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• , > . • • INTRODUCTION

The following survey, conducted primarily by several members 
of the Sociology Department at the University of Alaska, Anchorage 
with the assistance of a small grant from the Alaska Humanities 
Forum, was performed to provide an accurate assessment of atti­
tudes toward growth and development in the Homer, Kachemak Bay 
area. Its primary and sole purpose was tc attain a scientific 
assessment of public opinion on a diverse variety of local is­
sues and concerns over which the community can take action. It 
is hoped, however, that this information can be used both by com­
munity leaders in the development of local decisions and policies 
for the future ennancement of the community, and by individual 
residents as" they evaluate and influence the changes occurring 
about them. This report provides an overview of some of the maj­
or findings of this survey; it is not intended to be complete in 
that approximately 300 individual questions were asked of each 
person on the survey, and few readers would want to subject them­
selves to a full review of these. For individuals or groups who 
desire more specific information or detailed questions, we hope 
that they will contact us directly at the University of Alaska, 

Anchorage.



PART.I.;. METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The survey of Homer area residents was a coordinated effort 
undertaken by the City of Homer, several teachers and students 
at the Homer High School, and several staff at the University of 
Alaska, Anchorage. With the assistance of the city manager and 
members of the Planning and Zoning Commission, a questionnaire 
was v/ritten based on policy issues relevant to the Homer commun­
ity. Members of Dill Johnson's class at the Homer High School 
designed a map of the city for the purpose of locating all resi­
dences, and students in his and Frank Libel's classes performed 
the vast majority of interviews with residents within the city 
limits. University staff with backgrounds in social research 
gave these students training in interviewing and supervised their 
v/ork. They also conducted a minority of the interviews within 
the city, all the interviews outside the city limits, and were 
totally responsible for the tabulation and writing of results.

The region encompassed by the survey included that area of 
the southern Kenai Peninsula south of Ninilchik, including that 
community, Seldovia, Port Graham and English Bay. The results 
contained in this report include just those of the immediate Homer 
area, namely the City of Homer, residences outside the city lim­
its, Anchor Point (south of Starisky Tower), Nikolaevsk and resi­
dents living at the head or across Kachomak Bay. All interview­
ing in this area was conducted in the spring and summer of 1976. 
All people interviewed were permanent residents of the area; sum-



mar time residents and/or those living in the area for less than 
a month were intentionally excluded. All interviews were conduct­
ed with the male or female head of household, and a total of 55% 
males and 45% females were interviewed.

All households were selected for interviewing on a purely 
random basis, in order to avoid any possibility of bias and to en­
sure representativeness for the entire community. Inside the 
city limits 173 interviews were conducted which represented a 50% 
sample, or the equivalent of every other household. Outside the 
city limits but in the immediate Homer area and extending beyo.'i 
the end of East End Road, 61 interviews were conducted from a 25%- 
sample of one household in every four. In the Anchor Point area 
one household in every eight was interviewed and in Nikolaevsk‘ 
the equivalent of one in four; whereas in all other areas inter­
views were performed individually with a separate household head, 
in Nikolaevsk the interviewing was conducted in a single group 
meeting of men in one of the elder's homes. Finally interviews • 
were mailed to 23 residents whose residences were inaccessible by 
road or trail, predominantly at Fox River, Bear Cove and Halibut 
Cove. Eleven of these were returned, which constituted an approx­
imate 50% sample. The results contained in this report are con­
sequently drawn from a total of 236 interviews, exclusive of 
those from Ninilchik, Seldovia, English Bay and Port Graham. In 
addition 13 potential respondents declined to be interviewed, and 
their cases are obviously excluded from the results. Because



results from the sample can be generalized to the entire commun­
ity vithin 4-5 percentage points of accuracy. V/hen we say, for 
example, that 78% of the 286 interviewed would like to sea com­
mercial fish and fish processing receive priority in terms of 
land use on the Spit, we are 95% sure that between 74% and 82% 
would have answered this way if every household in the total area 
had been questioned.

In writing this preliminary report we have attempted to min-
*

imize our analysis or interpretation of the results. Instead we 
have preferred to maintain a format of stating the questions (in 
summary form) and the percent response to each question* Under 
ecich question we have in most cases broken down the responses 
into three distinct categories: responses from those residents
living within the city limits of Homer, responses from all those 
living outside the city limits, ana the total responses from the 
combined areas. Because different proportions of people were 
sampled and interviewed outside the city, responses in the last 
two categories have been weighted to ensure equal representation. 
This is done by multiplying the responses to the Homer City inter­
views (a 50% sample) by 2, the Homer environs responses (a 25% 

sample) by 4, etc.
For Durposes of organization we have divided this report into 

the five sections which follow. In the first we describe the gen­
eral characteristics of the people interviewed: their ages, edu-



PART II: SURVEY RESULTS

SECTIOM I :  CIL^PA.CTERISTICS OF THOSE 'LyrERvTI’̂ 'ZD AND T r5  HOMER Ca-MUST-TY

In terras of general background characteristics, the household heads vtei 
we interviewed in the Honaer area ware overwhelmingly white (93%), had a rr.ed- 
ian age of 35 years, an average education of one year of college, had resided 
in the Hcraer area for five years or longer (53%), and v;ere most predominantly
from. the Pacific Coast or Rocky Mountain states (47%). More specifically, and

by area, they had the :following characteri s tic s:

Horner City Outside City 'Ratal Kcrr.er Area
1. RACE:

WHITE. 97.7% 97.7% 97.7%ESKIMO 1.7 0.0 0.7
ALEUT 0.6 1.6 1.1
INDIAN 0.0 0.7 0.5

2. AGE:
18-29 Years 23.1a 28.1% 25.2%
30-45 Years 41.0 38.6 39.5
46-64 Yfiiixs 26.3 26.5 26.4
65 & Older 9.6 6.8 7.9 ’

3. EDUCATICflAL LEVELS:
4-11 Grades 17.5% 11.1% 13.6%
12th Grade 31.2 47.6 41.2
1-3 Years of .
College 24.7 19.9 21.8

Completed
College 15.2 13.5 • 14.1

Post-Graduate 11.4 7.9 9.3
4. LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN HOMER AREA:

Up to One Year 15.2% 14.8% 15.0%
1-2 Years 13.5 15.2 14.5
3-4 Years 22.8 13.8 17.2
5-8 Years 15.2 19.6 17.9
9-20 Years 22.2 18.1 19.7
More than 20 11.0 18.5 15.7



5. PLACE C? ORIGIN:
Hamer City Outside City Total Hamer Area

Kenai Peninsula 1.2% 0.7% 0.9%
Elsewhere in Alaska 19.0 8.8 12.6
Pacific Coast States 26.2 35.1 31.8
Rocky Mt. States 11.9 17.0 15.1
Central & North Plains States 11.3 12.4 11.9
South S< Southern Atlantic
States, Texas & Okla. 10.2 5.8 7.4

New England & North Atlantic 9.0 7.2 7.9
Midwest States , 8.3 9.4 9.0
Foreign Countries 3.0 3.6 3.4

In spite of the fact that only 14% of the residents were originally frcn 
Alaska, half had lived elsewhere in Alaska prior to roving to Haaer. Of 
these, almost one-half had moved to Homer from the Anchorage, area while a 
third had moved frcm elsewhere on the Peninsula or other rural areas of the 
state.

In terms of jobs and employers, the male heads of the teuseholds held the 
following characteristics:

6. PRIMARY CCCUPATIGM (MALE):
Professionals, (doctors,

teachers, etc) 17.2%
Managers & Owners (inc. pub­

lic & private business) 8.3
Technical & Protective Service

(ie, police) 13.7
Clerical £ Sales 2.8
Craftsmen 11.0
Cperators, Truckdrivers 7.6
laborers 4.9
Service Workers (ie, cleaning,

food service) 4.8
Fishing Boat Owner/Operator 9-0
Cannery Worker/Fishery Crew 8.3
Homesteader, Farmer 0.0
No Occupation 1*4
Retired 11*0

4.7%
5.9
7.1
3.9 
13.4
9.0
8 . 2

3.1 
12.8
4.7
8.6
0 . 0
13.6

9.3%
6.7
9.4
3.5 
15.8
8.5 
6.9
3.7 
11.5
6.1
5.4
0.5
12.7



In addition to their primary jobs, one-third of the male heads held sec­
ondary or other seasonal jobs; of these 23% v/ere as laborers and 18% .involved 
fishing or fish processing.

Homer City Outride City Total Hcmer Area
7. PRIMARY raPLOYERS (MALE) : 

Half Fmploved
Federal Gov, i Agencies 
State Gov. & Agamies 
City & Eorough Gov., incl.
Schools & Hospitals 

local Commercial Business 
Construction Companies 
Oil Companies 
Canneries
Social Groups (ie.Churches) 
Retired 
JLfcienploved

32.6%
10.6

2 .8

14.2
13-5
5.0
5.0 
3,6 
1.4
10.6
0.7

42.8%
1.6
4.8
4.8C C
15,2
3.2
6.8 
0.8
10,8
3.6

La.
4.9
4.1
8.2 
8.4
11.5
3.8
5.7
1.0
10.7

2 ,6

Among women and ferrale hecids of households, exactly 50% worked; among thos--- who 
held jobs the major occupational categories were service workers (26%), clerical 
work (18%),. and professionals (17%). The median annual reported family incar,e 
for the total area was $13,400; reported family income was considariibly higher, 
however, for residents living within the city ($17,100) than for those families 
outside the cjicy ($11,300):

8. REPORTTJj ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME:
less chan $5,000 7.7%
$5,000 to 11,999 .19.3

laOQ-tn-LEUBa- 
$1L.0Q0 to 34.999,
$35,000 to 49,999 10.8
Over $50,000 3.8

18.9%
28.7
23.3
4.4
2.9

14.6% 
25.0 
22.6 
/. ). h
6.9
3.3

As possible corppensation for this difference in income, residents outside the 
city placed a greater reliance on subsistence activities for obtaining fish and 
meat. Of probably cjreater significance is the fact that both groups derived



significant benefits from subsistence activities. Although fishing may be clone 
largely for sport/ over 89% of the people in the tccal area fished in Kachemak 
Bay. Only in shrimping (•17 5) and crabbing (45%) v:ere less than a majority active.*

9 .  PROPORTION 0 ?  FAMILY FISH  AND MEAT SUPPLY CGIING FROM SUBSISTENCE:

Homer City Preside City Total Homer Area

Kona ' 25.8% 9.4% 15.6%
Little 35.9 25.3 29.2
Around Half 19.3 27.4 24.3
J-'ost 15.9 23.2 23.4
All 3.0 9.7 7.1

Various other factors might be used „to describe characteristics of the population 
and area.** One which appears particularly relevant is the close tie existent 
between the rural residents and city of Keener. Among men, 34% were in tcr.vn on a 
regular daily basis, the majority working; only 36': went into Homer on less than 
a two or three times par week basis. Woman appr6:cLrated the same statistics; 20% 
going to town on a daily basis and only 44% less than.three times per week. Shop­
ping, in addition to work, was primary justification for this. Those rural resi­
dents living close to I'otrer differ very little frcn city residents in many local 
activities, such as voter registration and percent voting, use of the small boat 
harbor, attendance at hearings and School Board reerings, cir.d even attendence at 
City Council meetings.*** A strong degree of identification and .involvement

*In commercial fishing, 15% of the families in the area had mambers active 
in crabbing; 14% in iialibut, .13% .in shrimping, and 11% in salmon.

