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FROgjlty"f Kodiak
SUBJECT: Information

The attached materials are presented for purposes of background in-
formation relative to the proposed annexation.

They are as follows:

1. City Finance Director's memorandum concerning the City's financial
ability to handle annexation.

2. City Finance Director's affidavit concerning financial capabilities
of the City.

3. Consulting report from Jick Berg concerning annexation.
k. Statement Issued by Sweeney Insurance concerning fire rates.

5. Resolution s-se concerning Issues of concern to annexation area
residents.

6. Borough Assessor's estimated value of personal property tax
me.nrandum,

7. City Building Inspector's memo concerning building permits.

3. Memorandum to joint conmlttee on Community and Regional Affairs
concerning economic analysis ror annexation vs service district.

9. Presentation made at public hearing before the annexation commilttt.
by City Manager, Clair harmony.

10. Affidavit of Richard Sims; Rolland Jones; Charlas powell; and
Ull ton White.

11. City testimony at Local Boundary Commission hearing.

12. Memorandum from Public Works Superintendent concerning Island Lake
road system.

13. Typical assessments for water distribution system and estimates of
costs.

Ik. State roads priority list.

15. City published brochure on annexation Information.



January 23, 1979

To: City Manager - Clair W. Harjny

."rom: Finance Director - H. R. Hyde

Subjects Proposed annexation

You requested some in.lormatAon regarding the City"s finances as
related to the proposed annexation area.

The City has taken certain step? in anticipation of annexation being
approved. Ke have included in the 1978/79 amundatory budget a
contingency account to cover oertain costs if annexation 1is approved.
They are as follows:

1. Facilities Planning Report.
It is estimated that this initial planning report will cost

approximately $40,000.00. It would be financed b;the followings
Grant from Environmental Protection Agency 75* - $30,000.
Grant from Alaska Department of Environmental
eConservation 12-1/7.* 5,000.
City of Kodiak 12-1/2* 5,000.

The City"s $5,000.00 is included in the contingency account
previously mentioned.

2. Design Sanitary Sewer Extension.
In connection with the design of sewer collector lines, there
is a grant available fromfhte;Alaska Department of Environment
Conservation for 50* of tfte-dosts. The City woulu have to match
these State funds.

For the design of the interceptor lines tT)6 Environmental Prot—
ection Agency will give a Grant for 75* of the costs and the
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation will give a
Grant for 12-1/2* of the costs. The City must finance the
remaining 12-1/2*.

3. Design Waterline Extension.
The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation will give
a Gra it for 50* of the design costs. Tho City must match with
its 0* of the costs. There is $48,000.00 included in the
contingency account in the amendatory budget to cover its cstim-
i atcd share of the costs for designing tho waterline extension.

The City has sufficient cash on hand to cover all “tp front"™ costs in
connection with tho Facilities Planning Report and the design of the
two systems before the various Grants arc processed and payments rec—
eived.

Memo to City Manager - Clair W. Harmony 1saf
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At this time, there has been no definite decisions, made beyond the
design of the water and sewer line systems. Probably the actual
econstruction costs wov.ld be recovered by the formation of assessment
districts. It may be necessary for the City to issue b mds to cover
some portion of the costs of constructing these utility systems.

Based i”.on the best information that the Borough Assessor can furnish
at this trmc, the City would receive approximately $23,000.00 for each
Mill levied on real property in the annexation area. This would start
in 1080. If the City were to retain its present 9.1 _till rote, the
real property tax revenue would be approximately $205,000.00. However,
the intent is to have this area zoned for different tax rates based
upon the City services each zone would received. It is my estimate
that because of the different zones, the City would probably receive
about $150,000.00 annually in real prope-ty taxes from the annexation
area.

Since tho City presently is paying the Borough Personal Property Tax

for all personal property within the City: this cost must be taken

into consideration. Again, based upon the best information the Borough]
Assessor can furnish; tho pay ent of the Borough Personal Property Tax
for the Annexation Area woulu cost the City approximately $25,000.00
annually.

For fiscal year 1978/79, the City is receiving $65,550.00 from the
Borough for fire protection services in the area to be annexed.- With
annexation, the City would lose most if not all of this revenue.

Annexation of this area should increase the revenue of the water/sewer

utility fund. It has been estimated that there are approximately
125 residences that would probably immediately tie in to existing scwer]
collector lines. At the present residential sewer rates, this would

be approximately $22,500.00 additional annual revenue to tho Water/
Sewer Utility Fund.

The City will have additional costs for the Public Works Department
to maintain tho roads and remove snow. Also, there woulu bo increased
costs for police and fire protection. It is difficult to estimate the
amount of those addtional costs at this time. These additional costs
would include both additional personnel and equipment. It is -y
opinion that the City is financially able to meet these addit.. ,nal
Xsosts for services. Further, with annexation, | believe that there
will bo considerable growth in this area which should increase the
City"s tax base.



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA

I THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT KODIAK
a
 CITY OF KODIAK,
Plaintiff, ) ' 1
)
i V- |

i kuOIAK ISLAND BOROUGH and
BETTY WALLIN,  Mayor of
Kodiak Island Borogh,

Defendants. )

, No. JKO-73-120 Clw.

AFFIDAVIT OF HARRY R. HYDE IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUHHARV JUDGHEHT

4
. STATE OF ALASKA
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

HARRY R. HYDE, being first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes end says:

i 1. | am the finance director for the City of Kodiak ("the
City'D* This affidavit Is prepared and submitted in support of plaintiff's
i Modun for Summary Judgment.

2. | have been employed as finance director for the City
since Harch 1, 19/6. For the eleven years proceeding that date | was

1 finance director for a wal'r service district In California.

3. As pa-; of my official duties, | am responsible for the’
preparation of the City's budget, for the payment of bonded Indebtedness
of the City, for preparation of cost evaluations for the municipal

‘e services, assisting In the preparation of grant applications, Investment
* of City funds, and am obligated to be aware of ard knowledgeable on the

I
I City's financial copabll Ities.

6. Both the administration and the City Council are in the

| process of amending the City's 1978/79 budget. The budget ordIn.nce hat
|, already had first reading before the CityCouncil. Public hear.ng on
3 tho second reading of the ordinance Is tobe Held In the future.
J. In the / sndcd budget there It ollocated a total of One
Hundred Thirty-Three ...ousand Dollars ($13),000.00) of City funds at the

City's portion of matching funds for grants that are available at the
present time from the State and federal governments. Five Thousand
Dollars ($5,000.00) of thu above total Is budgeted for the City's twelve
and one half,pe-cent (12-1/21) share of a facilities planning report,
which will survey the services and facilities needed In Service Oistrict
One of the Hill Bay/Honashka Service Area if that area Is annexed (o the
City. There Is Eighty Thousand Dollars ($80,000.00) In the above stated
sum earmarked for the City's matching share of grants presently available
for design of the sanitary sewer extension Into the Service Oistrict One
of the Hill Oay/Honashka Service Area If that area is annexed to the
City. There Is Forty-Eight Thousand Dollars ($68,000.00) earmarked In
the above stated sum as the City’s portion of a grant presently available
for the design of water line extensions in Service Oistrict One of the
Hill/Bay Honashka Service Area if that area Is annexed to the City. The
City has sufficient cash on hand to cover all required matching funds in
connection with the facility planning report and the designs of the
sanitary sewer and water line extensions before the various grants are
processed and payments received by the City.

6. The City, at the present Lime, has access to the sane
sources of Federal and State fur.Js as does the Kodiak Island Borough.

7. TheCity, In the past, has sold both general obligation
bonds and revenue bonds and presently has a bond rating of BAA, said
rate established by Moody's Bond Rating.

8. TheBerough presently has a bond rating of BAAL

9. TheCity's assessed valuation represents approximately
olghty percent (801) of the total asses ed valuation of the Kodiak
Island Borough. The Borough Is presently In the process of reappraising
the urban areas of the Kodiak Island Borough. At the present time, the
City's assessed valuation Is approximately Eighty-Six Hillion Dollars
($86,000,000.00) with an anticipated Increase as a result of reappraisal
to One Hundred Twenty-Eight Il 1Llon Dollars ($128,0.0,000.00).

10. Tho assessed valuation of the area encompassed by Service
Distrlr One of the Hill Bay/Honashka Service Area Is approximately



Seventeen HII', lon Dollars ($17,000,000.00).

11, If Service District One of the Hill Bay/Honashka Service
Area Is annexed to the City, the City has the financial capability to
provide the services of sewer, water, roads and the full range of general
government service. h as police, fire protection, parks and recreation
and libraries.

12. If the Kodiak Island 8orough has to sell bonds'.to' ‘w
finance capital Improvements In Service District One of the Hill Bay/Honashka
Service Area and If the full faith and credit of the Kodiak Island
Borough Is pledged to support those bond issues, the City's bonding
capacity will be reduced.

DATED this / day of tax < , 1979,

IARRY R. /iYDE il

] SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this
197

Notary Public In and for Alaska.
Hy commission e X p ire s ~/s/s<jfs



MISTTBS OK A r.rdLLMt MEETINC OK TICK COMMON COUNCIL OK Tim CITY OK KODIAK, ALASKA

HELD ON KOVLIUUt 12, 1920

HOTtaC CALLED TO OKHOI

Mayor Hesnff called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Present
were Council Members Dcr;, Craig, Dyson, Povoli and Sutliff.
Councilman Sins arrived at 7:45 p.m.

PREVIOUS MINUTES
Minutes of a He-ular Meeting of October 29. 1S70.

Councilman Berg moved for aprroval of the minutes as presented,
seconded by Councilman Powell. Roll call was unanimously favorable.

MImi~.es ofa Sracial Meetinc of November 10. 1970.

Councilman Sutliff moved for the approval of tho minutes of the
special r.eeting, seconded by Councilman Berg. Roll call was
unanimously favotablc.

raiso:;s tobe heard
Mi. Vilf.n White. Boron’ll Chairman

chair-an Vhlite presented a step annexation program, proposed
petitions, and r.ap of the piejmsdd annexation area. Spiucc Cape
Road and the Mill Bay side of Island Lake were the proposed areas.

The residents tould pay a portion of the City tax and the ilorough
tax vith the piccentage adjusted over a period of four years until
the areas could receive full City fire protection, police protec-
tion, water, and mad maintenance. The increased revenues would
provide the necessary money for the cost of providing the increased
service over the four year period.

The Mayor . sked about the representation of these Areas. Chairman
Vliite replied that the step annexation gave tho residents time

to pet representation, and it was pointed out that several Council
timbers have holdings in those areas now.

Councilman Dowell moved that tho Council approve the step annex-
ation program presented by the Borough and recommended to tho
Borough that the Monushku Bay side ol Island Lake and Dark lake

be included with the euopoi.cd areas. It was seconded by Councilman

Berg.

Councilman Sins stated that funding from federal agencies would

be r.erc easily obtained with this annexation because the agencies
arc net interested in funding just the City area, but tho community
as a whole, lie also felt that taking the Monnslika Bay aide of
Island Lake and Dark Lake would be too much at this time. Tho
Council was In agreement with tl Is.

Cliulimun White suggested that this area become a third area to bo
annexed. City Manager dunes recommended that Councilman Dowell's

motion be amended in this way, and thiswas agreeableto the Council.
Roll call was unanimously favorable.

OLD BUSINESS

Women's Bar Appraisal Report

The Council felt that the appraised rental was too high on this
property. Councilman Sims proposed renting only partof this area
and perhaps using Borough land near thedock to store pots. This
would involve transporting tho pots about one mile.

Different area's were discussed for possible pet storage.

Mr. Ole Harder said that if a beat harbor and/or deck were not
combined in the saaic area, the purpose of leasing this land would
not be accomplished.

Transporting pots to various areas, how they could be transported,
and the cost Involved was discussed. The Council felt timt pot
storage areas wore available until such lir.o that a dock and pot
storage area combined could be developed.

No action was necessary by tho Council. City Manager Jones will
pursue negotiations.

Cibson Cove Appraisal Report

City Manager Jones stated that tills area has been appraised and will
be advertised for sale. No action from the Council was necessary .

NEW BUSINESS
letter of Cjnriatulatlon to Chief Rhinos.

A letter of congratulation to Chief Rlii.ies on his graduation from
tHe K.B.I. IAcademy was read hy City Manager Jones and signed by
the Council.

1-ctter Conecinine. Lt. Henderson ar. Acting Chief

A letter recommending a merit pay increase fer Lt. Henderson was
read by City Manager Jones. Councilman Dyson moved that the
Council approve the merit pay increase and asked tuianlmotis consent.
It was seconded by Councilman Sims. There were no objections and
the motion was approved.

Resolution 70-17 - Snrplinslin; Cibson Cove Diorertv

Councilman Derg moved for approval of this Resolution, seconded by
Ctiincllman Dyson. Councilman Dowell recommended n change on

page one, paragraph throe, the first, sentence the word "now" be
changed to "not" so that it reads "WTIHIEAS, . . . . not using said
.. e .,and". Tills change was incorporated into the motion. Roll
call was unanimously favorable.

Municipal Lenrue Ikies
City Malinger Jones said that the Municipal League is proposing to

double the dues in order to Ful another staff member in Juneau to
work on the Stale ami federal.old programs. ,



MOTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OK TUF. COMMON COUNCIL OK THE CITY OK KODIAK, ALASKA

HELD ON JANUARY 13, 1972
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

The Mayor called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Present were Council

Herabcrs Anderson, Dyson, Lovett, Powell and Sutliff.
PREVIOUS MINUTES

Councilman Powell moved for apﬁroval of the Minutes o< the meetings
of December 9 and December 23 held on December 22, uccondcd by
Councilman Dyson. Roll call was unanimously favorable.

PERSONS TO BE HEARD
Mr. Tally Dickerson and Mr. Richard Cury RE: Tcchite Pipe

Mr. Cu.y slated that: his company was low bidder on supplying this
pipe to"the contractor on the Mrnashkn Creek project, but Tcchite
vas taken out of the 6pcclficAlions. He also stated that the
contractor would like to use the pipe, but without . vote iron the
Council this could not be done.

Mr. Hickcroon then presented bofekground infornation on Tcchite Pipe:
its development, use and testing.

Ho action was taken at this time.
Mr. Beltcop.cr RE: State Highway Route Systems

Mr. Celtengor asked that tho ity Council request the State Division
of Highways to reclassify Reznnof as a Secondary Route rather than
0 primary, remove the secondary classification from Mill Bay and
Spruce Cnpe~~fron tlie cutoff road to the Loran Station—and classify
them ao local state roads.

These requests were stated in Resolution 2-72 which the Mayor read.
by titlo. Councilman Dyson moved for approval, seconded by Council-
man Sutliff. Roll call wan unanimously favorable.

Mr. Fred Street RE:  Cab /.ones

Aletter from Mr. Street won rood by the Mayor. Mr. Street felt
that public interest would best be Served by the Abolishment of
cab rones within the nail perking lot. Dlscusn'on followed.

Councilman Sutliff moved that a study of cab rones be ride by the
Chief of Police and tho City Manager to be presented at the next
Council meeting, seconded by Councilman Dyson. Roll call was
unanimously favorable.

