municipalities. Chapter 108, SLA 1974 (codified AS
38.05:323) allowed home rule and generallaw municipalities to
apply for tidelands between mean high tide and mean low tide
adjacent public recreation area facilities if the facility was
developed under the terms of P.L. 507 (70 Stat. 130) and it was
conveyed from the state to the municipality.

Under AS 38.05.320%}) 25,224.3 acres of tidelands were conveyed
to 28 cities from Barrow to Saxman. Apparently no tidelands have
been conveyed under AS 38.05.323.

GENERAL GRANT LAND ENTITLEMENT DISCUSSION

There are three categories of general grant land entitlements
under AS 29.65:

1) A specified statut?ry entitlement (Ag
S e

. La | _ 9.65.010) for
unified home rule municipalities and organiz

2
boroughs;

2) 10% of the maximum total acreage of vacant, _
unappropriated, unreserved (VUU} land within the boundaries
between September 16, 1970 and January 1, 1988 for cities
incorporated as of July 1, 1978 (AS 29.65.020); and

3)  10% of the maximum total acreage of VUU land within the
boundaries between date of incorporation and two years after tha

12
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date for cities incorporated after July 1, 1978 (AS 29.65.030).

The governor's general grant land entitlement ?olicy required by
Sectron 11, Chapter, 34 SLA 1987 only affects the Northwest
Arctic Borough and other municipalities incorporated after
formation of the Northwest Arctic Borough ﬁlncorporated June 2,
19865). Thus, only general grant land entitlements pursuant to AS
29.65.030 for municipalities incorporated on or after June 2,
1986 will be affected by this policy document.

Section 2 ch 34 SLA 1987 5|gn|f|_cantl>g amended AS 29.65.030 by
adding a new uPper entitlement limit based on municipal
Populatlon on the date of incorporation. was imposed
0 help dissuade formation of municipalities for the sole PUIPOSE
of obtaining Iar?e general grant land entitlements from the

state. Since all densely populated areas of the state are
Bresently_lncorporated, newly incorporated areas will generally
e rural in character. State land within these areas is often
not Well suited for development or other municipal purposes.
Creating large entitlements t0 be fulfilled from the staters
rural land base May NOt be in the state's interests.

The per capita [imit was established at 20 acres bhased on the
highest Eer capita entitlement to any municipality statewide
created by the 1978 amendments to the municipal entitlement law.
The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has an entitlement of 355,210 acres
which is about 20 acres per capita based on the population of the
borough in 1978,

From mcegt_lon, the municipal entitlement law has undergone a
gradual philosophical broa enlng of purpose. Where the early
versions of the law were focused on making land available that
was suitable for development for residential, commercial or
industrial use, the most recent version of the law shifts to
include public purpose land, This shift occurs through inclusion
of public recreation classified land in the categories of land
available to municipalities.

PURPOSES FOR GENERAL GRANT LAND ENTFTLEMENTS

ments today is to provide

The central theme of municipal entitle
or the purposes of:

land to municipal corporations f
1) Siting public facilities/aiding community expansion,

2)  Providing a means of revenue production through sales or
lease which also expands the municipal tax base; and,

3) Providing local public recreation opportunities.

13



ions of Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA}
tate's title to selected and tentatively a%[oved and
vicinity of ANCSA village corForatlons. Is results
y limited or totally absent state land hases in or
cities (population centers) for a new borough to
first two purposes. The provisions of ANCSA 14(c)(3)
compensate for this shortcomlng by requiring that an
e corporation convey up to 1,280 acres of land to the

rPoratlon. This provision includes title to the
maining rrace estate of the improved land and as much
ditional land as is necessary for community expansion, and
propriate rldghts-of-way for public use, and other foreseeable
mmunity needs.

results of AS 29.65 and ANCSA must be viewed together. If
land available under these two laws is insufficrent to

fill municipal land entitlement purposes, and other state land
vailable under AS 29.65 will meet the needs, then the _
murtnmpallty may make a written request, including justification,
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to the De’oartment of Natural Resources for the specific
additional land which increases their entitlement.

