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Sec. 29.05.011. ALASKA STATUTES Sec. 29.05.031.

Sec. 29.05.011, Incorporation of a city, (a) A community that meets
the following standards may incorporate as a first class or home rule city:

(1) the community has 400 or more permanent residents;

(2) the boundaries of the proposed city include all areas necessary to
provide municipal services on an efficient scale;

(3) the economy of the community includes the human and financial
resources necessary to provide municipal services; in considering the
economy of the community, the Local Boundary Commission shall consider
property values, economic base, personal income, resource and commercial
development, anticipated functions, and the expenses and income of the
proposed city, including the ability of the community to generate local
revenue;

(4) the population of the community is stable enough to support city
government;

(5) there is a demonstrated need for city government.

(b) A community that meets all the standards under (a) of this section
except (a)(1) may incorporate as a second class city. (§ 4 ch 74 SLA 1985;
am §6 ch 58 SLA 1994)

Effect of amendments -The 1994 amendment, effective August 22, 1994, inserted “or
home rule” in the introductory language in subsection (a).

Notes to Decisions - Lack of a valid legislative body would not prevent the valid
incorporation of a municipality. This conclusion is bolstered by noting that Alaska's
newly-enacted Municipal Government Code has completely separated the statutes
relating to the incorporation procedure from those relating to the borough's legislative
body. Jefferson v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1084 (File No, 2000). 527 P.2d 37 (Alaska
1974), decided under former AS 29.18.010.

The incorporation of a municipality is a process both conceptually and functionally
distinct from that of establishing a legislative body for that corporation. Jefferson v.
State. Sup, Ct. Op. No. 1084 (File No. 2000), 527 P.2d 37 (1974), decided under former
AS 29.18.010.

Sec. 29.05.021. Limitations on incorporation of a city, (a) A
community in the unorganized borough may not incorporate as a city if the
services to be provided by the proposed city can be provided by annexation
to an existing city.

(b) A community within a borough may not incorporate as n city if the
services to be provided by the proposed city can be provided on an areawide
or nonareawide basis by the borough in which the proposed city is located,
or by annexation to an existing city. (§ 4 ch 74 SLA 1985)

Sec. 29.05.031. Incorporation of a borough or unified municipality.
(a) An area that meets the following standards may incorporate as a home
rule, first class, or second class borough, or as a unified municipality:



Sec. 29.05.031. ALASKA STATUTES Sec. 29.05.031.

(1) the population of the area is interrelated and integrated as to its  —
social, cultural, and economic activities, and is large and stable enough to
support borough government;

(2) the boundaries of the proposed borough or unified municipality
conform generally to natural geography and include all areas necessary for
full development of municipal services;

(3) the economy of the area includes the human and financial
resources capable of providing municipal services; evaluation of an area's
economy includes land use, property values, total economic base, total
personal income, resource and commercial development, anticipated
functions, expenses, and income of the proposed borough or unified
municipality;

(4) land, water, and air transportation facilities allow the
communication and exchange necessary for the development of integrated
borough government.

(b) An area may not incorporate as a third class borough. (§ 4 ch 74
SLA 1985; am § 7 ch 58 SLA 1994)

+ Effect of amendments. - The 1994 amendment, effective August 22. 1994. in
subsection (a), added  or as a uniPed municipality” at the end of the introductory
language and inserted “or unified municipality" in paragraphs (2) and (3).

Notes to Decisions - As to de facto incorporation, see Jefferson v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 1084 (File No. 2000), 327 P.2d 37 (Alaska 1974), decided under former, similar law.

Legislation to organize a specific borough unconstitutional. - Chapter 145, SLA 1974,
by which the Eagle River-Chugiak Borough was organized, contravened the provisions
of Alaska Const., art. 1I, § 19, since it was special and local legislation creating a new
local government without regard to the general statutory provisions that prescribe the
method that otherwise governs the creation of new local governmental entities from
existing ones. Abrams v. State. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1142 (File No. 2407), 534 P.2d 91
(Alaska 1975), decided under former, similar law.

Proposed area was not cohesive enough for organized boroLgh government. - See
Valleys Borough Support Comm. v. Local Boundary Comm’n, 863 P2.d 232 (Alaska

1993).
Article 2. Procedure.

Section
060. Petition 120. Flection of initial
070. Review officials
080. Investigation 130. Integration of special
090. Hearing districts and service areas
100. Decision 140.  Transition
110. Incorporation election 150. Challenge of legality
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Amend as follows:

AS 29.05.031. Incorporation of a borough or unified municipality, (a) An
area that meets the following standards may incorporate as a home rule,
first class, [OR] second class or third class borough, or as a unified
municipality;

Delete

AS 29.05.031(b) "An area may not incorporate as a third class borough.
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 280(CRA)- A Eja/

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

Ity THE SENATE COMMUNITY AN?) REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Offered: 3/14/96
Referred: STA, FIN

Sponsor(s): SENATORS TOKGERSON, Green, Phillips, Donley, Halford
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the mandatory incorporation of certain boroughs in the

unorganized borough."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section I. LEGISLATIVE FINDING AND PURPOSE, (a) The legislature finds that
the rights, opportunities, and obligations of borough residents arc not equal to those of
residents in the unorganized borough, particularly in respect to education, taxation, and land
use regulation, and that this is not in keeping with art. I, sec. 1, Constitution of the State of
Alaska, that states in part, " that all persons are equal and entitled to equal rights,
opportunities, and protection under the law; and that all persons have corresponding
obligations to the people and to the State."

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to abide by the intent of the framers of the state
constitution and the voters who adopted it and to implement a more equitable distribution of
rights, opportunities, and obligations among all residents of the state by including most of the
unorganized horough within the boundaries of a borough, with the expectation that the few
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areas not organized under this Act will be annexed to existing municipalities.
* Sec. 2. BOROUGH INCORPORATION PROPOSAL, (a) The Department of

o | 1
Community and Regional Affairs shall prepare a selélgrrﬁjl class borough incorporation proposal 'U)Xovto\C

for each of the model boroughs identified for formation in the report issued in 1995 by the

Local Boundary Commission entitled "Model Borough Boundaries." During the process of
preparing an incorporation proposal, the department shall hold at least one public hearing in
the area covered by the proposal and consider recommendations regarding the proposal. The
proposal must include the following information:

(1) name;

(2) boundaries;

(3) maps, documents, and other information considered by the departmentto

be necessary;
(4) composition andapportionment of theassembly;

(5) a proposed operating budget for the boroughprojecting sources of income

and items of expenditure through the first full fiscal year of operation; and
(6) a designation of areawide and nonareawide powers to be exercised.

(b) By January 1, 1997, uc state assessor shall estimate the full and true value of
taxable property in each of the model boroughs identified for formation in the report issued
in 1995 by the Loca* Boundary Commission. The Department of Community and Regional
Affar. shall submit each borough incorporation proposal to the Local Boundary Commission

by
(1) July 1,1997, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of

taxable property of at least $550,000,000;

(2) July 11,1998, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $350,000,000, but less than $550,000,000;

(3) July 11,1999, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $75,000,000, but less than $350,000,000;

(4) July 1,2000, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of less than $75,000,000.

(c) Within six months after receiving a borough incorporation proposal submitted

under (b) of this section, the Local Boundary Commission may request the department to

CSSB 280(CRA) 2- SB0280B
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make changes to the proposal. Wh?phitrgle commission determines that the proposal meets the
standards for incorporation of a second class borough, the commissionshallaccept the an
proposal and notify the director of elections of its acceptance.

* Sec. 3. ELECTION OF INITIAL OFFICIALS, (a) Within 30 days after receiving notice
from the Local Boundary Commission of its acceptance of an incorporation proposal, the
director of elections shall order an election in thc*proposed borough for initial borough)
officials. The election shall be held under AS 29.05.120 not less than 30 nor more than 90
days after the date of the election order. The election order must specify the dates during
which nomination petitions of election of initial officials may be filed,

(b) At an election held under this section, each nonareawidc power included in the
incorporation proposal shall also be placed separately on the ballot. Adoption of a
nonareawidc power requires a majority of the votes cast on the question, and the vote is
limited to the voters residing in the proposed borough but outside all cities in the proposed
borough.

* Sec. 4. INCORPORATION OF NEW BOROUGHS. A region is incorporated as a
second class horough on the first Monday following certification of the election held under
sec. 3 of this Act. AS 29.05.130 - 29.05.150 and 29.05.190 -29.05.210apply toboroughs

incorporated under this section.
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LEGAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

(90// *-85-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA
FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 409
Mail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDUM April 8, 1996
SUBJECT: Municipalities (CSSB 280(FIN))
TO: Senator Rick Halford
Co-chair, Senate Finance Committee
Attn: Kathy
FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Director /\6 0

Here is a draft committee substitute incorporating several amendments into SB 280. |
expanded the hill title because of the material added dealing with incorporation of cities and
third class boroughs.

Because the bill now provides for formation in the unorganized borough of third class rather
than second class boroughs, I eliminated provisions dealing with nonareawide powers. With
the exception of education, and tax assessment, third class boroughs may not generally
exercise powers on an areawide or nonareawide basis. (AS 29.35.2.0)

A provision imposing taxes must be specific so that die rate of taxation is clear. The
amendment changing the rate oftax levied in the separate unorganized boroughs and adding
the phrase "plus cost of collection, or equivalency," is too vague. Who is supposed to
determine what the "cost of collection” is? What does "or equivalency” refer to? Any
attempt to delegate the legislative power of taxation to an executive branch agency poses
problems under the separation of powers doctrine.

| changed the language cfthe amendment adding the phrase "for the purpose of appropriation
by the legislature for funding REAA schools" in an effort to avoid the possibility that a court
might viewdiis as an unconstitutional dedication ofrevenue. (Sonneman v. Hickel. 836 P.2d
936 (Alaska 1992))

TBCrpl
96-11 I.pIm
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 280(FIN)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Cfferect
Refared

Sponsor(s): SENATORS TORGERSON, Green, Phillips, Donley, Halford
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to municipalities; the incorporation of certain boroughs in the
unorganized borough; the formation of separate unorganized boroughs; and to

property taxation in the unorganized boroughs."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDING AND PURPOSE, (a) The legislature finds that
the rights, opportunities, and obligations of borough residents are not equal to those of
residents in the unorganized borough, particularly in respect to education, taxation, and land
use regulation, and that this is not in keeping with art. I, sec. 1, Constitution of the State of
Alaska, that states in part, " that all persons are equal and entitled to equal rights,
opportunities, and protection under the law; and that all persons have corresponding

obligations to the people and to the State."
(b) It is the purpose of secs. 3 - 5 of this Act to abide by the intent of the framers of

| the state constitution and the voters who adopted it and to implement « more equitable
distribution of rights, opportunities, and obligations among all residents of the state by

1- CSSB 280(FIN)
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providing a mechanism under which most of the unorganized borough may be included within
the boundaries of a borough, with the expectation that the few areas not organized under secs.
3 - 5 of this Act will be annexed to existing municipalities.
* Sec. 2. AS 29.05.031(a) is amended to read:
(a) An area that meets the following standards may incogjorate as a home ruIey
first class, [OR] second class, or third class borough, or as a unified municipality:

(1) the population of the area is interrelated and integrated as to its
social, cultural, and economic activities, and is large and stable enough to support
borough government;

(2) the boundaries of the proposed borough or unified municipality
conform generally to natural geography and include all areas necessary for full
development of municipal services;

(3) the economy of the area includes the human and financial resources
capable of providing municipal services; evaluation of an area’s economy includes land
use, property values, total economic base, total personal income, resource and
commercial development, anticipated functions, expenses, and income of the proposed
borough or unified municipality;

(4)  land, water, and air transportation facilities allow the
communication and exchange necessary for the development of integrated borough
government.

* Sec. 3. ROROUGH INCORPORATION PF.OPOSAIL (a) The Department of
Community and Regional Affairs shall prepare a thin! class borough incorporation proposal
for each of the model boroughs identified for formation in the report issued in 1995 by the
Local Boundary Commission entitled "Model Borough Boundaries." During the process of
preparing an incorporation proposal, the department shall hold at least one public hearing in
the region covered by the proposal and consider recommendations regarding the proposal. The
proposal must include the following information:

(1) name;
(2) boundaries;
(3) maps, documents, and other information considered by the department to

be necessary;

CSSB 280(FIN) 2-

New Text Underlined [DELETED TEX1" BRACKETED]



© oo N o 0O M W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

(4) composition and apportionment of the assembly; and
(5) a proposed operating budget for the borough projecting sources of income
and items of expenditure through the first full fiscal year of operation.

(b) By January 1, 1997, the state assessor shall estimate the full and true value of
taxable property in each of the model boroughs identified for formation in the report issued
in 1995 by the Local Boundary Commission. The Department of Community and Regional
Affairs shall submit each borough incorporation proposal to the Local Boundary Commission
by

(1) July 1, 1997, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $550,000,000;

(2) July 1, 1998, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $350,000,000, but less than $550,000,000;

(3) July 1, 1999, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $75,000,000, but less than $350,000,000;

(4) July 1, 2000, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of less than $75,000,000.

(c) Within six months after receiving a borough incorporation proposal submitted
under (b) of this section, the Local Boundary Commission may request the department to
make changes to the proposal. When the commission determines that the proposal meets the
standards for incorporation of a third class borough, the commission shall accept the proposal
and notify the director of elections of its acceptance.

*Soc. 4. INCORPORATION ELECTION. Within 30 days after receiving notice from the
Local Boundary Commission of its acceptance of an incorporation proposal, the director of
elections shall order an election in the region of the proposed borough to determine whether
the voters desire incorporation and, if so, to elect the initial borough officials. The election
shall be held under AS 29.05.110 and 29.05.120 not less than 30 nor more than 90 days after
the date of the election order. The election order must specify the dates during which
nomination petitions of election of initial officials may be filed.