**Mmy of these v;are collected in the interviews, such as type of housing, 
size airl type of family, organizational, membership, activities, etc., but ace not 
reported here for sake of brevity.

***16% of the rural families had attended at least several Council meetings, 
during the previous year, as compared to 19% of the residents in the city.



with the Homer cccrmunity is obvious and by necessity justifies their inclusion 
in this survey, in spite of their equally strong desires to maintain autonomy 
frcm the city in terms of incorporation and utility districts, etc.

Finally, basic values of the community are seen by examining reasons giv­
en for moving to the Homer area and factors they like best about living in 
the carrounity. In summary form these include:
10. REASON'S CIVE^fOR MOVING TO HOMER AREA:

( -teerCitv
Small Toot Qualities/Lifestyle 31.0 s 
Employment & Job Reasons ■ 36.1
Aesthetic Values . 17.7
Homesteading, Farming 3.2
Family & Friendship Reasons 11.4
Climate 6.3
P.e tiremen t 4.4
Commercial Fishing 2.5
Initiating Business 2.5

11. WHAT PEOPLE VALUE MOST ABOUT LIVIWG IN THE HO-ZR AREA:

Outside City Total Hctr.er Area
52.2%
13.9
24.1
28.1 
14.6
3.7
1.1
1.5
1.1
5.1

Small Toot Qualities/Lifestyle 65.8% 69.2% ‘ C  68.2%J
Aesthetic- Values 55.7 48.1 51.2
Farming, Homesteading 0.0 15.4 9.7 •
Climate . 4.4 9.0 7.3
Family & Friendship
Work Reasons, inc. Business &

3.8 6.8 5.7

Fishing 2.6 5.4 4.2
Money, Salary Reasons 1.3 - 3.8 2.8
Other 2.5 6.4 5.0
Nothin Valued 1.3 1.5 1.4

From the above i.t is obvious how .important the small tov.n -environment and 
natural beauty of the region are to residents. These same values are expressed 
in a variety of other questions. For example, a majority of residents all con­
sidered as very important living in a quiet ccrmunity, having multi-age friends, 
participating in subsistence activities, and being able to make or fix many of



the tilings needed by a family, while holding a high paying job was rated as only 
somewhat important, or unimportant. The importance of these values is indicated 
by the fact that less than 10% of the area residents planned on moving away from 
Ilotoer within the next seven years, and majorities in both city and rural areas 
plan to remain permanently. Another 10% stated that they would remain perman­
ently unless the community underwent significant growth and changes.

a  e a <

Section II: ATITIUl)^ 'iQ.vARD COMMUNITY SIZE, GROWTH 7iND DSVKIOrME?;? ACTIVITIES
A variety of questions were ashed to determine residents' attitides toward 

growth in the Homer area. These ranged from fairly general questions, such as 
the size in numbers that they would like to see Homer achieve and the types of 
new people they would like to see living in the community, to more specific • 
questions on different types of economic activities which they would like the 
city to encourage or discourage. On an even more specific level questions were 
asked on development preferences-and land use_ priorities for a specific It cation 
where land is limited and choices critical, namely the Spit. The range of an-, 
swers to these questions, both by city and outside city residents are given below.

1. IDEAL COMMUNITY SIZE: Considering that the City now lias a population of
about 1500, how big a ccmmuiiity would you like Hcmer to be in 10-15 years?
n  / ~   -------    Homer City Outside Cl tv Total Homer Area

1500 People or Less 36.6% 57.1%
1501 to 2,000 12.4 . 4.1 7.4
2,001 to 3,000 16.1 9.5 12.2
3,001 to 5,000 19.3 13.2 15.6
5,001 to 10,000 2.5 3.7 3.2
10,001 to 20,000 2.5 1.7 2.0
20,001 Or More 2.5 0.8 1.5
Doesn't Ratter - Undecided: 8.1 9.9 9.2



2. PREFERRED TYPES 01? NT?'/ RESIDENTS: Considering re'/; jobs and growth vn.ll 
bring more people to live in Homer, which type of new resident would you like to 

living here?
Homer City Outside Citv Total Homer Area

a. Permanent population composed 
of just the^present residents:

Favor: 48.2%
Opposed:

Undecided:
b. A growing population of new 

permanent residents:
Favor: 

Opposed: 
Undecided:

c. A growing population of sea­
sonal residents (ie, tour­
ists) who would make Homer 
their summer home:

Favor: 
Opposed: 

Undecided:

44.5
7.3

72.8%
20.7
6.5

33.3%
59.5
7.1

d. A graving population of new 
residents (ie, oil or con­
struction related) who would 
probably not make Hamer their 
permanent heme:

Favor: 
Opposed: 

Undecided:
18.3%
72.0
9.7

TYPES OF JOB EXPANSION:
a. A large proportion of seasonal 

employment (as at present) or 
more permanent forms of year- 
round employment:
Favor Seasonal Jobs:
Favor More Permanent Jobs: 
Undecided:

20.1%
76.3
3.6

65.5%
29.1
5.5

55.6%
40.1
4.3

22.5%
68.7
8.8

12.0%
77.7
10.3

43.3%
48.7
8.0

59.0%
34.9

6.1

62.1%
32.7
5.1

26.9%
65.0
8.1

14.5%
75.4
.10.1

34 .5% 
59.2 
6.3



Homer City 
b. That job opportunities 

should )>3 expanded rap­
idly, slowly, or few new 
jobs opened:
Favor Rapid Job Expansion: 13.8%
Favor Slow Job Expansion: 72.5

;ide Cit*. Total Hcrr.ar Area

19.9% 
63.2

17.6%
66.7Favor Ee.-; or No Job Expan­

sion? 12.0
Undecided: 1.7
T’nat lie.'/ jobs to be added 
should be permanent jobs, 
short term construction jobs, 
or both:
Favor Permanent Jobs: 45.2%
Favor Short-Term Jobs: 3.2
Favor Both: 48.4
Undecided: • 3.2

15.2
1.8

14.0
1.8

35.6%
8.0
52.0
4.4

39.5%
6.1
50.5
3.9

4. TYPES 0? ECONOMIC AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES: Choices for development in
most ccmmunities are limited: most often they are either thrust upon them by out­
side interests or restricted by a narrow variety of .local resources or potential 
developments. Homer would appear to be an exception t.o this case in that a con­
siderable range of resources are available on which growth might be based. Be­
cause the kind of economic base will obviously effect the type of coirmunity which 
Horner is to become, people were given a full .list of econcmic activities and asked 
"which (of those) do you think should be encouraged or discouraged for the future 
of Homer?" Although the potential for developing policies that v.ould enhance 
certain of these activities are limited, it is important that decisions be made 
that are consistent with basic values of people residing in the town. The range 
of attitudes towards each activity are as follows, with the list ordered from 
most to least desirable:

a. Agriculture: 
Should Encourage: 
Should Discourage: 
Undecided:

», •
'• I

t-:
!:■
pV

f/A
S’.
K.'
t ■■
h  
• •• .
p ir* >1
*r*.-

r ? i

u-J'.,

»'■ ..

t si
i':F'iSa
>. f gM
. e-r-r.j ;t-.e
••■\-.o
.fit

3.3

■^Agriculture was not listed on questionnaires given within city limits; totals are 
onsecjuenhly excluded for both within the city arc octal area ctroups.
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b. Commercial fishing & fish
Homer City Outside City Total Komar Area

processing:
S'fould Encourage:
Should Discourage: 
Undecided:
Light manufacturing, in 
small & locally based inu 
Should Encourage:
Should Discourage: 
Undecided:

4.1
ing
_ries:

77.1%
18.2
4.7

d. Education & research facilities: 
Should Encourage: 87.7%
Should Discourage: 5.8
Undecided: 6.5

e. Transportation & storage facilities:
Should Encourage: 
Should Discourage: 
Undecided:

,70.8! 
' 21.1 
8.1

5.9

87.8%
10.0

2 . 2

80.2%
15.0
4.8

55.3%
36.1
8.6

83.7%
13.2
3.1

83.3 s
11.3 
5.4

61.5%
30.0
8.4

f. Tourism:..
Should Encourage:
Should Discourage: 
Undecided:

-shore oil facilities: 
Should Encourage:
Should Discourage: 
Undecided:

61.6%
26.7
11.7

36.61
54.7
8.7

tv,7.6% 
33.9 

8.6

26.7%
6‘8.5
4.8

59.2%
31.0
9.8

JiCLZ
62.9
6.4

h. Heavy industry, such as pulp 
mills, lumber products:
Should Encourage: 24.4%
Should Discourage: 70.3
Undecided: 5.3

f i. hetrochemical. .industries,
v.--^ a s  refineries:

Should Encourage:
Should Discourage: 
Undecided:

such
23.8%
68.5
7.7

26.7%
67.8
5.5

23.1%
68.2
8.7

25.8%
68.9
5.4

68.3
8.3

In addition to rating each activity separately, people were asked which 
types of developments they would most (and least) like to see occur in Homer. The 
attitudes are virtually identical to the ordering shown above: an expansion in



fishing ancl fish processing, followed by light manufacturing and educational and 
research facilities (find agriculture for those outside the city) v;ere mentioned 
in that, order as the irost desirable. Rated as lease desirable v/ere petrochemical 
industries, followed by on-shore oil facilities find heavy industry.