SUMMARY

The State of Alaska in furtherance of the ?oal of maximum local
government committed in 1978 7,727 acres of state land to 19
cities and another 861,608 acres to 11 unified home rule _
municipalities and boroughs. ith few exceptions land selections
have been approved and the municipalities actively manage this

land base of nearly 870,000 acres.

after 1978 resulted in another 14,000 acres of
|

New incorporatio e
nt t city and one borough.

, ns
entitleme 0 one

The 1987 amendments to AS 29.65 created new entitlements for two
cities totalling over 1,200 acres, reestablished an 89,850 acre
entitlement for a borou%h and expanded entitlements for seven
cities and one borough Tor over 130,000 new acres.

Over 1,000,000 acres of state land have been committed under AS
29.65 to 41 municipalities statewide for local use. The state
has patented nearly 430,000 acres of uplands to 48 municipalities
since statehood and 25,000 acres of tidelands to 28 cities,

As the current trend toward more horough incorporations
continues, general grant land entitlements promise to play a role
in the viability of the new municipalities In a difficult
economic environment.

14



M UNICIPAL ENTITLEM ENT CERTIFICATION SUMM ARY

NorthPole
Ouzinkie

Felican

RaotAleaxcer

RortLions

Terakee Jorinos

Thomo Pay

Valdez

WHittier™

Wiarcell

Yakutat
TOTALS

TABLE 1

1978

Entitlement
0.0
40.0
235.0
400.0
1.0
15.0
16.0
15.0
405.0
307.0
0.5
32.0
0.0

0.5
240.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
35.0
562.0
500.0
14.0

0.0

0.0
4,805.0
0.0

0.0
104.0

7,727.0

Other

Entitlement

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
180.8
0.0
0.0
8.9
461.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
2,958.0
612.0
0.0
600.0
310.0
0.0

5,131.0

1988

Entitlement
1,182.0
0.0
0.0
481.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
53.0
0.0
565.0
7977.0
0.0
0.0
675.0
7,593.0
0.0
551.0
0.0

19,081.8

New Acres Under

Ch34,SLA 1987

1,182.0

81.8

3.5

53.0
3.0
1,471.0
63.0

2,788.0

241.0

11,892.3



CONVEYANCE SUMMARY:

City or Borough

Altunins East Borough
Bristol Bay Borough

City A Borough of Juneau
City A Borough of Silks
Fairbanks North Star Borough
Haines Borough

Kanai Peninsula Borough
Katchikan Gateway Borough
Kodiak Island Borough

Laka A Peninsula Borough
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Municipality of Anchorage
North Slope Borough
Northwest Arctic Borough

TABLE 2

CONVEYANCES BY AUTHORITY

Incorp
Oct-87
Oct-62
Jul-70
Dac-71
Jan-64
Jul-66
Jan-64
S«p-63
Sap-60
Apr-60
Jan-64
S*p-75
Jul-72
Jun-66
TOTALS

347

18

011

392.9

AS 07 AS 29
26727
36220
13903

83964.9
10828

79.206.0
40333

116540

403 2016234
128837

.810

111
6.064.6
449

1819

143

4003
58971

40.3 4021336 126141

320

8529
1945

13285

2.375.9

Legislative

UNIFIED HOME RULE MUNICIPALITIES AND BOROUGHS

Other

00

1170

793
12564

00 14533



CONVEYANCE SUMMARY:

City or Borough
Aniak
Barrow
Bathal
Cordova
Craig
Delia Junction
QOillingham
Fairbanka
Fort Yukon
Halnaa
Homar
Hoonah
Houston
Hydaburg
Kaka
Kasaan
Kanai
Ketchikan
King Cove
|0awock
Kodiak
Kouebua
Kupreanof
McGrath
Nanana
Noma
North Pole
Palmar
Pelican
Petershurg
Sand Point
Saxman
Seldovte
Seward
Shungnak
Skagway
Soidotna
Tenakee Springe
Thome Bay
Unalatke
Valdai
Waailla
Wrangell
Yakutat