* Sec. 5. INCORPORATION OF NEW BOROUGHS. If a majority of the voters voting m
on the question approve incorporation, a region is incorporated as a third class borough on the
first Monday following certification of the election held under sec. 4 of this Act.

3- CSSB 280(FIN)
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AS 29.05.130 - 29.05.150 and 29.05.190 - 29.05.210 apply to boroughs incorporated under
this section.

* Sec. 6. FORMATION OF SEPARATE UNORGANIZED BOROUGHS. If a majority
of the voters voting on the question disapprove incorporation under sec. 4 of this Act,
notwithstanding other provisions of law, the region hecomes a separate unorganized borough
on the first Monday following certification of the election. Beginning on January 1 of the
year following certification of the election, an annual tax of four mills plus cost of collection,
or equivalency, is levied each year on the full and true value of taxable property in that
unorganized borough. Money from taxes levied under this section may be appropriated fot*-yQ
funding for regional educational attendance areas. The provisions of AS 29.45.010 - 0-C
29.45.500 apply to taxes levied under this section. The state assessor shall assess the property, AA
collect the taxes levied under this section and deposit them in the general fund, and perform
the mandatory duties of a municipality, a board of equalization, or a municipal official under g~
AS 29.45.010 - 29.45.500, except that the state assessor may not act through the adoption of drafhr
an ordinance or grant exemptions from taxation not required under AS 29.45.010 - 29.45.500.

* Sec. 7. By January 1, 2001, the revisor of statutes shall prepare draft legislation to
conform the statutes to sec. 6 of this Act and submit the draft to the senate and the house of
regresentatives.

* Sec. 8. AS 29.05.011(a)(5), 29.05.021, and 29.05.031(b) are repealed.
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 280(FIN)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATORS TORGERSON, Green, Phillips, Donley, Halford

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to municipalities; the incorporation of certain boroughs in the
unorganized borough; the formation of separate unorganized boroughs; and to

property taxation in the unorganized boroughs."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDING AND PURPOSE, (a) The legislature finds that
the rights, opportunities, and obligations of borough residents are not equal to those of
residents in the unorganized borough, particularly in respect to education, taxation, and land
use regulation, and that this is not in keeping with art. I, sec. 1, Constitution of the State of
Alaska, that states in part, " that all persons are equal and entitled to equal rights,
opportunities, and protection under the law; and that all persons have corresponding
obligations to the people and to the State."

(b) It is the purpose of secs. 3 - 5 of this Act to abide by the intent of the framers of

the state constitution and the voters who adopted it and to implement a more equitable
distribution of rights, opportunities, and obligations among all residents of the starj by

1- CSSB 280(FIN)
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providing a mechanism under which most of the unorganized borough may be included within
the boundaries of a borough, with the expectation that the few areas not organized under secs.
3 - 5 of this Act will be annexed to existing municipalities.

* Sec. 2. AS 29.05.031(a) is amended to read:

(a) An area that meets the following standards may incorporate as a home rule,

first class, [OR] second class, or third class borough, or as a unified municipality:

(1) the population of the area is interrelated and integrated as to its
social, cultural, and economic activities, and is large and stable enough to support
borough government;

(2) the boundaries of the proposed borough or unified municipality
conform generally to natural geography and include all areas necessary for full
development of municipal services;

(3) the economy of the area includes the human and financial resources
capable of providing municipal services; evaluation of an area’s economy includes land
use, property values, total economic base, total personal income, resource and
commercial development, anticipated functions, expenses, and income of the proposed
borough or unified municipality;

(4)  land, water, and air transportation facilities allow the
communication and exchange necessary for the development of integrated borough
government.

* Sec. 3. BOROUGH INCORPORATION PROPOSAJ”™a) The Department of
Community and Regional Affairs shall prepare a third class borough incorporation proposal
for each of the model boroughs identified for formation in the report issued in 1995 by the
Local Boundary Commission entitled "Model Borough Boundaries.”" During the process of
preparing an incorporation proposal, the department shall hold at least cne public hearing in
the region covered by the proposal and consider recommendations regarding the proposal. The
proposal must include the following information:

(1) name;
(2) boundaries;
(3) maps, documents, and other information considered by the department to

be necessary;

CSSB 280(FIN) 2-
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(4) composition and apportionment of the assembly; and
(5) a proposed operating budget for the borough projecting sources of income
and items of expenditure through the first full fiscal year of operation.

(b) By January 1, 1997, the state assessor shall estimate the full and true value of

taxable property in each of the model boroughs identified for formation in the report issued
in 1995 by the Local Boundary Commission. The Department of Community and Regional
Affairs shall submit each borough incorporation proposal to the Local Boundary Commission
by

(1) July 1, 1997, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $550,000,000;

(2) July 1, 1998, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $350,000,000, but less than $550,000,000;

(3) July 1, 1999, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of at least $75,000,000, but less than $350,000,000;

(4) July 1, 2000, for model boroughs with an estimated full and true value of
taxable property of less than $75,000,000.

(c) Within six months after receiving a borough incorporation proposal submitted

under (b) of this section, the Local Boundary Commission may request the department to
make changes to the proposal. When the commission determines that the proposal meets the
standards for incorporation of a third class borough, the commission shall accept the proposal
and notify the director of elections of its acce;f)lsz:}pt%eé_. A

* Sec. 4. INCORPORATION ELECTION. Within 30 days after receiving notice from the
Local Boundary Commission of its acceptance of an incorporation proposal, the director of
elections shall order an election in the region of the proposed borough to determine whether
the voters desire incorporation and, if so, to elect the initial borough officials. The election
shall be held under AS 29.05.110 and 29.05. than 30 nor more than 90 days after
the date of the election order. The election order must specify the dates during which
nomination petitions of election of initial officials may

* Sec. 5. INCORPORATION OF NEW BOROUGHS/Ajtsjegion is incorporated as a tnird
class borough on the first Monday following certification of the election held under sec. 4 of

this Act. AS 29.05.130 - 29.05.150 and 29.05.190 - 29.05.210 apply to boroughs incorporated

3. CSSB 280(FIN)
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under this section.

#Sec. 6. FORMATION OF SEPARATE UNORGANIZED BOROUGHS. If a majority
of the voters voting on the question disapprove incorporation under sec. 4 of this Act,
notwithstanding other provisions of law, the region becomes a separate unorganized borough
on the First Monday following certification of the election. Beginning on January 1 of the
year following certification of the election, an annual tax of four mills plus cost of collection,
or equivalency, is levied each year on the full and true value of taxable property in that
unorganized borough. Money from taxes levied under this section may be appropriated for
funding for regional educational attendance areas. The provisions of AS 29.45.010 -
29.45.500 apply to taxes levied under this section. The state assessor shall assess the property,
collect the taxes levied under this section and deposit them in the general fund, and perform
the mandatory duties of a municipality, a board of equalization, or a municipal official under
AS 29.45.010 - 29.45.500, except that the state assessor may not act through the adoption of
an ordinance or grant exemptions from taxation not required under AS 29.45.010 - 29.45.500.

* Sec. 7. By January 1, 2001, the revisor of statutes shall prepare draft legislation to
conform the statutes to sec. 6 of this Act and submit the draft to the senate and the house of

representatives.
&Sec. 8. AS 29.05.011(a)(5), 29.05.021, and 29.05.031(b) are repealed.
f xpea/
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an annual tax of four mills plus ¢ t of collection, or
equivalency, 1is levied each year on the full and true value of
taxable property in that unorganized borough for the purpose of
appropriation by the legislature for funding REAA schools.
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AMENDMENT nAvi<ud -#2

OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR RIEGER
TO: CSSB 280(CRA)

Page 1, line 1, after "relating™:
Insert "to detachment of an area from a borough or unifled municipality and
incorporation of the area into a new borough or unified municipality; and relating"

Page I, line 11, after "purpose of':
Insert "secs. 3 - 5 of’

Page 2, line 1, after "under":
Insert "secs. 3-50f

Page 2, after line L
Insert a new bill section to read:
"*Sec. 2. AS 29.06 is amended by adding a new section to read:
Sec. 29.06.055. DETACJ;'r't\fmF",M AND INCORPORATION OF AN AREA.

(@) The voters of an area in anborough or unified municipality may file with the
municipal clerk a petition for the detachment of a contiguous area of the borough or
unified municipality that includes at least 255(? residents or three percent of the
population of the municipality, whichever is greater. The petition shall be on a form
supplied by the clerk or by the Local Boundary Commission. The petition must be
signed by a number of voters residing in the area of the proposed detachment equal
to at least I|<sbpercent of the number of residents in the area who voted in the last
general election. The petition shall include

(1) the class of the borough or unified municipality proposed for
incorporation as a result of the detachment;

(2) the name of the proposed borough or unified municipality;
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(3) the boundaries of the proposed borough or unified municipality;

(4) the composition and apportionment of the governing body of the
proposed borough or unified municipality;

(5) a designation of the areawide powers to be exercised by the
proposed borough or unified municipality, which must be the same as the areawide
powers exercised by the borough or unified municipality from which the area is
proposed to be detached;

(6) for a second class borough, a designation of the nonareawide
powers to be exercised;

(7) for a home rule borough or unified municipality, a proposed home
rule charter.

(b) During the next regular election held after the receipt of a petition that
meets the requirement of (a) of this section the question of the proposed detachment
and incorporation shall be placed before the voters residing in the area proposed for
detachment. Areawide and nonareawide powers included in the petition under (a)(5)
and (6) of this section are considered to be part of the detachment and incorporation
question. A home rule charter included under (a)(7) of this section is considered to
be part of the detachment and incorporation question. If the question is approved by
at least 60 percent of those voting on it, the proposed detachment and incorporation
takes effect one year after the date of certification of the election.

(c) If the proposed detachment and incorporation is approved, nomination
petitions for election of initial officials may be filed with the municipal clerk no later
than six months after certification of the election under (b) of this section. The
election of initial municipal officials shall be held in the area to be detached and
incorporated nine months after certification of the election under (b) of this section."

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.

Page 3, line 17:

Delete "sec. 3"
Insert "'sec. 4"
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO: CSSB 280(CRA)

Page 1, line L
Delete "mandatory"

Page 1, line 2, following "borough™:

Arvuuicinojin't
9-LS1640\F.2 '
Cook
412196

hTpenr

.se*,

BY SENATOR TORGERSON

Insertrelating to the formation of separate unorganized boroughs; and relating

to property taxation in the unorganized boroughs
Page 1, line 13:
Delete "including"

Insert "providing a mechanism under which"

Page 1, line 14, following "unorganized borough':
Insert *'may be included"

Page 3, line 4:

Delete "ELECTION OF INITIAL OFFICIALS"

Insert "INCORPORATION ELECTION-

Page 3, line 6:
Delete "proposed borough for initial borough™

Insert "region of the proposed borough to determine whether the voters desire

incorporation and, if so, to elect the"

Page 3, line 7, following "under":
Delete "AS 29.75.120"

(-
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Insert "'AS 29.05.110 and 29.05.120"

Page 3, line 15:
Delete "A"
Insert *'If a majority of the voters voting on the question approve incorporation, a"

Page 3, after line 18:
Insert new bill sections to read:

"* Sec. 5, FORMATION OF SEPARATE UNORGANIZED BOROUGHS. If a majority
of the voters voting on the question disapprove incorporation under sec. 3 of this Act,
notwithstanding other provisions of law, the region becomes a separate unorganized borough
on the first Monday following certification of the election. JE(BHe]glnnlnge(%rcJ Jgnlydvy 1 of the
year following certification of the election, an annual tax of six mills™is levied eadh year on
the full and true value of taxable property in that unorganized borough. The provisions of
AS 29.45.010 - 29.45.500 apply to taxes levied under this section. The state assessor shall
assess the property, collect the taxes levied under this section and deposit them in the general
fund, and perform the mandatory duties of a municipality, a board of equalization, or a
municipal official under AS 29.45.010 - 29.45.500, except that the state assessor may not act
through the adoption of an ordinance or grant exemptions from taxation not required under
AS 29.45.010 - 29.45.500.

* Sec. 6. By January 1, 2001, the revisor of statutes shall prepare draft legislation to
conform the statutes to sec. 5 of this Act and submit the draft to the senate and the house of

Suv

representatives.”
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SENATE FINANCE Cook
COMMITTEE 413196
Amendment Number:__ £r-------
Bill Number:____~L210
Sponsor: Dat AMENDMENT
Logged In By:
OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR RIEGER

10
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TO: CSSB 280(CRA)

Page 1 line 1, after "relating™:
Insert "'to detachment of an area from a borough or unified municipality and
incorporation of the area into a new borough orunified municipality; and relating"

Page 1, line 11,after "purpose of':
Insert "'secs. 3 - 5 of"

Page 2, line 1, after "under"":
Insert "secs. 3 - 5 of'

Page 2, after line L
Insert a new bill section to read:
"*Sec. 2. AS 29.06 is amended by adding a new section to read:
Sec. 29.06.055. DETACHMENT AND INCORPORATION OF AN AREA.

(@) The voters of an area in a borough or unified municipality may file with the
municipal clerk a petition for the detachment of a contiguous area of the borough or
unified municipality that includes at least 250 residents or three percent of the
population of the municipality, whichever is greater. The petition must be on a form
supplied by the clerk or by the Local Boundary Commission. The petition shall be
signed by a number of voters residing in the area of the proposed detachment equal
to at least 15 percent of the number of residents in the area who voted in the last
general election. The petition must include

(1) the class of the borough or unified municipality proposed for
incorporation as a result of the detachment;

(2) the name of the proposed borough or unified municipality;
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Steve and Anne Kahn
HC 34 Box 26197
Wasilla, AK 99687
April 3, 1996

Dear Legislator,

We are opposed to any legislation which would expand current
borough boundaries or establish new boroughs within the
state of Alaska (re: SB 280). The Mat-Su and Kenai Peninsula
Boroughs have both shown a propensity to treat remote
property owners unfairly. Although tax dollars are
collected, services are typically minimal or non-existent.