5. ON-SHORE OIL DEVELOPMENT: Because of the importance of decisions related to
oil development, more detailed questions were asked concerning the use of Ilorr-er 
as an on-shore facility. Four particular questions ware asked: 1) Assuming that
oil development does occur in the lower Cook Inlet, would you like to see Homer 
used as a supply port for this;' 2) which type of facilities (fishing and fish pro- 
cessing, tourism or industrial) would you like to see receive priority in terns 
of land use on the Hcmer Spit; 3) would you favor or oppose oil storage and tank­
ing facilities on the Spit; and 4) would you favor or oppose the warehousing find 
storage of equipment on the Spit for off-shore oil exploration. As seen bn lew, 
public opinion is opposed to on-shore development in all cases. The single excep­
tion is city residents who narrowly favor use of Hcmer as a general supply port 
if Lower Cook Inlet development actually occurs; however even they are opposed to 
utilization which would entail the specific storaga of oil or equipment on the

Spiti-v
/  a. Use of Homer as supply port if 
( ./Oook Inlet oil development
  occurs:

Favor Supply Port:
Oppose Supply Port:
Undecided:

bS^references for facilities on 
ytha Homer Spit:
_Fish & Fish Processing: 
Tourism:

Homer City Outside Citv IQtal Homer Area

53.2*
42.7
4-1

73.6

28.3 s 
63.6 
8.1

XZ.JT1

Industrial:
Undecided:

13.0
9.5
3.9

9.1
8.3
5.0



Homer City 
c. location of oil storage and 

tanking facilities on the Spit:
Favor Oil Storage: 2J
Oppose Oil Storage: (10.'
Undecided:

Outside City Total Homer Area

13.8%
82.5
3.6

d. location of warehouse and
equipment storage facilities for 
oil exploration on Spit:
Favor Warehousing: 29.7%
Oppose Warehousing: 64.0
Undecided: 6.3

18.2%
73.1
8.7

22.6%
69.6
.7.8

Tn summary, opinions of residents are opposed to on-shore oil development 
both in situations where they are given an open range of econcsnic activities from 
which to choose and where it .is already assumed that oil development will occur in 
the area. On-shore facilities that would tend to conflict with other lard usages 
are more strongly opposed. From the above figures it is also obvious that resi­
dents living outside the city are consistently more opposed to oil development 
than those within the city. Other reasons frequently advanced to account for 
these differences in attitudes toward oil cure the ages of individuals, their parti­
cular jobs cind length of residence in the area. These figures for those groups 
are given below in terms of whether they feel the city should encourage or discour- 

age on-shore oil facilities.

e. Age of the Population: (Total Area)
Encourage On-shore 

Development
Discourage On-shore

Development Undecided Total
18-29 Years Old: 
30-44 Years: 
46-64 Years:
65 or Older:

12.3%
21.9
49.5
.7.7

81.1%
7 3 .1
44.9
26.9

6.6%
5.0
5.6
15.4

100.0%
100.0
100.0
100.0

r* length of Residence. in Ho-xer: (Total Area)

TWo Years or Less: 
Three-Four Years: 
Five-Eight Years: 
Mine Years-Longer

16.9%
24.7
25.0
48.9

76.1%
72.7
65.8 
44.6

7.0%
2.6
9.2
6.5

100.0
100.0
1C0.C
100.0
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Occupation of Household Head
(Male, Total Area):

Encourage . . Disc marage .
• On-Shore On-Shore #

Development Dsvelcment Undecided Total
Professional: 10.8* q c £•.u J •. O j 5.4% 100.0
Managers, Owners: GO. 0 35.0 4.0 100.0
Technical 38.5 57.7 3.8 100.0
Craftsmen & laborers: 24.G 69.4 6.0 100.0
Fishermen: 5.0 92.5 2.5 100.0
Cannery Workers & Fishing

Crew: 6.3 37.5 . 6.2 100.0
Farmers, Homesteaders: 36.4 63.6 0.0 100.0
Retired, Unemployed: 56.3 27.1 16.6 100.0

Significant relationships arc found in each case, with the older people of 
longer residence, and particularly those v;ho arc retired or with jobs as managers 
or business owners, most supportive of on-shore facilities. The younger and newer 
resident, including those with jobs in fishing and professional work, are most 
consistent in their opposition to local oil development. It should be noted, how­
ever, that these latter attitudes of discouraging on-shore facilities are shared 
by a majority of the "average" Horner residents, namely those adults with a median 
age of 35 and five years of residence in the area. Finally, certain unanticipated 
results are seen in the relationship of jobs to cittitudes when one considers the 
potential impacts that would occur from oil development: among those who would'
discourage oil are the craftsmen and laborers who might anticipate the rest direct 
economic benefits, whereas the favorably .inclined retired people are most likely 
to e;<perience the negative effects from an .inflationary local economy. Seme 
changes in the attitudes of these groups might bn anticipated if the actual effects 
of on-shore development were to begin to be realized.

SUMMARY: A majority of residents would like to sea Hcr.er undergo niniiral or lim­
ited growth of a slow and gradual nature, with the addition of permanent jobs as 
a base for a permanent resident population. That Honor residents would favor an
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absolute "no growth" economy is erroneous, in that a majority of development 
activities are favored by most residents. Those activities which they would rrost 
like to see encouraged, however, are either those traditional to the .local ccon- 
orny (fishing, farming and to a lesser degree tourism) or those based on the con­
cept of permanent employment (light manufacturing, education and research). Pa- 
pid growth and heavy industry, a transient population and.oil development in gen­
eral, are opposed. Although these attitudes are most prevalent amid the younger, 
more recent and rural residents, they sire also held by the average resident of • 
Homer.

SECTION III; ATTITUDES TOWARD CITY SERVICES
Four types of questions were asked about services provided in the city. In­

cluded was a ranking or evaluation of the adequacy of individual services, prefer­
ences for the expansion of individual services in ca'.parison to other services, 
the public assessment of needs within particular services, and priorities for local 
funding of service expansion. The format of presenting the information hero is to 
first provide tabulations on evaluations and service priorities; a very brief des­
cription is then provided of each service in terms of publicly expressed needs. 
Since most of the services pertain only to city residents, calculations are based 
on the sample frcm within the city limits. All exceptions to this are specifi­
cally noted in the tabulations.



1. LVAT.UAT.ION RATINGS: (How would you rate the following services in Hauer -
City residents only)

Less Than .’■'ore Than; ; # • Adequate Adequate Adscuate UndecidedPolice Protection: 16.2 V, 53.6% 23.7 % 6.5%Elementary Schools:* 7.1 17.6 36.5 38.8
Hospital-Health Svcs: 24.3 61.8 9.8 4.1
Fire Protection: 26.0 60.1 2.3 11.6
Water Service: 31.4 59.3 2.3 7.0
Sewer Service: 30.8 56.4 1.7 11.1
High School:* 25.0 23.2 17.3 34.5
Recreation Facilities: 55.5 34.1 3.5 .6.9Streets: 68.8 29.5 1.7 0.0
(*Obviously not services for which the city is responsible.)

2. SERVICES EXPANSION: Are you in favor of having tre city' exoard the level of
services it now provides, maintain these at their pr;•sent level, or cut back on
the services which it now;, p>rovides:

Cut Back on Services:
•»

3.05
Maintain At Current Level: 44-0
Expand Level of Services: 47.6
Undecided: 5.4
In contrast to residents in the city, a strong rrajcritv of th.: rural residents

(VO'S) preferred a'.main tenant:e of services at their prnt.Lnr iCVSl/ half as many
v/anted to cut back on the level of services as actually ir.crease them.

3. PITIFEREKCBS FOR TYPES OF SERVICES: Both city and rural residents v;ere asked
to list those three city services which they would rest like to see expanded, and 
also thoso ‘.which they would least like to see expanded, Among those which people 
would most like to see expanded, listed in order of preference by city residents, 
were:

Order of Most Preferred: Order of Least Preferred:

(high) 1. Road h Street Improvements** (low) 13. Tire Protection
2. Harbor & Port Facilities 12. .kriuiar.ee Service
3. Recreation Facilities 11. Pbads & Streets
4. Sewer .System 10. Health Facilities
5. Tburist & Camper Facilities c. ✓ • Sewer System
G. Water System 8. Harbor & Port Facilities
7. Cultural Facilties 7. Vater System
8. Fire Protection 6. Recreation Facilities
9. local Government Facilities 5. Cultural Facilities
10. Police Department 4. Police Department
11. Health Facilities j • local Government Facilities
12. Ambulance Services 2. Garbage Disposal

(lev;) 13. Garbage Disposal (high) 1. Tourist & Casper Facilities
**Survey v•as taken prior to completion of paving of Fair. Street.



b- Rural Residents (Outside City):

Order of Most Preferred: Order of Least Preferred:
(high) 1.Harbor & Port Facilities (lew) 13.Health Facilities

2.Cultural Facilities 12.Fire Protection • -
3.Fire Protection 11.Cultural Facilities
4.Roads & Streets 10.Roads & Streets
5.Health Facilities 9.Ambulance Service
6.Recreation Facilities 8.Harbor ard Port Facilities
7.Tourist & Camper Facilities 7.Recreational Facilities
8.Police Department 6.Garbage Disposal
9.Ambulance Service 5.Sewer System

10.Sewer System 4.Viator System
11.Haber System 3.Police Department
12.Garbage Disposal 2. local Government Facilities 

(low) 13.Local Government Facilities (high) 1.Tourist Facilities
Among conclusions that could be,drawn frcm the above .lists are: 1) the

high preference given to read and street iinprovenants, particularly within the 
city where over one-half listed this as among their top three choices; 2) the 
high priority given to improved port and harbor facilities by residents both within 
and outside the city; 3) the relatively high priority given to recreational ar.d 
culture'll facilities by both groups; 4) the low priority given to .local government 
facilities (city hall) and expansion in the police department by bout groups;
5) the la,-; priority for water find sewage systems expansion outside the city; and 
finally 6) disagreement over expansion of tourist ar.d camper facilities. Whereas 
some residents both within and outside the city consider this a relatively liigh 
priority, others consider it the least preferred of all services for potential 

expansion.