Mr. Wilton Litlto RE: Annexation

Mr. White and the Council discussed the recommendation of tho
Boundary Cownlsuion for full rather than step annexation and the
inclusion of a larger area than had been requested.

Couiu Jinan Powoll movod that tho Council go on record an oPposing
the boundary Comralsnlon'o poaltlon on nnnoxnllon an presented to
t’.a Connell, seconded by Councilman Sutliff. Roll roll was
unnnh-uninly favorable.

old mm|HESS
I,<Ifw>y Mouse
Councilman Sutliff proved that tho City have no ohled ion to the Kodiak
Council on Alcoholinm makln?hlmgroveme_nts an outlined b%ht,hem to
0

Mt the speciflicntlona of anitarian and tho Kirn Chief, seconded
by Councilman Lovult. Toll call waa unanimously favorable.

Councilman Powoll moved llmr. the actual leooc agreement belwoen the



TO: Muyor and Council

FROM: R. G. Berg

SUBJECT: Annexation and rillar Mt. Reports
DATE: January 23, 1<>9

The Council following my tenure as City Manager asked that I con-—
tinue in an advisory/coordination capacity covering two subjects:

1. The Pillar Mountain potential slide, and

2. Annexation as recommended by the State Local Boundary Commission.

I agreed to follow through on the above, and with the excellent
and cooperative help of the City staff believe we may properly
assume at least partial success.

ANNEXATION:

The Local Bound/ry Commission after presentation by City of

eKodiak representatives of limited areas contiguous to the City

and residents of the proposed annexation area chose to recommend
annexation of a larger area to the City of Kodiak as the most
logical manner in which to supply nc-.essary municipal services.
This recommendation was in contradiction to the proposal of the
establishment of the service district by the Kodiak Island Borough.

We proceeded to gather data from Wrangell, Petersburg and other
municipalities that .iad faced Local Boundary Commit sion recommendations
of a similar nature. We also met with representat ves of the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs in regard to the
Boundary Commission recommendations in their capacity as staff
representatives to the Boundary Commission. The Council caused

to be prepared and passed Resolution 24-78. A committee of

persons knowlcdgiblc in the area -"f municipal affairs who presently
reside in the proposed annexation area was appointed by Mayor
Stevens. These persons are Mrs. Marion Johnson, Bob Wasge,

Emil Horton, Pete Resoff, Bob"Brooks and Nick Szabo. This com—
mittee net a number of times with the City Manager, City Engineer
and the writer to determine the most basic needs of the area and

in what manner they could be financed and made a reality. Under

the auspices of this committee ™ activity, the City staff and 1
prepared differential tax areas, phase | for wastewater and water
service .s well as road construction and reconstruction, established
and reserved an area for a fire substation and prepared recommendations
to the City Council covering those subjects as well as visual
displays for the use of the committee at a public hearing held

and attended by interested residents of the area.

The public meeting was attended by approximately 30 people including
staff members from the City and both our State Senator, Bob Mulcahy,
and Representative Fred Zharoff. Inserts for the newspaper were
prepared on two occasions outlining briefly in tho first issue

some annexation considerations and full coverage in the second
edition as to recommendations of the committee on differential
taxation and services that could be offered by the City of Kodiak.
Two work files were prepared for use by your representative, Bob
Ilartig, in Juneau by me inclusive of all information available in
City files since 1968 covering the annexation subject. A number

of press Interviews were granted to representatives of the two
local papers covering the subject and the writer met with
Mr. llartig as well as Representative Zharoff and Senator Kulchay.

After the public meeting held by the Mayor®s Annexation Committee,
the Committee determined that there was no viable alternative to
annexation to the City of Kodiak. All the committe > members in
attendance at this meeting were in agreement and made their
recommendation known in writing to the City Council. Mr. Nick Szabo
was not in attendance at this meeting, although, he had been
invited. Recently there was a letter to the Editor in the Kodiak
Mirror and Kadiak Times referring to Mr. Szabo"s term on the
annexation committee which contained a number of misleading
statements. The writer was rather flattered that anyone who had
resided in this community for any length of time could feel that
the members of the Mayor®s Committee could be influenced by his
argumentative ability over their best judgement.

At the present time Mr. Illartig is prepared to represent you in
Juneau and the City Manager has visual presentations for his use.

It appears to me that the Kodiak Island Borough is not in good
shape to contend that they can supply services to the area due to
their failure to obtain passage of non-areawide service powers.
For your information,substantial financial support for the Anti
Annexation Committee appears to be coming from the ownership of
the Beachcombers which are probably concerned that restrictive
police powers and/or hours might be a greater likelyhood if they
were incorporated within the City than otherwise.

I belive an extremely fair attempt has been made to educate the
public in regard to annexation and that the Mayor s Committee
did an excellent job devoting many hours to the subject.

The direct mail advertising recently received by residents and
boxholders in Kodiak from the Borough Residents tor Autonomy is
comparable to the Szabo letter to the Editor and contains a
number of rather naive attitudes such as "after annexation takes
place, the City can levy any tax rate it wishes regardless of
thj wishes of the area residents". I suspect any tax increase
th-st residents did not wish to Cake place would not be enacted by
tb JI representatives or i* “hey were, Council membership would
bo changed at the next general election.

Mr. Bob Brooks has circulated petitions that will be forwarded to
Mr. llartig for his use indicating both the number of City residents
and annexation area residents who support annexation to the City

as the least costly and most efficient method to obtain the
necessary services. Anything you can do to clarify points raised
by the Borough residents for Autonomy will be helpful. There is

no doubt in the writer ™ mind that the most economical and efficient
way to solve some of our local problems in the annexation area is
for the residents to agree with annexation. There is no great
advantage to the City to incorporate the area from either a

bonding or financial basis but the long-range effect can be most



The Kodiak Island Borough Assembly obviously continues to belabor
under the impression that their activities (i.e. service district)
will fulfill the desire and needs of the majority as during their
meeting of January 12, 1979 they enjoyed s. packed house arranged
by the citizens group known as the Citizens for Autonomy. After
numerous impassioned pleas to suppirt their efforts by se..oing *
Mayor Wallin and the Borough Attorney retained for the purpose,
Joan Katz, to Juneau to lobby against anexation, the Assembly
moved to support "consnensurate with what .-support toward annexation
the City proposes . . .". The effect of tnis, of course, is as
usual, 1if the City taxpayer spends (through the Council) $10,000
to support annexation and the Kodiak Island Borough (through the
Assembly) spends $10,000 to try to defeat for a total of $20,000,
the City taxpayer has paid $18,000 of the total. Of course, the
Borough and the Citizens for Autonomy contend they pay 507. of the
City sales tax but what they don®"t mention is that this neither
jibs with population figures or values on income as can be measured
by tangible wealth (value of property). In other words, a City
resident appears to own 807.+ of real estate, and pay 807. of
Borough local taxes so there must be an inequity in values of

that real estate since the monies spent by various residents are
usually transformed into some tangible property, i.e. remodeling
editions, various improvements and luxuries including boats,

cars, trucks, etc.

Realism has little to do with problems of annexation and |
suspect that those most vocal would be against any progress in
their area except that they would enjoy as a gift at someone
else"s expense.

I could recommend under any normal sitution that the Ciiy simply
let the residents do whatever they want to solve their own problem.
However, you and 1 both know phat Chose same residents and the

KIB who are the most vociferous against annexation will be the
first to crltize the only logical deliverer of services to the
areathe City. Further, 1 wouli fully expect the City to face
increasing litigation over the sewage treatment plant and on the
expanded use of the City water collection and distribution systems.
1 am sure after reviewing the many cost analysis factors and
assuming that people need adequately planned and realistically
engineered water and sewer service that must be connected to
existing City services to avoid unnecessary duplication. The most
economical way to accomplish the goal is through annexation to

the City of Kodiak.

PILLAP. MOUNTAIN LAND SLIDE: -

Neither 1 nor most reiidenus of the Kodiak community can become
to excited about an actual hazard existing at any greater risk
than that which most of the fishing fleet may face any day.

There are, however, inherent economic jnd social dangers con-—
nected with the USCS report that must bear concern. The USGS
warning of potential hazard was precipitated by the KI3 in that
their consultant (Kramer, Chin and Mayo) on the Comprehensive
Plan requested various Stale and Federal officials to review the
potential hazard which resulted in the USGS warning notice. This
level of warning, however is the least serious of the notices
that can be issued by the USGS according to the Federal Register.
Further, it (the report) has a number of interesting qualifiers.
One of which is that a major slide of the type that could do
maximum damage is an "extreme case". It is interesting to note,
no other similar studies were conducted in the area even though
similar surface situations exist along the State Highway Systenm,
(i.e. 0ld Woman"s Mt., USCG support Center).

After issuance of the USGS report and the warning notice"s
distribution to numerous Federal and State agencies as required by
the Federal Register, the following took place.

1. The L.A. Times Science Editor took notice or wai advised and
wrote a "scare story" on the mountain that was picked up as

wort ay copy by a number of large newspapers including the Miami
Herald.

2. The KIB consultant, Kramer, Chin and Mayo, caused to be
printed a summary document of the Comprehensive Plar. that included
numerous references to the Pillar Me. hazard end implied that no
further dock or port expansion could take place until the problenm
was resolved. Although this document was not supposedly to be
distributed until it was approved by the Assembly, the KIB staff
chose to furnish copies to the local press.

3. Numerous insurance carriers contacted their local agents to
determine the validity of the report.

4. On July 1, 1978, the City"s insurance carrier, Insurance
Comapny of North America, excluded coverage related to Pillar Mt.
on the General Liability Policy.

5. Much concern was expressed locally as to future availability
of invesment monies, industrial financing, boat insurance, port
expansion, bond sale costs, additional cannery expansion, new
freight routes and foreign investment considering Kodiax favorably
in the future due to the "hazard".

6. The KIB under took a planning utudy to explore the joint
management of a port in conjunction with the City and Koniag,

Inc.

As there appeared to be no further follow up from the ~IB, the



City staff immediately conr<ctcd the State congressional delegation
outlining the problem and .reking guidance and assistance.

Until late fall of 1978, little was accomplished except the
passage of Itt".ers in the many State end Federal bodies all of
which expressed concern but non of whom, including the USGS,
offered any concrete aid.

The City staff and writer did, however, undertake the gathering

of all available data on Pillar Mt. and related studies and

incidents that were felt to be pertinent. These included contact
with the previous Alaska Road Commission (territorial) Superintendent,
Kodiak, Bureau of Public Roads representatiaves, consultant reports,
dock engineering studie:, Department of Transportation and

Department of Highways reports, theoretical thesis on effects of
predictions, reports of University of Pennsylvania, University of
Colorado, Colorado State and others.

At our request. Senator Ted Stevens was instrumental in forcing
the USGS to e« .view the problem their prediction could create
economically and socially and was helpful in forcing the estab-—
lishment of the Geotechnical review committee which was initially
established December 3, 1978.

The KIB on December, 7, 1978 helpfully passed a resolution
covering the formation of the Ceotechnical group and charged them
v/ith various responsibilities. After a six to eight month hiatus
their concern was appreciated by the City staff but rather late
and misdirected. Regardless, the Geotechn ™al Committee met and
considered the problem on January 9, 10, 11, 1978 and as expected,
Che Committee was unable to furnish us with true probabilities

of Che extreme hazard cutlined in the USGS report. Neither the
USGS representatives nor other members of the Committee are
willing to indicate whether there is a possibility of a major
slide within any framework of probability or degree of chance.
Therefore, it is probably important for the City to consider
remedial action without a grca"t deal of further study because
such studies will be qualified and without resolution. Any
activity to reduce the seriousness of the possibility of a slide
in the area should be undertaken with such moni as as may be

made available.

The State monitoring system which was initiated at the request

of the City through the State Geologist Office will merely give

us an indication whether or not we have surface movement. 1 would
liken the results to the United Nations--Much rhetoric, no

action.

My recommendation to the Council follows:

1. -That further studies are an exercise in futility and that
even the most expensive study considered including all phases of
work at $900,000 will not result in essential knowledge.

2. That the problem if it is to be solved will be solved by the

City of Kodiak and that little or no help will be available
elsewhere including the KIB. Although the Eorough will insist
on any study of the problem being a ""planning fur.ctior ".

3. Continue close coordination with Senator Stevens office and
staff all of whom have been extremely helpful.

a. Senator Gravel has expressed s”me interest in helping
and of course continue to keep Representative Young apprised
of the situation.

A.  With the aid of your own consultant without extensive studies

determine remedial action that can be undertaken locally or in

conjunction with other agencies.
i.e. without triggering a slide, start removal of material
next to RCA (try to get site surplused due to limited traffic)
and dump at toe of slope, fill behind sheet piling, create
both dock, van parking and buffer in case of slide, etc. as
outlined to you previously. Tie into breakwater construction
and allow commercial excavation within controlled engineering
plan.

According to those geologists, soils mechanics, etc. we have
talked to unofficially, not only do they doubt the possibility of
a major ballistic type slide they are of the opinion that removal
of the top and portion of the slope by terracing can reduce the
center of gravity of a major slide and considerably reduce the
otential hazard. There are, however, ocher ways that this might
e accomplished as described to you by Mr. Frank Patton.

Your City staff will continue to evaluate the situation and
inforr, you of possibilities to alleviate the hazard. The
attached copy of a Kodiak Fish Wrapper editorial 1is as accurate,
in my estimation, as anything written on the subject.



SWEENEY INSURANCE, INC.
P. D. BOX 1395 » KODIAK, ALASKA 9961S « PHONE 907 mdBy-T"— 13101

10 ~&ECA.GC Sc*- _ 1 SBETAMACICrtTI** —*
f\*.u Cftth/r S NSO. MT-o.
| chtc  F.bruarjr 22, 1v78

Mn response to your call on tho ex.ensicn of tho fire protection service to
Island Lake and j'cnashka Eay areas, the City of Kodiak has at this tine a

_ .. rating of Class 5. -1th tho present rsto of nev. hcres ar.d businesses in the
City and the arxunt of fire fighters that you new have, it Is rot gcir.g to bo
Madequate to loop the Class 5rating, as t>* 150 racing ia" based on population
and full tino firo fighters or. duty. Ihe City cculd be changed free: a Class 5
to a Cless 7« The coot to hor.*c»:ners and businesses with tho increase in ratoa
could bo as high an ve. *

You also asked about loitering the Class fcr Islgrd Lve and HensshVa Bay ares.
T:C h-r m-re ) try Claes ckar-.s. to vru ire.., iy would *tvo to ha"a«

i£n -

rvniuus of a 6° taler lino with fire hydrants. Zvon with an independent fire

0ATC .. . .
district, this Voulu not solve anythin;;, aS you *.xulg still note, the [V

hydranta along the roads.
In talking to tho JUG aront, you sro golting clcse tc having tho inability

with tho prsoont full tin# fire firhtore to natch thv growth of the City of
Kodiak. In rosponsu to table .'M50 rating is*in disagrconent, as you
vpuld need additional fire filters. AR

— . ‘ ... ldiooo N

V¢
Loo Bcurboau, A<»ent
MIMIMP4 MIMUM  xC



CITY OF KODIAK

- Section 3.
RESOLUTION NO. S* 772

planning and engineering efforts relating to extension of water

A RESOLUTION EXPRESSING THE INTENT OF THE

The city staff shall

continue preliminary

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KODIAK WITH REGARD and sewer facilities to the area to be annexed, and shall

TO TREATMENT OF ISSUES OF CONCERN TO
RESIDENTS OF THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION AREA.

investigate -he availability of grants for partial or total

funding of such-extensions, so that water 4 sewer service may

WHEREAS, the Bow."dary Commission lor the State
of Alaska has determined to recommend to the legislature as possible
that areas generally referred to as Mill J ly and Spruce Cape

be annexed to the City of Kodiak; and

1979.
WHEREAS, a Committee of citizens concerned with
the annexation has held meetings, gathered informatior and
siadc recommendations to the Council of the City of Xodiaki
ATTEST;
and

WHEREAS, the Council has determined to accept
recommendations from the Committee and desires to adopt
these recommendations by Resolution for implementation
by ordinance following legislative action on tho annexation.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IS RESOLVED oy the Council of
the City of Kodiak, Alaska, as follows;

Section 1. During ouch time os full services
arc not available, differential taxation shall bo established
and utilized in the area proposed for annexation, pursuant to
tho tax zone map attached hereto and incorporated by roforenca,
and taxes within those zones sh 11 be based on the following
percentages of tho City of Kodiak mill ratoi Zone 1 - 100%;
zone 2 - Tj\; Zzone 3 - 354.