A large percentage of tax monies are used for schools, fTire
protection and emergency services. Most remote properties
which would be annexed into boroughs are used as occasional
summer retreats only. Individuals like ourselves, who own
remote property would therefore be supporting more than one
school district even though our primary residence is iIn Mat-
Su. (Incidentally, as we are by choice a childless couple,
these dollars are more of a direct benefit to others.)

Please realize that there are currently many remote property
owners who are far from wealthy. SB 280 has the potential of
making these parcels affordable for none but the elite.

Finally, we are opposed to this bill because we feel the
state®s borough system needs more scrutiny. We have little
faith in the current borough system. We believe there are
fairer ways of levying tax dollars, such as a state income
tax or a sales tax. We are both lifelong residents and have
a vested interest iIn this state.

Sincerely,

Steve & Anne Kahn



TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

GOLDBELTPLACE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION TNEAIALACKA 0L
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER - &%@5&
*March 28, 1996
The Honorable John Torgerson mar 2919%

Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Torgerson:

This purpose of this letter is to correct the record established on SB 280 during the Senate
Community and Regional Affairs committee meeting, March 13, 1996. It was estimated $17.7
million in annual savings would result from the consolidation of approximately 20 school
districts as boroughs are incrementally incorporated.

The information compiled by Ms. Deb Davidson, from your office, was researched from the
Department of Education’s June 1995 publication, “Summary of Alaska’s Public School
Districts’ Report Cards to the Public, School Year 1993-94." The figure Ms. Davidson
estimated was totaled by adding the costs of “school administration” listed in an appendix within
the report. However, the figure does not reflect what was intended because the report includes
in the “administration costs” category, the expenses of site management services, i.e. the costs
associated with school principals.

Legislative Audit issued a report a few years ago which estimated cost savings, associated with
school district consolidation in the unorganized borough, could range from 5.5% (the percentage
referenced from a report conducted by the Institute of Social and Economic Research) to 8.5%
(Legislative Audit’s percentage associated with merging school districts.)1 Using DOE FY 94
audit reports, this translates into a potential savings of $3.36 million, at the low end, or $5.19
million, the high estimate. These figures more accurately portray the cost savings rather than the
$17.7 million reflected in the committee minutes. School districts would be the recipients of the
estimated cost savings, not the formula programs administered through DOE. Restructuring of
the administrative unit would be necessary at the local level.

Sincerely,

Shirley J. Holloway, Ph. D.
Commissioner
Attachment

cc:  Dr. Jim Elliott, Director of School Finance 1
Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee Members /\Ji- Y[ ,

Legislative Audit Report, E£L3nf£iai Fcr Administrative Saving;; From School
District Consolidation. May 11, 1992: p. 17.



REPORT CONCLUSIONS

Using the assumptions, approach, adjustments, and analysis discussed further in this section,
we conservatively estimate that S5.3 million could be saved in district administration costs
from the consolidation of schools in the unorganized borough. Our estimates are based on
FY 90 expenditures as presented in the audit repons of the various Regional Education
Attendance Areas (REAAs) and city school districts submitted to the Department of
Education. Estimated savings also reflect the assumption that die State’s foundation support

and local tax effort would remain unchanged.8

These estimated savings represent just over 85% of the total district administration
expenditures statewide. In terms of overall savings to the State the estimated S5.3 million
represents just over 1% of the total FY 90 Foundation Support of S488 million. In general,
our findings appear to be consistent with analysis reported by the Institute of Social and
Economic Research (ISER).9 In a September 1991 report ISER researchers observed:

Overall, our analysis suggests that if two districts merge to create a nerw
larger district, the combined school district can expect a Savings of no more

than about 5 percent of operating costs.

District administration savings of 5.5% used as starting olace for statewide estimate

As discussed in the Objectives, Scope, and Methodology section, we used the recent
formation of the Aleutians East Borough as a case study to evaluate the impact of
consolidation on schools. The current superintendent of the new Aleutians East Borough
School District (AEBSD) reported that in may respects, the consolidation of schools involved
an optimum situation. The two major schools joining die borough district were previously
city school districts, with relatively "lean™ district administration costs.) Compared to

’Under the assumption used in the esimates, model boroughs consisting entirely of REAAs (such as the
Deita/CGrccly, Alaska Gateway, and Copper River model borough) would not necessarily have any local taxing
authority or be required to make a local contribution for school operations. Similarly, model boroughs made up
entirely of incorporated communities (such as the WrangelJ/Petersburg mode! borough) or by a combination of
incorporated communities aid REAAs (such as the Calista model borough) wouid have the same taxing authority

currently in place.

9dSER rcicased a report in September 1991, funded by the I>egislative Budget and Audit Committee entitled
Education Equity and Taxpayer Equity: A Review ofthe Alaska Public School Foundation Funding Program. The
report examined in great detail the recent trends in public school funding and spending for all three types of schooi

districts operating in the Slate.
1 For FY 90, when measured on per ADM basis, district administration expenditures for city school districts

in unorganized boroughs were about half of that for REAAs. .An informed observer felt that this reflected the added
accountability for city school districts, brought on by the required local tax effort.

1 Legislative Audit Report, Potential For Administrative Savinas From School
District ConsoolL.dation. May 11, 1992: p. 17.



Airr.cs: S5 million of :he S5.3 mi!llcn estimated savings are based on comparisons

Each projected consolidation involves a different combination of REAAs and city school
districts. After calculating a 5.5% savings For projected consolidated districts, we also
compared the projected average daily membership (ADM) (based on FY 90 reported figures)
of the new district to ADM of existing districts. When we identified existing districts with
roughly the same ADM, we then compared the projected administrauon costs of the district
with the actual FY 90 costs for the comparable district. This comparision allowed us to
assess the reasonableness of our esrimated administrative cost savings.

Each projected hypothetical district involves a differing mixture of REAAs and city school
districts. Depending on the "mix" of districts in the district, the amount of administrative
savings that may be possible fluctuates significantly. As reflected in the Schedule of
Esumates beginning on page 24 the major part of the S5.3 million in estimated savings are
based on comparisons. As set out in the three following paragraphs, the comparisions in
administrative costs of the three new "consolidated™ districts and existing districts yielded
more than 90% of the estimated savings. This illustrates the limitation of trying to
extrapolate the experience of AEBSD on a statewide basis, although the final figure does

appear to be consistent with other estimates.

Comparison method produced large projected savings for three new consolidated districts

The Calista Mode! Borough involves the most extensive, projected consolidation of current
REAAs and city school districts currently operating in the unorganized borough. Based on
FY.-90 figures, this new large model borough would have an ADM of more than 6,200.
Based on FY 90 enrollment figures, this would make the Calista Borough the fifth largest
district in the State, larger than the Juneau School District. The Fairbanks Nonh Star
Borough School District has administration expenses of 555 million with more than twice
the enrollment. Another comparison is provided by the North Slope Borough which in
FY 90 had $4.6 million in district administration expenses for an enrollment of less than
1,400. Based on these comparisons we conservatively estimated that district administration
costs for the new borough would probably not exceed more than 55 million. Using such a
"ceiling” we projected savings of more than S3.3 million for the schools covered in the

projected new borough consolidation.

"Based on FY 50 audited expenditures. REAAS spent an average of S1.400 in district administration per enrolled full-
time studcnl (technically referred to as average daily membership or ADM) while city school districts spent on average,
just over Si.000 per ADM. City school districts such as Petersburg and Wrangell with the relatively homogenous and
centrally located population had FY 90 administrative costs of S265 per ADM and S550 per ADM. respectively.

Legislative Audit Report, Potential For Administrat-ive Savinas From School
District Consolidation. May 11, 1992
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801 WEST 10T11 STREET. SUITE 200
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-183-1

DIVISION OF SCHOOL FINANCE AR DTS BT

March 26, 1996

The Honorable John Torgerson
State Capitol, Room 427
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Senator Torgerson:

The following information has been requested by Deb Davidson and is related to
CSSB280, which proposes the mandatory incorporation of certain boroughs in the
unorganized borough. Based on the schedule of borough incorporation outlined in section
2 of CSSB280 and the phase-in provisions of AS 29.05.130 and AS 14.17.025(f), all
boroughs will be subject to the four mill required local effort of AS 14.17.025 by fiscal
year 2007.

Enclosed are the spreadsheets that compare the foundation allocation under the existing
program and the allocation proposed under CSSB280 at full implementation in fiscal year
2007.

Please let me know if you have questions regarding the enclosed spreadsheets.

Sincerely,

Eddy Jeans
Project Assistant

Enclosures

cc: Rick Cross, Deputy Commissioner, DOE
Jim Elliott, Acting Director, School Finance, DOE
Karen Rehfeld, Director, Administrative Services, DOE
Kimberly Homme, Special Assistant, DOE



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
FY96 FOUNDATION PROGRAM

Mandatory incorporation of certain boroughs - CSSB280

ADAK

ALEUTIAN WEST
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT /1
BRISTOL BAY
CHATHAM /I
COPPER RIVER
DENALI
DILLINGHAM /1
FAIRBANKS
GLACIER DAY 11
HAINES/SKAGWAY
IDITAROD /1
JUNEAU

KENAI

KETCHIKAN
KODIAK

KUSPUK /1

LAKE AND PENN.

LOWER KUSKOKWIM /1

LOWER YUKON /1
MAT-SU
NORTH SLOPE

NORTHWEST ARCTIC

PRIBILOF 12

PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND 12

SITKA

PRINCE OF WALES 12

UPPER TANANA 12

WRANGELL/PETERSBURG

YAKUTAT
YUKON FLATS 12

YUKON/KOYUKUK 12

TOTALS

BASIC NEED]

$61,000

0
3,233,610
4,268,170

234,908,560
2.780,990
24,850,790
2,637,030
4,729,330
5,604,070
4,911,110
11,397,240
82,993,550
2,831,620
3,885,090
5,843,800
29,272,070
58,411,770
13,865,910
17,883,370
5,654,090
7,259,000
45,759,150
20,517,960
65,079,680
16,401,070
18,654,410
2,397,910
10,371,830
9,035,930
9,788,060
11,483,860
7,102,230
1,443,870
6,550,180
10,925,710

$762,733,020

REQUIRED ELIGIBLE
LOCAL PL81-B74
$0 $0
943.989 75,206
356,423 745,057
49,736,435 0,630,158
0 1,096,313
940,561 4,394,309
707,169 333,228
137,961 911,645
2,675,460 113,349
366,999 41,482
684,481 1,614,974
14,300,072 7,901,408
226,393 571,277
894,750 21,222
122,400 635,009
7,070,536 77,892
14,163,047 94,733
3,954,768 28,576
3,435,410 1,498,140
127,800 717,779
273,430 983,338
1,357,787 6,042,323
376,324 5.031,256
9,694,707 45,126
5,489,726 3,357,524
708,838 2.468.616
238,102 352,686
3,550,540 251,496
2,113,115 175,979
555,4B0 927,313
2,216,383 1,294,523
1,400,744 31,777
111,204 85,961
1,740,300 725.222
2,086,906 1,483,814

$132,770,240 $53,758,711

PL81-874 Percentage
ALEUTIANS EAST
LAKE AND PENN.
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
Average

*?L81-874
PERCENT

100.00%
100.00%
37.72%
64.12%
100.00%
27.51%
59.35%
27.51%
100.00%
100.00%
27.51%
53.70%
27.51%
100.00%
27.51%
52.14%
51.61%
59.03%
77.00%
27.51%
16.85%
27.51%
27.51%
53.46%
20.08%
27.96%
50.00%
50.00%
59.64%
50.00%
50.00%
96.73%
32.35%
50.00%
50.00%

37.72%
16.85%
27.96%
27.51%
50.00%

DEDUCTIBLE

PL81-874
@ 90%

$0

67,685
252,932
5,557,372
986,682
1,087,987
177,994
225,714
102,014
37,334
399,851
3,818,750
141,442
19,100
157,222
36,552
44,003
15,182
1,038,211
177,715
149,123
1,496,019
1,245,689
21,712
606,772
621,203
158.709
113,173
94,458
417,291
582,535
27,664
25,028
326,350
667,716

$20,897,184

1
/2

3/26/96 File:96FND280.XLS

FY96

Estimated

FOUNDATION 1994 FULL VALUE

STATE AID

$0
2,221,936
3,658,815
179,614.753
1,794,308
22,822,242
1,751.867
4,365,655
2,826,596
4,506,777
10,312,906
64,874,728
2,463,785
2,971,240
5,564,178
22,164,982
44,204,720
9,895,960
13,409,749
5,348,575
6,836,447
42,905,344
18,895,947
55,363,261
10,304,572
17,324,369
2,001,099
6,698,117
6,823,357
8,815,289
8,684,942
5,673,822
1,307.638
4,483,530
8,169,088

$609,065,596

DETERMINATION

361,535,300
89,105,700
12,434.108.720

235,140.200
176,792,300
34,490,300
668,865,000
91.749,700
171,120.300
3,575,017,970
56,598,300
223,687,500
30,600,000
1,767,634,100
3,540,761,750
988,691,900
858,852,600
31,950,000
68,357,600
339,446,800
94,081.000
2,423,676,790
12,291,192.390
177,209.500
59,525,400
1,272,675.200
528,278,800
138,869,900
554,095,700
350,186.100
27,801.100
435,075,000
522,226.500

$44,619,399,420



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

FY96 FOUNDATION PROGRAM ENTITLEMENTS
Based on first student count period.