4. INDIVIDUAL CITY SERVICES:
a. Roads and Streets: Over one-half the city residents stated the need for im­

provement in city streets and roads, a priority rating that was close to double 
that given any other single service. This priority is consistent with the .low ev­
aluative rating given to streets, where 69'i of the residents felt them to be less



Item adequate. On separate questions, over 85% expressed the opinion that mere 
streets should be paved and gravelled, and over 70% expressed favor for the build-

« i

ing of storm drains and sidewalks for walking and bicycling. When residents fcoth 
v/ithin and outside the city Wore asked to state their top tv.o priorities in terras 
of street improvements, the fallowing responses were recorded:
Type of Street Irnproverren ts:

Homer City Outside City
Pa vi ng Streets: 49.2% 21.8 %
Gravelling Streets: 43.6 29.6
Sidewalks and Bikepaths: 41.7 25.7
Storm Drains: 25.5 9.3
Improved Snow Raroval: . 9.8 14.0
Street Parking: ■ 9.1 38.9
Street Lights: ' 8.1 3.1
Other: 6.4 7.8
Finally, by a three-to-or.e ratio, city residents favored the maintenance o£ 

<">?x:-stroet parking, as compared tc on-street. Although strong preferences were 
shewn for the paving of Pioneer Avenue and the downtown area, priorities were 
also stated for West Hill Poud and other residential streets in the downtown area.

b. Recreational Facilities: The recreational facilities provided by the city 
were also assessed by the majority of residents as less than adequate, and in need 
of .improvement. Among the recreational and cultural facilities used by most city 
families were the inuseuro (75% of all families}, the school swimming pool (73%), 
library (60%), High School gym (54%), small beat harbor (52%, exc ding commercial 
use), and the Fairgrounds (47%). Although usage by families living outside the 
city was lower, it was still significant and indicates the strong ties co the com­
munity by these residents: library (52%), swimming pool (50%), museum (46%), small
boat harbor (36%, only recreational), g/m (33%) and Fairgrounds (18%). How recrea­
tional facilities which residents stated they would most like to see are, .in order
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of priority: outdoor general use porks, a ccrrrunity center, tennis courts, teen
center, irdcor .sports facilities such as a covered hocky r.in):, and an auditorium. 
Finally, 825 of the total area residents v;ere in favor of reopening the wharf for 
public fishing and shrimping, and 735 to the maintenance of the Pier I Theater.

c. Sewer and Water System..: Sixty-five percent of the city residents were us­
ing the city v/citer system and 536 stated that they were on the city sewer system.
For city residents not on these systems, wells and septic tanks were used by a/ *
large majority. Among all city residents, general attitudes were favorable tcv/arc 
expansion of both water and sewer systems (595); however, only minorities were in 
favor of either increased taxes to pay for expansion (435) or increased develop­
ment to reduce the unit costs of expansion (375). Surprisingly, the attitudes of 
residents within the city who are not on water or sewer systems differ little from 
those who have these services. Although majorities would like to have water and 
sewer systems expanded (58% and G05), they are less favorable toward the assess­
ment of taxes as parent for these (475 and 49% respectively), and even less favor­
able to an increase in local development for the purpose of reducing unit costs 

(255 and 24%).
Residents outside the city, even excluding those in Anchor Point, Nickol- 

aevsk cind across the Bay, ware strongly opposed to the expansion of water or sewer 
systems to incorporate their areas (77% and 825 respectively); even larger propor­
tions opposed both taxation and increased development to offset costs of these 

potential utility expansions.

d. Fire Protection: Probably due to its high "adequate" rating, r.o major en-
doresmants were given for changes .in fire protection. 'B.o-thirds of the city 
residents preferred to see the fire department maintained or a volunteer basis



rather than with professional staff. However, '15%, with another 29% undecided, 
favored the addition of more equipment to the fire department, with the largest 
proportion of these citing the need for a new or additional true];. Opinions 
were evenly divided pro and con on the addition of rrcre staff cr equipment to the 
ambulance service, although there was also a large proportion of no opini ,n ans­
wers. Almost two-thirds of the residents in the irradiate area outside the city 
limits considered themselves outside of a fire protection service area, and sligh 
ly over half of these would like to be affiliated to such a service area.

e. Hospital and Health Services: Ho strong concerns v:erc voiced regarding
changes in health care, although 32% of those e>-pressing opinions stated the need 
for additional doctors. The addition of specialists to the hospital staff, more 
emergency equipment and a community health program ware also cited as needs by 
over 15% of those who responded. A wide variety of responses were generated con­
cerning what should I>e done with the old hospital. Included among these were: 
utilizing it for office space for the city and borough (19%); a community health 
center (16%); nursing home (16%); free clinic (15%); and community center (10%).

f. Police Protection: Probably due to its high afaquacy renting, the police
department v/as also ranked low in terms of priorities for expansion. Among city 
residents, for example, only 16% felt that the number of police on the city force 
should be increased. In spite of this, a plurality of city residents felt that 
more police time should be spent on crime prevention, rad patrolling, particularly 
in terms of security on the Spit, and over one-third.that they should increase 
time on criminal investigations and the enforcement of civil regulations such as 
t r e s p a s s in g  and drinking by minors. There were no activities, including traffic 
control, where significant numbers felt that police attention she ad be reduced.



Felony offenses, particularly theft, and drug related crimes constituted those 
types of crimes of greatest concern to the city public. In contrast, over 60% 
of the rural residents would like to see more polios serving areas outside the city 
limits, although there was overwhelming agreement that this should1 be performed by 
the state police (90%). In these areas, theft and vandalism were the crimes of 
greatest concern.

g. Port and Harbor Facilities: Along with reads, harbor and port facilities
were those given the highest overall ranking for expansion, particularly by rural 
residents. VJidaspread use of the harbor facilities obviously accounts for this:
59 s of the city residents use the small boat harbor (27% on a connarcial basis), 
but it is also used by 52% of the .rural residents (32% ccnr.ercially). In addition, 
a full 70% of the total area residents stated than obey anticipated using the har­
bor within the next f j.ve years.

As stated in Section II, strong preferences exist for giving fish and fish 
prooessing priority for development on the Spit, followed by tourism ard finally 
non-fishing industry. These attitudes are held over, more strongly by actual users 
of the small boat harbor. In general, develop7e.ro facilities were encouraged as 
long as they did not compete with this primary utilization of the limited lard ard 
port facilities. As such, wharf fisliir.g and the Pier I Theater are strongly fav­
ored by lumber users? potentially competitive usages are not, such as private camp­
grounds (51%), an amusement park (18%), stor.. o facilities for off-shore oil ex­
ploration (18%), general shopping mall (16%), oil storage and tanking facilities 
(16%), and large commercial hotels (13%). Facilities that will contribute to the 
ccanercial use and conservation of the small hoar harbor are strongly endorsed by 
users, such iis dry dock and boat repair facilities 54%), additional fish peaces-



sing facilities (92?;), installation of storage and treatment tanks for bilge slops 
(855), dry boat storage facilities (835), stronger enforcement on oil and savage 
discharge (795, also favored by 825 of the carrrercial users), and warehouse fac­
ilities for carrrercial port usage (605).

Residents using the habor on a carmercial basis favor these latter items to 
ci slightly stronger degree, while the attitudes of residents who do not use the 
small boat lurbor tend to be generally less supportive, and somewhat irore favorable 
to general industrial and petroleum use. This is particularly true of the devel­
opment of a new deep water off-shore harbor, favored by 635 of the general public 
but by only 545 of both the ccrnrercial find recreaticral harbor users. Minimal dif­
ferences exist in attitudes between city and rural users of the harbor, outside of 
the fact that 595 (with an additional 205 undecided) of the non-city carmercial 
users favor greater representation fran the rural area on the present Port Com­

mission.

h. Education: Although education is not a function’provided by the city, its
local importfince merits inclusion! However, r.o conclusive changes in policy ware 
noted fran the survey, other than a strong desire for more vocational training at 
the high school level (745 of the city residents expressing tin cpinon; as compared 
to "less” or "current" levels of vocational training). Smaller majorities of 
those responding favored the retention of present: class sizes (545) and an expan- 
sion in cultural programs and activities (515). Only a small minority favored the 
present level of student planning cuid choice in curriculum; however present rxilicy 
apparently represents a good compromise in that equal numbers endorsed less, find 
more, choice in student planning of their own curriculum. On all questions at­
titudes of rural residents in the Homer attendance area very closely paralleled



those within the city, although they showed less conclusive support for the con­
struction of new school buildings than city residents \-.2h and 545 respectively, 
although with a large proportion of undecided residents). Foth groups had also 
been equally active in the carmanity school program, in vchich over one-third of 
the residents had been involved. The only potential area of disagreement was the 
attitude of 60% of the moral residents that their representation on the Advisory 
School Board should be increased.

4. TAXES AND FUNDING OF SERVICES: Although residents stated a desire to rraintain
the current level of rrany services, definite preferences were expressed for the 
expansion of certain ones, and the costs of th.ese generally are bound to increase. 
To assess attitudes toward mechanisms for raising additional revenues, residents 
v;ere simply asked which method of taxation they rest and least preferred. The 
attitudes, which show rx preference for sales taxes and service rate charges, 
and opposition to increases in personal property taxes, are shown below:

a. Most Preferred Method of Raising Additional City Revenues:

Homer City Outside Citv Total Homer Area

Real & Personal Property Tax: 6.45 11.7% 9 55
Sales Tax: 50.0 33.5 43.3
Service Rate Charges: 26.4 . 32.5 29.9
Other: 7.4 5*1 6.6
Undecided: 9*8 11.2 10.7
b. Least Preferred Method of Raising Additional Pavenues:
Real & Personal Property 'fax: 60.4% 63.4% 62.3%
Sales Tax: 13.0 # 24.6 19.6
Service Rate Charges: 17.1 10.2 13.1
Undecided: 9.5 1.3 5.0

In addition, residents felt strongly that the city should charge for services, 
particularly to outsiders. For exanple, although 75% of the total area supported



the maintenance of public camp grounds by the city where a fee is paid, only 19%
supported the maintenance of such areas without fees.

Sl'-CriCM IV: ZOMTNC AND LAND PLANNING

Questions related to land use on the Spit have already been presented ard 
will not be repeated here. However, a variety of other land use policies are im­
portant to the ccfr.Tunity and questions were asked on a number of these. As areas 
they included: 1) the maintenance of natural park lards in the Hcmer - Kacherrak
Bay area; 2) industrial ard residential zoning within the city; 3) the location of

*

potential on-shore oil facilities; and 4) several final carrr.ents on tourism.

