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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.



B o x  2 9  

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
B o x  2 9  

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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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 ^ _______________
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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^
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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.

v y



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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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPO RT

F U RTH ER REFERRALS

Date of C o m m i t t e e  Action

F I N A N C E

HOUSE J O I N T  R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 25
[SALTONSTALL-KENNEDY GRANTS & PROJECTS]

R e l ating to support for t he federal Salton s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g rants p r o g r a m  and 
the role of industry-directed p r i vate f o undat ions in the program.

R E C O M M E N D S :

CX]* t h e  same title 
[ ] r e p l a c i n g  with ____________________________________________ [ ] a new title

[ ] t h e  a t t a c h e d  amendment(s)

£ X f  d o  p a s s

[ ] d o  n o t  pass

[ ] n o  recom mendation

[ ] individual recommendations

[ ] a ddition al referral to the __________________________  Committee

ADOPTS

ATTACHES N E W  F ISCAL  NOTE(s) 

[ ] fiscal impact

[ ] zero fiscal note

t ] zero w i t h  analysis

A P P ROVES PREVIOUS:

[ ] fiscal note(s) publi s h e d

SIGNING DO PASS S I GNING O T H E R  THAN DO PASS:
(Do N o t  Pass, N o  Recommendation, Amend)

A1Ct tMv™v\0£L-

}-o7>'oY'A

V M m g z -

5 H U L T 2r

airman's



AVi'iiill UUII min iih
wtr 9 *; No. :

|  K • £ ' STATE OF ALASKA BILL VERSION: H J R  25
1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION . /  PUBLISH DATE: - H O U S E  2/24/89

FISCAL NOTE
R E Q U E S T :

Revision 2/22/89___________________
T id e :  SALTON^TAl L Kh.NNh.DTt UKAiTlb a

PROJECTS.
Agency A fieaed:, 
B R U : _ „ _______

F ish  & Game

Sponsor: P r i m e :  R e p . D a v i d s o n

Pefpy g r r t H o u s e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e
C otapooeaa:.

E 7 . P E N D I T U R E S / R  E  V E N U E S :  (Tbcosnia at DoQxn)
O P E R A T I N G F Y  89 FY 90 F Y  91 FY 92 F Y  93 FY 94

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND A  STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS

-n_

-u-
-u- -U- *T-

TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL -0- -0- -0- -0- | -0- -0-

R E V E N U E -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

F U N D I N G :  (Thtxmr(dsotf DoOsrs)

GENERAL FUND -n- -n- -0- -0- -0-

FEDERAL FUNDS -0- -0- -u- -u- -U- -0-
OTHER -0- -0- -0- -0- -u- -u-

TOTAL.. . . -n- .. -0- -0- -u- -U- -0-

P O S I T I O N S :

FULL-TIME _ -0- _ -0- • -0- -0- -0- -0-

PART-TIME -n~ -0- -0- -0- -0- -u-
TEMPORARY -n- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

A N A L Y S I S  : (AaacO a s e p m e  p»ge if necesary)

46 5 - 7487
Prcp*tdby: H o u s e  . R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  C T j n _________  K n o t : ________ I____

Division : R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  C i i f f  D a v i d s o n .  Clnia^man D q * ; 2 / 2 2 / 8 9

Dale:Aj’yroved by Commissioner: _____ 
A g® cy:  .___________________

Dt&ribubon (by preparer) :  
L tp d ih v e  f i a n c e 
U pxktrve Sponsor 
Reyjesaar
(Xfice a t M rattem ax  te d  Budget 
k p a a e d  Agcnryfia)



1

Introduced: 2/10/89
Referred: Resources and
Finance

6 - 0 7 8 4 A

B Y  D A V I D S O N ,  C O T T E N ,  H O F F M A N ,  
G R U S S E N D O R F ,  K O P O N E N ,  N A V A R R E ,  
G R U E N B E R G ,  G O LL, M E N A R D ,  TAYLOR, 
JACKO, ELLI S ,  R I E G E R ,  M . D A V I S ,

1 IN T H E  H O U S E  H U D S O N ,  Z A W A C K I  A N D  S H U L T Z

2 H O U S E  J O I N T  R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 25

3 IN T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  OF  A L A S K A

4 S I X T E E N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

5 R e l a t i n g  to s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  f e d e r a l

6 S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  and

7 t h e  rol e  of i n d u s t r y - d i r e c t e d  p r i v a t e

8 f o u n d a t i o n s  i n  the p r o g r a m .

9 BE  IT R E S O L V E D  BY  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A :

10 W H E R E A S  the f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  e s t a b l i s h e d  t he S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y

11 s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m ;  and

12 W H E R E A S  the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  w a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  to fund

13 the d e v e l o p m e n t  and p r o m o t i o n  of  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  and

14 f i s h e r i e s  p r o d u c t s ;  and

15 W H E R E A S  the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  is d i r e c t e d  t o w ards

16 s t r e n g t h e n i n g  the U n i t e d  S t ates s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  in t h e  fac e  of i n c r e a s i n g

17 f o r e i g n  c o m p e t i t i o n  and a f l u c t u a t i n g  r e s o u r c e  base; a n d

18 W H E R E A S  t he S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  is f u n d e d  f r o m  tariffs

19 on i m p o r t e d  s e a f o o d  and s e a f o o d  p r o d u c t s ;  a n d

20 W H E R E A S  S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  p r o j e c t s  r e c e i v e  m a t c h i n g

2 1  funds a n d  i n - k i n d  s e r v i c e s  f rom the s e a f o o d  in d u s t r y ;  and

22 W H E R E A S  the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  is u n i q u e  b e c a u s e  it

23 sets g o a l s  b a s e d  on  i n d u s t r y  p r i o r i t i e s  a n d  w o r k s  w i t h  i n d u s t r y  to accom-

24 p l i s h  p r o j e c t s  to a c h i e v e  those goals; and

25 W H E R E A S  the p r i m a r y  m e t h o d  that the s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  h a s  u s e d  to

26 p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  is t h r o u g h  regional

27 f i s h e r i e s  d e v e l o p m e n t  foun d a t i o n s ;  a n d

28 W H E R E A S  t he A l a s k a  F i s h e r i e s  D e v e l o p m e n t  F o u n d a t i o n  w a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by

29 the A l a s k a  s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  to m a x i m i z e  the b e n e f i t  of t he S a l t o n s t a l l -

HJR025A -1- HJR 25



1 K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  in A l a s k a ;  and

2 W H E R E A S  the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  has r e s u l t e d  in s e v e r a l

3 p r o j e c t s  tha t  h a v e  h ad s i g n i f i c a n t  n a t i o n a l  a n d  r e g i o n a l  b e n e f i t s  to the

4 s e a f o o d  industry; and

5 W H E R E A S  in A l a s k a  five s h o r e - b a s e d  and at least 10 v e s s e l - b a s e d  s u r i m i

6 p r o c e s s i n g  firms h ave b e g u n  o p e r a t i o n s  s i nce the c o m p l e t i o n  of the A l a s k a

7 F i s h e r i e s  D e v e l o p m e n t  F o u n d a t i o n ' s  s u rimi d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t ;  a n d

8 W H E R E A S  two r e c e n t  p r o j e c t s  of the A l a s k a  F i s h e r i e s  D e v e l o p m e n t  Foun-

9 dation, f l a t f i s h  f i s h e r y  d e v e l o p m e n t  an d  b y - p r o d u c t  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  a r e  h a v i n g

10 a s i m i l a r  p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t  o n  the A l a s k a  s e a f o o d  i n d ustry; and

11 W H E R E A S  this u n p r e c e d e n t e d  level of  s u c cess i n  d e v e l o p m e n t  e f f o r t s  is

12 d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to t he u n i q u e  j o i n t  i n d u s t r y  and f o u n d a t i o n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n

13 in the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  gran t s  program;

14 B E  IT R E S O L V E D  that the A l a s k a  S t ate L e g i s l a t u r e  e x p r e s s e s  its a p pre-

15 c i a t i o n  for the r e s u l t s  of past S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  p r o j e c t s

16 and g r a t i t u d e  for t h eir support, to the P r e s i d e n t  a n d  V i c e - P r e s i d e n t  of the

17 U n i t e d  States, the U n i t e d  Stat e s  Congress, the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  of

18 Commerce, the N a t i o n a l  O c e a n i c  a n d  A t m o s p h e r i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  the N a t i o n a l

19 M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s  Service, a n d  the m a n y  i n d u s t r y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  f i s h e r y

20 groups, a nd i n d i v i d u a l s  that c o n t r i b u t e  to the s u c cess o f  this p r o g r a m ;  a n d

21 be it

22 F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  that the A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  r e s p e c t f u l l y  re-

23 q u ests the P r e s i d e n t  a n d  V i c e - P r e s i d e n t  of the U n i t e d  States, the U n i t e d

24 States Congress, the U n i t e d  States D e p a r t m e n t  of C o m m e r c e ,  the N a t i o n a l

25 O c e a n i c  a n d  A t m o s p h e r i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  the N a t i o n a l  M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s

26 Service, the s e a f o o d  i n d ustry, a nd o t h e r  c o n c e r n e d  g r o u p s  to c o n t i n u e  t h e i r

27 support f or this p r o g r a m  a n d  the u n i q u e  j o i n t  i n d u s t r y  a n d  f o u n d a t i o n

28 c o o p e r a t i o n  that p r o v i d e s  s u c h  b e n e f i c i a l  r e s ults f rom w e l l - d i r e c t e d  a n d

29 e f f i cient p r o j ects.