Section 2. Trailers shall bo permitted outsido
established trailer parks in the area pro]oood for annexation
under such terms, in such locations and foi such poriods
of tiiuo as will bo established by ordinanco to bo developed
after public hearings utilizing comments, information and
rocommondationo received from rosidonts of tho aroa to be

annexed. Resolution No.
A

Resolution No. T Pay® Two

Page One

PASSED and APPROVED this

A- 0*7

be made available to the area to be annexed as expeditiously

mVhYor



ANNEXAT(ON/area
DIFFERENTIAI/ TAXATION

| t/zOfte | - FULL SERVICES

rrm zoneV<- limite-0 services

c m ZONE 3 -"INADEQUATE POLICE a FIRE
protection



MEMRORANDUM

TOi HARRY HYDE, " iNANCE DIRECTOR

FROM: ED HANEY, BOROUGH ASSESSOR

DATE: DECEMBER 21, 1978

RE: ESTIMA ED VALUE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY

THE ESTIMATED V7LUE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY IN THE FIRE DISTRICT
(TCA 8) THAT PO (TION PROPOSED BY THE BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO
BE ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF KODIAK WILL TOTAL APPROXIMATELY
3,591,630.00 1. THE 1978 MILL RATE OF 7.00 MILLS WOULD BE

APPROXIMATELY 525,141.00 TAX DOLLARS.



MEMORANDUM

T0: Clair W. Harmony, City Manager
FROM: Morris L. Lee, Building Inspector
SUBJ: Borough Building Permits 1in the Proposed

Annexation Area

DATE: December 26, 1978

The building permits issued in the subject area for the past

years are as follows:

YEAR TOTAL VALUATION
1974 $ 73,900.n0
1975 $102,400.00
197¢C $173,650.00
1977 $866,968.00
1978 $509,400.00

TOTAL FEES
$ 337.00
$ 481.00
$ .818.00
$3,288.00

?1,804.00

The year 1978 was January through June only. The City relinquished

the Borough Building Permit Program as of July 1,

1978.



Arliss Sturgulewskl Bill Parker

Bob Hulcahy Pat Corney
Terry Stimsou Charles Pass
Tim Keliy Fred Zharoff
Pat Rodey Patric O'Connell

Margaret Branson
Ray Metcalfe

FROM: Clair Harmony, City Manager
SUBJECT:  Economic Analysis of Annexation vs Service Oistrict
The following analysis attempts to deal with existing costs and minimum

costs that might exist. It is an attempt toevaluate, with qualifications,
costs that could reasonably be expected.

ANNUAL SERVICE OISTRICT ANNUAL CITY/ANNEXATION
COSTS SERVICES COSTS
$300 Sewer Rates $180
165 Water Rate' $120
619 Fire insurance $306
$1$ Fire Oist. Rates 0
$350 Borough Tax Rate $350
-0- City Tax Rate $655
$1,559 (AH Services) $7o11
Plus Personal Property Tax Minus Personal Property Tax
(Rea: Total) (Real Total)

SEWER RAT ~ -The current monthly sewer rate Is $15 botl. within and those
few areas jrved outside the City boundaries; however, a recent analysis
by the Public Works Department has indicated that a self-supporting enter-
prise sewer rate should be upwards of $25 per month. Rather than

increasing this cost to the citizens of Kodiak, the City Council transferred

$106,000 from the general fund Into the sewer enterprise fund. However,
should the City contract for services with a service district, It would

be reasonable to assume that a fair and self-supporting rate be established
in that contract. The rate would be In excess of $22 per month and more
probably as much as $25. This explains the higher annual figure for
service districts.

WATER RATES— Current water rates In the City are $120 annually. Rates
outsdlc the City are $165 annually. The increased rate Is a standard
procedure In many cities to allow for administrative services, real
overhead and initial capital investment.

FIRE INSURANCE RATES—Within the City of Kodiak, a $50,000 home would be
charged $306 for fire Insurance. However, most of the proposed annexation
area has a fire Insurance rating of 9 In comparison to the City's which

is 5; therefore, the proposed annexation area residents would pay $619.
The critical factor here Is that the City can provide fire hydrants and
water mains at an accelerated rate cffoclently and effectively because

of Its expertise and experience, fire services policies and goals, than
can single-purpose oriented service distlrcts.

FIRE OISTRICT RATES— Borough residents In the annexation area currently
are levied a 2.3 fire district mill rate. If annexation occurs, the
residents would not have to pay this mill rate.

BOROUGH TAX RATE— The Borough mill rate of 7.0 would remain whether
annexation occur-ed or not.

CITY TAX RATE— If annexation occurred, the current mill rate of 9.1
would be levied, thus, a $50,000 Property would equal $es5 annually,
course, with the City mi 1 rate all City services would be provided.

SUB-TOTALS— Annexation for most of the rt idents and area would coit
$138 less than if annexation die not occur and the Gorough were to
provide services through a service district.

REAL TOTALS— Since the City pays the personal property tax for its
residents to the Borough, there would be a further reduction for City
residents and, of course, a further increase for Borough residents.



PRESENTATION HADE BEFORE THE ANNEXATION COMITTEE
_ Decenber 12, 1978
By City Manager Clair Harmony

Should annexation become a reality this January, we at City Hall have tried

to set up a.prelimingry plan:

T Whet " will ‘take p?ace

2. Khat the 2,000 residents of the new area might expect in the way of

effective delivery of services and of course, what their concerns are
now.

Ke are here tonight to present our best estimates as to costs, taxes, location
of services and to offer some options.

he are not in an advocate role, but are simply trying to do some preplanning
for an action, which at this point in time, has been initiated and recommended
by Jthe Local Boundary Commission and will be going before the State Legislature
in Jammy.

The existence of the Annexation Committee and this public hearing before that
body are sincere efforts to encoura?e expressions of public concern and

input. Hopefully the committee will formulate a p0|IC?/ statement thatcan
be adopted by the Kodiak City Cowell, which wil provide for the  following:
1. Early and special representation.

Reasonable differential property taxing zones.
Efficient priorities on road improvements.
8ual|ty Police and Fire services. )

ood delivery of water and sewer services.

~No TR =N

Modifications that might he invisioned by the community at large, the
public here tonight and the comm ttee through its deliberations.

1. As to early representation:
a. Voting franchise rights would become effective immoillately.
b. In addition, a special representative would be cloctcd from tho
new area, to serve in an advisory capacity with tho City Council
for three (3) years.

2. The differential taxation zones would attempt to provide some equity
cased on the delivery of services like roads, police and fire. As
long as the City .nnnot get a fire truck into a home because of poor
ac(rj:ess routes, there should bo less of a tax burden on that homeowner,
and so on.

Basically tho difference between Fire Zones 1, 2 and 3 arc that zone |
would receive 100vVdelivery of City services, thcroforc the full mill
rate (9.10).  Zone 2 would have no effective delivory of fire service
and arc those arris where the roads are not maintainable, thus 7S\ mill
rate.

Zone 3 would pay n 501 mill rato and would huvo poor delivery of police,
fire and read improvements. All tones would be changed over the noxt
several years as these services are upgradcl.

Ultimate expansion of Parks/Recreation and Library services. 11,

Annexation Committee Presentation
Page 2
December 12, 1978

3. Improvements to roads would progress at a reasonable rate, funded by
increased shares in State Revenue Sharing, highway fundin% and hoFefully
tho committment by the State Legislature to fund greater levels o
capital improvements. This could excellcrate quality delivery of
services to the annexation area.

4. Police and fire services can be expanded from revenue sharing funds,
together with the slow phasing out of the State Troopers.

5. Water and sewer services whichare funded throughassessmentdistricts,
State and Federal %rants could proceed in higherdensity areas, and be
in as early as 1980 in those areas shown on the map here tonight.

6. Parks/Recreation and Library services would expand on a somewhat slower
basis, 1 would guess, and generally would be funded by general assessments
and grants.

Briefly, advantages of annexation would include:

1. relief to the polutcd conditions of Island Lake.
2. Better fire and rescue.

3. Quality delivery of water at alesser user rate.
4. Exemption of Personal propertyt,.xes.

5. Reduction in fire insurance rates.

6. An equal voting status with Your neighbors inside the present City boundaries.
7. Plus other factors which will insure for the general health and welfare

of the whole area.

Conclusion

In conclusion, wc are here tonight to enswer questions about annexation, which
may or may not take place. It Is sort of out of our hands. Ke have tried to
rcsaarch tho various possibilities without spending an exorbitant amount of
time and City dollars. What is'really needed are the exgressions on your
concerns which can help the Cit{ Council provide reasonable alternatives and
effective delivery of service should annexation become a reality.



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRD JUDICIAL OISTRICT AT KODIAK
CITY OF KODIAK )
i
' Flaintlff, J
Iys )
<
KODIAK ISLAIIO EOROUCH and
BETTY WALL111 Hayor of
Kodiak Island Borough,

Defendonts. )

Ho. 3K0-78-120 Civ.

AFFIDAVIT OF RICHARD H. SIMS IN SUPPORT
OF PLAII,'TIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUOSMENT

STATE OF ALASKA )

_ THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT ; *

I 1. | have been a resident of Kodiak for the past thirteen years.

2. | served on the City Council for the City of Kodiak from the
fall of 1969 to the fall of 1972. | served on the Kodiak Island Borough
Asserbly frer. the fall of 19?0 to the fall of 1972

3.1 have read the affidavit?' of  Stuart 0. Denslow, Ed Noughton

tand Betty Wallin submitted In support oftheBorough's opposition to the
City's rotlon for summary Judgment. | have read the Borough's counterclaim

1and afMrmatlve defenses to the City's complaint.

’ A. Contrny to what Is stated In the affidavits, tho Borough hes not
continuously engaged In trying to secure water and sewer service to the
residents outside the Cliy. The Borough did not have sewer or water powers
and the attitude of the Borough Assembly was to let the City solve the
problem of water and sewers and would refer Individual applicants for water
and snwer tothe City.

5. Contrary to what Is stated In the affidavits, Che Borough
Ass. uly .as well aware of the fact that the City would require, when feasible,
that Individuals i.tiding outside the City and who wanted to hook up to water
or te-wer to annex to the City.

6. On November 12, 1970, the Borough Chairman, Wilton White coma
before the City Council with a step annexation proposal that would provide for
the annexation of the Spruce Cape Road area and tho Hill Bay side of Island

Lake. These areas were conslstant with the areas that EPA was trying to force
Into the sewage collection system. EPA had consistently tried to force a
massive sewage project on to the Kodiak Island urban and commercial area. In
revising the .Comprehensive Plan, in developing the Regional Water Quality
Management Plan and In the proposals of the engineering firm of Tryck, Nyman
and Hayes, it was both the City's and the Borough's Intent to limit the sewage
systems proposed In those plans to the areas that the Borough proposed be
annexed to the City.

7. The Borough did not have the financial means to pay for any
sewer costs, the. areas of Spruca Cape and Island Lake could not stand the
assessments that would be levied to pay for extensions and It was clearly
understood that the areas would go onto the sewer and water systems when the
population grew enough to support assessment districts and could be annexed to
the City.

8. To assert that the City has secretly harbored theories and
misrepresented Its position to the Borough Is ridiculous. From tho forratlcn
of the Kodiak Island Borough to, | believe 197A when the Borough Assembly was
reapportioned, two members of the City Council of Kodiak also served as members
of the Borough Assembly. As stated before, | served both on the City Council
and the Borough Assembly for two years.

9. Had there been any Intent for the Borough to beco-e Involved In
the business of sewer collection and water distribution, the City would have
required that the Borough contribute to the costs being incurred by the City
In developing the systems.

10. As for the agreements and resolutions and ordinances passed by
the Borough Assembly and City Council, lhcy wore to meet the demands cf LFA
and the State In older that the sewer project could he built.

11. During the period | was on the Borough Assembly and the City
Council, It was understood that the urban areas outside the City weu'd be
served with sewer and water when those oreas annexed to the City. That was
tho understanding of tho City government and the Borough govern-unt.

12. 1 was personally active as a Borough Assemblyman In try I*- to
have step annexation ol the Spruce Capa .ndlIsland lako areas occur. I: ..us a

result of tho position of the Local Boundary Corwilsslon thut a largwi uie.i



than was requested and a higher level of services and taxation would be Imposed
that the legislative annexation attempt «js rejected at the request of the
City and the Borough.

13.» It has never been my understanding that any agreement existed
between the City and the Borough regarding the City servicing areas outside
the City with sewers. See Borough Assembly minutes of June 17. 1971 and
July 1, 1971 which 1 have attached to this affidavit.

Ib. In preparing this affidavit, | have reviewed both City Council
and Borough Assembly minutes for the years 1970-1972.

DATED this /£fday of $979-

Subscrlbed and sworn to before mo this /  day oP >V V-ss770-us
. 1979.

NYutry Motic Yo andStor ATdRC =

M/cornnltson expires: V/gc--*7 7wy



IN THE_SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRD JUDICIAL OISTRICT AT KODIAK

CITY OF KODIAK
Plaintiff.

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH and
BETTY WALLIN, Mayor of
Kodiak Island Borough,

Defendants.

No. JKO-78-120 Civ.

AFFIDAVIT OF ROLLAND JONES IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

STATE OF ALASKA
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
ROLLAND JONES, being first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes

SS.

and says:

1. | have been a resident of Kodiak since 1064.

2. From June of 1970 to July of 1972, | was City Manager for
the City of Kodiak.

3. 1have reviewed an agreement dated July 2, 1970, signed
by myself, between tho City and the Borough. It is my recollection that
the agreement simply stated that the Borough did not havo sewer powers
and the City did and was the only agency capable of applying for grant
funds.