1. PARKLANDS’: The natural beauty of the open lands surround Leg Homer is obvious­
ly great, and 874 of the combined city and rural residents stated that this was 
very important to them. An identical proportion, equal for both city ard rural, 
felt that state porks or other means should be raintsirm'd to protect these lands 
in their undeveloped state. Attitudes of area residents toward logging ard min­

ing on these lands £tre given below:
a. Attitudes Toward Park land Use:

Favor Onoose Undecided

Should Ee Open to logging: 33.54 59.8% 6.7%
Should Permit Clearcutting: 10.6 82.0 7.4
Should be Open To Mining: 42.0* 51.7 8.3

* (Many of the favorable answers were stated condition ally, favoring prospecting 
and placer mines, and opposing open or strip raining. ]

As seen below, a majority felt that these lands should be managed and con­
trolled by the state, although there was considerable support for joint management 
or input from the city and Kerai Borough levels, in addition to opposition for the 

autonomy of federal management:



b. Control and Managment of: Park Lands: Who should perform this?
Opposed Favor Undecided

City (Homer): 68.15 24.21 7.7%
Kenai Borough: 69.1 23.3 7.7
State of Alaska: '>0.2 62.1 7.7
Federal: 82.5 9.8 7.7

ZONING WITHIN THE CITY: As seen below, overall etuitudes toward city zoning
appear to bo favorable, with a majority stating preference for a moderate zoning 
policy and only a very small number for an absence of zoning:

a- Type of City Zoning Preferred:
Homer city O.itside City Total Homer Area

No Zoning: 6.05 11.95 9.45
Very V/eak or Limited Zoning: 9.5 9.3 9.4
Moderate Zoning: 5^.8 60.2 57.9
Strong Zoning: 26.2 12.7 10.3
Undecided: 3.6 5.9 5.0

Those attitudes, however, tend to ix? specific, favoring zoning for an indus­
trial site and for multiple unit dwellings, but without placing locational con­
trols on businesses airl individual residences:

b. Establishment of Industrial Site Area for All New Irdushry:
1 tomer city Outside City Total Hom.ec Area

Favor Industria1 S i Le: 79.45 71.25 67.3 5
Oppose Industrial Site: 14.7 19.5 15.8
Undecidod: 5.9 9.3 7.1
c. Residential Zoning for Multiple IJnit I lir.c-n
Favor Multiple Unit Zoning: 71.25 71.86 71.55
Oppose Multiple Unit Zoning: 24.1 23.9 24.0
Undecided: 4.7 4.3 4.5
d . Zoning to Encourage All New Businesses to Soceca Das.~ntov.Ti:
Favor Business Centralization: 44.0?; 39.5i 41.3a
Permit Businesses to Decide: 48.8 51.3 50.2
Undecided: 7.2 9.2 8.4



a. Encouragement of locating New Residential Pzazz in Downtown Area:
Homer City Outside Citv Total Hoxer Area

^courage Downtown Development: 14.3%
Permit Residences Where People
Choose: 80.4

Undecided: 5.4
f. City Kncouraqem.ent of Subdivision Davelourent:

Encourage Subdivisions: 
Discourage Subdivisions: 
Undecided:

56. O'*
31.9
12.0

20.7%
73.3
6.0

31.8%
58.2
9.9

13.0%
76.3
5.8

42.2%
46.9
10.9

Even though the attitudes of: rural residents are favorable toward roir.e as­
pects of coning within the city, their attitudes are quite different in regard to 
coning in rural areas. Here 43% of the rural residents favor no overall coning 
restrictions on the part of the Borough, and only 37“ favor moderate or strong 
zoning policies. This should not, however, be interpreted as opposition cn the 
part of rural residents to all forms of Borough regulations, since the question 
did not address .i tself to specific circus of industrial zoning.

3. POTENTIAL QN'-SHOkD OIL FACILITIES: Although local public attitudes are op­
posed to oil facilities in Homer in general, and on aha Spit in particular, 
zoning questions were asked, should on-shore development take ' : 

place. Responses fo>- both city ar.d rural residents shewed preferences for having 
the‘oil facilities themselves located outside or away frcn tewn, a;y3 on land 
leased to the oil companies by the city or Borough; on the other hand preferences 
ware also stated for oil company workers t.o actually live in hem,or.

cl. Proferierices for Facility bocations, Shou ld  Oil Ssvalopr.ant Occur Locally:
Homer City (X-rŝ ide Ci ty Total Area

Located '.fn City Limits: 
located Outside City: 
\von' I: Cons lder Opt ion: * 
Undecided:

24.4%
57.6
11.0
7.0

27.7% 
41.9 
] 3.8 
16.5

26.4%
48.1
12.7
12.7



Homer City Outside Cit\f Total /urea
Private Iar.d, Owned or Leased
to Companies: 19.5% 17.3% 18.1%

Publicly Leased land (City or
(Borough): 57.9 61.0 59.8

Ebn’t Consider Option:* 6.5 12.8 10.2
Undecided: 16.4 8.8 11.9
c. Preferences for Oil Workers Living in City or .-.way Frcm City:
Living In H error: 43.8% 43.5% 43.6%
Living Away frcm Hcrner: 22.5 25.2 24.1
V.’on't Consider Option:* 15.9 20.S 18.8
Undecided: 17.8 10.6 13.5
(* This category' composed primarily of individuals strongly opposed to oil de­

velopment v/ho are against facilities'being built either in or outside the city.)

Finally two questions were asked of slightly different samples. aha first 
recognizes trie use of Horner as the major service career for the southern Kenai 
Peninsula and consequently the importance of attitudes of residents outside of 
tiie area encompassed by the city and survav-dafined rural area. Exclusive of 
Seldovia, where the question was not asked, the combined residents of Ninilchik, 
English Pay and ort Graham opposed the location of cn-shore facilities in Homer 
.in the following proportions:

d . Preferences for location of On-Shore Oil Facilities in rtomer by Residents 
o f  N inilchik, English Pay and Poirt Graham:
City Should Encourage Oil Facilities in Horror: 31.8%
City Should Discourage Oil Facilities .in Homer: 54. f.
Undecided or No opinion: 13.G

.In addition a question was added to the questionnaire following completion of 
the Homer City interviews, asking all rural residents their preference for tha 
centralization of all lower Cook Inlet on-shore facilities in a single ccmrunity 
such an Kenai, or the dispersal of these facilities mto various communities



of the southern peninsula in accordance* with individual ccrmrunity choice. The
.

results showed a fairly strong preference for the eer.rralization in Kenai among
rural Harter area residents, and also a weaker proferer.ee for this among the ccmr-
binod residents of Ninilchik, Seldovia, English Bay are Port Graham. It should
be cautioned, however, that those tabulations do ret include the city residents
of Homer, who if consistent with other attitudes weedf have been less favorable
titan the rural residents to on-shore centralization in Kenai:

e. Preference for Location/Centralization of Lower Cook Inlet On-Shore Oil 
Facilities:

Homer Rural Non-Homer 
Area Rural Area

Centralization in Kenai: .
Dispersal to Various Communities in Accordance 
With Choice:

Undecided:

67.95
28.1
4.0

53.25

39.9
6.9

'(aken together, the answers to all oil facility 
public opinion was consistently opposed to on-shcre f 
voy was taken. * This does not of course mean that ar 
Changes in the technology or policies of oil ccnpar.is 
the perceptions which some residents hold. However c 
cially important at present. This is that opposition, 
force within the carrnunity and that any .immediate aer 
ities would probably only serve to increase this leva 
tions appear possible, assuming Tower Cook Inlet e.\~ 1 
tually occurs, The first would te to follow mayor ir y 
tablishmant of: on-shore facilities in Homer, vrncie en­
tiles:* in a community such as Kenai. The sccor.c vrv. .e

r.:astions indicate that 
■cilities at the time the stir 
litudes cannot change.
; com Id conceivably change 
*.e factor appears to be cru- 
to oil represents a divisive 
on taken to initiate facil- 
. of antagonism. rA;o op­
eration and development ac- 
opinion and oppose the es- 
: our eg m g  the location of 
he to achieve a greater

*It should bo noted that .interviewing in hcrcr was completed just prior to 
the initial unsuccessful effort to remove the Ferris.



« u n
concensus in support of tliose facilities that might be located in the local area. 
Essential to this would be public discussion and the elaboration of local regu­
lations that would control the oil industry and thereby provide safeguards to 
guarantee maintenance of the present quality of life. A fairly strong concen­
sus appears to exist that if oil development should occur in Homer, that it must 
be closely controlled and regulated. Answers to various questions indicate that 
the city should play a very active role in determining the specific conditions 
and locations under which on-shore facilities might be developed.

4. TOURISM: Although tourism ranked relatively lew in terms of economic activ­
ities that residents fait should be encouraged, a majority of residents favored 
.its development, albeit city residents more so than rural. Attitudes on devel­
opments related to tourism, particularly on the Spit, have already been mentioned 
ar.d need not be repeated. VvhaL does appear relevant are the generally favorable 
attitudes toward land use and facilities that would cater rather specifically to 
Hie tourist (such as private and public campgrounds, as long as payment was receiv­
ed for the latter) and their overlapping with other Local activities strongly fav­
ored by the Homer resident. The mutual participation in outdoor recreational ac­
tivities are one example of this. Another not mentioned previously is the strong 
local preference stated for the small owner-operated business over the larger cor­
porate stores, which would also be consistent with tourist use. However, many 
other .issues exist, such as strong local participation and/or preference for out­
door parks, the PJor I Theater, dry boat storage facilities, the Museum and lib­
rary, public wharf fishing, and sidewalks and bike trails. Sponsorship of these 
type facilities would not only meet needs expressed by the local public but pro­
vide attractions for the visiting and summer tourism, and they might well be giv­
en consideration for additional attention and develrrnent by the city. On the



which competed for limited land use.

SECTION V: SUMMARY

-.n brief form this concludes the information provided by the survey. As 
stated in the introduction, .it is not our intention to pursue an analysis of this 
and it would be overly precocious for us to make policy recommendstions on the 
basis of it. Cur intention has been merely to provide a systematic assessment of 
attitudes which we hope many will be able to utilize and from which wa believe 
specific'policies can be generated. To a very limited degree, this may already 
have occurred, in that high school students who did much of the interviewing eirarg- 
cd with greater knowledge about their town. It is neither assume! nor anticipated 
that the attitudes described here will remain constant. It. is hoped, however, 
that they will help promote both knowledge about tine caimunity and the discussion 
or thought that is essential for creative planning to occur. Only in this way 
can change be self-promoted and meet the carmen human needs of the community.

The population of Homer is a relatively new and young population with a 
strong tenacity for individual life styles deeply influenced by the traditional . 
resource base. It would be very erroneous to imply that many of the attitudes ex­
pressed in the survey are totally negative, particularly those associated with 
on-shore oil, or that they merely reflect an idealistic desire to preserve trad­
itional li fe stylos alone. A small minority of individuals may hold these, and 
they would probably be paired with as many others who would oppose them vehemently 
on every issue. A more representative clement of the public, however, cippaars



to l>e one positively oriented toward changes that will selectively enhance 
those elements of the canmunity that ore consistent with basic values. From 
the survey, many of these values are closely tied tc aesthetic appreciation of 
the land and Bay, its fishing economy and recreational - subsistence use, and 
close affinity for qualities of small town life. If residents in Homer are to 
maintain control over the future of their town, potential developments that are 
endorsed must be consistent with these resources and values.