TABLE 3

CITIES

CONVEYANCES BY AUTHORITY

Incorp
May-72
Jan-50
Jan-57
Jan-00
Jan-22
Dec-60
Jan-63
Jan-03
Feb-50
Jan-10
Jan-64
Jun-46
Jan-66
Oct-27
Nov-52
Feb-76
May-60
Jan-00
Jan-47
Jan-20
Jan-40
Mar-73
Aug-75
Jun-76
Jan-21
Jan-01
Jan-53
Jan-51
Jan-43
Jan-10
Oct-66
Sap-20
May-45
Jan-12
Mar-76
Jan-00
Jan-67
Oct-71
Aug-02
Jan-42
Jan-01
Jan-74
Jan-03
Jan-46
TOTALS

347 AS 07 AS 29

821 50

05

3103

05

200

1055
4188

3594.7 3553

2810 12

1808

2311

4031

121
1110

2402
44202
115

1236

4,063.3 0.0 7,092.1

810
246

3170

182
400
107
%1

04
1756
12

154

135

107
35
49

3147
23

216
491
06

3015

1206
2407
312

320

8700

3217
730

1001
68311
2014

1750
2183

27521
1697
1781
2725
2100
3028

57170
601
4405
536
1180
16773

1035

302

13686

1466
2403

1,970.3 22,8434

Legislative Other

424

03

2028

14

19

1.7
350
421

80
124

003
2048

03
346

89 744.9
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> “obrfck Sﬁ THE GOVERNDE °

uneau

May 4, 1990

The Honorable Sam Cotten
Speaker of the House
Alaska State Legislature
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Sam,

As you know, the general land grant entitlement grogram for
municipalities was amended by Chapter 34, SLA 1987.  All
of these amendments have now heen |mPIemented except
Section 11. Following is the complete text of Section 11

The general grant land entitlement authorized for the
Northwest Arctic Borou%h under AS 29.65.030(a),  as
amended in sec. 2 of this Act, is a partial entitlement

for the borough.

After completion of the Northwest Area Plan prepared
under AS 38.04.065, the governor shall submit to the
Legislature recommendations for additional general
grant land entitlements for the Northwest Arctic
orough consistent with the general grant land entitle-
ment policy developed by the governor. The governor
shall also” submit recommendations for additional
general grant land entitlements for other newly formed
municipalities consistent with the general grant land
entitlement policy developed by the governor.

The Northwest Area Plan is now adopted and the Northwest
Arctic Borough has recently filed 1ts land selections,
Therefore, with this letter | _am transmitting the policy
envisioned by this section. The policy was developed from
nearly 30 years of experience administering the municipal
land entitlement program. Also enclosed is a background
report describing the policy.

The policy will be used when it is time to make recommenda-
tions for additional entitlement to the Northwest Arctic
Borough and the other new municipalities. Before | make
such recommendations, however, the general grant land
entitlement must be certified and accepted Dy the new
municipality.



Honorable Sam Cotten -2 - May 4, 1990

Deficiencies in acreage amount cannot be assessed until an
amount is established. Second, the municipality must have
filed the selections necessary to fulfill its entitlement.

Deficiencies in quality cannot be assessed until the
character of the selections is established. Third, the
DePartment of Natural Resources must have accepted the
selections and processed them through the approval stage or
have re{ected them in the State's interest. The State's
interest will, in this final step, determine the quality-
quantity mix actually available to the municipality to
fulfill” the entitlement.