HJR 25 -2- HJR025A



1 C O P I E S  o f  this r e s o l u t i o n  s h all be sent to the H o n o r a b l e  G e o r g e  Bush,

2 P r e s i d e n t  of the U n i t e d  States; the H o n o r a b l e  D a n  Quayle, V i c e - P r e s i d e n t  of

3 the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  P r e s i d e n t  of the U.S. Senate; the H o n o r a b l e  R i c h a r d

4 G. Darman, D i r e c t o r  of th e  O f f i c e  of M a n a g e m e n t  and B u d get; the H o n o r a b l e

5 R o b e r t  A. M o s b a c h e r ,  U.S. S e c r e t a r y  of C o m m e r c e ;  the H o n o r a b l e  W i l l i a m  E.

6 Evans, A d m i n i s t r a t o r  of the N a t i o n a l  O c e a n i c  a n d  A t m o s p h e r i c  A d m i n i s t r a -

7 tion; the H o n o r a b l e  J a m e s  W. B r e n n e n ,  A s s i s t a n t  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  f or F i s h e r -

8 ies, N a t i o n a l  M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s  Service; the H o n o r a b l e  G e o r g e  J. M i t c h e l l ,

9 U.S. S e n a t e  M a j o r i t y  L e ader; the H o n o r a b l e  Bob Dole, U.S. Sena t e  M i n o r i t y

10 L e a d e r ;  the H o n o r a b l e  E r n e s t  F. H o l l i n g s ,  C h a i r m a n  of the U.S. S e n a t e

11 C o m m i t t e e  on C o m m erce, S c i e n c e ,  a n d  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and C h a i r m a n  of the

12 S u b c o m m i t t e e  on  C o m m e r c e ,  J u s t i c e ,  State, the J u d i c i a r y ,  a n d  R e l a t e d

13 A g e n c i e s  of the U.S. S e n a t e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s ;  the H o n o r a b l e

14 W a r r e n  B. Rudman, R a n k i n g  M i n o r i t y  M e m b e r  of the S u b c o m m i t t e e  o n  Commerce,

15 J u s t i c e ,  State, t he J u d i c i a r y ,  a nd R e l a t e d  A g e n c i e s  of the U.S. S e n a t e

16 C o m m i t t e e  on A p p r o p r i a t i o n s ;  the H o n o r a b l e  J o h n  C. D a n f o r t h ,  R a n k i n g  M i n o r -

17 ity M e m b e r  of  the U.S. S e n a t e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  Commerce, Science, a n d  T r a n s p o r -

18 tation; the H o n o r a b l e  J o h n  B. Breaux, U.S. Senator; t h e  H o n o r a b l e  J i m

19 W r i g h t ,  S p e a k e r  of  the U.S. H o u s e  of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ;  the H o n o r a b l e  T h o m a s

20 S. Foley, U.S. H o u s e  M a j o r i t y  L e a d e r ;  t he H o n o r a b l e  R o b e r t  H. M i c h e l ,  U.S.

21 H o u s e  M i n o r i t y  L e a der; the H o n o r a b l e  W a l t e r  B. Jones, C h a i r m a n  of the U.S.

22 H o u s e  C o m m i t t e e  on  M e r c h a n t  M a r i n e  and Fis h e r i e s ;  the H o n o r a b l e  R o b e r t  W.

23 Davis, R a n k i n g  M i n o r i t y  M e m b e r  of t he U.S. H o u s e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  M e r c h a n t

24 M a r i n e  and F i s h e r i e s ;  t he H o n o r a b l e  G e r r y  E. Studds, C h a i r m a n  of the Sub-

25 c o m m i t t e e  o n  F i s h e r i e s  a n d  W i l d l i f e  C o n s e r v a t i o n  and the E n v i r o n m e n t  of the

26 U.S. H o u s e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  M e r c h a n t  M a r i n e  a n d  Fi s h e r i e s ;  a nd to t he H o n o r a b l e

27 T ed S t e v e n s  a r J  t he H o n o r a b l e  F r a n k  M u r k o w s k i ,  U.S. Se n a t o r s ,  a nd the

28 H o n o r a b l e  D o n  Young, U.S. R e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  m e m b e r s  of the A l a s k a  d e l e g a t i o n

29 in Congress.
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WHAT IS THE 
S-K PROGRAM?

The Sal toas tali-Kennedy (S-K) pro­
gram is a grants program, established to 
fund the development and promotion of the 
I'.S. seafood industry and fisheries products.

The S-K program was initiated to 
strengthen the l'.S. fishing industry in the 
face of increasing foreign competition and 
a fluctuating resource bese.

JU.

IS THE PROGRAM NECESSARY?
Yes.
Tne l'.S. seafood industry is comprised 

ofadiverae group of individuals and small, 
independent companies who have neither 
the resources nor the financial clout to 
engage in research and development or 
consumer education programs.

(According to Seafood Business maga­
zine. less than 1 percent of U.S. harvesting 
and processing companies had sales over 
S50 million in 1984.) The S-K program was 
designed to serve the seafood industry as a 
source of funds for industry research and 
development as w ell as consumer education.

The S-K program was also developed 
to help remedy the growing trade imbalance 
for seafood and fisheries products. In 1985, 
the U.S. imported nearly S4.1 trillion in 
edible seqfood products, resulting in a trade 
deJicitqfS.il billion
HOW'IS THE PROGRAM FUNDED?

S-K funds are derived from tariffs on 
imported seafood and seafood products, not 
from taxes. Under the S-K program, 30 per­
cent of all import tariffs on seafood products 
must be turned over to the US. Secretary of 
Commerce t o  provide for the development 
and promotion of the US. fishing industry 
and fisheries prod ucts.’ (A mencan Fisher­
ies Promotion Act)

These funds are made available 
through regional and national offices of the 
National Marine Fisheries Service and 
awarded on a competitive basis to the Fish­
eries Development Foundations and indus­
try groups served by the Foundations.
HOW DOES THE PROGRAM WORK?

The S-K program is set up to be respon­
sive to the industry it serves. S-K program 
funds are channeled where they will do the 
most good, according to priorities set up by 
industry/or industry.
HAS THE PROGRAM WORKED?

In the six years since the grant pro­
gram was initiated, the S-K program has ben­
efited both the seafood industry and the 
U.S. consumer in a number of significant 
wavs.

Not only has the S-K program been 
responsible for improving harvesting tech­
nologies, s and utilization, but 
the program has helped educate the Ameri­
can public about seafood.

SEAFOOD CONSUMPTION 
PEACHES ALL-TIME HIGH IN U.$, 

S-K PROGRAM CITED 
AS'CATALYST FOR CHANGE'

Capita Seafood Consumption
Pounds

15.0

Year 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1986

Americans are becoming a nation of 
seafood lovers, and a unique fisheries devel­
opment program has been given much of 
the credit for helping fuel a record 6 percent 
jump in US. seafood consumption injust 
one year.

According to the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, .Americans consumed 14.5 
pounds of seafood per person in 1985, up 
rrom 13.6 pounds the previous year. Many 
observers predict that percapitaconsump­
tion will reach 15 pounds for 1986.

Why the sudden increase in demand?
It’s simple, says economist Martha 

B’iaxall, President of BBH Corporation of 
Washington, D.C.

Blaxall, former Director of the Office 
o f Utilization and Development for the 
National Marine Fisheries Service in Wash­
ington, D.C. (1979 to 1982), believes the 
recent increase in seafood consumption and 
overall awareness of the variety of seafood 
products available in the US. can be attrib­
uted in part to an effective, successful, and 
much-needed fisheries development pro­
gram: the Saltonstall-Kennedy Fisheries 
ilevelopment Program (S-K).

Under the S-K program. 30 percent of 
the tariffs on imported fisheries products 
sre turned over to the U.S. Secretary of Com­
merce for'the development and promotion 
of the U.S. fishing industry and fisheries 
products.’

According to Blaxall. the S-K Program 
lias, in just six years, made a lasting nr.d pos­
itive impact on all aspects of the seafood 
industry -fishing, on board handling and 
< torage, product utilization and develop­
ment, distribution, marketing and consumer 
education.

1990

7  think the most important thing to 
realize is that the S-K program prmided the 
monies for an applied R&D program in the 
development gf the USfishing industry, and 
that it provided the mechanism Aw which 
those funds could begotten out 'Blaxalt 
argues.

’The second, and more substantive, 
point is that the promotion end of the pro­
gram has focused the public’s attention on 
the benefits of eating more seafood -n o t 
just more as in quantity, but more as in vari­
ety. I'm not at ail convinced that well see 
the public's attention focused on the bene­
fits of eating seafood without the S-K 
program.'

Blaxall, whose office was responsible 
for implementing the S-K program when it 
was first established, notes that the prograir 
accomplished several critical objectives:

•It is in part responsible for increased 
consumption of. and familiarity with, sea­
food in the United States, thanks to nation­
wide initiatives such as the 'Catch .America 
program.

• It focused the industry’s attention oi 
seafood quality, and provided research and 
development hinds to improve quality.