KATCHEMAK BAY 
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Paul Jones Box 697 -Ealaog 99603
Thomas Schroeder Box 636 Homer 99603 
Nancy Lord Box 846 "
A1 Davis Box 598 "
Scott Kyle Box 1454 "
Ralph Brosches Box 1445 r 

Jean Calhoon Box 566 "
8. Jean Schroeder Box 636 '*
9. Chris & Pat Moss Box 1115 n

10. Charles & Margaret Evans Box 1621 SRA 99507
11. Beaver & Jeffie Nelson Box 1113 Homer
12. Judy & Peter Gould Anchorage
13. Kenneth Swick Box 214 Saldovia
14. Robert Haynes Box 665 Homer
15. Cleo Swick Box 214 Seldovia
16. Robert & Carol Moss Box 774 Homer
17. Mr. & Mrs. Adolph Curry Box 461 Homer
18. Hank & Jean Gain Box 132 Seldovia
19. Clarence Platt Box SRA Box 90 B Homer

1 %20. Kenneth Moore BoxSAfc Homer
21. Kenneth Moore Box 90 B Homer (SRA)
22. Roseleen Moore Box SRA 90 B Homer
23. Sharon Hallett Box 696 Homer
24. Mr. & Mrs. C.L. Calkins SRA Box 20 Kachemak via Homer
25. Ron Berglund Box 696 Homer
26. Ann B. Robinson Box 867 Homer
27. Richard W. Robinson Box 867 Homer
28. Mr. &Mrs. Gerald Brookman 1220 F Street Anchorage 99501



KACHEMAK BAY
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29. Maxine Holliday, P. 0. Box 939, Cordova, Ak.
30. Anabelle Lund, Box 1168, Homer, Ak 99603
31. Knute Johnson, Box 414, Cordova, Ak.
32 Richard W. Robinson, Box 867, Homer, Ak. 99603
33. Marvin Collins, Box 504, Homer, Ak. 99603
34. Woody Clay, Box 8564, Ketchikan, Ak.
35. Dexter Kyle, Box 84, Sitka, Ak. 99835
36. Gary Peterson, Box 822, Homer, Ak.
37. George Smith, Sr. 3825 Denali Street, Anch.
38. .en Castner, Box 558, Homer, Ak.
39. Tom'Gerstner, Box 588, Homer, Ak.
40. Don Miller, P. 0. Box 1000, Homer
41. George Pollard, Box 40, Kasilof
42. Karen Gerstner, Box 588, Homer
43. Don Wakefield, Box 1292, Homer
44. Mevin May, Box 3160, Ketchikan
45. Richard Bremicker, Red Mountain, Ak.
46. Greg Christenson, Red Mountain, Ak.
47. Asaiah Bateso, 504, Homer 99603
48. Marc Blackman, Box 1182, Homer, Ak.
49. Martin Friedman, Box 337, Homer
50. Douglas Brimicker, Red Mountain, Ak.
51. Marsha Bremicker, Red Mountain, Ak.
52. Marilee Blackman, Box 1182, Homer, Ak.



KACHEMAK BAY
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53. Mike Kennedy, General Delivery, Homer
54. Diana Wakefield, Box 1292, Homer
55. Ann Robinson, Box 867, Homer
56. Roy Parkinson, Box 1116, Homer
57. Mike Thomas, Box 1182, Homer
58. Lu Lovelace, General Delivery, Homer
59. Peggy Cochran, Box 374, Homer
60. Alan and Susan Babboni, 2126 First Ave., Ketchikan
61. Annette Parks, Box 1302, Homer
62. Daniel B. Winn, Jr., Box 1272, Homer
63.Judith A. Winn, Box 1272, Homer
64. Ralph Galiano, Box 232, Homer.
65. Daniel B. Winn, Box 1272, Homer
66. Charles Smith, SRA Box 34, Homer
67. Carlos and Karla Freeman, Box 62 SRA, Homer
68. Jane C. Calhoon, Box 1224, Homer
69. F. E. Lowry, Box 812, Homer
70. Martin Friedman, Box 337, Homer
71. Dr. Ralph Broshes, Box 1445, Homer
72. Marvin Bellamy, P. 0. Box 1302, Homer
73. Gregory Tikka, 2728 McCauley, Anchorage
74. Nancy Lord, President, Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
75. Roseleen Moore, Star Route A, Box 90B, Homer
76. Kenneth Moore, Star Route A, Box 90B, Homer
77.Lynn Bennett, Box 746, Homer



KACHEMAK BAY 

FOR HB 192

78. Sharon Hallett, Star Route A, Box 90B, Homer
79. Joe Bennett, Box 746, Homer
80. Ann Haynes, Box 665, Homer
81. Bob Haynes, Box 665, Homer
82. Tom and Karen Maloney
83. G. 0. Smith
84. Louella Smith
85. Erwin Ravin
86. Betsy Freedman
87. Carolyn and Kent Johnson
88. Elliot and Terry Freedmann
89. Danaan Smith
90.Kathy Steberl
91. Larry Smith
92. Karen Digiorgio
93. Maynard Ransom Smith
94. Kathy Smith
95. Bill Choate
96. Cathy Choate
97. William Smith
98. Tracy Thomas
99. Lottie Edelman, Secretary, Kenai. Peninsula Fisheries Assoc.

100. Bob Blacke, Cordova City Councilman, Box 94, Cordova
101. Dennis Nolan, Box 806, Cordova



FOR HB 192

102. Pete Isleib, Box 139, Cordova
103. Alvin and Elizabeth Taeschner, P. 0. Box 56, Soldotna
104. Mary A. Miller, Box 1, Kasilof
105. Janis Mullen, Box 805, Soldotna
106. Larry Hollinshead, i'. 0. Box 1055. Homer
107. Margaret Mullen, Box 602, Soldotna

r^l08. Eben Hopson North Slope Borough
109. —Bill and Elizabe-th-Jehnson ,-P. 0. Box 6-58, Homer
110. Loren and Sandra Flagg, Box 621, Homer
111. Richard M. Dixon, Box 596, Homer
112. Pat and Mary Joe McElroy, Rt. 2, Box 705, Kasilof, Ak. 99610

113. Dr. Calvin M. Fair, P. 0. Box 369, Soldatna 99669
114. Mary Mullen, Box 602, Soldatna 99669
115. Ellen Mullen, Box 181, Kasilof, Ak.
116. Geron Bruce, 328 W. 10th St., Jnu. 99801
117. C. Neil McArthur, P. 0. Box 764, Homer 99603
118. Mrs. Davidson, Box 62A, Homer, Ak. 99603

X  1L9- gU<w4TTr-.Tgrfrrrti4H»h , 317 Tfei— . Aw> , An/Oi— p-AV-— -9-9504
 P Pnth Brnnlring, 7rî l fflgT3mr*"Clrr; Anrh , , 9950?-

1 Alfrorl n — -a -— Box--210 . "Palinei: Ak,  99645
1 2 2-. Ed W a  i d  Ml W l l k e r s u i r

120-.— Dario -fri— DSyton, Box KUtfiak-r-Alc,-- 99614
124-.— Ered Elfohnao-,— Box 634 l-r-Aneherage-r—Ak^— 99502-
12-5-. William R Mrfnll rvH-gh .
1-26-. Goorgc Rid«us
-~121—.-- - Jean Yon ah a.



FOR HB 192

119. David R. Miles, 1 Mile, Bennett Rd., SR Box 51502, Fbx.
120. Tina Stonorov, 1502 Second Ave., Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
121. Rudy Vetter, Box 342, Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
122. Bob Weeden, Box 80425, College, Ak. 99703
123. Janet Lokken. S.R. Box 20661. Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
124. Judy Smith, Box 81071, College, Ak. 99708

9

125. Zin Kittredge,. 15 Timberland Drive, Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
126. Liz Holloway, Rainbow Valley, Indian, Alaska 99540
127. Henry E. Smith
128. Roman J. Matyka and Virginia M. Ferrell, Box 81353, Fbx., Ak.

99708
129. Paul E. Jones, Box 697 Homer, Ak. 99603
130. Mary Ellen Culbreathson, Box 2778, Juneau, Ak.
131. Dr. Pat Taylor, Mile 13 Glacier Highway, Jnu., Ak.
132. Mr. and Mrs. Bob Scott, 1703 Willow Drive, Jnu., Ak.
133. B. McGinnis, Rt. 3, Box 3552, Juneau, Ak.
134. Mrs. K. Greenough, 527 W. 11th St., Jnu., Ak.
135. David McDonald, 3411 Oregon Dr., Apt. #7, Anch.
136. Colleen Handel, P. 0. Box 163, Kasilof, Ak. 99610
137. Sandy Lagrone, 607 Bentley Dr., West, Fbx, Ak.
138. Patty Lane, SR Box 10612, Fairbanks, Ak.
139. Jeff Weltzin, 820 Moore Hall, U. of A., Fbx., Ak.
140. Christopher Pearson, c/o Geophysical Institute, U. of A. 

Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
141. Anne and Will Harrison, c/o Geophysical Institute,

U. of A. Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
142. Lawrence Katkin, SR Box 10612, Fbx., Ak. 99701



FOR HB 192

143. Kevin Harun, Box 73339, Fairbanks, Ak. 99707
144. Ron Johnson, #4 Stuart Hall, U. of A., Fairbanks, Ak.
145. Larry Schmueser, Box 1267, Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
146. Joan lorshaug, Box 81847, College, Ak. 99708
147. Judy and Kerir.it Johnson, 1049 Pedro St., Fairbanks 99701
148. Elena Sparrow
149. Henry Cunningham, Box 81647, College, Ak. 99708
150. Patrick Fisher, P. 0. Box 81486, College, Ak. 99708
151. Richard Joy, Box 1205, Fairbanks, Ak. 99707
152. Carole and Greg Demers, S.R. Box 50338, Fairbanks, Ak.
153. Mr. and Mrs. Keith Hart, Jnu.
154. Don and Mary Muller, Old Harbor Books, Box 1827, Sitka, Ak.
155. Paul Peyton, Box 1370, Sitka, Ak. 99835
156. Dennis and Mar'ene Lund, Box 479, Sitka, Ak. 99835
157. Larry Edwards, Sitka, Ak.
158. Bill Schrier, P. 0. Box 563, Soldotna, Ak. 99669
159. Tom Griffith, Box 80105, College, Ak. 99708
160. Jay Stelzenmuller, P. 0. Box 631, Sitxa, Ak. 99835
161. Al. George, S.R. Box 50551, Fairbanks, Ak. 99701
162. Janet and Larry Johnson, 1 Mile Dalton Trail, SR 20022-A

Fairbanks, Ak.
163. Sheree Sandifur, 800 Airport Way, Fairbanks, Ak.
164. Barry Correll, Box 1267, Fairbanks, Ak. 99707

165. David R. Miles, 1 Mile Bennett Rd., S.R. Box 51502, Fbx., Ak.



Senate Resources Commitee,
I am writing to show my support of H.B,192 to buy 

back the leases from the oil companies. It seems to me 
that Kachemak is not one of the places in Alaska for 
oil developement. Fishing is important in this beautiful area. 
Maybe in the future when the earth is out of oil and 
the oil companies are more responsible and experienced, 
and through public hearings you find local support, will 
be the time for this kind of developement in Kachemak Bay.