ADAK

ALASKA GATEWAY
ALEUTIAN REGION
ALEUTIANS EAST
ANCHORAGE
ANNETTE ISLANDS
BERING STRAIT
BRISTOL BAY
CHATHAM
CHUGACH
COPPER RIVER
CORDOVA

CRAIG
DELTA/GREELY
DENALI
DILLINGHAM
FAIRBANKS
GALENA

HAINES

HOONAH
HYDABURG
IDITAROD

JUNEAU

KAKE
KASHUNAMIUT
KENAI

KETCHIKAN
KLAWOCK
KODIAK

KUSPUK

LAKE AND PENINSULA
LOWER KUSKOKWIM
LOWER YUKON
MAT-SU

NENANA

NOME

NORTH SLOPE
NORTHWEST ARCTIC
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PRIBILOF

SITKA

SKAGWAY
SOUTHEAST
SOUTHWEST

ST. MARY'S
TANANA
UNALASKA
VALDEZ
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

YUKON FLATS
YUKON/KOYUKUK
YUPIT

TOTALS

r.ASIC NEED j

$61,000

0
5,494,880
610,610
4.268,170
234.908,560
2,780,990
19,471,200
2,637,030
3,274,480
1,853,180
5,604,070
3,294,610
2,646,180
5,988,980
3,367,200
3,931,450
82,993,550
1,601,250
2,812,100
2,179,530
1,034,560
5,843,190
29,272,070
1,454,850
2,208,200
58,411,770
13,865,910
1,715,930
17,883.370
5,654,090
7,259,000
40,915,140
16,873,820
65,079,680
1,543,910
5,379,590
16,401,070
18,654,410
652,090
3,965,000
2,397,910
9,035,930
1,072,990
4,391,390
7,465,790
1,435,940
1,198,040
2,623,000
5.224.040
3,137,230
1,443,870
6,551,400
8,126,420
4,844,010

$762,733,630

REQUIRED
LOCAL

0

0

0

356,423
49,736,435
0

0

707,169
0

0

0

741,350
254,661

0

301,901
524,049
13 811,672
79,335
522,856
96,718
23,129

0
7,063,936
69,261

0
14,163,047
3,942,168
59,329
3,435.410
0

273,430
0

0
8,602,703
65,098
531,875
5,489,726
1,168,962
55,876
808,223
0
2,113,115
360,794

0

0

18,134
44,931
921,680
1,789,344
592,522
111.204

0

0

0

$118,836,466

ELIGIBLE
PL81-874

$0
431,782
65,498
745,057
9,630,158
1,096,313
4,311.615
333,228
576,956
170,447
113,349
25,652
56,010
862,741
35,413
569,637
7,901,408
353,317
21,222
571,277
42,204
635,009
77,892
334,6B9
460.927
94,733
28,576
373,452
1,498,140
717,779
983,338
5,077,348
1,444,484
45,126
6,069
82,694
3,357,524
2,468,616
0

25,978
352,686
175,979

0

455,647
1,045,337
125,845
174,471
9,708
55,397
5,799
85,961
725,222
956,026
964,975

$53,758,711

PL81-874
PERCENT

100,00%
100.00%
100.00%
37.72%
64.12%
100.00%
100.00%
59.35%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
83.06%
17.72%
100.00%
100.00%
63.95%
51.87%
29.96%
50.48%
16.64%
13.45%
100.00%
52.09%
22.13%
100.00%
51.61%
58.84%
17.21%
77.00%
100.00%
16.85%
100.00%
100.00%
47.44%
89.06%
44.13%
20.08%
46.11%
91.79%
47.53%
100.00%
50.15%
64.52%
100.00%
100.00%
36.08%
35.10%
58.78%
46.28%
49.20%
32.35%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

DEDUCTIBLE
PL81-874
@ 90%

$0
388,604
58,948
252,932
5,557,372
9B6.682
3,880,454
177,994
519,260
153,402
102,014
19,176
39,178
776,467
31,872
327,855
3,688,614
95,268
9,642
85,554
5,109
571,508
36,517
66,660
414,834
44,003
15,133
57,844
1,038,211
646,001
149,123
4,569,613
4,000,036
19,267
4,865
32,844
606,772
1,024,451
0

11,113
317,417
79,428

0

410,082
940.803
40.864
55,115
5136
23.074
2,568
25.028
652,700
860,423
868,478

$34,746,308

3/26/96 File:96FOUND.XLS

FY96

Existing

FOUNDATION 1994 FULL VALUE

STATE AID

$0
5,106,276
551,662
3,658,815
179,614,753
1,794,308
15,590,746
1,751,867
2,755,220
1,699,778
5,502,056
2,534,084
2,352,341
5.212,513
3,033,427
3,079,546
65,493,264
1,426,647
2,279,602
1,997,258
1,006,322
5,271,682
22,171,617
1,318,929
1,793,366
44,204,720
9,908,609
1,598,757
13,409,749
5,008,089
6,636,447
36,345,527
12,873,784
56,457,710
1,473,947
4,814,871
10,304,572
16.460,997
596,214
3,145,664
2,080.493
6.843,367
712,196
3,981,308
6,524,987
1,376,942
1,097,994
1,696,184
3,411.622
2.542,140
1,307,638
5,898,700
7,265,997
3,975,532

$609,150,856

DETERMINATION

89,105.700
12,434.108,720

176.792.300

185,337.580
63,665.300

75,475,300
131.012,300
3,452,917,970
19,833,700
130.714.100
24,179,400
5,782.300

1,765,984.100
17,315,300

3,540,761,750
985,541.900
14.832,300
858,852.600

68,357,600

2,150,675,790
16,274,400
132,968.700
12,291,192,390
292,240.600
13,968.900
202,055.700

528,278.800
90,198.400

4,533.500
11.232,800
358,385.300
1,052,513.810
148,130,400
27,801.100

$41,361,020.810



s4Ca&6a, State eycdlatccie

District Address Session Address

145 Main St. Loop; Suite 226 State Capitol; Room 427
Kenai, Alaska 99611 Juneau, AK 99801-1182
(907) 283-2690 « Fax 283-9267 (907) 465-2828: fax 465-4779

Senator John Torgerson

MEMORANDUM
March 28,1996

TO: Senator Rick Halford, Co-Chajr
Senate Finance Committe

FROM:  Senator John Torger(
RE: Schedule Request for'Senate Bill 280

Please schedule CSSB 280(CRA) for a hearing in your committee. Attached
are the following for your information:

Sponsor Statement

Sectional Analysis

Summary of Legislation _ _

Fact Sheet, with estimated schedule of incorporation

Summary of Fiscal Notes Received o
List of schools that could be consolidated as a result of this legislation
Model Borough Boundary Report

| will forward maps of the proposed borough boundaries to your staff as
they are received. Thank you for your time and your consideration of this
request.

Representing the Communities o I:' Lowell Point « Seward - Bear Creek mCrown Point * Moose Pass mHope + Cooper Landing ¢ Sterling * Soldotna * Kasilol' Clam Gulch mNimlichik * Happy Valley «
' Stansky * Nlkolaevsk * Anchor Point' Homer* Kachemak City * Fritz Creek * Kachemak Selo « Halibut Cove * Seldovia * Port Graham « Nanwalek *



Bliliifl AddtaajL Scaalon/ddreaa;
145 Main St. Loop; Suite 226 State Capitol. Room 427
Kenai, AK 99611 Juneau, AK 99801-1182
(907) 283-2600: fax 283-9267 (907) 465-7.C28: fax 465-4779

Seturfwi (Ma *f<uelvkM

SENATE BILL 280
SPONSOR STATEMENT

The Alaska Constitution states "that all persons are equal and entitled to equal
rights, opportunities, and protection under the law; and that all persons have
corresponding obligations to the people and to the State." Unfortu_natel%/, this is
not the case today, particularly in regard to local efforts required for state
ﬁrograms. Education is just an example of where one part of the State does not

ave to contribute anything, while others are required to contribute large
amounts.

The constitution also requires that boroughs be formed which embrace an area
and population with common interests to the maximum degree. Alaska statutes
further stipulate that the borough propulat|on be "integrat :d as to its social,
cultural, and economic activities.” The unorganized borough of Alaska fails to
meet this criteria. Itis recognized that it embraces an area that is greatly diverse
in interests and activities.

Senate Bill 280 is the first step in resolvin? the above conflicts and concerns by
requiring that the unorganized part of Alaska be incorporated into boroughs.
The Department of Community and Regional Affairs is directed to submit
second-class borough incorporation proposals for all areas of the unorganized
borough to the Local Boudary Commission. These proposals are to be based
upon the model borough boundary report issued by the Local Boundary
Commission. Once accepted by the commission, elections are held for assembly
members and the selection of borough powers, and the boroughs are formed
upon the certification of the election.

This legislation differs from previous attempts at mandatory incorporation in
that it references a specific report as a starting point, sets a deadline for the
boundary proposals to be submitted, and provides a timeline for the process of
borough incorporation.

R»pt«noting thi CommunrtiM ot: * Lowoil Point ' Siwird *B Uur C m k  Crown PointmMoot* P in « Hop* * Coopir binding » Sliding * Soldotni * Kisllof' Clim Gulch * Nr.ldiik * Hippy Valliy «
« Slaritky « NikoUivik « Anchor Point * Homir * Kichim ik City * fritz Cruk ' Kichim ik Silo * Hillout Covi * SildovUi * Port Gnham *NinwiMc *



The incorporation of the unorganized areas of the state into boroughs has many
advantages both to the state and to the areas themselves. The formation of
boroughs and the transfer of duties and responsibilities from the state allow
reater local involvement in decision making that directly affects the residents.
urrently these residents must depend on lawmakers to make these decisions for

them.

Residents will have to contribute to the operation and maintenance of programs
and projects in their area. This removes the perception held in many organized
parts of the state that others are "getting a free ride."

While a certain amount of revenues, as well as costs, will be shifted to local
governments, there will also be substantial savings realized by the consolidation
of services that will occur through borough formation. In the long run, the
organization of the entire state into boroughs is the most cost-effective way of
providing comparable and equitable services to all the residents.

JT:MAJ:SB280::2/26/96



COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR SB 280

Section 1.

Section 2:

Section 3;

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

Legislative finding and purpose

Requires the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
to submit secona-class borough incorporation proposals for all
parts of the unorganized borough to the Local Boundar

Commission. These proposals are to be based on the 199

report entitled "Model Borough Boundaries"

Directs the state assessor to estimate the full and true value of

taxable property in the unorganized borough b%/ January 1,

1997. The borou?h incorporation proposals are to be submitted

according to the following schedule.

* byJuly 1,1997: model boroughs with an FY 97 estimated full
Bro erty value of $550,000,000 or more _

* pyJuly 1,1998: model boroughs with an FY 97 estimated full
Bro erty value of $350,000,000 or more _

 pyJuly 1,1999: model boroughs with an FY 97 estimated full
Bro erty value of $75,000,000 or more _

* dyJuly 1,2000: model boroug}hs with an FY 97 estimated full

5,000,000 or more

Requires the commission to make a determination on each
borough proposal within 6 months of its receipt. Directs the
commission, after accepting each proposal to notify the
director of elections of its acceptance.

property value of less than $

Directs the Division of Elections, after receiving notice from
the Local Boundary Commission of its acceptance of an
incorporation proposal, to order an election in the proposed
borough for initial borough officials. Requires that each
nonareawide power included in the incorporation proposal be
placed separately on the ballot.



Section 4: States that each borough is incorporated as a second-class
borough on the first Monday following certification of the
election and that AS 29.05.130-29.05.150 ?Integratlon of special
districts and service areas; Transition; and Challenge of
legality) and AS 29.05.190-29.05.210 (Organization grants to
boroughs; Organization grant fund; and Transitional
?ssgs}an_ce to boroughs) apply to the boroughs formed by the
egislation.



CSSB280(CRA)
Summary

Directs the Department of Community and Regional Affairs to prepare
second-class borough incorporation proposals for each of the model
boroughs identified in the LBC "Model Borough Boundaries" Report.

Directs the State Assessor to estimate the full and true value of taxable
property in each of the model boroughs identified in the report

Directs the Department of Community & Regional Affairs to submit the
above borough proposals to the Local Boundary Commission for
approval based on the following schedule

July 1, 1997: Model boroughs with an estimated taxable property
value of at least $550 million.
July 1,1998: Model boroughs with an estimated taxable property
value of at least $350 million but less than $550 million
July 1,1999: Model boroughs with an estimated taxable property
value of at least $75 million, but less than $350 million
July 1,2000: Model boroughs with an estimated taxable property
value of less than $75 million. _ _
These values are used only for settlné; the order that incorporation
proposals are to be submitted to the LBC.

The Local Boundary Commission must approve the incorporation
proposals or request appropriate revisions to make them acceptable
wiviiin 6 months of receiving them.

Within 30 days after approval of an incorporation proposal by the Local
Boundary Commission, the Division of Elections must be notified. The
Division shall then order an election to be held in the proposed borough
within 90 days.

This is an election for the initial borough officials. Also each
nonareawide power included in the proposal shall be placed separately
on the ballot. Adoption of a nonareawide power requires a majority
gote ofhthe residents of the horough who live outside cities in the
oroug



SENATE BILL 280
FACT SHEET

The Local Boundary Commission report entitled "Model Borough Boundaries"
creates 19 new bOfOl_J?hS, expands 5 existing boroughs and leaves 11 boroughs
unaltered. Senate Bill 280 directs the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and the Local Boundary Commission to follow this report in creating
boroughs in the unorganized part of the state, while allowing the commission
modify the borders to account for recent developments.