• It targeted early on the importance 
of the developing Alaska pollock fishery bv 
providing the seed money to get people 
focused on pollock, leadingto the imple­
mentation ofjoint ventures and shoreside 
processing, and -ultimately - th e  Amen- 
caiiLzauui'>of;he white fish industry, *lhc 
most important fishery resource we have.’
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A L A S K A  P O L L O C K  RESOURCE, S-K FUNDS 

CRITICAL FACTOR IN SURIMI EXPLOSION

-

Surimi based products, virtually un­
known in this country a few short years ago. 
have-in  less than six years-come of age 
in .America.

.Americans now coasume an estimated 
120 million pounds of surimi-hased crab, up 
from zero pounds six years ago. The good 
news is th k  l'.S. producers are gaining a 
toehold in an industry once dominated by 
(he Japanese. In the past three years alone, 
15 surimi-hased seafood analog plants have 
begun operating in the United States.

Nowhere is the Americanization of 
the surimi industry more evident than in 
.Alaska, where 10.fi million pounds of surimi 
have been pnxluced in just two years.

.All this spells economic revival for 
the Western .Alaska fishing industry, which 
fated a downturn when king crab stocks 
declined several years ago. And the revital­
ization. according to people like Alaska fish- 

rcn. is Ireing felt throughoutermanOral Burcl 
the state.

‘Whafs happening today is just won­
derful." argues the tiT-year-old Kodiak fish­
erman. "If I had five more trawlers I could 
put them all to work today."

Much of the credit for this growth goes 
to an ambitious market development proj­
ect. funded by a Saltonstall-Kennedy gram 
administered by the Alaska Fisheries Devel­
opment Foundation (AFDF).

This project, which linked .AFDF with 
.Alaska Pacific SeafiHids(APS)of Kndiak. 
accomplished in just a few short years what 
it might have otherwise taken many years to 
perfect: a technology for processing .Alaska 
pollock into the relined, shelf-stable protein 
material known as suriniL

So successful was the project that 
.Alaska Pacific Seafoods has added equip­
ment to double the capacity of its plant.

Three shore-hased surimi plants and 
one floating processor are now in operation 
in .Alaska, with a half dozen floating proces­
sors expected to be pnxlucing surimi in 
1987.
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Most industry observers agree that this 
development would never have occurred., or 
at least not as quickly, without Saltonsta'il- 
Kennedy funding. S-K grams benefited the 
entire industry, which learned from the 
experience of APS how to produce and mar­
ket high-quality surimi.

According to Sharon Gwinn. AFDF's 
acting executive director. "The development 
of such sophisticated processing tech nolo­
gies was not something processors could 
have done on their own: the costs were just 
too prohibitive.*

Instead. S-K funds helped .APS learn 
state-of-the-art technologies needed to man­
ufacture high-quality surimi. In exchange. 
APS agreed to provide the Foundation with 
nearly one million pounds of surimi. which 
were then sold at minimal cost to food com­
panies who agreed to develop end uses for 
i he product. .APS also maintained an open- 
door policy so other companies cnuid learn 
from APS's experience.
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According to APS Plant Manager John 
Sevier, the arrangement suited everyone. 
Not only did it provide APS with the'tools 
necessary to continue producing surimi 
after the gram period ended, but it spurred 
other companies to act.

"We were able to make mistakes and 
learn along the way." he points nut. "The 
S-K grant enabled us to make some mistakes 
without being subject to horrendous costs. 
We couldn't have afforded the learning curve 
as an unaided private company."

How has the S-K project affected 
.Alaska?

Like Burch, Sevier believes it has had 
a'major, major impact, not only on the city 
[of Kodiak), but on the entire fishingindus- 
t ry." For starters, Sevier says, the growth of 
.Alaska's groundflsh industry has. forthe first 
time, provided year-round employment for 
.Alaska's processing workers-who have 
been dependent upon seasonal employment 
until now. Sevier says APS expects to 
employ approximately 200 people during 
the winter and spring months, where just 
a  few years ago. nobody would be working

As Gwinn sees it." We've developed 
the capacity to produce a raw material that 
is a food ingredient rather than a finished 
produc t. That's an important distinction. 
Itecause surimi asa food ingredient is so ver­
satile. It c-.ui be used profitably in many dif­
ferent kinds of finished products. Nownur 
seafood producer; can have access to a 
wide range of customer; in the international 
food industry.

"This is particularly important for 
.Alaska because traditionally vveVe been 
shackled by the limitations of a few market 
alternatives. The beauty of the S-K program 
is that it allows us to focus on Alaska's par- 
ticularsituation."

a Oh
NATIONAL AND REGIONAL FISi
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FRESH/FRO
Thealbacore fishery on the West Voa* 

has long played a vital role in the region's '  
heritage and economy,

Since 1982. however, the West Coast 
offshore albacore troll fleet has suffered ecu 
nomic hard tunes because of a major influx 
of imported foreign-caught fish, causing 
major canneries such as Bumble Bee,Van '  
de Camp, and StarKist to experience disrup 
tions in their normal operations.This, in 
turn, has left albacore fishermen without 
an outlet for their produc t.

In the face of such cirruntstances. 
representatives from the aJhanuv fishery 
worked hand-in-hand with the West Coast 
Fisheries Development Foundation in a 
pilot project todeveloplHithaltemaiive 
market forms and alternative markets for 
Pacific albacore.

The project, which usedSaltoiwall- 
Kennedy Fisheries Development funds, w: 
designed to produce a high-quality fresh 
frozen product using techniques v ery diffe 
ent from those used in fish destined for th> 
cannery.

These procedures included bleeding 
immediately after bringing the fish on boar 
headingand gutting it. washing then 
vacuum-packing it. Vacuum-packed fish 
were placed in the hold where they were 
blast frozen and kept at -2 2  degrees F. 
until unloading

The result: aseafinid pn duct that eli 
ited positive comments among Iniyeis. Eve 
more important, the S-K project helped < r 
ate a market for albacore vv here none ln-fi n 
existed.Three additional Insits have Ik -c o m  

involved in on-board processing and 
vacuum-picking alharore. and participant 
fishermen are getting almost double the 
price fortheirquality pnxluct.

Through the course of the project. S- 
funds were used to refine onboard hundlii 
techniques and procedures that have heei 
marie available tnoiheralhaoire lisheiim- 
interested in producingahieh value N|iecii 
But project participants.dvilearned vain 
hie information about meeting the domain 
of the marketplace.

"It was a  real learning exponent e to 
meet people in the f»«d business w ho are 
JiHiking for< luality.'states tile proiect's in. 
knillKOioluiiiiuin KailU t.iliiieipiiiil.

She also points out that .illsn ore mi. 
be handled properly on-lnurd the vessel, 
and held at proper temperatures, i i r  the 
quality will turn away all tiiture i oasume
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In the course of the project. Vander- 
pool also learned that the on board handling 
techniques used upon the F.V.-Pursuit" 
helped insure as high quality a product as 
fresh, even when thawed months later.
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MID-ATLANTIC R E G I O N  EMPHASIZES ' H O W  TO' 

O f  S E AFOOD COOKERY: O V E R  O N E  M I U I O N  

RECIPES GIVEN A W A Y
The Mid-Atlantic region is home to 

more seafood consumers than any other 
region in the country-

That's why the Mid-Atlantic Fisheries 
Development Foundation hasspent the past 
six years educating consumers about famil­
iar and unfamiliarseafood species in the 
heavily-populated states of New York. New 
Jersey, Delaware, Pennsylvania, Maryland, 
and Virginia.

Using Saltonstall-Kennedy grant funds, 
the Foundation has conducted a numberof 
educational events, including:

• Educational seminats for teachers, 
home economists, extension agents, and 
retail meat managers.

• Television and radio appearances.
• Seafood demonstrationsand rook- 

ingclasses.
• Recipe give-aways.
Because of the S-K funding the Foun­

dation was able to leverage its appearances 
to more than <20 million worth of free 
publicity for seafood.

How have these efforts benefited the 
industry in the region?

According to Oscar Nelson, General 
Manager of Kennedy/ Booth of Nanticoke, 
Maryland, producers and distributors of 
oysters and clams, "The S-K program has 
definitely helped make people aware of sea­
food. especially nur underutilized fish like 
monkfish, forexample."

Nelson points out that the S-K program 
has helped large seafood distributors such 
as Booth Fisheries, because it has provided

•<: .v u i. a *1 ;
QUALITY BEGINS AT SEA, SAY N E W  E N G L A N D  

FISHERMEN: BLEEDING, B O X I N G  YIELD HIGH PROFITS
How has the Saltonstall-Kennedy 

program contributed to the success of the 
New England seafood industry?

"It's one of the few programs that 
works." insists Jerry Knecht. President of 
the Portland. Maine-based North Atlantic,
Inc.. the largest fish boxer in the country.

North Atlantic, which harvests, packs 
and markets such species as haddock, cod, 
pollock, hake, ocean perch and gray sole, 
was one of the participants in an innovative 
quality program offered by the New England 
Fisheries Development Foundation.

The program involved 28 New England 
draggers who learned stateof-the-art tech­
niques for bleeding fish, boxing them on 
board, along with improved fishing methods.
Such techniques have long been in use by 
Icelandic. Norwegian and Danish whitefish 
producers, helping them produce a high-

The New England fishermen who par­
ticipated in the S-K program found that the 
quality techniques they learned dramati­
cally increased yield and shelf life of their 
catch, and improved profits significantly. 
They learned that:

• Boxingatseahelpedreducecom- 
pression loss, thereby reducing fish weight 
loss by as much as 14 percent.