4. 'Hint it has been my understanding that Alaska law docs
not allow a service district to be formed if the services could be
provided by a city am that any action taken by mo as city official

would have been with that premise in mind.

DATED this / day of Foliruary, 1979.
nol"LAMI JONI S
SUBSCRIBED AND ShORN to before me this dny of February, 1979.
-7

Notuty Public in and for ALiskn.
My contitission expires: *1,/PS y



3N THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA . In th reements and resolutions and ordinan ncernin
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT KODIAK 6 ¢ agreements and resolutions and ordinances concerning

the City's sewer project, the only intent expressed was that the City was

[ CITY OF KODIAK ) . o )
Plaintiff )) the only entity capable of building the sewer system and getting the grant
aintiff,
" 1 funds and that the Borough would cooperate with the City to do that. It
nove,
was assumed that when the City extended the sewer it would be to areas
KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH and ]
> EETTY h'ALLIS, Mayor of that were annexed to the City.
i, Kodiak Isfand borough, .
DATED this day of , 1979.
Defendants. )
)
Il No. JKO-78-120 Civ.
I AFFIDAVIT OF CHARLES A. POWELL IN SUPPORT OF EHARLES A” FOKCLL
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
1 STATE OF ALASKA ) )
) ss. SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this day of
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT )
| . 1979

CHARLES A. POWELL, being first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes

. and says:
1. 1 have been a resident of Kodiak since Augu t of 1957. o
2. 1served onthe City Council of the City of Kodiak for théynnwsg.lé% ér)l(pair:gs:for Alaska.
.hefall of 1971 to the fall of 1974. | served on the Borough Assembly
J from the fall of 1972 to the fall of 1974 and during that poriod was the
. presiding officer of the Assembly and Deputy Mayor of the City of Kodiak.
[* 1 was the first Borough Chairman for the Kodiak Island Borough, serving
from 1904 to 1905. | was a member of the State Legislature in 1967-68.
3. During my service on the City Council, the Borough Assembly
and as Borough Chairman there was never any doubt that the areas outside
wmthe City would be served by the City's sewer and water systems when thoso
areas became urbanired sufficiently to be annexed to the City.
4. It has always been my understanding of municipal law
4 in Alaska that a service area or district could not bo formed next to a
City, that the Constitution and State Statute: prohibited that.
5. It was understood by tho City that when it came time to
providesever services to tho Spruce Cune and Island Lake areas, that they

would he annexed to the City.



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE Of ALASKA

THIRD JUDICIAL OISTRICT AT KODIAK

CITY OF KODIAK, )

Plaintiff, )

1

KODIAK I1SLAND BOROUGH and ]

BETTY WALLIN, Mayor of )
Kodiak Island Borough,

Defendants. j

] No. JKO-78-120 Civ.

AFEIDAVIT OF WILTON T. WHITE IN SUPPORT OF
UTIFF"S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

STATE OF ALASKA )

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT J)
q WILTON T. WHITE, being first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes and
1 says:

1. I have beun a resident of Kodiak since July of 1919.

2. 1 was the Eorough Chairman of the Kodiak Island Borough
from the fallof 1965 lo 19t7. 1 was a member of the City Council of tho
City of Kodiak In 1968. 1 was the Borough Chairman of the Kodiak Island
Borough again from tho fall of 1969 through 1973. 1 was again on the

City Council of the City of Kodiak In 1976 and 1975 and also sat on the
Borough Assembly in 197A and 1975. 1 am presently on the City Council of
the City of odlal. having been elected In the fall of 1978.

3. During ny years os Borough Chairman that position was an
elective office and theChairman was the chief admlnistratlve officer of
the Borough government.

1 A. From 1969 to at least 1975, the total staff of the Kodiak
Island Borough consisted of the Borough Chairman, the Borough Clerk, one
secretary, an assessor on assessor"s clerk and a bookkeeper.

When the City began to apply for funding to build the sewer
treatment system, the Borough government was In no position lo oven
_ consider participating in the financing or construction of sewers outside
? tho City. In 1970 or 1971, the people of the entire Borough pasted a

school bond Issue. All of the bids for construction came In over the

aiKiiml of bond ojnlcs avalloblo. Rocognlring the simple facts that there

was very limited financial resources and @ very limited Borough staff, the
efforts of the Borough government were directed at getting the schools built.
Durln, inis period of time, the Kodiak Island Borough could not have created a
sewer service district. It would have been impossible in terms of Borough
staff and the tax base to support it. The City already had the departments,
manpower, expertise and the financial capability to develop and construct the
sewers and treatment system. The Borough was more than happy to let the City
do It.
6. 1 have reviewed: an agreement dated July 2, 1970, marked as
Exhibit 1 to Stuart 0. Oenslow"s affidavit; the affidavit af Stuart 0. Denslo
the affidavit of Betty Wallin; the affidavit of Ed llaughton; Kodi.ik Island
Borough Resolution Ho. 73""5R; the 1971 Kodiak Metropolitan Area nterln Water
|JQuality Management Plan and Defendant®s memorandum In Opposition o Plantiff"s
~motion for summary judgement.
7. It is my distinct recollection that there never was any dis-
cuss ion with the Kodiak Island Borough government end the Cl’y of Kodiek
“"regarding any agreement for furnishing sewer service outsilt the city limits
10f Kodiak. We all knew that there was a problem with sewjge In the Island
Lake and Spruce Capo area but the Borough was in no position to do anything
labout it. It was recognized that as the poputa*lon of those areas cncreased
ilsomething would have to bu done. We knew that the Borough did not have ler.er
powers and could not spend monies even If wo had had funds available. The
“only logical solution appeared to be chat as the areas outside tho City became
.more populated that they sshould be annexed to the City.
IJ 8. The cooperation of the Kodiak Island Borough with the City of Kodiak
!In solving the sewer problem was to assist in having the areas In need of
Lsewers annexed to the City. Three large scale annexations were attempted.
The first two failed at the polls. Tho third attempt was a joint effort of
the City and Borough with legislative annexation. When the recomrendatlon of
the Local Boundary Commission was made to the legislature, It was so different
In terms of area and the requirements Imposed for Irvnedlate services that the
City and Borough jointly requested of the legislature that the annexation be
dltapprovod.
r 9. There was one Joint service agreement entered Into between the
City and the Oorough during tho years set forth above. That was an agreement
for firo and ambulance service. 1, as Borough Chairman, negotiated that
agreement for tho Borough with tho City. If there had been any agreement

between the Borough and the City regarding sewers, |1 would have negotiated it



also. There was no agreement

10. In the fall of 1973, Ross Wood became Borough Chairman and
told him that now that the schools were pretty much completed that the priority”
racing the Borough was to try to resolve the sewage problems In the Spruce Cape
and Island Lako areas. At that time, annexation appeared to be the only viable

alternative and still to this day It Is the only economically feasible solution.

DATED this .310/0' day of 1979-

uiSk-

WUTON T. Will7E

SUBSCRIBED ANO SWORN to before roe thi™o /7 day of January, 1979

"%

Notify Publa“c in and for Alaska
My coromlsslon expires: ?7nr>. xazZ-



As you *rc awartt, the main item on the agenda is the annexation of Mill Day Road,
from the City limits to Cut~off Road. However, there isa much bigger issue that
will be discussed later on. The City"s presentation tonight will be a summary of
services now being provided to the residents of the City of Kodiak. [1will say a
few words about each service the City is currently providing and the department
head who is responsible for that service will be available ifyou have any questiot s.

The City Clerk filed « petition with Commu-i ty and Regional Affairs on October 19,
1977 and with the Borsugh on the same date. Public notice of the annexation was
published on October 21, 25, 25 and 28, .977.

In the Alaska Administrative Code, 19AAC 05.0)0 - 19AAC 20.010. one can fird the
criteria necessary for qualification for annexation.

Item 1 refers to rontiquity with the City. This criteria is met as you "ran see by the map.

Item number three as<s If the property is platted or held for sale for urban residen-
;iai or commercial purposes. In this case, the land is platted :nd is for sale for
urbar. residential purposes. The population docs not now equal tha* of the City,
however, itisonly a matter of time until all the buildablc land is utilized, either
for residential or commercial purposes. Population of the territory being consi—
dered for annexation stems primarily from actual growth of the City beyond its legal
boundaries. The property is valued high for prospective urban purposes.

Item number four of the regulations asks if the City can provide services nore
efficiently than ar.oihcr municipality, if the services arc needed. This is certainly
so since the only other municipality is the Kodiak Island Be rough and with its
prelent powers and staffing it is not in a position to offer a iy services similar

to what the City cf Kodiak is now providing itsown reside! ts. In most cases, if
not all instances, :he Borough would have to contract with the City or establish
duplicate structures and purchase necessary equipment U provide the same
services. This of course, would raise the cost for those utilizing those services.
The need for additional services is there because the arc. is becoming increasingly
urban. An ore.nance j>»sscd on second reading at the last Borough Assembly
meeting for service arca.% actually includes the property under consideration this
evening. The ordinance establishing the service area excludes all territory in

the City as of November 1, 1977.

Item number five discusses the future development and growth of cn« City and how
that will be felt in the annexed area. The City in currently plannln on expansion
of ut ies in thia sj <*cific area that will he discussed a little later 01 .

Item number six speaks to the health or safety of City residents. In the area covered
by this proposed annexation, there Is a definite need for sewage facilities. The City
of Kodiak is the only entity able to provide that sewage service. By annexation of
this area the City would be able to alleviate the potential health problems.

Item number seven, there are many areas adjacent to the City where the City limits
go back and forth across roads, etc. Ifa definite straightened boundary existed, the
police, fire and other services would be able to serve the City residents much

better. In seme instances, City employees and services must cross land outside the
city limits to necessarily servo residents of the City duo to thia boundary situation.
This also causes problems serving areas inside the CP./ because of the Inability to get
easements, etc. for water and sewer linea.

Number eight isone of them >st important items as it askfi what City ser.-ices aro
received without tax contribution. At the present time, resident* of die area
outside<the City are receiving limited protection from the City police department,
at our officers are authorized 10 assist the Troopers when ncccasary. Tho parks
and recreation department, boat harbor, cargo dock and municipal airfield servo
everyone and the muneum is an attraction to all. In addition, the ferry dock scrvea
all residents. The City is responsible for the landfill for all the Kodiak urban

area and the cemetery is also free to norough and City residents alike. The Borough
residents arc also using City ulredo lo go to and from work and shopping that

are cleared of snow and paid for by the City of Kodiak taxpayers. Water and scwor
ia provided for the different busincsnc* in town and thoao living outside the City
who aro working In town also benefit from that, At the present time, tho norough
docs pay the City for library and fire protection, however lum certain that a case
could be made that whatever is contributed lanot equal to tho usage, i.e. major

The present assessed valuation of personal and real property within the City of
Kodiak is $127, «48,101. The asncssed valuation outside the City limits of

Kodiak within the entire Kodiak Island Borough u $32,306,810. This is a total

of $160,554,911. In percentages, the City of Kodiak has 79.57% or 80%of the
assessed valuation of the Kodiak Island Borough . The Borough has 20.43% or 20%.

In terms of dollars and cents, for every dollar thrt the Borough collects from the
taxpayers and ultimately spends, 60 cents comes from City taxpayers and 20 cents
comes from Borough taxpayers outside the city limits.

The Borough does give the City $15,000 for library services. We have facts and
figures that show that library usage by the Borough residents io 40% of the total,
while City residents use the library 60%. Ifwe take the 80% figure for taxes paid
by residents within the city limits, $15,000 of that $12,000 comes from City tax—
payers. So while the Borough keeps telling us how much they give us for library
services, they are actually giving us 80% or $12,000 of City money and only $3,000
from Borough taxpayers.

It also can be said that the cargo dock, boat harbor, water a.id scwor departments
are enterprise funds. However, a case can be made that the administrative time
taken by the City Council and others is time

for by residents outside the City. Itis also obvious that if itwere not lor the

City of Kodiak taxpayers in the first place, the p oplc outside of the City boundaries
would never be able to enjoy the services they now have. Itis the City of Kodiak
taxpayers that make itall possible.

At thi3 time Iwould like to go through the different departments of the City and
explain the services that the City now provides.

PARKS AND RECREATION. Each of you has a copy of the services the City is

now providing all residents, Borough and City alike, in this important function.
Tho 1977-78 budget is $128,946 while estimated revenues for this year arc 520,000.
That leaves a total of $106,946 that conics out of general fund revenues which are
paid for by City taxpayers. The City docs receive State revenue sharing funds
for parks and recreation. Howcv &r. only the population of the City is allowed to
be used.

I might mention that the City does utilize the Borough school facilities to provide
some recreation services. We arc told time and again that this Is the contribution
from the Borough to the parks and recreation budget. However, that does net hold
much water because school facilities are here and they were paid for out of taxes
paid in part by the residents of the City. Only 20% of that local support comet
from the Kodiak Island Borough residents. |If any of you have any questions. lan
Fulp, the City"s parks and recreation director, is here toanswer them for you.

PUBLIC WORKS. The next dcpartrr *nt is public works. The City now has a 12-

inch water main which is extended to Lot 18 of the proposed annexation area and

we are now furnishing water to Lota 1. 14, 15, 16 and 17 in the proposed area.
Itwould be desirable to extend this main through ihe area and to tie into an

existing 12-inch line at Cut-off Road. This would estabh h another loop in our systenm
which in turn would add more volume of water to the northeast porticn of the

system for fire fighting purposes. This line will also provide water service to

the homes in the area and fire hydrants where such protection to not now a/aiiable.

The*City now has a sewer atn extended to the lot line of Lot 15 and has budgeted
an additional amount of mon y toextend it to Lot 16. Should this area be annexed,
itwould bo feasible to extend thia line to Lot 23 from this direction and cover the

remaining area from a newer already installed on the northeast aide.

The municipal airstrip Ic partially involved in this annexation. The City has
Interest In and owns parts of the property Involved. Itwould be advantageous to
have it inside the City ao periodic maintenance on the field is performed. .

Mr. Herman Boukcru, the Superintendent of Public Works, ia also available tomiwer
any qucAtionfr you might have,



LIBRARY The library has already keen mentioned; however, lwill go over that again
in case there are any questions. For the first five months of a reregistration period,
approximately 40% of the library borrowers were residents of the Borough while 60%
were residents of the City.

These figures are for persens who come inlo the library regularly. The books
that arc sent to the village®, are usually sent to the village schools and are not
included in the above statistics. | have already mentioned the library budget and
the contribution of the Borough. Elizabeth Carroll, our .Library Director is also
present tonight.

FIRE. A dtffcrent situation exists in the fire department. The fire district located
in the Borough is in the proposed area under discussion.

The City and Borough have an agreement whereby the City provides fire protection
for areas in the Borough. This is based on the mill rate for the fire department
that the residents inside the City pay for that service. The basic figures for fire
calls, losses and man-hours spent on fires in the Borough is enclosed with your
information. So far in 1977, the Kodiak fire department has answered 26 calls

in the Borough.