Organized Boroughs and Unified Municipalities Unaltered by Report
Aleutians East Borough Kodiak Island Borough North Slope Borough

Municipality of Anchorage Lake & Peninsula Borough ~ Northwest Arctic Borough

Kenai Peninsula Borough Matanuska-Susitna Borough City & Borough of Sitka
City & Borough of Yakutdt

Organized Boroughs Expanded by the Report

Denali Borough Haines Borough Ketchikan Gateway Borough
Fairbanks North Star City & Borough of Juneau

Organized Boroughs Created by the Report

Aleutian-Military \Combine Glacier Bay Prince William Sound
Aleutians-West  / Iditarod Region Pribilof Islands
Annette Island Reserve Kuspuk Southwest Region
Bering Straits Lower Kuskokwim Upper Tanana Basin
Chatham Lower Yukon Wrangell/ Petersburg
Copper River Basin Prince of Wales Island Yukon Flats

Yukon-Koyukuk



Schedule of Incorporation

« BylJuly 1,1997, those model boroughs with an FY 94 estimated full property
value of $550,000,000 or more. | |

 ByJuly 1,1998, those model boroughs with an FY 94 estimated full property
value of $350,000,000 or more | |

 ByJuly 1,1999, those model boroughs with an FY 94 estimated full property
value of $75,000,000 or more _ _

« By July 1,2000, those model boroughs with an FY 94 estimated full property
value of under $75,000,000.

Add intent language for LBC to present annexation proposals for the existing
boroughs to conform to model boundaries.

BOROUGH FY 94 FULL VALUE POPULATION PER CAPITAVALUE YEAR FORM
Prince William Sound 1,272,675,200 7,613 167,171 1997
Copper River Basin 668,865,000 2,935 227,893 1997
UpperTanana 554,095,700 5,160 107,383 1997
Yukon Koyukuk 522,226,500 3,318 157,392 1998
Yukon Flats 435,075,000 1,485 292,980 1998
Aleutians West/Military 361,910,300 4,505 80,335 1998
Wrangell-Petersburg 350,186,100 6,352 55,130 1998
Lower Kuskokwim 339,446,800 13,009 26,093 1999
Bering Straits 235,140,200 8,763 26,833 1999
Prince of Wales 138,869,900 5,290 26,251 1999
Dillingham-Nushagak 171,120,300 4,356 39,284 1999
Lower Yukon 94,081,000 6,491 14,494 1999
Pribilof Islands 59,525,400 793 75,064 2000
Glacier Bay 56,598,300 2,059 27,488 2000
Chatham Region 34,490,300 1,594 21,638 2000
Kuspuk 31,950,000 1,575 20,286 2000

Iditarod 30,600,000 1,545 19,806 2000



Summary of CSSB280 Fiscal Notes Submitted

Department Division FY 97 FY98 FY99 FYO0 FYO1 FY 02
(Thousands of Dollars)
Zero Impact

Administration 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Commerce & Economic Dev. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Corrections 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Health & Social Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Labor 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Public Safety DPS Statewide Support 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Revenue 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Transportation & Public Fac. Engineering Operations 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fiscal Impact

\ Organizational Grants 0.0 0.0 900.0 1,800.0 2,600.0 3,200.0
Community & Reg'l Affairs  State Assessor 635 70.7 79.2 79.5 77.4 78.4

/ Local Boundary Comm. 156 31.2 31.2 41.6 0.0 0.0
Education K-12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,530.7 41.2
Elections Elective Operations 25.4 252 64.5 19.8 0.0 0.0
Law Civil Division 00 1775 1710 171.0 171.0 0.0
Natural Resources Resource Development 0.0 00 1270 127.0 2470 247.0
TOTAL FISCAL NOTES RECEIVED 1045 304.6 1,372.9 2,238.9 5,626.1 3,566.6
Cumulative 1045 409.1 1,782.0 4,020.9 9,647.0 13,213.6

DCRA

Organizational Grants: Each new borough receives $500,000 in transitional grants over a 3-year period.
Year 1=$300,000; Year 2= $200,000; Y ear 3=5100,000

State Assessor Additional assessor needed to provide realistic full value determinations of the new
boroughs

Local Boundary Commission: Cost of preparing incorporation and annexation petitions
(23 petitions at $5,200 each)

Education: Costofthe phase in provisions for payment of the local contribution for foundation funding.
This phase in is subsidized by state general funds

Elections: Costofconducting elections for intial borough officials
Law: Cost of litigation of anticipated lawsuits brought by opponents of this bill

Natural Resources: Cost of conveying state land to new boroughs. Borough has 1year to select land and
state must convey it within 9 months of selection.



Borough Name

Unchanged Boroughs

Aleutians East
Anchorage
Bristol Bay
Kenai Peninsula
Kodiak

Lake & Peninsula
Mat-Su

North Slope
Northwest Arctic

Sitka
Vakutat

New Boroughs
Prince William

Copper River

Upper Tanana

Yukon Koyukuk

Yukon Flats

Aleutian West

Wrangell/Petersburg

Lower Kuskokwim

Bering Strait

CONSOLIDATION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS UNDER CSSB 280(CRA)

REAA/School
District

Aleutians East
Anchorage
Bristol Bay
Kenai

Kodiak

Lake & Pen
Mat-Su

North Slope
Northwest Arctic

Sitka
Yakutat

Chugach
Cordova
Valdez

Copper River

Alaska Gateway
Delta/Greely

Tanana
Galena
Yukon/Koyukuk

Yukon Flats
Adak
Aleutian Region 1

Unalaska

Petersburg
Wrangell

Lower Kuskokwim
Yupiit

Bering Strait
Nome

Notes

Consolidate 3
districts into 1

Consolidate 2
districts into t

Consolidate 3
districts into 1

Consolidate 3
districts into 1

Consolidate 2

districts into 1

Consolidate 2
districts into 1

Consolidate 2
districts into 1

Borough Name

REAA/Schoo!

District

Expanded Boroughs

Fairbanks
Juneau
Ketchikan

Haines

Denali

Prince of Wales

Dillingham

Lower Yukon

Pribilof

Glacier Bay

Chatham

Kuspuk

Iditarod

Annette

Fairbanks
Juneau
Ketchikan

Haines
Skagway

Denali
Nenana

Craig
Hydaburg
Klawock
SE Island

Dillingham
SW Region

Kashunamiut
Lower Yukon
St. Mary's

Pribilof

Hoonah
Pelican

Chatham
Kake

Kuspuk

Iditarod

Annette

Notes

Consolidate 2
districts into 1

Consolidate 2
districts into 1

Consolidate 4
districts into 1

Consolidate 2

districts into 1

Consolidate 3
districts into 1

Consolidate 2
districts into 1

Consolidate 2
districts into 1

Total of 20 Schools could be consolidated, changing the total number of school districts from 54 to 34
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MODEL BOROUGH BOUNDARIES

PURPOSE OF THE MODEL
BOROUGH BOUNDARY STUDY

Article X, Section 3 of Alaska’s
constitution requires the entire state to be
divided into boroughs, organized or
unorganized. Itfurther provides that
each borough must embrace an area and
population with common interests to the
maximum degree possible.

To cany out the constitutional
mandate that the state be divided into
boroughs, the 1961 legislature passed a
law providing that all areas not within the
boundaries of an organized borough
constitute a sir. 'e unorganized borough.l
At the time the law was passed, no orga-
nized borough existed. Thus, all of
Alaska was originally within the unorga-
nized borough. The establishment ofa
single residual unorganized borough was
seemingly done to preserve maximum
flexibility in the setting of boundaries for
organized boroughs.

From its beginning, the unorga-
nized borough has always embraced an
area and population with greatly diverse
interests. Some take the position that the
constitutional ma_n,ﬂate that each bor-
ough embrace an area and population
with maximum common interests was
never intended to apply to unorganized

1 That law is currently codified as AS 29.03.010.

boroughs. However, others take the
opposite view.2

In the late 1980’s four boroughs
attempted to annex portions of the unor-
ganized borough. Several factors precipi-
tated those actions. Among them were
declining State aid to local governments
and local concerns over the allocation
and development of resources.

The unorganized borough’s lack of
maximum common interests among its
parts also contributed to the borough
annexation frenzy. Insome instances,
the annexation petitions precipitated the
filing of competing proposals to incorpo-
rate new organized boroughs.

In October of 1988, the Kodiak
Island Borough petitioned to annex an
estimated 12,825 square miles. That
prompted residents of the Alaska Penin-
sula to petition for the incorporation of
the Lake and Peninsula Borough. The
proposed Lake and Peninsula Borough
contained an estimated 16,675 square
miles, including much of the territory
proposed for annexation to the Kodiak
Island Borough.

In May of 1989, the Fairbanks
North Star Borough petitioned to annex
216 square miles. The area in question
contained substantial taxable property,

2 The appendix lists the basis forsome of the
opposing views.
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comprised principally of pump station #7
of the trans-Alaska oil pipeline and some
16 miles of the pipeline. Residents of the
adjacent area were hostile to the pro-
posed annexation. While the annexation
petition prompted the adjacent region to
conduct a study of the feasibility of form-
ing a borough, no competing

petition was ever

filed.

InJune of
1989, the City
and Borough of
Juneau peti-
tioned to annex
140 square
miles. The area
in question contained the Greens Creek
Mine. Again, while the annexation pro-
posal was resolutely opposed by inhabit-
ants of the adjacent region, no competing
borough proposal was filed.

In June of 1989, the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough petitioned to annex an
estimated 9,844 square miles to and
including Heaiy. In October of that year,
residents of the Railbelt Regional Educa-
tional Attendance Area filed a competing
petition for the formation of the Denali
Borough. The boundaries of the pro-
posed Denali Borough encompassed an
estimated 9,406 square miles, including

much of the territory proposed for annex-

ation by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.
That same month, another group of m
residents filed an unprecedented third o
competing petition for incorporation of
the Valleys Borough. The Valleys Bor-
ough proposal took in an estimated
14,900 square miles, including most of
the proposed Denali Borough as well as
the community of Nenana

Amid the intensive activity, it was
readily apparent that three groups had a
significant stakes in any borough bound-
ary decision. These were residents
within the proposed boundaries, people
of the adjacent areas and the state as a

whole. Further, itwas amply
evident that proposals for the
formation of new boroughs or
the expansion of
boundaries of
existing boroughs
are sensitive issues
in Alaska. Law-
suits or long-
standing boundary
disputes tend to
erupteach time a borough incorporation
or annexation proposal is advanced.

On the basis of such factors, the
Commission concluded that, rather than
examining borough boundaries only
when petitions are lodged, itwould invite
public testimony from throughout the
entire state and adopt ‘model borough
boundaries’ throughout the unorganized
borough. Such ‘model’boundaries were
to used as a frame of reference in the
evaluation of future petitions. Theywere
to be considered when existing orga-
nized boroughs seek to annex unorga-
nized borough territory orwhen unorga-
nized borough residents petition for
borough incorporation.

The Commission and its staff
provided by the Department of Commu-
nity and Regional Affairs (DCRA) began
planning the model borough boundary
study in mid-1989. They focused first on
the areas of the state for which borough
annexation or incorporation petitions
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were pending. The effort to determine
specific boundaries began in earnest in
1990 and was completed by the end of
1992. Specific funding for the project had
been appropriated by the Alaska legisla-
ture.

Because borough formation and
annexation proposals are often very
emotional issues in Alaska, the
Commission’s reason for pursuing the
model borough boundary project was
occasionally misunderstood. The. pur-
pose of the study was not to force the
incorporation of new boroughs or to
promote annexation to existing boroughs.
Instead, the study was intended to enable
the Commission and DCRA to be better
prepared for future borough petitions
through the information and public com-
ment obtained in the study process. The
study also encouraged communities in
the unorganized borough to consider
where future boundaries should be
drawn, as well as give guidance to peti-
tioners on the factors which go into
borough incorporation decisions.

The Commission adopted two
provisions in its
regulations relating
to model borough
boundaries. Both
provisions were
adopted prior to
the completion of
the model borough
boundaries project.

The first
provision relates to
the incorporation of
new boroughs. 19AAC

010.060(b) provides that, "Absent a spe-
cific and persuasive showing to the con-
trary, the commission will not approve a
proposed borough with boundaries
extending beyond the model borough

boundaries adopted by the commission.
[effective 10/12/91, register 1201

The second provision relates to
borough annexation proposals. 19AAC
010.190(c) provides, "Absent a specific
and persuasive showing to the contrary,
the commission, in its discretion, will not
approve a proposed borough or unified
municipality with boundaries extending
beyond the model borough boundaries
adopted by the commission and identi- »
fied in the 1992 Interim Report on Model
Borough Boundaries." [effective 7/31/92,
register 123]

The provisions in the regulation
make it clear that the model borough
boundaries are not rigid or unchange-
able. Petitioners for borough incorpora-
tion or alteration of existing borough
boundaries can successfully propose
different boundaries if they make a spe-
cific and persuasive showing to the
Commission why other boundaries are
more appropriate.

STUDY PROCEDURES

The Commission began its study of
each area by sending out an eight-page
tabloid which explained the study and set
out the questions the Commission ex-
pected to consider in its decision-making
process. Each tabloid included a map on
which recipients were requested to draw
suggested boundaries. DCRA prepared
and widely distributed a report of its
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findings and recommendations for the
area, and then the Commission held
hearings in as many communities as
resources allowed. At the completion of
the project, hearings had been con-

ducted by the Commission in 88 commu-

nities (either in person or by teleconfer-
ence).