• Shelf life was dramatically increased 
andcuttingyield improved by 8to 12 per­
cent by leaving the collar and nape areas 
intact and usable.

• Higher quality brought higher 
profits: North Atlantic's gross dollar revenue 
improved by 18 to 20 percent.

As New England Fisheries Develop­
ment Foundation Executive Director 
Kenelm Coons notes, everyone who partici­
pated injthe innovative program emerged a

neverquality product and thereby to dominate the ^  winner. The New England Foundation 
I .S. market for whitefish fillets—until now. had to pay vessel subsidies. The fishermen

invested theextra labor and equipment
modifications required and the market paid 
a premium for the be tter quality fish.

For Jerry Knecht and other New 
England draggere, the S-K quality program 
provided the information and technology 
needed to compete in a highly competitive 
market. Most important, it provided a way 
to add value to whole product, the primary 
m ir material. "This helps us immeasurably 
in t he face of a dwindling resource." Knecht 
notes.

•Without S-K funds." Knecht points 
o u t."we wouldn't have been able to accom-
Klish this, because the investment would 

ave been too high."

a climate of awareness and interest that 
makes seafood an easier "selI."

According to Nelson, the S-K program 
has provided the materials and the aware­
ness needed for the distribution segment of 
the seafood industry to work with both 
foodservice and retail buyers.

As a result. T h e  way fish is handled 
and presented today is far superior to any 
thing in the past. Fish today is presented in 
a much more palatable way, and quality is a 
prime interest’

GULF REGION USES S-K 

F U N D S  T O  I M P R O V E  

OYSTER INDUSTRY
Over 70 percent nf the oysters con­

sumed in the U.S. are produced in the Gulf 
and South Atlantic region, withadockside 
value of more than $50 million.

One of the most labor intensive indus­
tries in the region, theoyster industry has 
long been plagued with problems regarding 
closures of oyster IxmIs because of bacterio­
logical contamination, along with resulting 
delays in interstate shipment during prod­
uct testing—a procedu’t which could cost 
five nr six days' delay and a loss over time of 
millions of dollars in revenues.

Faced with this recurrent problem. 
Gulf oyster producersjoined forces with the 
Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Develop­
ment Foundation to develop a more efficient 
and effective test for shellfish sanitation.

Their research efforts were funded by 
a.Saltonstall-Kennedy grant, research which 
yielded avastly improved, more effective 
assay procedure which drastically cut the 
amount of time needed for results: from live 
days tojust 24 hours.

According to Mike Vnlsin of th>> Louisi­
ana Oyster Dealers and Growers Asst x iation, 
'This situation really typifies the value of 
our Foundation to the industry. When we've 
got a problem in a particular ;irea whit h we 
don't nave the resources to tackle individu­
ally. the S-K program provides .uinique vehi­
cle for immediate response."

For Mike Voisin and other ni-aer grow­
ers and dealers in the region, the S K grant 
provided invaluable benefits:

■ It improved the efficient v of-.hell- 
fish testing, while maintaining the t ivdibil- 
ity of previous testing methods.

• liexpeditedtheappniv.il uMielillsh 
shipments.

• It reduced by XI) percent Ittsses 
resulting from shippingdelavs.

Equally important, the economic 
benefit from such research was felt In rural 
areas in the region, where many Gulf 
oysters are produced.
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"C A TC H  A M E R IC A " C A M P A IG N  CATCHES A M E R IC A N S ; 

S -K  FUNDS HELP N A TIO N A L FO U N D ATIO N  TU R N  A  FEW  
TH O U SAN D  DO LLARS IN TO  $ 3 0  M IL L IO N  W O R TH  OF P U B LIC ITY

Although the U.S. seafood industry 
lacks the “beefy” promotional budge t of 
other commodity groups, over the past 
six years, a unique consumer education 
and promotion program has parlayed a 
few thousand dollars' worth of S-K fisher­
ies development money into an estimated 
430 million dollars worth of publicity for 
fish and seafood products.

The program, known as “Catch 
America.'' was coordinated by the 
National Fisheries Education and 
Research Foundation in conjunction 
with the U.S. regional foundations.

“Catch America" has enabled indus­
try and government to join forces to edu­
cate the consumerabout a wide range of 
seafood products, and, ultimately, to 
expand domestic consumption of fishery 
products.

Consumereducation efforts in­
cluded the following:

• Public service announcements on 
the merits of seafood were created 
for television and radio.

•Newspaper editors were sent infor­
mation on selecting and preparing 
seafood.

• Workshops were held to educate 
food professionals.

• Brochures, recipe cards and infor­
mational booklets were produced.

describing preparation techniques 
and special qualities of seafood.

• In-store demonstrations and 
displays were arranged, along 
with cooking demonstrations and 
discount coupons.

• Restaurant and retail personnel 
were taught the best ways to select, 
handle and merchandise seafood.

In the first year alone, media broad­
cast coverage reached an audience of over 
100 million on an estimated .'1,000 radio 
and television sta tions-exposure that 
would have cost close to 44.5 million. 
Newspaper coverage inover-I.OOO news­
papers was estimated to be worth about 
41 million.

In 1984. public service announce­
ments developed through the national 
foundation reinforced the seafood and 
health message under the theme “Your 
Heart Will Love You For It.'This televi­

sion exposure in conjunction with print 
materials provided the industry with 
approximately 414.5 million in media 
coverage. Much that was generated in 
this period was featured in national 
network programs such as the CBS 
Morning News. With relatively small 
fundingfrom the S K program, the incius 
try has beer, able to generate national 
exposure worth an estimated M0 million 
The return to the U.S. industry in terms 
of advertising time alone is almost 20 
times the original level of federal support 
- a  success story the S-K program can 
claim without reservation.

MILESTONES
1954

Saltonstall-Kennedy (S-K) Act is 
passed to make available to the U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce 30 percent of 
import tariffs on seafood and sea­
food products.

1978-79
National Marine Fisheries Service 
identifies S-K program as primary vehi­
cle to achieve objectives of Magnuson 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act(MFCMA).

1980
American Fisheries Fromotlon Act 
(Public Law9C-561, December 22,
1980) is passed Into law, requiring that 
portions of S-K fluids be used for U.S. 
fisheries development and promotions.

1980-36
Overaslx-year period, less than 
460 million has been made available 
through S-K grants program for pro- 1
moting American fisheries. In compar­
ison, cattle producers will have an 
estimated 960 million per year for 
promotion.

60 milKon
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HEALTH BENEFITS OF SEAFOOD FUELING 
PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION

Seafood has become widely recognized 
as a heaUfryJbotL and Americans have begun 
to make dietary changes that are just start­
ing to make themselves felt within the sea­
food industry. Many observers believe that 
as the seafood and health story continues 
to unfold, seafood consumption could rise 
to 20 pounds per capita by 1990.

The good news, according to clinical 
research, is that eating seafood as little as 
twice a  week can indeed reduce the risk of 
coronary- heart disease. (Coronary heart dis­
ease still ranks as the nation's number one 
killer, killing some 300,000 people per year 
in the U.S.)

fat

According to a study published in 
the May 9.1985 .Veu- England Jiyrnal qf 
Medicine, as little as two seafood meals per 
week significantly lowered the risk of heart 
attack among middle-aged men living in The 
Netherlands.

Other research is now underway link­
ing omega-3 fatty acids to: the prevention of 
certain forms of cancer, notably cancer of 
the colon, prostate, and breast: the allevia­
tion of symptoms of rheumatoid arthritis; 
a reduction in the severity of symptoms 
firom asthma: mild improvement in lesions 
associated with skin conditions such as 
psoriasis: the normal development of the 
retinaand the brain.

Many public health experts, nutrition 
educators and journalists consider the link: 
between seafood in the diet and the reduc­
tion of risk of a number of diet-related dis­
eases to be the most significant and prom­
ising public health stones of the decade.

They also credit the Saltonstall- 
Kennedy Fisheries Development Program 
with helping make uvailahle much of the 
scientific and clinical research findings 
-w hich might have otherwise been buried 
in scholarly journals.

The S-K program has funded a 
number of national and regional consumer 
education programs and research efforts, 
including the national “I atch America" pro 
gram which was launched in HWl.The S-K 
program also funded, in part, the pioneeriit- 
research efforts of William E. Connor. M.D. 
whose clinical trials featuring salmon, 
whitefish. and shellfish pointed the way to 
the triglyceride and cholesterol lowering 
effects of seafood omega-3s on humans.

S-K funds also made possible a 
landm ark conference on seafood and healt 
held in Seattle during N'ovemlier 19*5.

That conference, funded by a Sitlton 
stall-Kennedy fisheries (level, ,pment grant 
awarded to the West C oast Fisheries Devel 
opment Foundation, brought together-f, 
the first time ever -key  researcher* and 
clinicians studying the beneficial effects o 
seafood onhuman health, along with mitr 
tior, educators, dietitians. |, mitialistx and 
representatives from the se;U'md industry 
Even the researchers are excited.

To quote pioneering researcher Wil­
liam E. M. Lands. Ph.D head „fhinlngirai 
chemistryat theUnhersiiyolTllinois.'Th 
excitement we feel about the |msMlile use 
of seafood is balanced by a rather soliertm 
awareness of our ignorance."