Sincerely,
David R. Miles

i Mi. Bennett Rd.
S.R. Box 51502 
Fairbanks, AK 99701
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March 29, 1977

Senate Resources Committee 
Kay Poland, Chairman 
Alaska State Legislature

Dear Senators;
As you know, Katchemak bay bioassey studies conducted at 

the Auke Bay Lab indicate that very low levels of crude oil: .1 
to 1 part per million is toxic to larval stages ©4-' 
shellfish.

Larval studies by the National Marine Fisheries Assoc, 
indicate that upwards to 507 billion larva are released in this 
bay annually and settle on the North Shore of Katchemak bay. 
(Bluff Point). This is 35 million per square mile of the bay.

The legislature*in its wisdom; passed last year, the necessary 
act to reacquire these leases and the State and Standard Oil have 
negotiated in good faith to arrive at a satisfactory settlement.

We stronglyr urge you to support this appropriation 
for reacquisition in HB 192.

E.P.A. records show that out of 260 recorded spills in 
Cook Inlet, 143 were caused by industrial carelessness. There 
is too great a risk to allow thi3 fishery to be destroyed.

Sincerely

M
Box 2778 
Juneau, Alaska
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Box 697
Homer,Alaska 99603

The H o n o r a b l e  Kay P o la n d  

C halrm an;5e n a ^ e R e s o u r c e s  Committee  

Pouch V

J u n e a u  , A l a s k a  99811 

D ear  S e n a t o r ,

I n  t h e  n e a r  f u t u r e  your  c o m m it te e  w i l l  be h o l d i n g  h e a r i n g s  on th e  

Kachemak Bay buy b a c k  b i l l . T h i s  i s s u e  i : j o f  e x t r e m e  i m p o r t a n c e  t o  t h e  f i s h e r m e n  o f  

Kachemak B a y .  The m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e s e  f i s h e r m e n  a r e  e i t h e r  h e a d i n g  f o r  t h e  h e r r i n g  grou nd s  

o r  i n v o l v e d  i n  o t h e r  f i s h e r i e s  and w i l l  n o t  b e  a b l e  t o  a t t e n d  t h e  h e a r i n g .  T h o s e  opposed 

ifU i/iic buy b a c k  nave  c h a r ^ e i e d  a p l a n e  ai.u w i l l  be g i v i n g  t e s t i m o n y .  We hope t h a t  our  

a b s e n c e  i s  n o t  t a k e n  a s  a l a c k  o f  c o n c e r n  s i n c e  we have  a l l  worked v e r y  hard  t o  i n s u r e  

t h a t  Kachemak Bay w i l l  n o t  be r i s k e d  t o  o i l  development and we s t r o n g l y  f a v o r  t h e  buy 

b a c k  p ro g ra m .

We a s k  t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  be c o n s i d e r e d  i n  y o u r  d e c i s i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  buy b a c k  

prog ram ;

( 1 )  Kachemak Bay i s  w e l l  documented a s  h a v i n g  t h e  r i c h e s t  m a r in e  e n v ir o n m e n t  i n  t h e  

wo r l  d.

( 2 )  The f i r s t  w h o l e s a l e  v a l u e  o f  f i s h e r y  r e s o u r c e s  h a r v e s t e d  i n  1 9 7 6  w a s 8 l 0 , 7 7 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 *

( 3 )  Kachemak Bay i s  a spawning and r e a r i n g  a r e a  f o r  much o f  t h e  f i s h e r y  r e s o u r c e s  o f  

Cook I n l e t , a n d  a s  s u c h , i s  a c r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  a r e a .

( i t )  The f i n a l  Cook I n l e t  E . I . S .  s e c t i o n  3D f u l l y  i l l u s t r a t e s  and d e f i n e s  t h e  e f f e c t s  

o f  o i l  d e v e lo p m e n t  on t h e  f i s h e r y  r e s o u r c e s  and shows c l e a r l y  t h e  need t o  p r o t e c t  

Kachemak B a y .

( 5 )  The  F e d e r a l  l e a s i n g  h a s  been withdrawn t o  e s t a b l i s h  a 13  m i l e  b u f f e r  zone  a d j a c e n t  

t o  Kachemak Bay*

( 6 )  T h e r e  i s  n o t  a d e q u a t e  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  u t i l i z e  o i l  from t h e  p i p e l i n e  and t h e  problem 

o f  what to  do w i th  t h e  e x c e s s  o i l  h a s  n o t  b e e n  s o l v e d .  Any o i l  d e v e lo p m e n t  t h a t  p o s e s  

a h ig h  r i s k  t o  r e n e w a b l e  r e s o u r c e s  s h o u ld  be d e l a y e d  u n t i l  t h e  o i l  can be u sed  to  

s a t i s f y  t h e  e n e r g y  n e e d s  o f  t h e  U . S .  and n o t  f o r  e x p o r t .  The U . S .  n e e d s  t o  d e v e l o p e  

an e n e r g y  p l a n  t h a t  v / i l l  i n s u r e  w is e  u se  o f  a l l  our e n e r g y  r e s o u r c e s .

( 7 )  T h e r e  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  anywhere  a d e q u a t e  c l e a n  up equipm en t  t h a t  c o u l d  be  used 

s u c c e s s f u l l y  t o  c l e a n  up an o i l  s p i l l  where wind and t i d e  a r e  p r e s e n t .  T h i s  f a c t  was 

v e r y  e v i d e n t  from thB r e c e n t  e x p e r i e n c e  on t h e  E a s t  c o a s t  o f  t h e  U . S . .

( 8 )  Should  t h e r e  be  o i l  on t h e  l e a s e s  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  buy b a c k  i t ' s  v a l u e  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  

and t h e  r i s k  im posed by i t ' s  e x t r a c t i o n  w i l l  be  d e c r e a s e d  by t h e  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  b e t t e r  

t e c h n o l o g y .  T h i s  a p p r o a c h  t o  e n e r g y  r e s o u r c e  d e ve lop m e n t  i s  now b e i n g  u n d e r t a k e n  by t h e

p e o p l e  r e s p o n s i b l e  and i s  b e i n g  e n d o rse d  by t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  A m e r ic a n s .



nc A.MU I Wllv -------

t o  s h a ^ e  t h i s  h a r d s h i p  by p a y in g  an a s s e s s m e n t  on f i s h  p r o d u c t s  h a r v e s t e d  i n  

Kacfibmak B a y .  We a l s o  know t h a t  v/e w i l l  be  t h e  most  a f f e c t e d  by o i l  d e v e lo p m e n t

oJO au se  o f  our  dependency on t h e  f i s h e r y  r e s o u r c e s .  T h e r e f o r e  we a s k  t h a t  you c a r e f u l l y  

c o n s i d e r  what we have  s t a t e d  and s u p p o r t  t h e  buy b a c k  prog ram .

S i n c e r e l y ,

P a u l  E .  J o n e s ;  *tf ice P r e s i d e n t , N o r t h  P a c i f i c *  F i s h e r i e s  A s s o c i a t i o n

P . S .  I  am a 3 8  y e a r  r e s i d e n t  and a r e g i s t e r e d  v o t e r  o f  t h e  F r i t z  C re e k  P r e c i n c t  

I ' m  a l s o  t h e  Mayor o f  Kachemak C i t y .
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Senator Kay Poland |
Chairperson
Senate Resounces Committee 

Hello,
I am a four year resident of Alaska and a commercial fisherman 

for three years. I fish in the waters of Kachemal: and Karaishak Bay, 
both adjacent to the oil lease areas of lower Cook Inlet. I am 
against any hydrocarbon exploitation in those areas, not because 
I derive a portion of my income from fishing, but because of the 
richness of life in those areas. Hugh salmon runs, crab (king, 
tanner, and dungeness), shrimp, halibut,cod, and a /ariety of 
sea mammals make their home in these waters. The ot'ter Kachemak 
Bay area is an important breeding ground for king crab and shrimp. 
Kachemak Bay has been called the richest food producing area 
in the world. The State has wisely bought back the oil leases 
in that area.

Oil operations are not fail-safe. And, despite \;he scantily 
progsessive spill clean-up technology, this area would be in special
danger due to the second highest tides in the world. Oil dispursment
would be rapid.(this tidal cleansing action is one reason why the 
waters are so rich). Also, The Lower Cook Inlet is subject to 
intense seismic and volcanie activity. In January, 1976 Mt. St. 
Augustine erupted sending ash over a hugh area. From a Feb. 2 UPI 
print-out, "Professor Juergen Kienle of the University Of Alaska 
says the volcanic explosion that shook Mount St. Augustine last 
month gave off a strange heat wave similar bo that of an atomic 
explosion. He says trees on a nearby island were burned on the 
side facing the mountain, but remained green on the opposite side." 
This mountain is a stone;s throw from the oil lease trea in question.

Who would pay for a disaster? We all would. Can we risk any
possible depletion in an important food resource? Is it worth a
few months supply of oil? I say NO!

In a 1976 poll taken by the U. of A.- 70°o of Kachimak Bay re­
sidents said NO to oil development in Lower Cook Inlet. 10,000
other Alaskans, in the same poll, spoke out in opposition.

President Carter has recently expressed similar concerns for 
certain Alaskan waters, Cook Inlet Among them. I hope, in the 
upcoming hearings that Lower Cook Inlet be nominated a marine sanc­
tuary and oil exploitation be banned.

Sincerely,



Rainbow Valley 
Indian, Alaska 995^0 
March 23, 1977

Sen, Kay Poland 
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99^11
near Sen, Polandt

Please pass the Kachemak Puy Pack Pill (RP192) 
out of the Desources Committee and support 
it when it comes to a floor vote,

Kachemak Pay should he protected for 
biological reasons and for the long term 
economic benefits fishing will bring the area.

Thank you.



March 23, 1977

Senate Resources Comm. 
Alaska “̂tate Legislature 
Pouch 5
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear îrs,
The only way our fisheries will be assured their future is

if our waters can support fish. There is a bill (H.B. 192) which favors 
the buy back of Kachemak Bay from the oil companies, Ahere is no alternative. 
This must be done.i be are jeopardising the future of our own fisheries 
if we leave them in the hands of the oil concerns.

I urge you to support the ^achemak Bay buy back

^in Kittredge 
15 Tjjnberland Dr. 
Fairbnaks, Ak, 99701
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Senator Kay Poland 
Senate Resources Committee 
Juneau, Alaska
Dear Senator Poland;
The Kenai Peninsula Chapter, Alaska Conservation Society, 
would like to urge your committee to approve the Senate 
version of the Kachemak Bay "buy-back" bill, H.B. 192.
While we obviously do not know the "politics" behand the 
procrastination in funding, the concept of "buy-back" 
had already been approved by both Senate and House.
We continue to maintain what has already been repeated 
many times; the Bay has both rare scenic beauty and 
important marine habitat value, which should not be 
disrupted by oil development.