Once all selections have been I will submit
recommendations to the Legis
entitlement.
Governor
Enclosures

cc. Commissioner David Hoffman
Commissioner Lennie Gorsuch



General Grant Land Entitlement Policy

April 23, 1990
PURPOSC
This general land grant entitlement policy is adopted pursuant to
Section 11, Chapter 34, SLA 1987.
BACKGROUND
In 1987, the Alaska Legislature made the most recent changes to
the municipal land ?rant entitlement law ;AS 29.65). The last
major amendment to the law occurred in 1978, when acreage
specific entitlements were established for all unified home rule
municipalities and boroughs. Additionally, under the 1978
revision, cities were entitled to 10 percent of the vacant,
unappropriated, unreserved (VUU) land that existed within their
boundaries between the date of initial eligibility and July 1,
1978, Although the 1978 amendments served the needs of
municipalities and the state well for nearly ten years, state
land status changes and new_munmPaI incorporations created a
favorable atmosphere for adjustments to the law.

Two major conditions caused the Department of Natural Resources
and ceftain municipalities to seek amendments to the munmPal
land grant entitlement law. First, the conveyance of land from
the federal government to the state under the statehood act is an
ongoing process. Some cities who had no state land within their
boundaries for the entitlement certifications of July 1, 1978,
did have later as the state received title to new land which was
selected as part of the statehood entitlement. The City of
Anderson, for example, was an existing city in 1978 and had no
VUU land within its boundaries resulting in a 'zero' entitlement,
After the 1978 certifications the state received from the federal
overnment thousands of acres of general grant land within
nderson's boundaries. The law, without amendments, did not
allow Anderson to share in the munlc”pal land grant entitlement
E)rolgralm kl)ggguse the cut-off date, by law, for an entitlement was
uly 1, .

The second condition needing adjustment resulted from a 1985
statewide classification required by AS 38.04.020(c). Al _
unclassified state land outside the organized borough and outside
adopted department area plans was classified resource management,
a classification outside the definition of VUU. This caused
entitlements to new boroughs created from the unorganized borough
(all areas of the state not or%anlzed as a borough§J to be very

small, if any. For example, the Northwest Arctic Borough
incorporated in 1986. Most of the land within its boundaries
came from the unorganized borough and was outside an ad_oP_ted area
plan. Thus, nearly all of the over two and one-half million
acres of state land within its boundaries was classified resource
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management by the 1985 statewide classification. Since resource
management land was not VUU, the resulting entitlement was just
over 13,000 acres (about two acres per capita) based on the
formula of 10 percent of the VUU land within the boundaries. An
entitlement existed only because the state had received statehood
grant lands from the federal government after the 1985 statewide
classification, which were unaffected by the previous action.

From the 1987 amendments to the statute came a new round of
certifications to all municipalities in existence as of January

I, 1988. Each city with state general grant VUU land within 1its
boundaries has a new or enhanced entitlement correcting the first
deficiency (the City of Anderson now has an entitlement of 1,182
acres).

The amendments also subsumed resource management classified land
within the meaning of VUU land if the classification occurred on
or after September 1, 1983. This date was chosen by the
legislature because it was the date of adoption of new
classification regulations which changed the definition of
resource management land to less restrictive mandates. This
adjustment allowed the Northwest Arctic Borough to fully benefit
under the municipal entitlement progranm.

The final significant 1987 amendment to the law placed an upper
limit on the amount of an entitlement to a municipality
incorporating after July 1, 1978. The legislature set this upper
limit at 20 acres per capita, equal to the maximum per capita
entitlement of any municipality in the state since statehood.
This resulted in a new entitlement to the Northwest Arctic
Borough of 133,920 acres. The 20 acre cap had the effect of
reducing the maximum possible entitlement to the Northwest Arctic
Borough from over a quarter of a million acres based on 10
percent of the VUU land to 133,920 acres.

The last relevant provision of Chapter 34, SLA 1987 is Section

. This section states that the entitlement authorized by AS
29.65.030(a) to the Northwest Arctic Borough is a partial
entitlement, additional entitlement to be determined after
completion of the Department of Natural Resources®™ Northwest Area
Plan and based on the policy contained in this document. The
department had started the planning process in the Northwest Area
at thi time the borough incorporation process was beginning.
Since the end result of an area plan is land classifications that
affect the amount of VUU land, completion of the plan was
necessary to access the affect on the entitlement to the new

borough.
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DISCUSSION

Four additional 1incorporations have occurred since incorporation
of the Northwest Arctic Borough on June 1, 1986: Aleutians East
Borough, City of Atka, Lake and Peninsula Borough and the City of
Coffman Cove. These five municipalities as well as any others
that may be incorporated in the future are affected by this
policy. The circumstances of this group illustrate a range of
conditions.