The study prompted residents and
organizations throughout the state to
articulate where they believed future
boundaries should be set. Municipal
governments and other public and pri-

vate local and regional organizations
helped execute the model boundaries
project. Many hundreds of interested
parties provided written comment or oral
testimony.

Completion of the study renders
the Commission and DCRA much better
prepared to evaluate future petitions. A
wealth of information and public com-
mentwas obtained in the study process.

Maps and a brief discussion of
model borough boundaries adopted by
the Commission follow.
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MODEL BOROUGH BOUNDARIEQ

Aleutians - Military Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on
model boundaries for this region by teleconference with Adak on October 21,1992,
On November 21, 1992, the Commission set model boundaries for the region extend
ing from the mid-point of Fenimore Pass to the boundary of the State at the western
end of the Aleutian Chain. The boundaries include the military settlements of Adak,
Attu and Shemya. In 1990, the area had a population of 5,345.

r Aleutians - Military
Model Borough Boundaries
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Aleutians West Region. The Commission received testimony on model bound-
aries in this region through public hearings with teleconference participation from
Atka, Unalaska and Akutan on November 5, 1992. The Commission set model bound
aries for the area on November 21, 1992. The boundaries extend from the western

boundary of the Aleutians East Borough to the mid-point of Fenimore Pass, including
Atka, Nikolski and Unalaska. In 1990, the area had a population of 3,232.

Aleutians West
Model Borough Boundaries
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Bering Straits Region. The Commission held two hearings on model boundaries
for this region in October 1991. The hearings took place in Nome and Unalakleet, with
teleconference sites in Elim, Koyuk, Stebbins and Savoonga. Following the hearings,
the Commission approved DCRA’s recommendation and formally defined the model
boundaries for this region to follow the boundaries of the Bering Straits Regional Edu-
cational Attendance Area (REAA). Those boundaries also match the boundaries of the
Bering Straits Native Corporation, Bering Straits Coastal Resource Service Area, Nome
Census District, Norton Sound Health Corporation and Bering Straits Economic Coun-
cil.

The model boundaries for a Bering Straits Region borough include an estimated
23,013 square miles of land and 5,264 square miles of water. The area contains two
school districts, the City of Nome School District and the Bering Straits REAA. The 1990
Federal Census indicates that the region had 8,288 residents.

Bering Straits
Model Bordtigh Boundaries
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Bristol Bay Region. The Commission conducted public hearings on model
borough boundaries for the region in Dillingham, Naknek and Togiak on November 23
& 24, 1992. Kokhanok, Pilot Point, Chignik, Levelock, Egegik, Newhalen, Nondalton
and Chignik Lake participated in the November 24 Dillingham hearing by teleconfer-
ence. Most of the comment and testimony at Naknek urged that Bristol Bay Borough
boundaries be left unaltered. Testimony at Togiak suggested a local preference for a
Northwest Bristol Bay unorganized borough. Testimony at Dillingham suggested that
boundaries based upon existing Dillingham Census Area boundaries would be most
appropriate.

On December 4, 1992, the Commission identified model boundaries encom-
passing the existing Dillingham Census Area. Dillingham, Aleknagik, Clark’s Point,
Ekuk, Ekwok, Koliganek, Manokoktak, New Stuyahok, Portage Creek, Togiak and Twin
Hills are included in the model boundaries.

’ Dillingham-Nushagak
Model Borough Boundaries
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chatham Region. In November 1990, the Commission conducted public hear-
ings throughout the central portion of Southeast Alaska. Individuals in Gustavus,
Haines, Skagway, Yakutat, Tenakee Springs, Pelican, Sitka, Elfin Cove, Port Alexander,
Angoon, Hoonah, Kake and Cube Cove participated. On May 8, 1992, the Commission
adopted model boundaries for the Chatham region encompassing Kake and Angoon.

In 1990, the area had a population of 1,663.

Chatham Region
Mocfel Borough Boundaries



Copper River Basin Region. The Commission held a hearing on model bound-
aries in Glennallen on May 9,1992. Additional information concerning the model
boundaries for the Copper River Basin was provided to the Commission by residents of
the region in June. On November 21, 1992, the Commission determined that the Cop-
per Basin model borough boundaries should follow the boundaries of the Copper
River REAA. Communities within the area include, Chistochina, Chitina, Copper Cen-
ter, Gakona, Glennallen, Gulkana, Kenny Lake, McCarthy, Paxson, Slana, Tazlina and
Tonsina, The area encompasses an estimated 20,649 square miles. In 1990, the area

had a population of 2,638.

Copper River Basin
Model Borough Boundaries
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Denali Borough. The Commission conducted public hearings on model borough
boundaries for the region in conjunction with hearings on the competing petitions for
annexation of territory to the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, incorporation of the Denali
Borough and incorporation of the Valleys Borough. Hearings were held in Palmer and
Anderson on March 22, 1990. Three more hearings were held in McKinley Park, Fair-
banks and Cantwell on March 23, 1990. Two additional hearings were held in Healy
and Nenana on March 24, 1990. On April 21, 1990, the Commission held a decisional
meeting on the boundaries and the petitions. The boundaries were defined to extend
from the northern boundary of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough on the south and from
the DeJ'a-Greely Regional Educational Attendance area on the east. The area also takes
in that portion of the Denali National Park and Preserve not located within the Mata-
nuska-Susitna Borough. The boundaries border the Fairbanks North Star Borough on

the northeast.

Denali Borough
Model Borough Boundaries
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Fairbanks North star Borough. The Commission conducted public hearings on
model borough boundaries for the region in conjunction the petition for annexation of
territory to the Fairbanks North Star Borough. Hearings were held in McGrath and
Tanana, on May 18, 1990. Two additional hearings were held in Livengood and Fair-
banks on May 19, 1990. Two more hearings were held in Fort Yukon and Central on
May 20, 1990. On July 14, 1990. the Commission held a decisional meeting on the
model boundaries and the petition. The model boundaries of the Fairbanks North Star
Borough were defined to include the communities of Livengood, Central and Circle
Hot Springs. The model boundaries aiso encompass the White Mountain National
Recreation Area and the Steese National Conservation Area. The model boundaries of
the Fairbanks North Star Borough encompass and estimated 4,918 square miles not
presently within the corporate boundaries of the Borough.

Fairbanks North Star Borough
Model Borougji Boundaries

Existing Borough
Boundaries 0 50

,Model Borough MILES
Boundaries
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Glacier Bay Region. The Commission conducted hearings on model boundaries
for this region in Hoonah, Pelican and Gustavus in January 1992. On May 8, 1992,, the
Commission defined model borough boundaries for the region extending from Cape
Fairweather to Chatham Strait. These model boundaries encompass Glacier Bay and
the communities of Elfin Cove, Pelican, Hoonah, Gustavus and Tenakee Springs. In
1990, the region had a population of 1,858,

Glacier Bay
Model Borough Boundaries



Iditarod Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on model bor-
ough boundaries for the Iditarod region on May 8, 1990. The hearing was held in
McGrath, with teleconference sites established in Nikolai and Shageluk. On November
10, 1990, the Commission defined the model borough boundaries for the region to
follow the boundaries of the Iditarod Regional Educational Attendance Area, excluding

the territory within the model boundaries of the proposed Denali Borough.

Iditarod Region
Model Borough Boundaries
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City and Borough of Juneau. The Commission conducted a hearing on the
model boundaries for the City and Borough of Juneau in July, 1990, but delayed action
on the boundaries pending testimony from residents of adjacent regions. InNovem-
ber of 1990, the Commission held model boundary hearings in Kake, Hoonah, Cube
Cove, Angoon, Sitka, Elfin Cove, Port Alexander, Pelican, Tenakee Springs, Haines,

Skagway, Yakutat and
Gustavus (due to weather
conditions, the hearings
were conducted by telecon-
ference.)

In November, 1991,
the Commission defined the
model boundaries for the
City and Borough of Juneau
to include the Mansfield
Peninsula, Glass Peninsula,
and Seymour Canal areas of
Admiralty Island. The model
boundaries extend south
along Stephens Passage to

Hobart Bay on the mainland.

From there, the boundaries
run due east to the Alaska/
Canada border. The bound-
ary continues northward
along the Alaska/Canada
border following the existing
boundaries of the City and
Borough of Juneau.

The model borough
boundaries take in about
2,400 square miles of land

City and Borough of Juneau
Model Borough Boundaries

and water outside of the current boundaries of the Cityand Borough of Juneau. The
area defined by the model borough boundaries had a 1990 population of 26,938 resi-
dents, all but 187 of whom lived within the established corporate limits of the City and

Borough of Juneau.
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Ketchikan Gateway Borough. The Commission held a hearing on model bound-
aries for the Ketchikan region in September 1991. Residents of Meyers Chuck and
Hyder participated by teleconference. Additional information concerning the model
boundaries for the Ketchikan Gateway Borough was provided to the Commission in
November of 1991.

The model borough boundaries defined by the Commission for the Ketchikan
area extend from the State’s southern boundary along Clarence Strait to Ernest Sound.
There, the boundary

turns east, following .
the southern boundary Ketchikan Gateway
of the Wrangell Ranger Model Bcflrough Boundaries*

District and the north-
ern boundary of the
Misty Fjords National
Monument to the
Alaska/Canada border.
From there, the model
boundary line turns
south along the Alaska/
Canada border to the
point of beginning.
These model borough
boundaries exclude the
Annette Island Indian
Reservation.

The area in-
cludes an estimated
7,300 square miles of
land and water. Of
that, approximately
1,744 square miles are il
aIreadyW|th|n the Model Borough Boundaries —J
B%er?(r;;ﬁ%gpoofr?htg Existing Borough Boundaries

Ketchikan Gateway
Borough. According to the 1990 Federal Census, the area defined by the model bor-

ough boundaries is inhabited by 13,985 people, all but 157 ofwhom live within the
currentborough boundaries.
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Kuspuk Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on model bor-
ough boundaries for the Kuspuk region in Aniak on October 23,1992. On November
21, 1992, the Local Boundary Commission set the Kuspuk region model boundaries to
conform to those of the Kuspuk Regional Educational Attendance Area. The 1990
population for the region was 1,490 residents. Communities in the region consist of
Aniak, Chuathbaiuk, Crooked Creek, Sleetmute, Stony River, Upper Kalskag and Lower
Kalskag.

Kuspuk Region
* Model Borough Boundaries

Model Borough
Boundaries
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Lower Kuskokwim Region. The Commission held model borough boundary
hearings concerning the Lower Kuskokwim region in Bethel on October 24, 1992. On
November 21, 1992, the Local Boundary Commission set model borough boundaries
for the region to conform to the boundaries of the Lower Kuskokwim Regional Educa-
tional Attendance Area (including the smaller Yupiit Regional Educational Attendance
Area). The 1990 population of the region was 12,125. The region encompasses 25
communities including Akiachak, Aldak, Atmautluak, Bethel, Chefomak, Eek,
Goodnews Bay, Kasigluk, Kipnuk, Kongiganak, Kwethluk, Kwigillingok, Mekoryuk,
Napakiak, Napaskiak, Newtok, Nightmute, Nunapitchuk, Oscarville, Platinum,
Quinhagak, Toksook Bay, Tuluksak, Tuntutuliak, and Tununak.

Lower Kuskokwim
Model Borough Boundaries
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Lower Yukon Region, The Commission held model borough boundary hearings
for the Lower Yukon region in St. Mary’s on October 23, 1992. On November 21, 1992,
the Commission set Lower Yukon model boundaries to conform to the Lower Yukon
Regional Educational Attendance Area. The model borough boundaries include the
smaller Kashunamiut Regional Educational Attendance Area and the St. Mary’s City
School District. The area also includes the communities of AJakanuk, Chevak,
Emmonak, Hooper Bay, Kotlik, Marshall, Mountain Village, Pilot Station, Russian Mis-
sion, Scammon Bay, Sheldon Pointand Pitka’s Point. In 1990, the area’s population

totaled approximately 5,791.

Lower Yukon
Model Etorough Boundaries
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Pribilof Region. The Local Boundary Commission conducted a hearing on
model borough boundaries for the Pribilof region on October 20, 1992. Testimony was
received by teleconference from St. Paul and St. George. The Commission set model
borough boundaries for the area on November 21, 1992. Those boundaries conform to
the Pribilof Islands Regional Educational Attendance Area which encompass St. Paul
and St. George. That area had a 1990 population of 901.
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Prince of Wales Island Region. The Commission held its hearing on model
borough boundaries for this region in Klawock in September 1991. Additional com -
ments concerning model boundaries for this region were provided to the Commission

in November of 1991.

The Commission
adopted model boundaries
for this region to extend Prince of Wales
from the southern bound- Model Borough Boundaries
ary of the State of Alaska
along Clarence Strait and
Sumner Strait to an area
north of Po nt Baker (fol-
lowing the Wrangell
Ranger District boundary).

From there the boundary

extends due west across

Kuiu Island to the middle

of Chatham Strait where it

turns south, following the

State boundary back to the

point of beginning. These

model boundaries encom-

pass an estimated 8,200 wia
square miles of land and

water. This area is all part

of the Southeast Island

Regional Educational

Attendance Area, and has Legend
4,650-f residents. Baonaa o "

— — Modol Borough
BoundoriM
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Prince William Sound Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on
model borough boundaries for the Prince William Sound region in January 1992. On
May 8, 1992, the Commission set model boundaries for the area to conform to the
Chugach REAA, including Cordova City School District and the Valdez City School
District. The region also includes the City of Whittier and the unincorporated commu-
nities of Chenega and Tatitlek. In 1990, the area had a population of 7,189.