C I T Y  OF K O DIAK  
R E S O L U T I O N  N U M B E R  02-89

A  R E S O L U T I O N  O F  T H E  C O U N C I L  O F  T H E  C I T Y  O F  K O D I A K  S U P P O R T I N G  
T H E  F E D E R A L  S A L T O N S T A L L - K E N N E D Y  P R O G R A M  A N D  T H E  R O L E  O F  I N D U S T R Y  
D I R E C T E D  F O U N D A T I O N S  IN  T H E  P R O G R A M

WHEREAS, the federal g o v e r n m e n t  e s t a b l i s h e d  a s e afood  indus­
try g rants p r o g r a m  in 1980; a n d

W H E R E A S ,  t h i s  g r a n t s  p r o g r a m  w a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  to fund the 
d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  p r o m o t i o n  o f  t h e  U . S .  s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  and 
f i s h e r i e s  products; and

W H E R E A S ,  the p r o g r a m  is d i r e c t e d  towards s t r engthe ning the 
U.S. s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  in the face of i n c r e a s i n g  foreign competi­
tio n  a n d  a f l u c t u a t i n g  r e s o u r c e  base; and

WHEREAS, the p r o g r a m  is f u n d e d  f r o m  t a r i f f s  on imported sea­
food and s e a f o o d  products; and

WHEREAS, p r o g r a m  p r o j e c t s  receive m a t c h i n g  funds and in-kind 
s e r v i c e s  f rom the s e a f o o d  industry; and

WHEREAS, the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  p r o g r a m  is u nique because it 
sets g o a l s  b a s e d  o n  i n d u s t r y  p r i o r i t i e s  a n d  w o r k s  w i t h  industry 
to a c c o m p l i s h  p r o j e c t s  to a c hiev e t h o s e  goals; and

WHEREAS, the p r i m a r y  m e t h o d  the s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  has used to 
p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  p r o g r a m  is t h r o u g h  
re g io nal f i s h e r i e s  d e v e l o p m e n t  foundations; and

WHEREAS, t he A l a s k a  F i s h e r i e s  D e v e l o p m e n t  F o u n d a t i o n  was put 
t o g e t h e r  b y  the A l a s k a  s e a f o o d  i n d u s t r y  t o  m a x i m i z e  the b e n e f i t s  
of the S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  p r o g r a m  in Alaska; a n d

W H E R E A S ,  t h e  S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  p r o g r a m  has r e s ul ted in 
several p r o j e c t s  w h i c h  h a v e  h a d  s i g n i f i c a n t  national and regional 
b e n e f i t s  to t h e  s e a f o o d  industry; and

WHEREAS, in A l a s k a  five s h o r e - b a s e d  a n d  at least ten vessel- 
b a s e d  s u r i m i  p r o c e s s i n g  firms h a v e  b e g u n  o p e r a t i o n s  since the 
i n i t i a t i o n  a n d  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  the A l a s k a  F i s h e r i e s  Development 
F o u n d a t i o n ' s  s urimi d e m o n s t r a t i o n  project; and

W H E R E A S ,  t w o  m o r e  r e c e n t  F o u n d a t i o n  p r o j e c t s ,  f l a t f i s h  
f i s h e r y  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  b y - p r o d u c t  utilization, are having the 
same level o f  p o s i t i v e  i m p a c t  o n  the A l a s k a  s e a f o o d  industry; and

WHEREAS, this u n p r e c e d e n t e d  level of s u c c e s s  i n  development 
e f f o r t s  c a n  b e  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to the u n i q u e  i n d u s t r y / f o u n d a t i o n
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p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  p r o g r a m ,

NOW, T H E R E F O R E ,  BE IT R E S O L V E D  t h a t  t h e  C i t y  C o u n c i l  o f  the 
C i t y  o f  K o d i a k ,  A l a s k a ,  e x p r e s s e s  i t s  a p p r e c i a t i o n  f o r  the r e­
s u l t s  o f  p a s t  S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  p r o g r a m  p r o j e c t s  and g r a t i t u d e  
f o r  t h e i r  s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  C o n g r e s s ,  t h e  U n i t e d  
S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  C o m m e r c e ,  t h e  N a t i o n a l  O c e a n i c  a n d  A t m o s­
p h e r i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  t h e  N a t i o n a l  M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s  Service, 
a n d  t h e  m a n y  i n d u s t r y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  f i s h e r y  g r o u p s ,  a n d  
i n d i v i d u a l s  t h a t  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h i s  pr o g r a m .

B E  I T  F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  the C o u n c i l  o f  t h e  C i t y  of K o d i a k  
r e s p e c t f u l l y  r e q u e s t s  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  C o n g r e s s ,  t h e  U n i t e d  
S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  C o m m e r c e ,  t h e  N a t i o n a l  O c e a n i c  a n d  A t m o s­
p h e r i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  t h e  N a t i o n a l  M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s  Service, and 
o t h e r  c o n c e r n e d  g r o u p s  t o  c o n t i n u e  t h e i r  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  p r o g r a m  
a n d  t h e  u n i q u e  i n d u s t r y / f o u n d a t i o n  i n v o l v e m e n t  w h i c h  p r o v i d e s  
b e n e f i c i a l  r e s u l t s  a n d  d i r e c t e d ,  e f f i c i e n t  p r o j e c t s .

P A S S E D  A N D  A P P R O V E D  t h i s  Z io T W  d a y  o f _____ , 1989.

C I T Y  O F  K O D I A K

M A Y O R

A T T E S T :

C I T Y  C L E R K
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J a n u a r y  12, 1989

T h e  H o n o r a b l e  W i l l i a m  £, E v a n s  
U n d e r  S e c r e t a r y  f o r  O c e a n s  a n d  A t m o s p h e r e  
N a t i o n a l  O c e a n i c  a n d  A t m o s p h e r i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
M a i n  C o m m e r c e  B u i l d i n g  
W a s h i n g t o n ,  B . C .  20230

D e a r  Or. E v a n s i

A r e c e n t  o p i n i o n  p r e p a r e d  b y  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  G e n e r a l  C o u n s e l  
o f  the N a t i o n a l  O c e a n i c  a n d  A t m o s p h e r i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  ( N O A A )  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  N C A A  m a y  i n t e n d  to d i v e r t  funds that C o n g r e s s  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  p r o v i d e d  for t h e  S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  G r a n t  P r o g r a m  
for F i s h e r i e s  R e s e a r c h  a n d  D e v e l o p m e n t  ( h erei nafter " G r a n t  
P r o g r a m " ) ,  A c c o r d i n g  to t h e  o p i n i o n #  N Q A A  could t n a n  u s e  t h e  
d i v e r t e d  g r a n t  f u n d s  to i m p l e m e n t  a  " N a t i o n a l  P r o g r a m 14 o r  f o r  

N O a a  i n - h o u s e  a c t i v i t i e s #  i n c l u d i n g  s a l a r i e s .  W e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
thia d i v e r s i o n  w o u l d  b e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  a n d  would v i o l a t e  t h e  
i n t e n t  o f  C o n g r e s s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  A c t .

A s  p a r t  o f  l a s t  y e a r ' s  C o n f e r e n c e  agreement# t h e  
A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  C o m m i t t e e s  r e c o m m e n d e d  t h a t  945.6 m i l l i o n  b e  
t r a n s f e r r e d  f r o m  t h e  S - x  f u n d  t o  o f f s e t  n o a a 's o p e r a t i o n s ,  
R e s e a r c h ,  a n d  f a c i l i t i e s  a c c o u n t  w i t h  t h e  remaining f u n d s  t o  be 
m a d e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  G r a n t  P r o g r a m ,  T h e  C o n f e r e n c e  R e p o r t  
s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  a g r e e m e n t  " p r o v i d e s  f o r  $7,700 , 0 0 0  f o r  
S a l t o n s t a l l - K e n n e d y  G r a n t s  t o  c o n d u c t  e d u c a t i o n a l ,  t e c h n o l o g i c a l ,  
a n d  b i o l o g i c a l  r e l a t e d  r e s e a r c h  a n d  m a r k e t i n g  p e r t a i n i n g  to 
A m e r i c a n  f i s h e r i e s "  ( e m p h a s i s  a d d e d ) .  Moreover# t h e  R e p o r t  
d i r e c t s  N O A A  t o  d i s t r i b u t e  m o r e  e q u i t a b l y  these g r a n t s  b a s e d  on 
t h e  l e v e l  o f  f i s h e r i e s  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  each r e gi on*



* . *

:v» H o n o r a b l e  W i l l i a m  X. t v a n s

J a n u a r y  12# 19lt 
P a g O  T W O

T h e r e  c a n  b e  n o  q u e s t i o n  that  C o n g r e s s  I n t e n d e d  t h e s e  
r e m a i n i n g  f u n d s  t o  b e  u s e d  o n l y  for t h e  G r a n t  P r o g r a m .  
U n f o r t u n a t e l y #  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  leae o n l y  a b o u t  $s m i l l i o n  w i l l  b e  
a v a i l a b l e  for t h e  G r a n t  P r o g r a m  b e c a u s e  o f  the s t a t u t o r i l y  
r e q u i r e d  t r a n s f e r  o f  $ 3  m i l l i o n  in to t h e  r i s h e r l e s  P r o m o t i o n a l  
f und, W e  r e q u e s t  t h a t  y o u  e n s u r e  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e s e  f u n d s  will 

b e  d i v e r t e d  f r o m  t h e  G r a n t  P r o g r a m  to p a y  for i n - h o u s e  or o t h e r  

N O A A  a c t i v i t i e s .