The Northwest Arctic Borough incorporated when the state"s
Northwest Area Plan was 1initially being developed. The purpose
of such plans, which are mandated by AS 38.04.065, is to set
policy for managing the state land within the planning area as
well as determine which lands are suitable for private ownership

and which are suitable for retention in public ownership. This
determination is made through land classifications that are the
end result of the planning process. These classifications affect

the amount of general grant land entitlements because the
foundation of the entitlement process 1is the classification
system which determines whether lands are VUU. The timing of the
Northwest Arctic Borough incorporation was fortuitous for the new
borough allowing it to be intimately involved in the planning
process from the start so that they could influence the
classifications that would result from the plan and therefore
influence the amount of the entitlement.

The Aleutians East Borough incorporated years after completion of
the Bristol Bay Area Plan having had no formal role in the
planning process or opportunity to affect the size of the
entitlement. This borough will have a very limited municipal
entitlement as a result of a predominance of wildlife habitat
classifications, which do not meet the legislative definition of
VUU Tland. The Aleutians East Borough will have an entitlement
estimated at just under four acres per person, well below the 20
acre cap-

The Lake and Peninsula Borough, 1like the Aleutians East Borough,
incorporated years after adoption of the Bristol Bay Area Plan.

This borough contains a small part of the Kuskokwim Area Plan as
well as a large area of the Bristol Bay Area Plan. Although the
Lake and Peninsula Borough had been suggested to the Department

of Community and Regional Affairs as the Kuskokwim Area Plan was
being developed, formal incorporation action had not been

completed. Much of the settlement land (a VUU classification)
within the Bristol Bay Area Plan is within the Lake and Peninsula
Borough. If the borough®"s entitlement was based solely on 10

percent of these settlement lands, the entitlement would be quite
small because the amount of settlement land is small compared to

3
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the total state land base within the boundaries of the borough.
The entitlement to the Lake and Peninsula Borough will, however,
be supplemented by resf urce management land from the Kuskokwim
Area Plan. The entitlement will still be relatively small, about
eight acres per person. It is noteworthy that the small
settlement land base within each of the area plans 1is generally a
result of the residents within the plan boundaries rejecting land
disposals unless only local residents are allowed to participate,
a goal prohibited by law.

The City of Atka will have no entitlement because there 1is no
state land within its boundaries.

The City of Coffman Cove 1is recently incorporated and whether the
amount of the entitlement will be based on the 10 percent rule or
the 20 acres per capita is not known at this time. The city is
within the Prince of Wales Area Plan and few non-VUU
classifications exist that would hamper the city®"s ability to
select land suitable for municipal purposes.

POLICY

Over a million acres of the state®"s general grant land
entitlement from the federal government under the statehood act

is committed to municipal governments. As new borough formations
occur thror”~out the state this number has the potential to
increase greatly. Because of its proximity to communities, this
million acres represents some of the most valuable surface land
owned by the state. Mtpiicipalities have been able to fill their
entitlements from large pools of state land thereby selecting
only the most valuable. This results in the less desirable or

undevelopable land remaining in state ownership.,

Questions of equity often arise as specific entitlements for
municipalities are ogppared. The municipal entitlement law was
never intended to VVbﬂz)equitably for all municipalities, but
rather was a vehicle for the state to share 1its land wealth with
communities that had state general grant land within their
boundaries. While municipalities may wish to maximize their
entitlements through this policy, it is important to note that
the formui”™ xflx~adycontained in the municipal entitlement law
work to maxinize large, usable entitlements to municipalities.
This occurs by allowing municipalities to unilaterally select
entitlements from a state land pool that 1is generally ten times
larger than the entitlement and lands most suitable for
development and revenue generation are precisely the land
classifications from which municipalities may select.