The City of Kodiak also operatco the ambulance service for the Kodiak urban area.
Recently the Kodiak Island Borough purchased an ambulance and turned itover
to the City of Kodiak for the City tooperate. |In other cities tint | have been in,
the ambulance service is operated by the hospitals. Wc do appreciate having an
additional ambulance available to answer calls in the Kodiak urban area; however,
it is important to note that with health powers”~thc Borough should have this res—
ponsibility* 1do not want to belabor the pvint because of the "generosity" of the
Borough in allowing the City to use ts ambulance.

Getting back to fire, in the area of insurance, for a $70,000 home, the City rate

at class 5 is $559. The same $70,000 home in the Borough without the adequate
water and response time is $1,115 for a difference of $556. The point is that by
having water and adequate fire service available, a resident taxpayer in the Borough
would save approximately half the cost he is now paying for fire insurance.

Itis also important to noto that the City does conduct fire Inspections of the residences
and businesses in the annexed area.

Chief Magnuscn will answer any questions you might have.

CITY ENGINEER. The City Engineer feels that the organization which operates and
maintains a utility system should have the final say in how and when the system is
developed. For example, in the case of the Cltv water system, he does not believe
any extension should be. permitted unless itmeets the following criteria: (1) The
proposed exten* on conforms to an approved water /.ystcm development plan. (2)
Construction is done in accordance with City standard specifications and (3) Cons—
truction is monitored by a City inspector. In short, the City being the owner and
operator of the system shornJ control development of that system. There arc only
two ways in which this could be accomplished, annexation of lands prior to develop—
ment or a Borough ordinance requiring all new water system to mi ct the above
criteria. He feels It can be easily shown that annexation it the more positive
method allowing all water uscra an equal voice in the organization which operates
the*system.

One example of the Borough 3 Inability to handle their responsibll ty is in the area
r.aubdivislon de elopmcnb At the present time, the Sarch Strcc® sewer line is
being reconstructed due in part to Inadequate control of subdivision development
Sy the Borough.

In the case of sanitary sewer facilities, there is one additional option that may bo
considered. Hist is hiving Ib Borough own and operate the waste watei treatment

plant and take over the responsibility of operating and maintaining the total waste
water collection system. This concept is not considered practical, however,
as itrequires two municipal organizations to contro ~utility systems which overlap.

In conclusion, he fee® that orderly growth and development of water and sewer
systems within our community is best accomplished by placing all areas served
by these systems within the same municipal boundaries. Anything short of this
would be a detriment to all concerned.

BOAT HARBOR. The City Council frctn 1965 to 1971 authorized general fund
expenditures to assist the small boat harbor. These expenditures total approximately
$50,000. In 1974. the City Council, in an effort to equalize taxation, placed the
harbor on an enterprise system and subsequently wrote off a $50,000 deficit.

From 1972 through 1975, the City expended general fund .Topics for capital im—
provements in the boat harbor which included (1) redecking work arc *. ke>iing
dock 1, (2) installing two 3,000 gallon waste oil tanks, (3) building Shelikof

Street loading dock, (4) installation of electrical meters, (5) dredging sludge

from drainage culverts.

The aoovc capital improvements total approximately $53,000. Since the small
boat harbor was rebuilt in 1965 to the present time, the City has expended in the
neighborhood of $100,000 for the small boat harbor operations.

CARGO DOCK. The 1977/78 budget has an amount from the general fund of

$149,703. This is a deficit that the City is presently incurring in the cargo terminal
operation and is due to contract differences with Sea-Land. Many of the improvements
at the cargo dock, arc paid for out of State funds. |Itis Important to note that the

City docs spend general fund revenues when problems arise. George Cutrell. the
Port Operations Manager is here toanswer any questions you might have.

POLICE SERVICES. The Police Chief feels that the proposed annexation would
benefit the citizens. When they call for emergency and routine service at the
present time, it is confusing to the dispatcher whether to dispatch a police officer
or State trooper. Thia is espi cially true when street addresses are nonexistent.

Due to the broken configuration of property, liability could result ifa police
officer mistakenly took action in an area out of the City 3 Jurisdiction. There
should be no additional cost to the City for providing this service since the
ing Mill Bay Road at the present time to reach other

police officers are uti
areas within the City.

Probably the best document that I can present lo you this evening is the petition
by the registered voters of the proposed new first class city Spread Eagle. It
calls for fire and road services only. These would bo provided by the new city.

Duplication of road and fire services will be quite a burden on lhest taxpayers.
If they purchase additional fire equipment, build a building and havt volunteers,
the fire service would not be any better than it is right now. | fcelievi the only
way io Improve service would be if the new city hired fire fighters on a full time
basis. This has already proven lo be too costly for the existing lire district when
they hired their firefighters.

Regarding the road service, itis important to note that itwould probably be
contracted ou. to a private company would be a considerable expense.

On page 5 of the brief of the petition for Incorporation of Spread Eagle, there is

a discussion of the aim of the proposed City which would be tomaintain large io:«

and low density housing inorder topreserve the existing forest. The manner in which
this would best be accomplished would be lo give the residents the power to control

iho devclcpment of and provide the services for the area in which they reside.

First class city Incorporation will not protect lot size and density. The only way
this could be accomplished would be to incorporate as a first or second class borough
and have planning and zoning powera. Another cliy is definitely not the answer.



In conclusion, lwould like «o reiterate my main points.

1. The property is used for urban purposes, is platted and is an extension of the KO D I A K F I R E D E PA R T M E N T
City"s boundaries. The value of the land is due to the proximity to the City. .
Post Office Box 1397
2. The City can provide services more efficiently than any other municipality. Office of the Fire Chief Kodiak. Alaska 9961%
George Magnusen Phone 486 -$728 - Res 486 -SS62

J. Expansion of utilities is planned for the area. December 7, 1977

4. Sewage facilities arc needed to protect the health of the residents. Fire Calls b Losses

In the Borough
5. A straightened boundary of the City is definitely needed.

6_ I have made the point several times regarding City services received by Year calls Dollar Loss

Borough residents without tax contribution. The most obvious problem with the

Borough®s thinking is they feel they arc actually giving the City something. The 1970 13 Unknown

idea is like a Federal or State grant instead of the City being part of the Borough. 1971 17 8,600.00

Just because there are two separate municipalities involved docs not mean we are 1972 20 17.500.00

not the same people. 1973 22 6,360.00
1974 20 33,265,10
197% 18 6,400.f0
1976 22 21,600.00

This brings the total calls in the Borough in the above period to 134 calls with
a dollar loss of $94,225.10. So far in 1977 the Department has ansvered 26 calls
in the Borough and a dollar loss of $66,550.00.

Han Power b Mon Hours

Year Han power Han Hours Average
1970 Unavailable Pre Call
1971 301 300.6 16.7
1972 284 - 445.8 15.7
1973 170 261.8 u.o9
1974 244 353.5 17.6
1975 294 261.1 15.6
1976 213 278.8 12.7
1977 271 514.0 19.4

(figures for 1977 incomplete due to one more month for the year.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Dick Berg
FROM: - Herman Beukers, Supt. of Public Works
SUBJ: Island Lti.e Roads
DATE: November 21, 1978

In accordance with your instructions, the following information is
submitted:

MAINTAINABLE ROADS

Island Lake Road, from Mill.Bay to"lJake 2,500 feet
Back Island Lake Road (Platted) 3,800 feet
Balika from Island Lake to Mill Bay Road 2,500 feet
Road from Island Lake to Mike Brechan3 750 feet
Ram Site_Eoad------—— ] 1-.900 feet
/
2 1/5 Miles . TOTAL

It is estimated that the cost per mile for maintaining roads, which
includes grading, drainage, snow removal and dust control will be
approximately $12,000 per mile per year.

Shahafka Acres Road 1,600 feet
Melnitsa Lane 200 feet
TOTAL 1,800 feet

The above road3 will be maintainable with some surfacing work and
widening which can be done with City forces. The estimated cost to
upgrade those two roads 1is S7.200. Vhey then v/ould bo part of the
maintainable system which would then consist of two and one-half
miles of road.

The area 1is gaining access to its )ots on roads that are barely trails
and are not constructed in the platted right-of-ways. Eventually the
proper roads will have to be constructed. Some could bo built in the
platted right-of-way, others, especially on the back side, would re-
ouire acquisition of the right-of-way.

Because of the timber 1in the area and normal construction problems, it
is estimated construction costs would bo high, especially as we are
required to follow our ordinance which states the right-of-way shall bo
cleared and a "41 foot gravol surface street shall bo constructed. It
is estimated tffiat the cost v/ould be S”57»000 per mile. This figuro is
based on Brechan"s costs on Lake View Drive in the area with a 20%

(10% a year) inflation factor.

HTB/1kg
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/°S.

Rank Project

1 Eagle River

mBorough)

3 Fairbanks Sludge Disposal
4 Fairbanks Sludge Disposal

5 e Fairbanks Sludge Disposal

6 Seward

7  Soldotna

8 Anchorage I/1 fi SSES
9 Seward

10  Ketchikan Phase 11
11~ Kodiak Island Lake

12 Sitka Phase 1

. 13 Kodiak Island Lake

14 Wasilla

15 Nome

2  King Salmon (Bristol Bay

Score

980

960

930

920

910

884

880

880

874

832

830

828

820

818

810

EPA
Project
Number

C-020061-02

C-020081-02

C-020083-01
C-020088-02
C-020088-03
C-020051-02
C-020076-03
C-020087-01
C-0200S1-03
C-0200S3-04
C-020069-01
C-020052-03
C-020069-02
C-020073-02

C-020062-03

PROJECT PRIORITY LIST

Project
Step

Target
Award
Date

79

79

79
80
80
79
79
79
80
80
79

79

80 *

79

79

Project
Description
*

STP

INT 6 STP

Upgrade
Upgrade
Upgrade
INT 6 STP
SIP
Rehab
INT 5 STP
INT F STP
INT
STP
INT
INT 6 STP

STP

Est. Eligible
Cost
$1,000
4,953

2,762

40
200
2,000
388
2,003
1,000
6,782
7,849
40
8,288
. 328
450

2,378

EPA Grant
Amount
$1,000

3,715

2,072

30
150
1,500
291
1,502
750
5,087
5,887
30

6,216

338

1,784

Cummulative
Total
$1,000
3,715

5,787

5,817
5,967
7,467
7,753
9,260
10,010
15,097
20,984
21,014
27,230
27,474
27,812

29,596

FFY 79
Cummulative
Total
$1,000

3.718

5,787

5,817

6,108
7,610

8,360

8,390

14,606

14,944

16.72S



18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
Z-2
33
34
35
36

37

Naknek (Bristol Bay Borough)

Anchorage 78"

Kenai

W.

Interceptor

Fairbanks Ballaine Lake

Fairbanks Ballaine Lake

Wasilla
Homer Spit

Unalaska

Sitka Phase 11

Sitka Phase 111

Kenai

Unalaska

Ketchikan Phase |

Fairbanks Airport Interceptor

Fairbanks Airport Interceptor.

Seldovia

t

Fairbanks Airport Interceptor

Whittier

Seldovia

Eagle River Road Interceptor

Eagle River Road Interceptor

795

790

784

770

760

758

750

731

730

730

724

721

715

680

670

661

660

653

651

640

630

C-0200S2-02

C-020087-10

C-020077-02

C-020083-02

C-020083-03

C-02P073-03

C-020056-02

C-020064-02

C-020052-04

C-020052-05

C-020077-03

C-020064-03

C-020053-03

C-020034-01

C-020084-02

C-020071-02

C-020084-03

C-020980-02

C-020080-03

C-020061-03

C-020061-06

263

80

80

79

79

80

80

79

79

80

81

79

80

79

79

80

79

81

79

80

79

79

INT 6 STP
INT
INT 6 STP
INT
INT
INT 6 STP
STP
int 5 stp
INT
INT
INT 5 STP
INT 6 STP
INT 6 STP
INT
INT
INT 6 STP
INT
INT 6 STP
INT 6 STP
INT

INT

2,762
8,250
180
50
500
6,983
492
550
6,738
5,475
3,570
8,200
7,231
40
700
107
7,420
1,850
1,920
76

814

2,072
6,188
135
38
380
5,237
369
413
5,054
4,106
2,678
6,150
5,423
30
525
80
5,565
1,388
1,440
57

611

QaJ
35,296
41,484
41,619
41,657
42,037
47,274
47,643
48,056
53,110
57,216
59,894
66,044
71,467
71,497
72,022
72,102
77,667
79,055
S0, 495
* 80,552

81,163

16.563

16,901

17,270

17,683

20,561

25,784

25,814

25,894

27,282

27,339

27,950



Special Supplement to the Kadiak Times and Kodiak Daily Mirror

City of Kodiak

SPECIAL REPORT
ANNEXATION

The area outlined below has been recommended for Annexation by the State of Alaska Boundary
Commission. It generally encompasses the area from the existing City limits to Spruce Cape along

the water — then to Abercrombie and dong Lake View Drive.

-ISLAND lake annexation history.

In 1968, the first attempt In 1972, petitions were discussed the problem with
at annexing Island Lake and received from Island Lake the Council and it was agreed
that the City should proceed
rather than asking thi people A
to present another petition.
It was then discovered that
planning Gram fund; would
be available for a jompre-
hensive study of the services

Spruce Cape occurred. The residents requesting annexation
main reason for the residents However, Municipal.Boundary
request appears to be fire regulations were being revised
protection. An election was by the State. After the new
held and the annexation quest- regulations were established,
ion was defeated. the City was told that me

In 1970, the Borough in- petition would have to be
itiated step annexation of cer- done under tho new regula-
tain areas (including Island tions. The City Manager at that
time, met several times with
the residents of Island Lake
concerning annexation.

Then the City Manager

A-
Lake). The Boundary Com-

mission recommendation in-
cluded a larger area. The
Boundary Commission also re-
commended that all services be
provided in one year rather
than step annexation. The
City, Borough and private
citizens sent telegrams and
lettors to legislators asking
that annexation not be ap-
proved as the services could
not be provided in one year
and the cost to the residents
both Borcugh and City, would
have been exorbitant.

the situation . . .part of the

study would be on whether

annexation or a service district

would be the best method."

A service district was con-

sidered by the residents favor-

ably, but since it was to be

contiguous to the present city

needed and manner of pro- limits and all services would be

viding them. The Borough furnished by the City, a serious

has planning powers, & the legal question arose as to its

City Manager worked with the  position under State Statute.

Borough to obtain the funds At the present, the Local

and conduct the study. In the Boundary Commission recom-

July 22, 1976 Council min- mendation to annex the area to

utes, The City Manager states, the City of Kodiak will be

regarding the progress on an- made within the first 10 days

nexation, "The Borough has of the forth-coming State Leg-
applied for a grant to study islature.