W e  w a n t  to t h a n k  y o u  in a d v a n c e  f o r  y o u r  p e r s o n a l  a t t e n t i o n  

to this i m p o r t a n t  m a t t e r .

S i n c e r e l y ,

W A
WALTER 8. J O N E S  V
C h a i r m a n
C o m m i t t e e  o n  M e r c h a n t  M a r i n e  

and P i a h e r i e n

GERi
Chairmai
S u b c o m m i t t e e  o n  r i s h e r l e s  

a n d  taldlifft C o n s e r v a t i o n  
a n d  t h e  E n v i r o n m e n t

/ O U N C  .

R a n k i n g  M i n o r i t y  M e m b e r  
S u b c o m m i t t e e  o n  F i s h e r i e s  e n d  

W i l d l i f e  C o n s e r v a t i o n  a n d  
the E n v i r o n m e n t



January 24, 1989

Ms. Margaret Ommiskey 
Senator Daniel Inouye's Office 
722 Hart Senate Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Margaret:

RE: SALTONSTALL-KENNEDY INDUSTRY GRANTS

I am writing to ask your help on behalf of the Pacific Fisheries 
Development Foundation. Hie Foundation has used S-K funds to provide 
coordinated development assistance to the U.S.-affiliated Pacific Islands for 
the past 15 years.

We need your assistance at this time to ensure that S-K funds are 
adequate to continue its work in the Pacific.

Please help us by:

1. keeping the S-K grants program funded at $8-10 million; and

2. returning the S-K program to its original intent— i.e., to assist 
industry-based foundations and associations with support for research 
and development projects.

The fisheries development foundations, which are regional organizations 
made up of fishing industry associations and businesses, were established in 
large part to carry out the S-K Program. Over the past few years, however, 
funding for the foundations has diminished at the expense of research 
institutes, state agencies and other non-industry based entities. In 1986, 
foundations received 63% of S-K funds; in 1988, that figure, was 46%. Research 
institutes, on the other hand, received an increase of app oximately 20% more 
funding over the same period.

Thank you for considering this request, 
please call me at (808) 548-6550.

If you have any questions,

cc: PFDF Board of Directors, Fishery 
Officers and Project Directors, 
Executive Directors

Tilliam wr.Paty 
Chai rman/Pr esident

Regional Fisheries Development Foundations'

P.O Bo\2.*r- Honolulu. H aw ,ii 96804 
IS08I FAX (808) 548-8989
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January 24, 1989

Ms. Margaret O m m i s k e y  
Senator Daniel Inouye's Office 
722 Hart Senate Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Margaret:

RE: SALTONSTALL-KENNEDY INDUSTRY GRANTS

I am writing to ask your help on behalf of the Pacific Fisheries 
Development Foundation. Hie Foundation has used S-K funds to provide 
coordinated development assistance to the U.S.-affiliated Pacific Islands for 
the past 15 years.

We need your assistance at this time to ensure that S-K funds are 
adequate to continue its work in the Pacific.

Please help us by:

1. keeping the S-K grants program funded at $8-10 million; and

2. returning the S-K program to its original intent— i.e., to assist 
industry-based foundations and associations with support for research 
and development projects.

The fisheries development foundations, which are regional organizations 
made up of fishing industry associations and businesses, were established in 
large part to carry out the S-K Program. Over the past few years, however, 
funding for the foundations has diminished at the expense of research 
institutes, state agencies and other non-industry based entities. In 1986, 
foundations received 63% of S-K funds; in 1988, that figure was 46%. Research 
institutes, on the other hand, received an increase of approximately 20% more 
funding over the same period.

Thank you for considering this request. If you have any questions, 
please call me at (808) 548-6550.

Simfereiy,

^ l l i a m w T P a t y  
Chai rman/President

cc: PFDF Board of Directors, Fishery
Officers and Project Directors, /
Executive Directors /

Regional Fisheries Development Foundations ̂

P.O Box 2.*ri  Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 
(808) 54**54o9 FAX (808) 5*8 8989
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J a n u a ry  2 4 , 1989

The Honorable Patricia Saiki 
United States Representative 
1407 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Pat:RE: SALTONSTALL-KENNEDY INDUSTRY GRANTS
I am writing to ask your help on behalf of the Pacific Fisheries 

Development Foundation. The Foundation has used S-K funds to provide 
coordinated development assistance to the U.S.-affiliated Pacific Islands for 
the past 15 years.

We need your assistance at this time to ensure that S-K funds are 
adequate to continue its work in the Pacific.

Please help us by:

1. keeping the S-K grants program funded at $8-10 million; and

2. returning the S-K program to its original intent— i.e., to assist 
industry-based foundations and associations with support for 
research and development projects.

I
The fisheries development foundations, which are regional 

organizations made up of fishing industry associations and businesses, were 
established in large part to carry out the S-K Program. Over the past few 
years, however, funding for the foundations has diminished at the expense of 
research institutes, state agencies and other non-industry based entities. In 
1986, foundations received 63% of S-K funds; in 1988, that figure was 46%. 
Research institutes, on the other hand, received an increase of approximately 
20% more funding over the same period.

PO. Box 2359. Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 
(808) 548-3469 FAX (808) 548-8989

C.*mmonwr*lihu< I he Northern M«ru*uHU»J«*tnirrjtrdS4Jli*i4\Umnf> . • Rrpubtcof lh*MjrUulllUu»d%*KrpoNtf dr*Uu*TrtTH»«r> Ammun ra-noe* Yemtory IU»4«* Ammtwitn/vrfmenttowAnr Fjndttni
• Amman TufuNv* A**»*uu* • LVVU Ffthrfmm % Lniun ■ Tuju Rr*c«mh hjwndnwn • US Tgfuh>*M4U * • .Vo**™ F ahboM Ownrn A*uruU«i



The Honorable Patricia Saiki 
Page 2

Thank you for considering this request. If you have any questions, 
please call me at (808) 548-6550.

William W. PAty 
Chairman/President

cc: PFDF Board of Directors, Fishery 
Officers and Project Directors,
Executive Directors s

Regional Fisheries Development Foundations '

P.S. Attached, for your information, is a list of projects in the Freely 
Associated States funded by the Japanese government. The projects total 
about $10 million a year over the past six years. The U.S. commitment 
to this area, on the other hand, has been a fraction of this amount.

B B S
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ALASKA FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT FCUNDATICtl 

FRCJICre LIST 

FE3RUARY 1982

RECEIVED FE3 -  ,
i a ?  d ' 3 S'988

T •fcC-C. . M  I 0 Closed out 
* Windir.cr down 

** Cr. held
*** About to be active 

**** Active
R Pecrocrrarmed

» 7 S  Ccr.tract "9-,

NMFS
AFCF Acc't i Sudcet Status Predict #

5CC

250,000 

30,COO *»

1.

2.

rciFS

AFDF Acc't * Buderet Status Pro4oct *

(itote; Budgets for projects 
designated 0 ar.d ? should not be 
included whan calculating total 
program budget sums,)

Title, Contractors, Description

Demonstration Administration.
Fy 197? AFDF Admin, budget

Demo, Public Info.
Contractors: George Ficdnr, J’-eil 
Rabinowitz, Wes Johr.sen (NPFD - 
North Pacific Fisheries 
Development, Inc.) To develop 
published/displayed naterials* 
about the Harvesting Demo, 
procram. Harvesting Demo, 
includes Icnglir.e (Aleutian Mistress) 
Trawl; Trawler Demo has been 
reprogrammed, but this public m f o  
project still exists to support both 
demos.

Title. Contractors, Description

504 275,000 *
(15,000 now)

3.

O

Damn. Trawler.
Contractors; res Jchnsen, Helce 
Christiansen (MPFD) Vessel "Sraracd", 
owned by MFFCO, originally chcser. as 
demo, vessel before NEPCO bankruptcy. 
This was earpanior. proj<:ct to Aleutian 
Mistress, intended to convert a 
shrimper to trawling and provide r*_3'< 
guarantee. SI5,000 spent on 
conversion design for Smaracd, 
rerainirc 5260,000 reprooraimec to 
AFDF's Acc'hs * 552 and 564 plus 
others.



Dero Lor.giir.s (Aleutian Mistress I) 
Contractors: Aleutian Mistress 
Associates. Business manager Ben 
Barton, Gordon Ioweli, President 
Seawest Industries (part cw'.er and 
Project Director), Darryl Pedersen. 
This budget is  just for A, Mistress 
Phase I : ’ S20Q,’CCC for conversion 
work, $275,COO for risk guarantee. 
See AFDF Atc'ts 4 548 and 544 for 
Phase.II and III, respectively.

NMFS

AFDF Acc't * 3udcet Status Project * 

504 475,000 * 4.

T itle, Contractors, Description

W F S

AFDF Acc't * Budcet Status Project #

506

<

90,000 R

35,000 ’ O

5.

6.

T itle, Contractors, Description 

Dero. Training
Originally intended for training 
program aboard demo, vessels. 
Cancelled and raprograrmed to various 
projects,

Dero. Quality Assurance.
Project intended to ir.plemsnt duality 
assurance research and dare, procrnr. 
aboard dero. vessels. This budget 
transferred to 80-A2K-CC067, *10 vrlth 
S1CC,000 added; Then eventually 
raprograrrred.