Prince William Souhd
Model Borough Boundaries

Model Borough
Boundaries
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Valdez

W hittier
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City and Borough of Sitka. The Commission conducted public hearings regard-
ing model borough boundaries for the City and Borough of Sitka by teleconference in
November 1990. On May 8, 1992, the Commission set model boundaries for the City
and Borough of Sitka identical with its existing boundaries. That area encompasses an
estimated 4,849 square miles. In 1990, the area had a population of 8,588.

City and Borough of Sitka
Model Borough Boundaries
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Upper Lynn Canal - Haines Borough Region. On May 8, 1992, the Commission set
model borough boundaries for the upper Lynn Canal area. The model boundaries
were defined to encompass the area within the present Haines Borough as well as the
adjacent City of Skagway and the village of Klukwan. Klukwan is presently an enclave
within the Haines Borough. In 1990, the area had a population of 2,938..

Upper Lynn Canal Region
Model Borough Boundaries
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Upper Tanana Basin Region. The Commission conducted healings on model
borough boundaries for the region in Delta Junction on May 8,1992 and in Tok on May
9 and June 6, 1992. The Commission set model boundaries for the area on November
21,1992. The Upper Tanana Basin model boundaries were defined to encompass both
the Delta Greely and Alaska Gateway REAA areas. In 1990, the area had a population
0f6,021. The model borough boundaries encompass an estimated 26,235 square
miles. Communities within the region include two second class cities, the City of Delta
Junction and the City of Eagle. Unincorporated communities in the area include
Boundary, Chicken, Dot Lake, Dry Creek, the Native Village of Eagle, Fort Greely, Healy
Lake, Mentasta Lake, Northway, Tanacross, Tetlin and Tok.

Upper Tanana Basin
Model Borough Boundaries
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Wrangell/Petersburg Region. The Commission conducted hearings on model
boundaries for the region in Wrangell and Petersburg in September 1991. After receiv-

ing additional comments in
November, the Commission
defined model borough
boundaries for this region to
follow the boundary of the
Wrangell Ranger District along
the Misty fjords National
Monument to Ernest Sound
and along Clarence Strait and
Sumner Strait to an area north
of the community of Point
Baker. From there, the model
boundary runs due north to
Hobart Bay then due east to
the Alaska/Canada border.
The boundary then turns south
following the border to the
point of beginning.

These model bound-
aries include an area of ap-
proximately 7,200 square miles
of land and water. The 1990
population of the area was
estimated to be approximately
6,000. The model boundaries
encompass two complete
school districts (Petersburg

Wrangell-Petersburg
Model Borough Boundaries™

~ Boundaries

CANADA

and Wrangell) and portions of two others (Southeast Island REAA and Chatham

REAA).
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Yakutat Borough. The Commission set model borough boundaries for the Yaku-
tat region on May 8,1992. The boundaries are identical to those approved by the Com-
mission for incorporation of the City and Borough of Yakutat. The model boundaries
encompass approximately 4,224 square miles with boundaries extending from the
141st Meridian to Cape Fairweather. In 1990, the area had a population of approxi-

mately 705.

City and Borough of Yakutat
Mode)! Borough Boundaries

ww Model Borough Boundaries
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Wrangell/Pefersburg Region. The Commission conducted hearings on model
boundaries for the region in Wrangell and Petersburg in September 1991. After receiv-

ing additional comments in
November, the Commission
defined model borough
boundaries for this region to
follow the boundary of the
Wrangell Ranger District along
the Misty Fjords National
Monument to Ernest Sound
and along Clarence Strait and
Sumner Strait to an area north
of the community of Point
Baker. From there, the model
boundary runs due north to
Hobart Bay then due east to
the Alaska/Canada border.
The boundary then turns south
following the border to the
point of beginning.

These model bound-
aries include an area of ap-
proximately 7,200 square miles
of land and water. The 1990
population of the area was
estimated to be approximately
6,000. The model boundaries
encompass two complete
school districts (Petersburg

Wrangell-Petersburg
Model Borough Boundaries

CANADA

and Wrangell) and portions of two others (Southeast Island REAA and Chatham

REAA).
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Yukon Flats Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on model
borough boundaries for the Yukon Flats region on May 20, 1990. The hearing was held
in Fort Yukon, with teleconference sites established in Rampart, Birch Creek, Beaver,
Arctic Village, Venetie and Stevens Village. On November 10, 1990, the Commission
defined the model borough boundaries for the region to follow the boundaries of the
Yukon Flats Regional Educational Attendance Area with the exclusion of the territory in
the model boundaries of the Fairbanks North Star Borough.

Yukon Flats Region
Model Borough Boundaries
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Yukon Koyukui: Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on model
borough boundaries for the Yukon-Koyukuk region on May 18, 1990. The hearing was
held in Tanana, with teleconference sites established in Nenana, Ruby, Galena, Nulato,
Manley Hot Springs, Kaltag, Hughes, Allakaket and Betties. On November 10, 1990, the
Commission defined the model borough boundaries for the region to follow the
boundaries of the Yukon-Koyukuk Regional Educational Attendance Area, excluding
the area within the model boundaries of the proposed Denali Borough.
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Upper Lynn Canal - Haines Borough Region. On May 8, 1992, the Commission set

model borough boundaries for the upper Lynn Canal area. The model boundaries
were defined to encompass the area within the present Haines Borough as well as the
adjacent City of Skagway and the village of Klukwan. Klukwan is presently an enclave

within the Haines Borough. In 1990, the area had a population of 2,938..

Upper Lynn Canal Region
Model Borough Boundaries
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Upper Tanana Basin Region. The Commission conducted hearings on model
borough boundaries for the region in Delta Junction on May 8,1992 and in Tok on May
9 and June 6, 1992. The Commission set model boundaries for the area on November
21,1992, The Upper Tanana Basin model boundaries were defined to encompass both
the Delta Greely arid Alaska Gateway REAA areas. In 1990, the area had a population
0f 6,021. The model borough boundaries encompass an estimated 26,235 square
miles. Communities within the region include two second class cities, the City of Delta
Junction and the City of Eagle. Unincorporated communities in the area include
Boundary, Chicken, Dot Lake, Dry Creek, the Native Village of Eagle, Fort Greely, Healy
Lake, Mentasta Lake, Northway, Tanacross, Tetiin and Tok.

Upper Tanana Basin
Model Borough Boundaries

R’EAA Boundaries
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Wrangell/Petersburg Region. The Commission conducted hearings on model
boundaries for the region in Wrangell and Petersburg in September 1991. After receiv-

ing additional comments in
November, the Commission
defined model borough
boundaries for this region to
follow the boundary of the
Wrangell Ranger District along )
the M|Sty FjOI’dS National Boundaries '

Monument to Ernest Sound

and along Clarence Strait and

Sumner Strait to an area north

of the community of Point

Baker. From there, the model

boundary runs due north to CANADA
Hobart Bay then due east to

the Alaska/Canada border.

The boundary then turns south

following the border to the

point of beginning.

These model bound-
aries include an area of ap-
proximately 7,200 square miles
of land and water. The 1990
population of the area was
estimated to be approximately
6,000. The model boundaries
encompass two complete
school districts (Petersburg
and Wrangell) and portions of two others (Southeast Island REAA and Chatham

REAA).

Wrangell-Petersburg
Model Borough Boundaries
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Yakutat Borough. The Commission set model borough boundaries for the Yaku-
tat region on May 8,1992. The boundaries are identical to those approved by the Com-
mission for incorporation of the City and Borough of Yakutat. The model boundaries
encompass approximately 4,224 square miles with boundaries extending from the
141st Meridian to Cape Fairweather. In 1990, the area had a population of approxi-

mately 705.

&
City and Borough of Yakutat.
Model Borough Boundaries
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Yukon Flats Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on model
borough boundaries for the Yukon Flats region on May 20, 1990. The hearing was held
in Fort Yukon, with teleconference sites establisned in Rampart, Birch Creek, Beaver,
Arctic Village, Venetie and Stevens Village. On November 10, 1990, the Commission
defined the model borough boundaries for the region to follow the boundaries of the
Yukon Flats Regional Educational Attendance Area with the exclusion of the territory in
the model boundaries of the Fairbanks North Star Borough.

Mode E%?oﬂah é&oe naaries

MILES

Page 27



Yukon Koyukuk Region. The Commission conducted a public hearing on model
borough bhoundaries for the Yukon-Koyukuk region on May 18, 1990. The hearing was
held in Tanana, with teleconference sites established in Nenana, Ruby, Galena, Nulato,
Manley Hot Springs, Kaltag, Hughes, Allakaket and Betties. On November 10, 1990, the
Commission defined the model horough boundaries for the region to follow the
boundaries of the Yukon-Koyukuk Regional Educational Attendance Area, excluding
the area within the model boundaries of the proposed Denali Borough.
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APPENDIX

The following lists certain of the .
reasons why some believe that the provision
of Article X, Section 3 of Alaska’s Constitution
requiring each horough to embrace an area
and population with common interests to the
maximum degree possible, applies to both
organized and unorganized boroughs.

_ Adirect reading of Article X, Section 3
IS unambiguous in its application to unorga-
nized boroughs. The provision states in
relevant parf, "The entire State shall be
divided into boroughs, organized or unorga-
nized. Thev shall be established in a manner
and according to standards provided by law..
. Each borough shall embrace an area and
population with comman interests to the
maximum degree possible..."

The Public Administration Service
(PAS) expressed the view that unorganized
boroughs had to conform to the borough
boundary standards.3 On page 52 of its Local
Government Under the Alaska Constitution
(January 1959) the PAS noteS that ‘Returning
then, to the question ofthe propersize and
num berofthe in itialunorgamzed bor'
OughS, itwould seem desirable to begin with
asmallnumberofvery large boroughs. One
possibility would be to begin with only four,
w hich mightcorrespond precisely Olsubstan-
tially to the fourm ajorsenate districts. Since
these districts were drawn prim arily on the
basis ofthe way in which the State is divided
into Natural ‘socio-economic’ areas, with
drainage and other geographic factors
such asmountain barriers being consid-
ered in setting the boundary lines, this divi-
sion ofthe State mightw ellprovide a logical

3 The PAS, a non-profit organization, was
selected by the Alaska Statehood Committee
toprovide research and consulting services in
conjunction with the efforts to develop
Alaska 3 constitution. (See Alaska"s Constitu—
tional Convention. Victor Fisher, pages 18 -
21.) The PAS also provided consulting ser—
vices to the FirstAlaska State Legislature in the
implementation ofAlaska 3 constitution.

basis forthe differential treatmentoflocal
affairs which, as already indicated, the
borough system perm its. If experience
showed the need forfurtherdifferentiation,
the large boroughs could be broken down
into somewhatsm allerones. Itis important
torememberthatitis always easierto
subdivide apoliticalarea than itis to com- |
bine areas previously subdivided." (emphaSIS

added).

~ The Executive Director of the Alaska
Legislative Council held those same viev.s,
Ina December i, 1959 paper entitled Local
Government and the State Constitution -
Constitutional Intent, the John C. Doyle wrote

that, “‘Underthe terms ofthe proposed article,
allofAlaska would be subdivided into bor-
oughs. Each would covera geographic area
with common economic, social, and political
interests. Boundaries are to be established
by the state Three classes ofboroughs
mightbe sufficient, butthe legislature is not
lim ited to three. ... Theunorganized bor-
ough would be the third class borough... "4

Vic Fischer states on page 119 of

4 The paperwas submitted to Representative
Peter J. Kalamarides, Chainnan of the Alaska
Legislative Council with the following state—
ment, <Attached hereto you will find a report
on the localgovernment article ofthe State
Constitution. The report is the one which was
submitted by the Committee on Local Govern-
ment to the Constitutional Convention (1955-
56), but ithas been revised to reflect the
amendments and thinking of the Convention
when the proposal was discussed and finally
approved on the floor. The Committee’ report
and comments, and the transcript of the
Convention's proceedings were used in
preparing thisrevisedr e p o r t.At the time
the reportwas submitted, two of the ten
members of the Alaska Legislative Council
had been delegates to the Constitutional
Convention. These were Senator Frank
Peratrovich, Vice Chairman of the Council,
and Representative Warren A. Taylor.
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Alaska’s Constitutional Convention %Univer-
sity of Alaska Press 1975) that one of the
initial principles set forth by the Convention's
Committee on Local Government was that
"Provision should be made forsubdividing all
Alaska into localunits (boroughs) based on
economic, geographic, social, and p o litical
factors; initially, notallneed be organized."™

~ Thomas A Morehouse and Victor
Fischer wrote in Borough Government in
Alaska under the headln? “Organized and
Unorganized Boroughs”that, < 1o taraska
w as to be subdivided into logicalborough
units. Depending on readiness and capability
forgovernment, these would be classified as
organized orunorganized boroughs...”

Richard W. Garnett, Ill, wrote ina
paper for the Institute of Social, Economic
and Government Research that,"rhe 1o cal
governmentarticle ofthe state constitution
calls forthe division ofthe state into bor-
oughs, organized and unorganized. The
language ofthe article presupposesplural
unorganized unitsA The specific reference in
Section 6 to 'maximum localparticipation
and responsibility'in unorganized boroughs

5 Vic Fischerwas a Delegate toAlaska"s Consti—
tutional Convention and was alsoa member
of the Convention 3Committee on Local
Government. He iswidely regarded as an
expert on Alaska 3 Constitution, particularly
the local government article.

6 Equalization of Local Government Revenues
inAlaska (1SEGR Occasional Papers, January
1973). Richard W. Garnett, lll, isa former
Assistant Attorney General for the State of
Alaska. His remarks may have represented his
personal views rather than those of the
Department of Law.

indicates thatm anageable units encom pass-
ing com munities ofinterestwere contem -
plated forunorganized as wellas organized
boroughs. Itis difficult to believe that the
single unorganized borough that now exists
com plies with the intention expressed in the
constitution."