Sincerely,

Bill Schrier, President 
Kenai Peninsula Chapter
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Margaret T. Mullen 3ox ^02
S o l d o t n a *  A l a s k a  99669

Senator Jo o; —trt,
M arch  2 ,  1 9 7 7

K^-i 
vohrf-

Cha.trman Finance Committee 
Alaska Stato Senate 
PoueL V
Juneau, Alaska 99^01 
Dear Senator

i r .H t" ■ ■ ; t■fiiSZz'- ,t»j&uat: ’ *v»#'

As a thirty ona year resident of the Kenai Peninsula
I strongly favor the 
Lease Buy Back Bill#

38$ .;#. • •
I strongly favor the passage of HB 192 - Kachemak Bay

Critical habitat areas a r e  to be protected at ANY

c o a t *  .*

Sincerely,

Margaret T. Mullen W.

• % + ‘ % K ' * S V i

‘Jg;-w;’.;

■■■■-i,:. •

■ i f  '■

■ . • ■ •V  ’ -r V;&v̂ 'TS
■■■ .: -vr /

______    .
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. •
____



M b  K c u ^ k j ^ j a J z  ^ a c K

U n  S o ^ r + j r T .

/ f la s v  2 ,  2 5

/ 0  i Z OA, ^ ^ Y v a O t t n j  T b i i f r n c / ,
' 0  O S Y Y ^  ^ O U T j J j y y x V  <̂ >— "

H 6
K? '^ / Y Y ^ n J c ^  I S C L u  CXI)

A n  r . n o , ,
^ Q n  J j t o )  A i - d v  /  o j j u / r i d i o n i ,

iJb^JUj Ouy^L a-ruy 
(f̂  ^/^UX/l/ryxxoo c X ) \ 7 ^ 0  o l

^ J s t -  cJ a j ^ u x t U o  o o b  Q y y ^  (U>SJ$*
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P.O. Box 
Soldotna, 
March 2,

Senator John Sackett
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Senator Sackett:

As fi3herpersons and concerned year-around residents of 30 and 
39 years resp ectiv ely , ve are v ita lly  interested  in passage of HB 192 
Kachemak Bay Buy Back B i l l .

I t  seems as though there are enough other areas of the State in 
which to explore and/or develop o il  without disturbing a c r i t i c a l  hab­
i t a t  area.

We urge your support of passage for HB 192.

ET:pb

cc John Huber 
Kay Poland 
Ceorge Hohman 
Pete Mel an 
Mike Coletta  
Joe Orsini 
Robert Bradley 
Robert Zeiglor

Very truly yours,
6 1 $ ^ ^  is

Alvin and Elizabeth Taeschner
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,/Xeyu^oA Caty\ Q.JL o-^cv'l Os-i:uu lWgIA 4o llo u>; "Kcl^
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1.0. Pox 7U  
Homer, Alaska 99603 
?.& February 1 977

Dear Sena+or Polandi

Please support the bill to buy back the Standard Oil leases in Kachemak Pay, 
and any further bills for re-pv-chase of other oil leases in the Eav.

C. Hell McArthur



Rt 2, Box 705 
K a silo f, AK 99610 
March 4, 1977

The Honorable Kay Poland 
AK State Legislature  
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99801 

Dear S ir :

Please support HB 192 in favor of the buy-back of 
Kachemak Bay o il  le a se s . Thank you.

Sincerely ,
S *-y 

Pat & Mary Joe McElroy
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#CJ JUNEAU, ALALlvA

064333 POM TDJU  S I T K A  AK I S  0 4 - 0 1  434P  PST

PMS SEN  POLAND 

JUN

I AM IN FAVOR OF THE B U Y -B A C K  PROGRAM OF THE' 

KACHEMAK BAY O I L  L E A S E .

JAY  S T E L Z E N M U L L E R  POB 631 S I T K A  9 9 8 3 5
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PMS SE NAT OR POL A ®

J U N

PLEASE SUPPORT THE KACHEMAK B a t  But BACK B I L L  

M7S DAVIDSON BOX 62A HOMER ALASKA 99S33
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0 2 5 9 6  POM TDA HOMER A L A S K A  15 0 3 - 0 1  1 1 5 0 P  AST 

PMS SEN KAY POLAND
w

.11JN

SOLOR ENERGY IS  OOON THE WAY K E E P  O I L  OUT AND SAVE THE 

BAY

A N A B E L L E  LUND BOX 1168  HOMER 9 9 6 0 3

"777 MAR 
2 

PM 
5 

53



rtO A  A L A SK A  C O M M U N IC A T IO N S. IN C. 
RH O N E: 5 8 6 - 6 4 4 0  

'WFEB 24 ' II JtfN E A U , A L A SK A  9 9 8 0 1
00

02012 ANCHORAGE AK 27 02-24  805A AST  

PMS SENATOR KAY PPL AM)

J U N  2 5 9 8

APPEALING TO YOUR WISDOM S E N S I T I V I T Y  AN) FORESIGHT TO  

RESCUE FOR PRESENT A *0 FUTURE GENERATIONS K-BAY3 VUL NERABLE 

NATURAL R E S E R V E S  AM) SC EN IC  MAGNIFICENCE BY NURTURING LE A S E  

BUY BACK A P PR O PR IA T ION S.

J U D Y  AM) PETER GOULD
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1377 MAR 7 PM 2

02013 IDA BARROW ALASKA 69 0 3 - 0 7  958A AST

I STRONGLY URGE THAT YOU SUPPORT AM) WORK A C T I V E L Y  ON MEASURES  

TO BUY BACK THE OIL L E A S E S  AT KACHEMAK BAY. THE STATE BUST 

A S S E S S  THE FULL SOCIAL AM) ECONOMIC R A M I F I C A T I O  NS 

ON OCS DEVELOPMNT AS THEY CAN E F F E C T  THEIR PEOPLE AM) THEIR  

RENEWABLE NATURAL R ESO U R C E .  MANAGEMENT PROGRAM O F  OUR NATURAL 

RESOURCES MUST BE PREDICTED ON THE INTEREST OF THOSE MOST 

D I R E C T L Y  INVOLVED AM) IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE LOCAL GOVERNING 

BOO I E S .

EB EN  HOPSON NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH
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A L A SK A  C O M M U N IC A T IO N S. INC 

W O N *: 38€v<H4C
7UNEAU, ALASKA 99801

#c j

2 0 0 2 0  NL K E N A I  A L A S K A  118  0 3 - 0 1  115P  AST
co

PMS SENATOR KAY POLAND Ẑ }

POUCH V I ^  1

JUNEAU
22

REQUEST H B 1 9 2  BE P A S S E D .  S E R V I C E  HOMER AREA  BY  M ICH AEL O
GULD AND ROBERT H E A S L E Y  DEPT OF SOC IOLOGY  U N I V E R S I T Y  ALASKA*ro
ANCHORAGE WITH A S S I S T A N C E  HOMER HIGH SCHOOL* C I T Y  OF HOMER PLANN ING  

AND ZONING COMMISSION* S O C I A L  AND ECONOMIC RESERACH  U N I V E R S I T Y  

A LA S K A  AND S EV E R A L  U N I V E R S I T Y  STUDENTS  SHOWED 54 AND SEVEN  TENTHS 

PER CENT I N S ID E  C I T Y  AND 68  AND F I V E  TENTHS PER CENT O U T S ID E  C I T Y  

WANTED O I L  D EVELOPM EN TS  D IS CO U R A G E D .  68 AND F I V E  TENTHS PER CENT 

IN S ID E  C I T Y  AND 68  AND TWO TENTH PER  CENT O U T S ID E  C I T Y  WANTED 

PETRO CH E M IC A L  INDUSTRY ETC  D ISC O U R A G E D .  IT SHOULD BE NOTED 

THAT IN T ER V IE W IN G  IN HOMER AREA  COMPLETED JU S T  P . ' l O R  TO A 

S U C C S E E F U L  EFFORT  TO REMOVE F E R R I S .  AS  STATE  SENATORS THE VOICE  

OF THE M A JO R IT Y  SHOULD BE ADHERED .

L O T T I E  EDELMAN S E C R E T A R Y  K EN A I  P E N I N S U L A  F I S H E R I E S  A S S O C .
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0 6 2 1 9  POM JUNEAU A L A S K A  15 0 3 - 0 1  1204P  PST

PMS SEN POLAND

j u n  0 3 C 5

F I S H  AKE  IMPORTANT RESOURCE DO NOT D ELAY  ANY LONGER 

PA S S  H B 192

ROSELEEN  MOORE STAR  ROUTE A BOX 9 0 B  HOMER A LA S K A
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0 2 0 8 2  POM TDA HOMER AK 15 0 3 - 0 1  1035  A AST f :&
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P L E A S E  SUPPORT THE A P P R O P R IA T IO N S  FOR KACHEMAK BUY BACK
0 3

A LA S K A N S  HAVE ALREAD Y  G IV E N  STRONG SUPPORT 

KACHEMAK BAY CONSERVATION  S O C IE T Y  

NANCY LORD ,  P R ES ID EN T
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OUK ” 3 3 9
STAND BY THE FISHERMEN BUY BACK KACHEMAK BAY LEASES 

JANE C CALHOON BOX 1224  HOMER 9 96 0 3
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STAND BY  YOUR D E C I S I O N  ON KACHEMAK BAY  BUY BACK NOW 

C H A R L E S  SMITH

SRA BOX 34 

HOMER AK  9 9 6 0 3

1377 MÂ 
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PM 
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ALASKA COMMUNICATIONS, W Q ,
PHONE: 386-6440 

# JU N EA U , A L A SK A  9 9 * 0 1

02 139 POM TDA HOMER ALASKA 1̂  33-01 1030A AST 

PMS SEN KAY POLAM)
a %. M  * 1 M  4

JUN
SUPPORT ALASKAS FISHING INDUSTRY BUY BACK THE KA CHE HA K BAY 

LEASES
RALPH GAL IA NO BOX 232 "OMER ^ S0?
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PMS SENATOR KAY POLAND 

JUN

FOOD IS  AS  IMPORTANT AS  O I L  SUPPORT HB192  

ANN ROBINSON 

BOX 867

HOMER AK 9 9 6 0 3
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F I S H I N G  I S  MORE IMPORTANT THAN O I L  VOTE FOR H 8 1 9 2  

TOM GERSTNER  BOX 5 8 8  HOMER 9 9 6 0 3