W F S

AFDF Acc't 4 3udcet Status Project & 

508 195,000 **** 7,

T itle , Contractors, Description

Doro. Monitoring and Evaluation. 
Contractor; Frank Crth and Associates 
(S90,CG0). Observer: SandiMcXer.se.
Pemainir.g budget is  for eontinaencies, 
advisory services, etc. -  Abcut
227,000 went to Wes John sen for report 
on Cbnvaraicn of Aleutian Mistress. 
Project purpose is  to analyze and. 
report cn the technological and 
economic feasib ility  of Aleutian 
Mistress, Budcet am be used for 
monitoring trawler projects also, if  
funds remain.



AFP" Acc't » Budcat Status Proiact * T itle , Contractors, Description

510 1,100,000 **** 4. Medal Wilt* Fish Processing.
Contractors.1
1979-80, KEFOO originated 1st nrojact 
and went bankrupt before project 
awards rrade by MTS.
1980, Alaska Food Ccrsanv (Janes 
Kross, President) chosen as 
Contractor, Contract signed Jteverber 
80, dissolved April 1981. About
5110,000 disbursed to AFC, S95,CCC zz 
which is  in litigation . Other 
expenses relat"n to AFC contrat are 
for Technical Advisory Team travel and 
consulting, to Sarlindhaug, Fleming, 
Lowell* Pennington.
1981-82, FTP issued J\zly 1981, Trident 
Seafoods Corporation chosan as 
contractor September 1981, Expenses 
incurred for PiLri Ingvarsscn repcr: 
and for Proposal Peview Carrittee 
meeting. Contrac. signed Decerbar
1981. Trident President Charles H. 
(Chuch) 3undrant, Project Manager Todd 
Shaw. 3udoet for Trident Contract is 
5800,000.

MMFS
Title, Contractors, Description

528 30,000 ***• 5. Extension Serviced.
MTS Title "Establishment of a 
Fisheries Extension Service for Pural 
Western Alaska".
Contractor: Bering Sea Fishermen's 
Association.

AFDF Acc't * Sudeet Status
MTS
Project * T itle , Contractors, Description

514 98,736 9 6. Arctic Sea -  CSX
MTS T itle M.*!arketing Assistance 
Freer an for Shall Pural Fisheries". 
Contractor: Arctic Sea, Inc., 
subsidiary of CSC (Ccrmir.ity 
Enterprise Development Corporation) 
T&rrv Peeve, President Arctic Saa. ard 
Cretchen Mannix, Vice President, CSTC.



» t

?>IFS Contract ®C-ABH-00067

AFDF Acs1 r * 3u2

7,450

:s Proiect # 

1.

T itle, Contractors, Description

Roundtable Workshop on Sural Fisheries 
Contractor: Bering Sea Fishermen's 
Association. Fur.ds used to pay travel 
expenses for workshop attendees, ar.d 
for fiark Fcye to write report. If 
fur.ds remain in budget, they car. be 
used to publish report after Sharer. 
Gwinn edits.

NMFS
AFC? Acc't * Budcet Status Project i

20,000

78,940
2.

NMFS*
AFC? Acs11 * Budget Status Project * 

516 18,000 O 3.

T itle, Contractors, Description

Cpilio Crab Marketing,
:̂MFS Title ">ferketing Demonstration 

Project for Cpilio Tanner Crab". 
Original project budget $98,940; 
contracted to 13th Regional 
Corporation (Jin Strichartz, counsel 
and* Project Director) and partially  
subcontracted to fiuenter Conradus cf 
Applied Sceneries Associates. 
Contractor did not perform. adequately 
-  S78,940 of budget was reorccr?rred 
t.0 ANCCiA (AFDF Acc't t  512'.5 ar.d 5M; 
S20, CCO kept in budget for 
ccr.gingencies associated with original 
project.

T itle , Contractors, Description 

Rockfish Jigging.
NMFS T itle "Exploratory Hydraulic and 
Electric Jig Fishing for Rockfish in 
the Seward Area," $18,COO State cost 
share added to this budget. 
Contractors: Con Hanson, F/V 
Prospector, Harry Mitchell, F/V Blue 
Dolphin
Mike Broili did scm observer work or. 
contract.



: - : - -- :s- - * * i ? r
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WMFS
AFDF A r c ' t » Budget Status Project * 

522 12,900 ***• 7A.

ttFS

AFDF Acc't * Budcat Status Project « 

524 11,100 **** 7B.

WffS .
AFDF .Acc't » 3udcet Status Pro-ect «

7C»526 36,000 ***

JttFS

AFDF Acc't * Budcet Status Project »

518 12,700 * 3.
olus 
24,900
(81-ABC-CC279.
FAX-81-27)

T itle, Contractors, Dftseristicr.

Annual Report.
NMFS Title "Status and Scope of 
domestic ccmercial grcur.dfish ar.d 
other domestic underutilized fisheries 
in Alaska".
Contractor: Natural Resources 
Consultants, Dr. lee Alverscr. ar.d 
Steve Hughes (Seattle).

T itle, Contractors, Description

Long Range Plan,
NMFS T itle "Regional Five Year 
Development Plan".
1981 -  Laslis Robinson and i!ark Huttcr. 
contractad to do update.
1982 -  Update being dona by sta ff, i f  
at a ll .

T itle, Contractors, Description

Investment Profiles - Dr. Abby 3cr 
:OFS Title "Ir.vesrent Profiles : : :  
Snail Vessels."
Contractor: Dr. Abby Gorhan, 
University of Alaska-Fairbanks. I 
old f i le s , this project mav b« 
referred to as "Srall Vassal 
Conversion." IWFS contract stipul 
i t  shall include "a projection of 
consumption by the nearshore ar.d 
offshore fleets,"

• •
:ue_

T itle, Contractors, Description

Pollock Conference.
>3̂ FS Title "Trawl Fishing Technology 
Vtarkshop,"
Contractor: Natural Resources 
Dr. Lee Alverscn.
Other expanses associated with Pelleek 
Conference at Sheraton Ar.chorace,
Noverrher 19P1.



MIFS

AFDF Acc1t < Budcet Status Project * 

9,360 0  9.sir.
J  mt V

NMFS
AFDF .^cc't * Budget Status Project *

R 10.532 135,000

MMFS Contract 81-ABH-CC014

NMFS
AFDF Acc't a Budget status Project *

1..536 150,000 »»**

AFDF Acc't A Budcet Status Project *

**538 25,000

MWFS 

2.

NMFS
AFP? .-rc't « audcet Status Project < 

540 25,000 *** 3.

T itle , Contractors, Description 

Friedrich Busse
NMFS Title "Foreign Factory Tr?.v*le: 
Observation ar.d Training Freer s.-." 
Contractor: Applied Economics 
Associates, Guenter Ccnradus. 
Observers: HarJc Pennington, Terrv 
Siwell. SIC,0CC Stats cost share 
added to this budget.

T itle , Contractors. Description

Qjality Assurance and Training, 
Expanded Program

T itle , Contractors, Description

Sablefish S k a tin g .
MTS Title "Marketing of SsJslafis.t 
Contractor: ALFA (Alaska Lcnglir.a 
Fisherman's Association) -  Prc;=r: 
Manager Greg Baker. Also involved: 
Halibut Producers Cooperative.

T itle , Contractors, Description

Autc-Lcr.glir.ing Demo., Small Beat. 
MTS Title "Automated Longline 
Demonstration". to contractor yet 
Will issue BFP.

T itle , Contractors, Description

Baiting Systems.
NMFS T itle "Baiting Systems for 
longline Gear."
Contractors! JoJjn Enge, J r ., 
Wbhlhuater.



—

M T S

AFP" Acc’t ■ Sudcet Status Project » 

542 23,700 ** 4.

M T S

AFPF A r c 't = Budcet Status Project * 

544 67,000 **** 5.

M T S

AFDF Acc't i Budcet Status Prefect i

546 169,7C0 ****

T itle , Contractors, Description

Remote Area Snail Vessel Cod (Pcye). 
Contractor: Mark Rove, This is  a 
demonstration of saall-vessel 
lor.glinir.g cod ar.d salting for 
preservation in remote area of 3ristc: 
Bay where no processing fa c ilitie s  
ex ist.

T itle , Contractors, Description

Aleutian Mistress III.
NMFS Title "Processing Cod at Sea." 
This project is  intended to provide 
technical assistance ar.d overall 
evaluation and documentary services 
during and after Phase II operations. 
Technical Assistance Contractors: 
Baader (Eydfirn Tausen, JUergen 
Nagrodaki, Bob Witte).
Mustad (William Nygaard, Ami 
Thomson).
North Pacific Fisheries Develcpner.t 
(Sig Jaecer).

T itle , Contractors, Description

Arctic TTawler (Minced Pollock).
MTS Title "Minced Pollock 
Processing".
Contractori Trans-Pacific 
International Industries, Seattle, 
owner M/V Arctic Trawler.
Project Manager - Michael Ncrdhy 
Skipper -  Conrad Dri 
President Trans-Pacific -  John Sjcr.c 
Observer - John Dent, employee cf 
Trans-Pacific.



5.- '

•MTS Contract 9I-ABH-00114 (Peprwrarring)

NMFS
AFDF Acc't i Budcet Status Pro-set <

548 325,CCC *»** 7.

NMFS
AFDF .Acc't 4 Budget Status Pro~ect * 

55C 78,940 * 8.

NMFS
AFDF Acc't * 3udcat Status Pro-ect »

9'.552 60,CCC

“#r.'