Special Supplement — Page



CITYRESIDENTS CHARGES FOR SERVICES
BYMILL RA TE-----

Legislative S Legal
Executive

City Clerk

Finance

Police

Fire

Public Works

Parks SSRecreation
Library &Museum
Engineering

Non-Departmental

Borough Personal Property Tax

Captial project transfer
Bond Payments
Miscellaneous

Totals

(1) Insurance

Public utilities .Street Lights
Council rn Alcoholism

Senior Citizens of Kodiak

Miscellaneous

Contingency

PRESENT CITY

Charges for Services Cargo

Cargo Boat  Water/Sewei
Dock  Harbor Utilities

* J t
72,500

1978/79
Budget

79,660

86,358
242,199

873.129
351.284
771.650
111,802
172,679
184,092

4,672 3,983

2,892 4,376
19,604 11,541

7,966

8,752
34,708

31,862 4,000 359,061

431.600
588.807
137,158
(1) 306,356
) 1,409.874

*69,030 *23,900 *410,487

115,000
80,000
204,60

2.500
39,000

44,396
306.356

Ratos vary

within Districts

d di Town
oponding on Class 5

distance of $306

dwelling from
Hydrants ft Station $306

bs well as accessibility.
$306
$306

ANNEXATION AREA

Payments 1(178/79 Real

Property
garlloer;1 Tax ) 1X " X CZE;EZSt?gn

t t 1 *
72,500 218 .19 17,646,1V j 3,353
63,039 190 .17 3,000
70,338 211 .19 3.353
176,946 532 49 8,647
873,129 26.25 2.39 42,174
351,284 10.56 .96 16,940
376,722 11.32 1.03j 18.175
111,802 336 31 _ 5,470
172,679 519 47 _8_2_54;
184,092 5.53 .50 8,823
431,600 1298 1.18 20,822

588,807
7,158 412 .38 6,705
256 9.18 .84 14,823
[— 1 """"

J*588,807 13.327.650 100% 9.10 X  *17.646.1 15 160,575

HOMEOWNERS FIRE INSURANCE RATING

AS THE AREA IS AT THIS TIME
(examplo)

House Valuation
Island Lake Area

Class 9
$50,000 $619
WITH FIRE SUBSTATION
BUT NO HYDRANT
$50,000 $536
WITH FIRE HYDRANTS
BUT NO FIRE HOUSE
$50,000 $338
WITH STATION ft HYDRANTS
$305

The area that i: presently served by contract with tho city pays 2.3 mills for fire service.
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EXAMPLES OF MILL RATES

Borough 7.0 City
Firo Service 2.3 All services 16.1
(Bell's Flats) 7.2

Borough residents in the proposed annexation
area now pay:

Borough 7.0
Fire Service M
9.3

Borough residents at Bell's Flats pay:

Borough 7.0
Road Service Li
14.2



WHAT ABOUT PARKS/RECREATION/LIBRARY

City Recreation Program system utilized approximately /
City Library System utilized approximately

28% Borough
40% Borough

Residents outside the City
Residents outside the City

Expanded Library Service expected for additional Boro/City Residents as Funds allow

Suggested Park Development Priority

Mill Bay Ocean Park
Boy Scout misland Lake
Russian Mill Site - Mill Bay

PN e

WHAT ELSE WOULD YOU

LIKE CONSIDERED ?

Park at Oceanside - Abercrombie (Cry of Ram) Area.

List of Programs

Teen Center

City League Volleyball

Badminton

Women’'s Exercise Program
Swimming Pool Superision & Lessons
Summer Recreation Program
Tennis Lessons & Tournaments
Softball and Baseball

Cross Country Ski Classes

Special Recreation for Handicapped
Crab Festival Games

A.A.U. Programs - Swimming

WHAT ABOUT WATER & SEWER

Tho City of Kodiak engineering department has been doing preliminary

planning for water and sower service to the proposed annexation area so that

construction could begin as soon as possible, if annexation were approved,

Previous studies have been incorporated. It is anticipated that grants will bo

received for 50% to 75% of tho costs.

The City has to the best of its ability incorporate the previous work of tho

citizens and engineering firm retained by the Borough. Plans showing proposed

water and sewer lines will bo available at tho public mooting.

Ono unusual concept advanced is to allow acceptable Septic Systems in

low donisty hard to reach areas in order to kaep cost down and to allow

assessment relief for tho life of the System. Detailed engineering can not be

realizod until annexation is a reality 8i appropriate Grant monies can bo applied

for.

L.WHAT ABOUT ROADS

1st Priority?

Unamed Road in U.S.S. 34S7
Track A Island Lake

Cliffside K=Cliffside Loop
Seabreeze & Woodland
Unamed Road in U.S.S. 3099

@ U AwNpE

2nd Priority? What olse should be dono.

Unamed Road in U.S.S. 3219, 3103, 3464 Island Lake

Reconstruct for purpose of snow removal, road grading, firo & police coverage.

Thare are 2% miles of maintainable roads in the area. Maintenance moans grading, drainage,

snow removal end ust control.

With a minimum of work another 2% miles of road would bo maintainable.

WHAT ABOUT POLICI

Available on maintainable road system with one year or more additional

coverage of state police « dispatch available on personal, telephone, or C.B.

contact. Additional policemen and vehicles will be added as necessary to cover

the entire area.

Special Supplement — Page 3



DIFFERENTIAL TAXATION?

WHAT IS IT ? A method of allowing new residents a break on taxation until they receive the
same type and quantity of services as other residents.

Zone No. L

Generally that area next to Mission Road outside the present boundaries that may anjoy all
City services afforded present City residents. Present Mill Rate for City purposes at 100% would

Zone No. 2

Generally tha* area north of Mill Bay USS 2467, Shafaka Acres, Block 7 Monashka Bay sub-

division ttiot cannot receive full seryices. Mill Rate at 75% would apply.
Zone No. 3

Generally that area of Woodland Acres, and back of Island Lake that the city is presently
unable to reach adequately with fire & police due primarily to present road conditions. 50% of
,the C y Mill rate.

SEE THE CITY'S MAF

Early representation is afforded by a City Charter provision which allows any resident who
has lived in the newly annexed for 2 yoars and in Alaska for 3 years the ability to run for Mayor
or Council.

a .so, tho City Council by special provision will ask for the election of a special representative
from the annexed area to serve as an jdvisor with the council for 3 years. Residents of the annexed
area will of course vote for all council members and mayor as their respective terms expire.

THE CITY MADE THE FOLLOWING PROMISES IN RESOLUTION NO. 24 78

CITY OF KODIAK
RESOLUTION NO. 24 -78

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by tho Council of the City of Kodiak, Alaska as
follows:

1. The City will, to the extent possible, establish and implement in tho areas to be annexed,
a system of differential taxation for any such areas that do not recoive all services of the City
supported by taxation or which receive these servico* at a level difforont from that provided in
other areas of tha City.

2. The City Manager is hereby directed to dovelop tentative plans for die provision of services
to tho areas proposod for annexation and to determine whether the City may bo prevented by
requirements for capital improvements or for other reasons from providing full sorvices to por-
tions of those areas for any temporary period of time. On or before October 1, 1978, the City
Managor shall report to the Council and advise of the areas whore provision of full services may bo
temporarily doluyed, tho level of service that will be provided and the estimated diffuicntial in
cost between full services and the servicos to be provided.

3. The City Manager and the City Attorney shall explore existing legal requirements regarding
residency requirements for voting and elective offico, and the existing number of Council Members
an make recommendations to the Council on or before October 1, 1978, regarding possible
changes in law or policy to provido residents of nowly annexed aieas with representation within
the City comparable to that currently available to City residents, and any recommendations re-
garding required changes in ordinances to implomcnt that objective.

4. The City shall engage in an information program regarding the proposed annexation with the
objective of making the public and the legislature aware of the need for and benefits of annexa-
tion, und shall employ the servicos of a qualified perso'i, to the extent determined advisable, to
actively support approval of the annexation by the Alaska legislature.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 24th day of August, 1978.

LET THE CITY KNOW WHAT OTHER WRITTEN PROMISES YOU WANT:

GOT A QUESTION? .PUBLIC MEETING

Annexation Committee: Phone Number
Bob Waage 186 4403 These Ideas me proposals and the

Emil Norton 486 -5178 City Needs your input.

Marion Johnson 486-5171 A Public meeting with the Annexation
Bjb Brooks 486-5815 Committee will be ﬁeid_on December 12,1978
Nick Szabo 486 -3853 at 7p.m. in the Council Assembly Chambers.

Pete Resoff _ 486 -4463
City Manager Clair Harmony 486 -3224

Pjge 4 — Special Supplement
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DOCUMENTS/ Basic

1. Map

2. Local Boundary Commission Recommendations re Annexation

3. HJR 10

4. SJR 12

5. 19 AAC05.010 reAnnexation Standards

6. Testimony ofJack Chenoweth to House C&RA Committee re role of
State in review of Annexations

7. Memo from Jack Chenoweth re courses of action open to Legislature

8. Kramer/ Chin, Mayo Kodiak Island Borough Corp. Plan

KODIAK BOROUCH/Documents

A. Statement of the Position of the Commanding Officer, U.S. Coast Guard
Support Center, Kodiak, with respect to the Proposed Annexation of
the U.S. Coast Guard Support Center, Kodiak

B. Respondent®s Brief in Matter of Annexation of Certain Property along
the Mill Bay Road (Dec. 9, 1977)

C. Respondent"s Brief re Proposed Annexation of Certain Lands in Kodiak
Urban Areas to die City of Kodiak (May 19, 1979) with summary statement.

D. Kodiak Island Borough Economic Analysis, by G. Hoyden Green Ph.D., and
P.J. Hill, Ph.D.

E. Memorandum, May 19, 1978, to Local Boundary Commission frcm Kodiak
Island Borough re Local Boundary Commission Report Proposing
Annexation of Certain Borough Lands to the Ciry of Kodiak

CITY OF KODIAK/Documents

1 Letter from lvan Widom, City Mgr., re Kodiak Island Borough
Ordinance 77-35-0, Nov. 14, 1977
1 Notice of Public Hearing re annexation of Mill Bay Road Area,
Dec. 12, 1977
111 Letter from lvan Widom, City Mgr., to Sigvald Strandberg, re reply
to Respondent®s Brief, Dec. 16, 1977
IV Kodiak Mirror Article, March 28, 1978
v Letter from City of Kodiak re general City/Borough problems, April 24,778
VI Latter to Sheila Gallagher, Chairman, Local Boundary Commission,
from lvan Widon, City Mgr., re City services and Proposed Annexation
Budget, 5/20/78

LOCAL BOUNDARY/Documents

100 AS 44.19.250.300 re Creation of Local Boundary Commission

101 Report to Local Boundary Commission on the Proposal jo Annex Certain
Lands to die City of Kodiak, by Dept, of C/RA, Deo. 8, 1977

102 Report to Local Boundary Commission on Proposal to Annex Certain Lands
in the Kodiak Urban Areas to the City of Kodiak, by Dept, of C&RA,
May 17, 1978



CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS
RELATED TO ANNEXATION

Oct. 19, 1977 City submits petition for annexation of the Mill Bay
Road area.
Dec. 12, 1977 Mill Bay Road /Cutoff Road Annexation/ Public Hearing

by Local Boundary Commission in Kodiak.

As a result of the December hearing, the Ccmnission
elected to postpone action on the City"s petition.

Spring, 1978 Borough plans election on the establishment of a service
area for sewer, water and roads. The area roughly
covers the same area as the existing Fire District 1I.
(Monashka Mill Bay)

City asks for injunction claiming the election should
not be held as services should be provided by
annexation. Court ruled that the election be held.

April 18, 1978 Establishment of Mill Bay Monashka Service Area (water,
sewer, roads) approved by voters.

May 17, 1978 Department of Camnunity & Regional Affairs report to
the Local Boundary Commission on the Proposal to
Annex Certain Lands in the Kodiak Urban Areas.

May 20, 1978 Public Hearing in Kodiak held by Local Boundary Can-
mission to consider annexation of Spruce Cape, Mill
Bay, Monashka Bay and the U.S. Coast Guard Station
to the City of Kodiak.
I
August 16, 1978 Final decisional meeting held by Local Boundary Commission.

October 3, 1978 Voters of both the City of Kodiak and of the areas outside
the City of Kodiak reject unification, of the City and
Borough. <

January 23, 1979 Local Boundary Commission submits recommendation for
annexation of the Spruce Cape and Mill Bay areas to the
City of Kodiak for legislative review.






POUCH Y . STATE CAPITOL
Im_l 1L JUNEAU ALaska 958 U
. 907-asS 38CO

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM January 31, 1979

SUBJECT: Annexation to the City of Kodiak

T0: Representative Bill Parker, Chairman
House. Community & Itejfipnal Affairs Committee

FROM: John B. Chenowe”~tfi/VLegislative Counsel

May 1 take this opportunity to clarify and expand on one
point of discussion and inquiry concerning yesterday"s
testimony.

I suggested that 1 thought there were four courses of action
open to the Legislature with respect to the Local Boundary
Commission®s recommendation to annex territory to the City

of Kodiak. It could, of course, adopt HJR 10, setting aside
the recommendation in its entirety. It could, 1in the alterna—
tive, take no action, allowing the annexation to become
effective sometime around March 9.

The other alternatives derive from the precedent of an
annexation to the City of Seward in 1954. In that year, the
Legislature provided that an extensive area to the north of

that city be made a part of the municipality. In the next
year, 1965, the Legislature sought to provide by direct
legislation for detachment of the territory. The House

adopted the measure, but the Senate substituted 1its own
resolution, asking the Local Boundary Commission to re—
consider portions of the 1964 recommendation during the
following interim. The Commission did respond to the Senate®s
request, submitting a recommendation in 1966 by which portions
of the territory which was earlier annexed by Legislative

act was subsequently detached. This recommendation was
reviewed by the Legislature and not annulled, thus effecting

a second boundary adjustment to the City of Seward.



Representative Bill Parker
Page 2
January 31, 1979

I would see, then, the precedent of the Seward annexation as

a third possible alternative, together with its converse,

the adoption of HJR 10 (annulling the Kodiak City annexation)
and the adoption of a separate concurrent resolution request—
ing the Boundary Commission to reconsider its decision.
Representative Parr®s observation to the effect that the
Legislature cannot "guarantee™ a Local Bounaary Commission

is entirely correct, but | do think that this approach adds

a little to the Legislature™s ability to assure rational and
equitable results in local boundary change matters.

JBC:nenm
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THE PERSONS WHO APPEAR BEFORE .0OU MAY BE AS BROAD, AS IMAGINATIVE
EVEN AS UNRELATED TO THE PARTICULARS OF THE SUBJECT MATTER

BEFORE YOU AS IT IS POSSIBLE FOR THEM TO BE. THERE ARE NO
LIMITATIONS ON WHAT YOU MAY REQUIRE: THERE IS BUT ONE THING
THAT YOU MAY DO - THE RESOLUTION OFFERED BY MR ZHAROFF 1S THE
VEHICLE FOR ANNULLING THE RECOMMENDED ANNEXATION 1IN ITS ENTIRETY;
YOU CANNOT REDRAW THE LINES. (THAT IS NOT TO SAY THAT, IN THE
EVENT YOU CHOOSE TO RECOMMEND ANNULMENT, YOU CANNOT ADOPT THE
RESOLUTION OF MR ZHAROFF BUT, AT THE SAME TIME, REQUIRE THE
COMMISSION TO RECONSIDER SPECIFIC BOUNDARY CHANGES OF THE

CITY, SPECIFYING THE AREAS OF YOUR CONCERN. ALTERNATIVELY, |IF
THERE ARE AREAS WHICH THE BOUNDARY COMMISSION EXCLUDED FROM
ANNEXATION BUT WHICH YOU BELIEVE SHOULD BE RECONSIDERED FOR
INCLUSION, YOU MAY DIRECT THAT, BY RESOLUTION, TO THE ATTENTION

OF THE COMMISSION.)