Although unstated, the 20 acre per person cap has been in effect

4



General Grant Land Entitlement Policy
April 23, 1990

since the start of the municipal entitlement program and where an
adequate state land base exists there are no known instances of
municipalities being unable to select the necessary acreage for
municipal purposes. It is therefore the policy of the state that
additional entitlements to newly incorporated municipalities
above the certified entitlement under AS 29.65.030(b) will only
be considered when a municipality can clearly demonstrate that
the lands in the entire VUU land base from which it can make its
selections fulfill none of the following purposes and that the
additional land that they wish to select is needed for:

1. Siting public facilities/aiding community expansion;

ng a means of revenue production through sales or
buting to the overall economic vitality of the

2. Provid
leases or contr
municipality;

3. Providing local public recreation; and;

4. Protection of locally unique or important cultural,
traditional, archeological or other public resources.

Written justification shall be made to the Department of Natural
Resources when a municipality believes its entitlement should be
expanded.
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WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR
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SEL¥ALITVENT OF NATURAI RESOURCES

JUNEAU, ALASK/\ 99801-1796
PHONE: (907) 465-2400
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FACSIMILE: (907) 586-2754

February 27, 1991

The Honorable Jerry Mackie, C
PoouseBCommunrty and Regional
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Mackie:

Subject: HB 143, relating to general grant land selections for
municipalities.
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policies are to be maintained.

Recommendations: The municipalities affected byt h|s bill have not
¥et received any entitlement land. It seems logical to allow them
0 receive their existing Iand entitlement before de termlnln% that
additional land is needed for municipal purposes. ~However, the
department supports Section 2 of this bjll. [t allows ,
municipalities that wish to receive thelr land early an 0ﬁportun|ty
to have their land entitlem nts certified within six mont f
mcorPoratlon Currently, municipalities must wait two years for
cert |cat|on We. would be happy to work with the committee to
improve other municipal land entitlement adminiitrative procedures
that present problems to municipalities.

Sincerely,
Harold C. Heinze

cC: Commlttee Members
Re resen tve MacLean
Ken daII, Le glslatlve Liaison, Office of the Governor
Edgar Bllahcfr:c d, “Commissioner, Department of Community and
S
a

for
Regiona air
Gafy Gustafson, Director, Division of Land and Water



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA

1991 LEG ISLA TIVE SESSIO N billn o . h b i43
Revision Dale: 27-Fcb-91 Department Affected: Natural Resources
Title: An Actrelating to general grant BRU: Land & Water Management
land selections; and providing for date Components: Land & Water Management
Sponsor: Rep. MacLean
Requestor: House Community and Regional Affairs COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 431
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES 136.6 136.6 136.6
TRAVEL 3.5 3.5 3.5
CONTRACTUAL 7.5 7.5 7.5
SUPPLIES 0.5 0.5 0.5
EQUIPMENT

LAND&STRUCTURES

GRANTS,CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 148.1 148.1 148.1 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL |

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 148.1 148.1 148.1

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL 148.1 148.1 148.1 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 3.0 3.0 3.0
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of Current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

See Attached

Prepared by: Dennis Daiggcr Phone: 762-2680

Division: Land & Water Management D ate: 27-Feb-91
>

Approved by Commissioner: Harold Hcinzc Dale: 27-Fcb-91

Agency: Department of Natural Resources

Distribution (by preparer) : Legislative Finance, legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB,
& Impacted Agcncy(ics).
REV 10/90 page 1 of »



Fiscal Note HB 143, continued.

Enactment of HB 143 will result in approximately 246,000 new
municipal selection acres for the Northern Region Office of the
Division of Land and Water to process, and approximately 125,000 new
acres for the Southcentral Region Office to process.
100 Personal Services 136.6

1 NRO II ngx)

1 NRO | (Fbx)

1 NRO Il "(Anch.)
200 Travel (to visit affected communities and sites) 3.5

300 Contractual (required public notices in newspapers) 7.5
400. Supplies 9