M T S

AFDF Acc't i Sudaot Status Protect *

554 40,CC0 ■••• 
(Add to 
Adnir.?)

1C.

T itle, Contractors, Description

Aleutian Mistress II.
MTS Title "Demonstration Lcr.glir.er - 
Processor F/V Aleutian Mistress, Phase 
III".
Contractor: Aleutian Mistress 
Associates.
Project Director Darryl Pedersen, 
President, Seavrest Industries.
3usir.ess Manager Gordon Lowell, 
Sea«fluest Enterprises and Jonah, Inc. 
Skipper Terry Sparks.
S125,000 for vessel modifications, 
$200,000 for risk guarantee (45 
fishing days).

T itle , Contractors, Description

ANWA
MTS Title "AMUGA '81 European Shew". 
Contractors: Richard Montague, =cb 
3owser (Gere Davis & Associates), 
others.

T itle , Contractors, Description

Refrigerated Sea Water (RSW) Trawler. 
Contractor: Willivaw Fish Company, 
part owner F/V Storm Petrel.
F/V Storm Petrel, Captain George 
Fulton.
MARCO (Marine Construction & Design 
Co.), Seattle, part wr.er and project 
conception.
Eldon Crimes -  Ouaiitv assurance 
Stuare Roach -  RSW technology 
Paul Gilliland -  finance, 
ccnwunicaticn w/vessal.

T itle , Contractors, Description

Reporting on AFT-F Projects.
This rror.ev allows us to expand sta: 
to taka care of reporting 
responsib ilities.

—    —     —  -



ttTS

A F S F  Acc't « Budcat Status Pro4act * 

556 10,000 ** 11.

T itle, Contractors, Description

Aleutian Mistress Sports.
>373 T itle "Publication of Reports or. 
Automated Lcnglir.er-Processcr." 
Contractor: Printrcre Corporation 
Peccrt Publishing Costs for:

Wes Johnson Conversion Report ar.d 
Executive Surrary 
Crth Interim Report 
Orth Final Pepcrt (to cere)

>3!FS
AFC? Acc't * Budcet Status Pro4ect * 

558 10,C00 ** .12.

T itle, Contractors, Description

Atka Mackerel Report, 
contractor: To be done by sta ff with 
assistance frcm Barry Fisher. Fur.ds 
are for research and publication of a 
report summarizing existing :<r.cwledce 
cn Atka mackerel.

(Its following projects have no M 7 S  Contracts yet, Project Director has 
arbitrarily assigned MMFS Project numbers)

» 7 S

AFDF Acc't = Budcet Status Project » 

56C 25,COO ** 13.

W P S

AFDF Acc't «* Budget Status Pro-iect *

562 50,000 14.

T itle, Contractors, Description

Salt Cod Production.
Contractors; Unknown. Probably sere 
combination of Jar.caard Alaskan* 
Fisheries, Universal Seafoods, and 
Pelican Cold Storage (Presidents Atla 
Rsrrre, Dick Pact, Jim Ferguson, 
re«T?3ctively).
Neeua Board direction ar.d NMFS CK to 
become active.

T itle, Contractors, Description

Small Boat Demonstration Project. 
Project coordinated with Sea Grant: 
Hank Pennington, Kodiak 
Brian Pausti Petersburg.
Probably w ill be a souid project using 
ravid Street's vessel out of 
Ketchikan, ar.d a flatfish  trawling 
project in Kodiak.
Needs MTS CK to beccne active.

%-in a **'*«?



3udcet Status Project *

30 .000 ** 15.

NMFS
Budget Status ?ro-*ect *

20.000 ** 16.

T itle. Ccr,tractors, Description

Crvi 1 7 my

NMFS Title "Cuality ar.d Hardline of 
T̂ rawi-Caucht Cod and Pollock."
Needs Board direction ar.d l^FS CK to 
becnra active.

T itle , Contractors. Saacrrtticn

Investment Profiles Worksheets.
This S20.000 has been added by NMFS to 
the Investment Profiles -  Abby Gorham 
project, but the money stays with 
AFDF, does not go to Gorham, It is  
for translating Gorham's results into 
worksheets to be used by Foundation.
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1988 S-K Projects Selected for Funding

P r o j e c t  T i t l e Recipient

Alaska Region

1. Marine Safety; Reduced 
Accident Rates thru 
Education and Training

2. Flatfish Utilization

3. Alaska Groundfish Quality 
Enhancement

4. Multi-speeiea By-Product 
Utilization

5. The Role of Groundfish 
in International Trade

6. Unobservable Mortality on 
Red King and Bairdi Tanner 
Crab

7. Conflict Between the 
Sablefish Longline Fishery 
k Killer whales

Alaska Dept, of Health and 
Social Services 
Juneau, AX

Alaska Fisheries Development
Foundation
Anchorage, AK

Alaska Fisheries Development
Foundation
Anchorage, AK

Alaska Fisheries Development
Foundation
Anchorage, AK

Oregon state University 
Corvallis, OR

Alaska Department of 
.Filth and Game 
Kodiak, AK

Sen world Research
institute
San Diego, CA

F u n d i n g

5190,000

IS 1 f00 0

366,700

479.000

69,633

22,600

130.000

/

Northeast Region

8. Fishing Vessel safety  
Training Programs

9. Development of Canned 
Mackerel - Year 1

10. Qiality Improvement of 
Mackerel and Hake thru 
Extra Cold storage » 
Year 1

University of Rhode 
Island
Kingston, R!

New England Fisheries 
Development Foundation 
Bonton, MA

Mid-Atlantic Fisheries 
Development Foundation 
Annapolis, MD

56,975

88,000

4 9 , 5 0 0

.1
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Tull U tilisation of Vhlta Flab Through Hulti-Speciee Processing u.». in Ant or cost 
i 240,200.00
nfcinisnr t inare on ccit 
i 132.000.00

rnoe
November 30, 1988

TOTAL ItTIHAT (O COST
• 372,200.00IRVFVRIOO —-  Juiy ^  jggj

Alaska Flsherias Development Foundation
•TRttT AOOKtlS

SOS V. Second Avenue, Suita 212
CITY

Anchorage
ETATS

AK
zm coos 

99501
S r C d A U  A f A M O  C O N B I T I O N I

The Recipient v i l l  accospliah the objectives of this project in accordance with the 
attached Federal Assistance Application dated 37/02/10, with the attendant technical 
and cost proposals• and a ll  Special Avard Conditions.
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1986 S-K Awards

Alaska Region

1. Alaska Pollock Market 
Development

P r o j e c t  T i t l e

2. Pull Utilization f a  
American Surimi and Oth«r 
Underutilized Species

3. Marine Safety-Induced 
Accident Rates Through 
Education and Training

Recipient
F u n d i n g

F e d e r a l  M a t c h

Alaska Seafood Marketing 3254,530
Institute
Juneau, AK

Alaska Fisheries 
Development Foundation 
Anchorage# AK

Marine Advisory Program 77,000 
University of Alaska 
Anchorage, AK

3229,035

875,000 553,000

50,570

Northwest Region

4. NP5V2A Vessel Safety 
Program

5. Minimization of Crab 
Bycatdi in Groundfish 
Trawl

0. Seafood and Heeltht 
Promotion and Market 
Development

7. Alaska Pollock Development 
Through New Product 
Development, Promotion ft 
Marketing

8. impact of Alaska Pollock 
Foreign Fishing Allocation 
cn U.S. Harvesters and 
Processors

9. International Coipeti- 
tivenaas of the North 
Pacific Seafood Industry

North Pacific Fishing 199,700 91,000
Vessel Owners Association 
Seattle, wa

Highliners Association 325,723 150,000
Seattle, WA

west .Coast Fisheries 150,000 50,000
Development Foundation 
Portland, CR

Alaska Factory Traders 
Association 
Seattle, WA

300,000 129,200

Alaska Factory Trawlers 123,800
Association
Seattle, wa

58,050

Pacific 9eafood 215,000 102,000
Prooassors Association 
Seattle, WA



Project Title 

Alaska Racier

1. Quality Assurance Education 
foe the Alaska Grcurrifish 
Industry

2, Alaska Pollock Market 
Development

3. Pacific Pollock Protein 
Project

1985 S-K Awards 

Recipient
F u n d i n g

F e d e r a l  M a t c h

University of Alaska $50,000 $48,468
Marine Advisory Program 
Anchorage, AK

Alaska Seafood Marketing 250,000 210,600
Institute
Juneau, AK

Alaska Fisheries 
Development 
Anchorage, ak

1,190,202 752,900

Northwest Region

4. Inparts of Fish Oils cn 
Plasma Lipids in Human*

5. Sablefish Soft Flesh 
Analysis

6. Optical Parasite Detection 
System

7. Seafood and Health: 
Promotion and Market 
Development

9, Development of Washed Fish 
Flesh Production and 
Utilization

9. Pacific Whiting Industry 
Development Program

10. Restaurant Marketing 
Development of Albacore
Tuna

University of Washington 
Seattle, WA

University of Washington 
Seattle, WA

Design Systems, Inc* 
Auburn, WA

West<Coatt Fisheries 
Development Foundation 
Portland, CP

West Coast Fisheries 
Development Foundation 
Portland, CP

Wist Coast Fisheries 
Development Foundation 
Portland, CP

Wsst C a st Fisheries 
Development Foundation 
Portland, CP

108,750

100,000

29,350

52,662

52,000

15,000

24