NOW, I DON®"T KNOW WHETHER THESE MUSINGS FULFILLED THE [INTENT
OF THE CHAIRMAN IN EXTENDING AN INVITATION FOR ME TO SIT IN
THIS CHAIR. BUT 1 HOPE IT CONTRIBUTES SOMETHING TO YOUR

DELIBERATIONS , AND THAT IT MAKES THIS EFFORT AT LEGISLATIVE

REVIEW MORE MEANINGFUL TO YOU. I DON"T ENVY YCU THE TASK.

IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS WITH RESPECT TO ANY OF THESE POINTS,

I WILL TRY TO RESPOND.

THANK YOU.



MENT UNIT INVOLVED IN AN ANNEXATION, TO SEE WHETHER THE CITY (AS
IN THIS INSTANCE) OR BOROUCH (IF THAT WERE THE CASE) WERE CAPABLE

OF PROVIDING SERVICES THROUGHOUT AN EXPANDED AREA.

NEXT, I BELIEVE THE LEGISLATURE MAY PROPERLY INQUIRE INTO THE
ANTICIPATED EFFECT OF THE BOUNDARY CHANGE OF THE PEOPLE INVOLVED,
PRINCIPALLY THE RESIDENTS OF THE AREA IN QUESTION, BUT ALSO THOSE
WHO ALREADY RESIDE WITHIN THE UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND WHO MAY SEE
CURRENT SERVICE LEVELS DILUTED IN AN EXTENSIVE AREAWIDE EXPANSION
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, AN INCREASE IN THE TAX BURDEN. TAXATION
IS ALWAYS THE CENTRAL FACTOR IN ANNEXATION DECISIONS, BUT IT IS
ALMOST NEVER PROPERLY FOCUSSED. THE QUESTION IS NOT ONE OF

TAX INCREASE THAT NORMALLY ATTENDS THE INCLUSION OF NEW TERRITORY
INTO AN EXISTING TAX-LEVYING JURISDICTION, BUT RATHER, WHETHER,
FIRST, LEVELS OF TAXATION CAN BE RELATED TO LEVELS OF SERVICE TO
BE OFFERED AND, SECOND, WHETHER ANNEXATION, WITH ITS ATTENDANT
TAX BURDEN CHANGES, WILL CONTRIBUTE TO A BETTER SHARING OF THE
BURDENS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT THROUGHOUT A
METROPOLITAN REGION, EVEN IF, AS IN THIS INSTANCE, THE METROPOLIS

IS ONLY THE SIZE OF "GREATER KODIAK."

FOURTH, I WOULD SUGGEST AS A FACTOR OR ELEMENT WARRANTING LEGISLA—
TIVE EXAMINATION 1S THE RESULTANT RELATIONSHIP OF THE ANNEXATION

ON CITY/BOROUGH RELATIONS. IN TWO DECADES, IT HAS BECOME RATHER
CLEAR THAT THE THEORETICAL DIFFERENCES PERCEIVED BY THE FRAMERS

OF THE CONSTITUTION WHICH WARRANTED A CONCLUSION ON THEIR PART THAT
THERE BE TwWO TYPES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT - THE CITY AND THE BOROUGH -
GIVE RISE TO OTHER DIFFERENCES IN PRACTICE. CITY-BOROUGH RELATION®

SHIPS THROUGH THE LAST 20 YEARS CAN ONLY BE DESCRIBED AS "STORMY.™



THE CASE BOOKS AND MEETINGS OF MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS ARE REPLETE
WITH THE RESULTS OF LITIGATION, THREATS OF LITIGATION, AND
REACTIONS TO LITIGATION AS CITIES AND BOROUGHS STRIVE FOR
POLITICAL ACCOMODATION, IF NOT FOR POLITICAL BALANCE. IN THREE
MAJOR URBAN AREAS, ANCHORAGE, JUNEAU, AND SITKA, THE PROBLEM

HAS BEEN RESOLVED bY UNIFICATION. IN OTHERS, NOTABLY FAIRBANKS
AND KETCHIKAN, MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS HAVE SERVED TO ACHIEVE
THAT BALANCE. THAT SAME PROCESS MAY NOW BE UNFOLDING IN THE
KODIAK ANNEXATION. THE LEGISLATURE MAY DO WELL TO CONSIDER
WHETHER FULFILLMENT OF THE ANNEXATION WILL HAVE AN EFFECT ON

THE RANGE OF POLITICAL, SERVICE AND OTHER RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
THE CITY AND THE BOROUGH AND WHETHER, IN THE SHORT-RANGE AND

IN THE LONG-RUN, THOSE RELATIONSHIPS WILL GROW STRONGER.

FIFTH, LASTLY, 1S THE OPPORTUNITY FOR THE LEGISLATURE TO REVIEW

THE DECISION OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR COMPLIANCE WITH
PROPER ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES. WAS THE HEARING PROPERLY NOTICE?
WERE THOSE IN ATTENDANCE GIVEN OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT? DID THE
COMMISSION ENTER A DECISION ON THE RECORD? DID THE COMMISSION
ADHERE TO ITS OWN REQUIREMENTS? PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE 1S IMPORTANT
AT LEAST ONE ANNEXATION OF THE COMMISSION HAS BEEN SET ASIDE BY

THE COURTS FOR FAILURE OF THE COMMISSION TO ATTEND TO STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS. THE LEGISLATURE COULD SAVE TIME AND LITIGATION BY
REFUSING AN ANNEXATION, NO MATTER HOW MERITORIOUS, |IF THERE HAS

BEEN A SUBSTANTIAL FAILURE TO MEET ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.

THE PART OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY CHANGE PROCESS WHICH REQUIRES OR

ALLOWS LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF A BOUNDARY COMMISSION DECISION IS

VERY MUCH A POLITICAL PROCESS. THE INQUIRIES YOU DIRECT TO



Introduced: 1/24/779
Referred: Community &
Regional Affairs

1 IN THE HOUSE BY ZHAROFF

2 HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 10

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

1 ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 Relating to Local Boundary Commission
6 Recommendation | of January 23, 1979
7 for annexation of territory to the

a City of Kodiak.

1
JBE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

10 WHEREAS, wunder art. X, sec. 12 of the Constitution of the State of

11 Alaska, the Local Boundary Commission has presented to the legislature its

i? Recommendation 1 of January 23, 1979, entitled "Recommendation for annexation
13 of territory to the City of Kodiak™; and

14 WHEREAS recommendations of the Local Boundary Commission presented to

Ib the legislature become effective 45 days after presentation or at the end of
G the session, whichever 1is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution con—
17 curred in by the majority of the members of each house;

18 BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that Local Boundary Com-—
19 mission Recommendation 1 of January 23, 1979 for annexation of territory to

70 the City of Kodiak is disapproved.

7

73

75

27

28
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Introduced: 1/25/79
Referred: Community &
Regional Affairs

IN THE SENATE BY MULCAHY
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 12
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

Relating to Local Boundary Commission
Recom: endation 1 of January 23, 1979
for annexation of territory to the
City of Kodiak.

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

WHEREAS, wunder art. X, sec. 12 of the Constitution of the State of
Alaska, the Local Boundary Commission has presented to the legislature its
Recommendation 1 of January 23, 1979, entitled "Recommendation for annexation
of territory to the City of Kodiak"t and

WHEREAS recommendations of the Local Boundary Commission presented to
the legislature become effective 45 days after presentation or at the end of
the session, whichever 1is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution con-—
curred in by the majority of the members of each housei

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that Local Boundary Com—
mission Recommendation 1 of January 23, 1979 for annexation of territory to

the City of Kodiak is disapproved.

1 SJR 12



Register 43, October 1972 COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

TITLE 19 DEPARTMENT
OF COMMUNITY AND
REGIONAL AFFAIRS

PART 1 LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION

Chapter
05. Standards for Boundary Changes
10. Procedures for Boundary Changes
15. Boundary Changes by Local Action
20. Miscellaneous Provisions

CHAPTER 05. STANDARDS FOR
BOUNDARY CHANGES

Article _ -
L Annexation to Cities
2. Detachment from Cities
3. Dissolution of Cities
4, Merger of Cities.
5. Annexation to Orﬁamzed Boroughs
6. Merger of Boroughs
7. Merger of City and Borough

ARTICLE 1 ANNEXATION
TO CITIES

Section _
10. Annexablc territory
20. Application of standards _
30. Annexation of incorporated territory

19 AAC 05.010. ANNEXABLE TERRITORY,
(@) Territory which is contiguous to a city may
Deé annexed “to that city if one or more of the
following standards arc met:

(1) al land to which the territory
contiguous is within the city’s boundaries; or

IS

QZ) all land in the territory is wholly owned
by the city; or

(3) the territory is urban in character. In
determining whether territory is urban in
character, ~ the . commission “~may consider,
without limitation, whether the “property is
platted or held for sale for urban, residential or
commercial purposes, whether the population
density of the territory apRrommates_that of the
annexing city, whether the population of the
terntorr stems primarily from actual growth of
the city beyond its” legal boundaries, and
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whether the pro_pert_Y_ is valuable primarily b;
reason of its suitability for prospective urbar.
purposes; or

(4) .the territory is presently in need of a
municipal service or services which the city can
provide _more efficiently than  another
municipality; or

5) there is a likelihood that future growth
and development of the city will occyr ‘within
the territory and annexation of the territory will
enable the” city to plan for and control that

development; or

§6) the health or safety of city residents is
endangered, by conditions existing or developing
in the territory and annexation Will enable the
city to removeé or alleviate those conditions; or

7) the extension into the territory of city
waer, sewer, street, or other facilities, or of city
Pohce, fire, health or other services is necessary
0 enable the city to provide adequate service to
City residents; anid it Is impossible or impractical
for the cityto extendsuch facilities or services
unless ~ the territoryis  within the city’s
boundaries; or

8? residents of, or owners of property in, the
territory receive or may be reasonably éxpected
to recelve the benefit”of eity services without
commensurate tax contributions whether such
services are rendered or  received inside or
outside  theterritory. In determining whether
this standard is met, the commission will
consider alternate methods available to the city
for offsetting the cost of providing services to
individuals or property beyond its property
taxation powers; or

(9) the annexation is otherwise necessary to
accomphgh a valid public purpose.

_Sb) Territory which is not contiguous to the
city may be annexed to the eity if

(D) al the land in the territory is wholly
ownéd or leased by the city or used primarily
for the performancé of city functions; and

(2) annexation is necessary to enable the city
to " achieve adequate contfol, protection or
management of the property.

(corrected)
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(¢) Territory which does not meet the

requirements” of (a) of this section ma

nevertheless be annexed to a city if suc

territory lies between the city boundary and

territory which could be annexed under ?a 0

this ~séction_ but for the requirement” of
contiguity. (Eff. 10/13/72, Reg. 43)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12

otate Constitution

AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 AAC 05.020. APPLICATION OF
STANDARDS. No annexation will be approved
unless the annexing city demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the commission that it is capable
of extending and willing to extend services to
the annexed-area as follows:

(1) except in the case of an annexation
?ursuant_t_o 19 AAC 10.190-19 AAC 10.240,
ull municipal services shall be extended to the
annexed area immediately except where
impossible  for want of " necessary capital
facilities. Where full municipal services may not
be provided immediately, the annexing city shall
satisfy the commission that it will provide those

services within a reasonable time;

(%) In the case of an annexation under 19
AAC 10.190-19 AAC 10.240, annexation will
be apProved only if the commission is satisfied
that, the, city’s plan for gradual extension of
services is reasonably correlated with the ?rad_ual
extension of taxation and provides for extension
of full municipal services to the annexed area
within the transitional period;

(]3) notwithstanding (1) and, (2) of this
sc. lion, annexation ™ by " a city possessm?
authority to establish and operate differentia
taxation. zones may be aﬁproyed_ if . the
commission is satisfied that the city is willing
and able to use such authority to

(A) provide the territory with such
services us may he necessary;and

_B? Insure that the annexed area is not
subjected. to unfair taxation for services not
avallable in the annexed area;

(4) the commission may conduct public
hearings or investigations Subsequent to the
effective date of any annexation to determine
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whether the extension of services or taxation,
and/or utilization of differential taxation zones
Is proceeding in a reasonably expeditious and
cquiLble manner. If the commission determines
that the extension of services or taxation, and/or
utilization of differential taxation zones, is not
progressing In a reasonahly _expedjtious and
equitable ‘manner, it may institute_detachment

proceedings under 19° AAC 05.050. (Eff.
10/13/72, Reg. 43 _

Authorltg: Art. X, Sec.. 12

tate Constitution

AS 44.19.260(3)(2)

19 AAC 05.030. ANNEXATION OF

INCORPORATED TERRITORY, (a) In the case

of any annexation of territory "of another

incorporated  city, or of an” incorporated
borough which Is providing services to the
territory that the city will, provide. upon
annexafion, the commisSion will determine the
method by which assets, debts, and liabilities are
to be. distributed Dbetween the city and the
municipality formerly providing services.

(b), In determ[nl_n_? the method of transfer of
service responsibility, and the_ distribution of
debts and ‘assets, .the commission will approve
any fair and equitable agreement between the
municipalities affected, but will independently
review any p'*poscd agreement.

-SC) Territory which is part of an incorporated
city shall nof be annexed to another city unless
thé commission determines the annexation to he
in the. best interests of the annexing, city, the
municipality from which the annexed territory
Is taken, arid the annexed area, all considered &s
a whole: and unless the commission determines
that the annexation will not result in a
temporary or permanent loss of service to the
annexed area.

(d). No separate or additional proceedmﬁ
required for detachment of territory wit
incorporated city or borough which
annexed to another city

S are
in an
has become
but the detachment is

effected by and at the same time as the
annexation itself. (Eff. 10/13/72, Refq. 433

Authorlt%: Arf X,Sec. 12

tate Constitution

AS 44.19.263(3)(2)

(curtecU'tl)
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CHAPTER 10. PROCEDURES
FOR BOUNDARY CHANGES

Article _
1 Annexation, Detachment, Merger,
Incorporation and Dissolution
2. Step Annexation

ARTICLE 1. ANNEXATION,

DETACHMENT, MERGER,
INCORPORATION AND
DISSOLUTION

Section

10.  Petition

20.  Petitioner

30.  Form anJ contents
e 40. Exhibits

50.  Briefs

60.  Service N

70.  Review of petitions

80.  Notice of petition

90.  Call for hearing

100.  Answering briéf

110.  Reply brief

120.  Department report

Hearing .