The Local Boundary Commission
expressed views consisterit with this interpre-
tation during its “Model Borough Boundary
Study”.7 For example, in the LBC's paper
announcing the model bo_rou%h boundary
study for the Aleutian/PribilofIslands Region,
the LBC Stated, “Clearly, the Unorganized
Borough does notmeetthe requirementof
Article X, Section 3 ofthe Alaska Constitution
that, 'each borough em brace an area and
population with common interests to the

m axim um degree possible." (AUQUSt 1991,
page A-2) dearee possivie.” (ALY

The LBC and itsDCRA staffbegan the Model
Boundary study throughout the unorganized
borough inmid-198C The goal of the study
was to “kdentify the best potential boundaries
for future boroughs.™ The projectwas com —
pleted in 1992.
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CS SB 280 Fiscal Notes

Department Division

Administration
Commerce & Economic Dev.
\ Organizational Grants
Community & Reg'l Affairs Stale Assessor
| Local Boundary Comrn,
Corrections

Education K-12
Environmental Conservation
Fish & Game
Health & Social Services
Labor ‘
Law Civil Division
Military & Veterans Affairs
Natural Resources Resource Development
Public Safety DPS Statewide Support
Revenue
Transportation & Public Fac.  Engineering Operations
Elections Elective Operations

TOTAL FISCAL NOTES RECEIVED

Cumulative

FY 97

0.0
0.0
0.0
63.5
15.6
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
25.4
104.5

104.5

Page 1

FY 98 FY 99 FY00
(Thousands of Dollars)

0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 900.0  1,800.0
70.7 79.2 79.5
312 31.2 41.6

0cC 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0

1775 1710 1710
00 1270 1270

0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0

25.2 645 198
046 13729 22389
1001 17820 40209

FY 01

0.0

0.0
2,600.0
774
0.0

0.0
2,530.7

0.0
0.0
1710

241.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
5,626.1

9,647.0

FY 02

0.0

0.0
3,200.0
784
0.0

0.0
412

0.0
0.0
0.0

2470
0.0

0.0

0.0
3,966.6

13213.6



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA SN BfLL NO. SB 280
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: ___ Department Affected: Administration
Title: Ar> Act relating to the mandatory incorporation of certain BRU: Administrative Services
boroughs in the unorganized borough.providing for an effective date.

Sponsor: Toaerson______

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. .46
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
I CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 0 0 0 0 0 | 0
FUND SOURCE: (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0
1003 GF Match
1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

OTHER

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY 96) cost: S 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
The administrative cost of the Capital Matching Grants Program in the Department of Administration would not

be substantially impacted.

As new boroughs are created, this bill would increase the number of eligible grantees to the municipal side of the
Matching Grants Program and would eliminate the unincorporated portion of this program. Allocated funds would

need to be adjusted accordingly.

Prepared by: ~Sharon Barlon Phone: 465-2277
Division: Administrative Services Date:

[}
Approved by Commissioner: Mark Boyer flfe'
Agency: Department of Administration Date: ]

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

Rev: 11/95 Page 1 of_1

FISSB.280



f FISCAL NOTE qo /
I

'STATE OF ALASKA | VersiorrP™,

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (S) Publish Date;_ 3 ~)» “fk

Department Affected: Administration
BRU: Administrative Services

Revision D ate:
Title: An Act relating to the mandatory incorpc.ation of certain
boroughs in the unorganized borough.providing for an effective date.

Sponsor: Toaerson

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. _£6_

Requestor:
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
| OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
! PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 o 0 0 0 0 |
1CHANGE IN REVENUES | ) 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUND SOURCE: (Thousands of Dol ars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
OTHER
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any currentyear (FY 96) cost: S 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
The administrative cost of the Capital Matching Grants Program in the Department of Administration would noc

be substantially impacted.

As new boroughs are created, this bill would increase the number of eligible grantees to the municipal side of the
Matching Grants Program and would eliminace the unincorporated portion of this program. Allocated funds would

need to be adjusted accordingly.

/
Prepared by:U\SP{aron Barton’ Phone: 465-2277
Division: Administrative Services Date:
Approved by Commissioner Mark Boyer
Date:

Agency: Department of Administration

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For fjrther distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
Rev: 11/95 Page 1 of_1_

FISSB.280



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SB280
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: 3/12/96 Dept. Affected: Office of the Governor
Title: An Act relating to mandator/incorporation 'BRU: Elective Operations
of certain boroughs in the unorganized oorough Component: Elections
Sponsor: Senator Torgerson
Requester: Senate Community andRegional  Affairs COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 21
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousand s of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 100 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 25.4 25.2 64.5 19.8
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND &STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 25.4 25.2 64.5 19.8 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
ICHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Feaeral Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 254 25.2 64.5 19.6
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other

TOTAL 25.4 25.2 64.5 19.6 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The contractual costs shown above reflect the cost of conducting the elections for initial borough officials.
The division of elections used a schedule prepared by Local Boundary Commission staff to determine the
year in which elections for the various boroughs will occur. The FY99 estimate is significantly larger
because of the incorporation of boroughs that include two large REAAS.

The contractual line shows the cost of advertising, printing and shipping ballots, payment of election
boards, absentee voting officials, and state rev'ew boards.

Dana LaTour Phone: 465-5347
Division: Division of Elections Date: 3/12M
Approved by . o
Commissioner: Lt. Governor Fran Ulmer J&f- '|'5| . Date: 3/12/96
Agency: Office of the Lt. Governc

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For fuither dis»ibution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Rev 11/95) 96fisnot.xIs/DOR Page 1 of 1



nr <£

FlSCAL NOTE Bill Version:

STATE OF ALASKA (S) Publish Date: 3 ~ ~ / (a"_
1996. LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: 3/12/96 Dept. Affected Office cf the Governor
Title: An Act relatino lo mandatory incorporation '‘BRU: Elective Ooerations
of certain boroughs in the unorganized borough Component: Elections
Sponsor: Senator Toraerson
Requester Senate Community and Regional Affairs COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 21
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 100 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 254 25.2 64.5 19.8
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS. CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 254 25.2 64.5 19.8 9.0 0.0

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
[CHANGE IN REVENUES J L | |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars!
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 254 25.2 64.5 19.8
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other

TOTAL 25.4 25.2 54.5 19.8 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: S 0.0

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The contractual costs shown above reflect the cost of conducting the elections for initial borougfToffic/ls.
The divi ;on of elections used a schedule prepared by Local Boundary Commission staff to determine the
year in which elections for the various boroughs will occur. The FY99 estimate is significantly larger
because of the incorporation of boroughs that include two large REAAs.

The contractual line shows the cost of advertising, printing and shipping ballots, payment of election
boards, absentee voting officials, and state review boards.

Prepared by: Dana LaTour V|CUj—> Phone: 465-5347
Division: Division of Elections Date: 3/12/96

Approved by

Commissioner:  Lt. Governor Fran Ulmer Date: 3/12/96
Agency: Office of the Lt. Governqf/ 0

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Rev 11/95) 96fisnot.xIs/DBR Page 1 of 1



STATE OF ALASKA FISCAL NOTE C. No. .

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version:
(S) Publish Date:__3jn/ Ajr
Revision Dale: .March 12. 1996 Dept. Affected: Community & Regional Affairs

Title: An Act relating lo the mandatory incomoration SRU: Local Gov't Assistance
of certain boroughs in the unorganized borou Component Local Boundary Commission

Sponsor: Sen. Torgerson

Requestor: Senate CRA COMPONENT SER'AL NO 674

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYO0O FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 15.6 31.2 31.2 41.6

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 15.6 31.2 31.2 41.6 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REVENUE FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 15.6 31.2 31.2 41.6

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 15.6 31.2 31.2 41.6 0.0 -0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current (FY94) impact $ none

AnalVsiS: (Attich a separate page if necessary]
Local Boundary Commission:

The fiscal effects of this legislation on the Local Boundary Commission budget component are
discussed in Attachment 1 under the heading "Local Boundary Commission.1

Prepared by: Rejwend Henderson Phone: 465-4708
Division: Division of Administrate Date: 3/12/96
Approved by Commissioner _ Date: 3/12/96

Age ncy: Community & Regional AfArfr:
PREPARFR TO PROVIDEMALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
Foi iurther di“tmution information call the Governor’s Legislative Office

Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE

(S) Publish Date: 3 %
Revision Date: March 12. 1996 Dept. Affected: Community & Regional Affairs
Title: An Ac; relating to the mandatory incorporation 3RU: Local Gov't Assistance

ot certain boroughs in the unorganized borou Component State Assessor

Sponsor: Sen. Torgerson

Requestor: Senate CRA COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 673
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 97 FY 98 F' o9 FYO00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES 59.0 50.7 62.6 64.5 65.-1 66.4
TRAVEL 2.5 7.5 15.6 14.0 10.0 10.0
CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1C
EQUIPMENT 15 15

LAND &STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 63.5 70.7 79.2 79.5 7.5 78.4

CAPITAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REVENUE FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 63.5 70.7 79.2 79.5 77.4 78.4
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 63.5 70.7 79.2 79.5 77.4 78 4

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 1 1 1 1 1 1
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current (FY94) impact S none

ANAL/Sib: (Attach a separate page it necessary)
Office of the State Assessor:

The fiscal effects of this legi: lation on the Office of the State Assessor budget component are
discussed in Attachment 1 under the heading "Office of the State Assessor."

y yy
Prepared by: Remefti-Hende”*pnTfey”~ctor Phone: 465-4708
Division: Division of Adm in~ytivyirvic/rs'/N-" Date: 3/12/96
Approved by Commissioner® / Date: 3/12/96

Agency: Community & Regional/lffairs /
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

/ Page 1 of 1



STATE OF ALASKA EISCAL NOTE C 5"

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: C > 5§ (C £ fQ
(S) Publish Date:

Revision Date: March 12, 1996 Dept. Affected: Community & Regional Affairs

Title: An Act relating to the mandatory incorporation BRU:
of certain boroughs in the unorganized borou Component:

Sponsor Sen. Torgerson
Requestor Senate C R A COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING. FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 Pi 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS 900.0 1.300.0 2.600.0 3,200.0
MISCELLANEQOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL 0.0 0.0 900.0 1.300.0 2,600.0{ 3,200.0
I REVENUE FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (ihousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 900.0 1.300.0 2.600.0 3.200.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 900.0 1,800.0 2,500.0 3,200.0

POSITIONS'
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current (FY94) impact $ none

ANALYDbib: (Attach a separate page if necessaryj"
Organizational Grants:

The requirement for organizational grants is discussed in Attachment 1 under the heading
"Organizational Grants." Recent organizational grants have been budgeted under the Capital

Budget.
Prepared by: RemondJdendgrsotvDtf*toi” Juyn Phone: 465-4708
Division: Division of Administrative §"p/ijfes 7 7 7 Date: 3/12/96
Approved by Commissioner fo yy / Date: 3/12/96

Agency: Community & Regional Affrns | |
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL QATRTEUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distributipnjnformation call the Governor's Legislative Office
Page 1 of "




Attachment 1. Fiscal Note Analysis for CSSh*dO

This bill provides for the mandatory incorporation of the unorganized borough into a number of
new boroughs as well as the expansion of several existing boroughs and unified municipalities.
The incorporation process would occur on a phased basis over four years, based on the criteria of
the estimated assessed value of the areas to be incorporated. This significant undertaking would
involve substantial use of DCRA staff resources, including the staff to the Local Boundary
Commission, the Office of the State Assessor, and numerous local government program and
technical assistance staff who would be working on an ongoing basis with area residents and
other agencies to facilitate the transition to municipally incorporated status.

While this proposal places substantial new demands on the department, we believe that much of
the effort can be performed by existing staff and resources. The incremental expenditures
presented in this fiscal note reflect those demands that cannot be met by existing staffing and
resources. With regard to this department, there are basically three areas of fiscal impact that
need to be addressed: Local Boundary Commission support, State Assessor support, and the
municipal organizational grants as required by statute.

Local Boundary Commission

DCRA assumes there will be a total of 23 incorporation and annexation petitions developed
under this bill. A contractor would be used to prepare the petitions at the cost of 55,200 for each
petition. DCRA will perform all other functions required by law relating to the processing of the
petitions utilizing existing resources. These other requirements include publication of notice of
filing of the petitions, analysis of the petitions, publication of draft and final reports cone, ining
petitions, conducting public informational meetings concerning the proposed boroughs,
publishing notice of the hearings of the Local Boundary Commission (LBC), hearings of the
LBC, decisional meetings of the LBC, preparation of decisional statements, opportunity for
reconsideration by the LBC, and implementation of the decisions of the LBC including
coordination with the Division of Elections, preparation of the federal Voting Rights Act
preclearance submissions and filing of legislative review proposals for annexation.

The contractual expenses would occur as follows:

FY 1997 - 3 petitionsat S5,200each = S15,60.0
FY 1998 -6 petitionsat $5,200each =$31,200
FY 1999 - 6 petitionsat $5,200each = $31,200
FY 2000 - 8 petitionsat $5.200each = $41.600
Total - 23 petitions at $5,200 each =$119,600

Office of the State Assessor

The bill requires the Office of the State Assessor to complete Full Value Determinations for
another eighteen organized boroughs. This is in addition to the existing sixteen boroughs and
unified municipalities. This has been accomplished for the last four years with a staff of two.
The addition of an Assistant State Assessor position would be needed to effectively accomplish
the new annual requirements imposed by the bill. The addition of this position would allow the
Full Value Determinations to be realistic representations of the actual value of all boroughs
statewide. Additionally, this position could assist the State Assessor.meet the increased demands
for education and training of the staffs of the new municipalities with regard to correct and

N N -