« = Decisional meeting

150.  Non-compliance

160.  Determination of procedure
170.  Certification of houndary changes
180.  Public meetings

19 AAC 10.010. PETITION. A request for a
local government boundary change. under this
chapter is initiated by filing an original and six
copies of & petition and supporting brief with
the commissioner of the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs. (Eff. 9/26/72,
Reg. 7, am” 1U/13/72, Re?. 43)

Art, X, Sec. 12

Au horitg:
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(3)(2)

19 AAC10.020. PETITIONER, (8) / petition
may be initiated by

(1) a municipality whose boundaries are to be
changed: or

2? an organized borough in which the
rifory is located; or

19-8
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(3) at least 10 percent of the qualified voters
residing in the  territory to be annexed,
detachéd, or in the municipality to be dissolved,
or in each municipality 10 be mérged; or

(4) the Commissioner of the Department of

Community and Regional Affairs.
(bﬁ The person or entity initiating the petition
shall be designated npetitioner. (Eff. 9/26/72,

Reg. 7;am 10/13/72, Reﬂ.] 43
Authori %:taArt' X. Sec. 12

te Constitution
AS 44.19.260

IV AAC 10.030. FORM AND CONTENTS, (a?
The petition shall _be addressed to the Loca
Boundary Commission and shall bear a caption
which Clearly identifies the nature of the
boundary . change and the municipality or
municipalities Whose hboundaries are to be
changed.

(b) The petition shall contain the following:

1) the name, resident address and mailing
addreéss of each petitioner:

(2) the name and mailing address of the
attorney or other representative designated by
the petitioncr(s) to receive service, notice, and
al “oilier correspondence relating  to the
proceedings on behalf of tire petitioner(s);

(_32 a legal boundary description of the
t%rn ory affected by the proposed boundary
change;

(42 the quantity of land contained in the
terriory;

(5) the assessed, or estimated value of all
taxable proPerty, giving separate totals for real
and personal property in the territory;

(6) the number of residents in the territory.

(7) the rate or rates at which real and personal
property are taxed in the territory;

d(8) the rate or rates of any sales tax levied by
ana/or collected in the territory.
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9
out(s_t)anding honded indebtedness for which the
territory is wholly or 8art|all responsible. (Eff.
9/26/62, Reg. 7;am 10/13/72, Re% 43

Authority; Art, X, Sec. 12
otate Constitution
AS 44.19.260 (3)(2)

19 AAC 10.040. EXHIBITS. There shall be
appended to the petition the following exhibits:

(1) a map or maps showing

(A) the present boundaries of the
territory  whose boundaries are to be
changed;

(IEB) the maps shall be sufficiently detailed
to show all streets and roadways. All copies
of the maps. submitted as exhibjts to copies
of the petition shall conform in color and
otrpletg_tdlstmgmshmg markings, to the original
exhibit;

(2) also, an affidavit of the petitioner, or his
representative or attorney whq prepared the
petition, . indicating, the source from which the
Information contajned in the petition was
acquired; and staling that a census or other
reliable enumeration of the territory was
conducted him, or under his " direct
supervision, Specifying the dates when the
census r enumeration was begun and completed
and verifying that it was taken accurately. If an
official cénsus has been made of the territory by
the federal, state or municipal government
within one year of the date of the petition, a
coP_)(_ of .that census may be appended to the
petition in lieu of a census affidavit;

(3) .all inter-municipal agreements, regardmg
transitional ~ provisions . 0f . services” an
distribution of assets and liabilities;

(4) a certified _copY of the resolution or
ordinance authorizing the municipality to file
the petition if the petitioner is a municipality:

(5) the affidavit of petitioner or his
representative or attorney, that service of the
petition has been made in compliance with sec.

19-9

19 AAC 10.030
19 AAC 10.070'

the amount .and a full ex?Ianation ofany 60 of this chapter. (Eff. 9/26/62, Reg. 7; am

10/13/72, Reg. 43) _
Authority: Art, X, Sec c
State Constitut®m
AS 44.19.260(2)(7)

19 AAC 10.050. BRIEFS. The petition shall be
accompanied by a written brief. The brief shall
fully ‘set forth the reasons supporting the
boundary change and shall demonstrate that the
boundary change meets the standards prescribed
in ¢h. 5 of this title, The commission may
require such additional information as in its view
will be useful for evaluation of the petition.
(Eff. 9/26/62, Reg. 7, am 10/13/72, Reg. 43)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
otate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 AAC 10.060. SERVICE, (2) The petitioner
shall by certified mail, serve a copy of the
petition” and brief, together with accompanying
exhibits, upon every municipality in or adjoining
the territory. Such’ service shall be made at the
same time “that the petition is filed with the
Commissioner of the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs.

(b). The petitioner shall  arrange . that
petition, exhibits and brief will be available for
Inspection by the general public at a designated
place in or near the territory between the hours
of 9:.00 am. and 4:30 ‘p.m, The affidavit
required under sec. 40 of this chapter  shall
speclfgI the exact location where the petition is

e

available for inspection. (Eff. 9/26/62, Reg.
ain 10/13/72, Reg. 43 _
Authorltyé: Art, X, Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 AAC 10.070. REVIEW OF PETITIONS.
The Department. of Community and Regional
Affairs, shall review the petition and briet and
determine whether they

(1) arc in substantially the proper form; and

([2) contain the factual information required
by these regulations.

If the department determines that the petition
or brief is deficient as to form or content™”
shall return the defective petition or brief W
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correction or completion, If the department
Aermines that the petition and brief are in
AMtantial compliance with these regulations, it
shall notify the petitioner that the petition and
brief have heen accepted. (Eff. 9/26/62, Reg. 7;

am 10/13/72, Reg. _
uthority: Art. X, Sec. 12

State Constitution
AS 44.19.260(3)(2)

19 AAC 10.080. NQTICE OF PETITION, (a?
Upon rece|P_t_ of notice. from the departmen
that the petition and brief have been accepted
the petitioner shall cause notice of the filing of
the petition to be published ina newsRaper_of
general circulation In the territory, Such notice
shall be in the form specified by the
Commisioner of the Department of Community
and Re?JonaI Affairs and shall include a briéf
explanation of the proposed boundary change,
the name_ of the petitioner, the nameé of edch
municipality whose boundaries are to be
changed, and shall indicate the place where the
petition and _brief may be inspected by the
public as provided in sec. 60 of this chapter.

HA _The petioner shall furnish  the
"mmnissioner of the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs with proof of compliance
with (53 of this section. Upon receipt of such
proof, “the commissioner ~ shall submit the
petition and brief to the comnvssion.

(e? No petition iiley with the commissioner
shall be deemed to be pending hcfoie the
commission until the petition and brief have
been submitted to the commissioner pursuant to
this sect)|on. (Eff. 9/26/62, Reg. 7,am 10/13/72,

Reg. 43 _
Authorlt)é: Art. X.Sec. 12
tale Constitution
AS 44 19.260(2)(2)

10 AAC 10.090. CALL FOR HEARING. The
commission shall determine the time and place
of the hearlngi which shall be held in or near the
territory. At least fifteen days prior to th date
of the hearm%, the commissioner shall cause
notice of the Nearing to be given and served by
certified mail upon:

(D) all municipalities specified at sec. 60 of
Chapter: and

19-10
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(2)  any person or municipality who has filed
an answerm% brief pursuant to sec. 100 of this
%hapter. (Eff. 9/26/62, Reg. 7, am 10/13/72,

eg. 43) .
Authorlt%: Art. X, Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(a)(2)

19 AAC 10.100. ANSWERING eriEF, (3) A
Pers_on residing _or anln% property :n the
erritory or municipality whose bound ies arc
to be Changed or in thé governing body of any
municipality may file a Drief in_opposition t0
the proposéd boundary change. The original of
the Dbrief shall be filed with“the commissioner
together with proof that one copy was Served
upon petitioner or designated representative.

() A ge_rson or municipality filing an
answering brief shall be designated a resporident.

(c? The answering brief shall indicate any
factual information thought to be incorrectly or
incompletely ~presented” in the petition™ or
petitioner’s” brief and shall demonstrate the
manner in which the proposed houndary change
fails to satisfy the standards prescribed’ in ch, 5
of this title. The brief shall include a discussion
0}1; thte considerations set forth in sec. 50 of this
chapter.

(d) The commission shall consider the
respondent to have acquiesced in _facts or
ar%uments asserted . in~ the petition  and
petitioner’s brief which are not challenged or
controverted in the respondent’s brief. (Eff.
10/13/72, Reg. 43

AS 44.19.280(2) (2)

19 AAC 101 10, REPLY BRIEF. Prior to the
hearing, the petitioner may file a brief in repl
to any new matter raised in an answering brief.
(Eff. 10/13/72, Reg. 43) .

Authorlt\g: Art, X, Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(2)(2)
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19 AAC 10.120. DEPARTMENT REPORT.
The Department of Community ;nil Regional
Affairs shall prepare a report on the proposed
boundary ch_ange._ The report shall summarize
the issués raised in the petition and briefs and
may comment upon those issues or any other
isste which the department deems to be relevant
to the proposal. The report ma¥ contain
recommendations to the commission. The report
shall be filed with the commission prior to the
date of hearing. (Eff. 10/13/72, Reg. 492

Authorlt)é: Art, X, Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 AAC 10.130. HEARING, (@) The
petitioners shall first proceed  to support the
petition through exhibits, testimony and such

other means &S bear upon the issues raised by
the 1pet|_t|on. The presentation shall proceed in
substantially the following manner:

(1) the presentation shall be conducted by the
petitioner or his designated representative or
attorney;

(2) the presentation shall be opened with a
brief’ discussion of the nature of the proposed
boundary change and the reasons to be advanced
in its support. ‘At the conclusion of the opening
statement, petitioner shall submit an outling
nammgl the ‘persons who will give statements in
squo_r, of " the petition. Outlines shall be
submitted in scxtuplicate and copies shall be
served upon al' adverse parties;

(3) petitioner shall proceed . to. conduct his
preseéntation in the manner indicated in his
outline. The chairman may allow_petitioner to
deviate from his outlined presentation.

(b) UP_on completion of the petitioner’s
Presenta lon each respondent shall proceed, in
he manner established by the chairman and in
the, same manner as  prescribed for the
petitioner, to present his views. Respondent’s
presentation _shall include all information and
argument which respondent wishes to advance i
rebuttal of petitioner’s presentation.

() Upon completion of the respondent’s
presentation, Petltloner shall  have an
opportunity to offer rebuttal.

19 AAC 10.120
19 AAC 10.140

(d) Upon completion of petitioner's rebuttal,
the”commission will hear the views of all
interested persons or political subdivision, nW |
petitioner or respondent. To obtain the floor, a
person must be recognized by the chairman and
must state his name, address and the nature of
1S Interest. A person, purﬁortlng to speak on
bohalf of a municipality shall démonstrate his
authority to_do so. Th,, chairman maY impose
reasonable limitation of the time allotted each
sPeaker and may curtail repetitive and irrelevant
statements.

(&) Members of the commission may at any
time pose questions or comment on matters
raised  during  the hearm?; ~ however,
representatives of the department with consent
of the chairman may pose questions or comment
on matters raised during the hearing.

(0 The chairman may tempor_ariIK_suspend the

order of proceedings set forth in this section to

allow rebuttal, counter-rebuttal, or general

public comment on_a particular issug orissues.
(Eff. 9/26/62, Reg. 7;am 10/13/72. Reg. 43

Authority: Art, X. Sec. 12

State ConstityUM

AS44.19.260(a!'W

19 AAC 10.140. DECISIONAL MEETING %a)
The commission shall consider all aspects of the
written and oral testimony before ‘it and any
other relevant and reliablé data available to it
concerning a houndar chan%e proposal. A
majority, "of the total membership  of the
commission may decide the issue  The
commission shall ‘prepare a written statement of
its _decision_ including an exg!anat;on of the
major consideration “upon which it relied in
reaching Its decision.

(b_? Any decision of the commission shall he
mailed immediately to the petitioner mul to all
parties who_have submitted a reply hrief and to
an¥_ other interested parties who' give written
notice to the Commissioner of the Department
of Community and Regmna_l Affairs that the
desire_ a coj%/ of the decision. (Eff. 9/26/62,
Reg. 7; am 10/13/72, Reﬂ.]43

Authorl ;é: Art, X. Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(a
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19 AAC  10.150. NON-COMPLIANCE.
CgMpliance with the iemulations of_this chapter
r*Pbe waived by the commission if substantial

rights of interestéd parties are not prejudiced by
sich waiver, An%_ deviation from the procedures
set forth in this chapter is waived by the
commission unless the commission or a part
objects. (Eff. 9/26/62, Reg. 7; am 10/13/72,

Req. 43
04 Authority: Art, X, Sec. 12
State Constitution
AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 AAC 10.160. DETERMINATION OF

PROCEDURE. Where there are alternative

procedures for effecting a boundary chan?,e, the

commission may select the procedures wliich it

deems  most _ appropriate  under  the
circumstances. (Eff. 10/13/72, Re% 43

Authority: Art, X, Sec. 12

State Constitution

AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 AAC 10.170. CERTIFICATION OF
BOUNDARY CHANGES. Within 30 days after a
boundary  change becomes effective, in
ajrdance with” Art. X, Sec. 12 of the
C™ititution, the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs shall prepare a certificate
of the change. The department shall transmit
duplicate ofiginal- of the certificate to the
organized Dborough in which the boundary

change has taken glace and/or to the
municipality whose Dboundaries have been
ciianged. The department il also record a

copy of the certlpicate in the recording district
in Which the boundaﬂrg change has taken place,
fEff. 10/13/72, Reg. 43)

Althority; Art. X, Sec. 12

State Constitution
AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 AAC 10.180. PUBLIC MEETINGS. The
commission, at its discretion and prior to

consideration of any petition requesting. a

boundary change, may
whose boundaries are ﬁrop_osed_to be changed to
conduct meetings. or earmgzs in the area to be
annexed to acquaint residents with the purposes
sought to be accomplished and the benefits
which are expected to be derived by residents
sj**d the boundary. change be mdde and to
shreit _public  opinions_ "on  the_ proposed
annexation. The Local Boundary Commission

require municipalities
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may require that transcripts or minutes be taken
of * such meetings or hearings for the
commission's use “and may require that the
municipality certify to the commission that such
meetings of hearings were conducted as directed
by the commission.” (Eff 10/13/72, Reg(. 43)
Art. X, $ec.. 12

Authorlt)é: SeC..
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(a)(1)

ARTICLE 2. STEP
ANNEXATION.

Section

190.  Petition

200.  Local election

210.  Taxes

220.  Voting

230.  Ordinances

240.  Borough se vices

19 AAC 10.190. PETITION. An annexation
etition _submitted to the Local Boundary
ommission may request that during each of not
more than five full fiscal years after the
annexation takes effect, the raté of taxation for
city services on the annexed properties shall be
at a specified percentage of the full city tax rate.
The proposal shall provide an incréase from
fiscal "year to fiscal Year until the percentage
equals "100 percent of the full city tax rate. The
city may not tax annexed property at a rate
otfier than the F1‘)ercentage authorized for that
year. Provided, however, that the municipality
pursuant to AS 29.53.405 may levy taxes in the
annexed area at a different percentage from that
authorized for the year in question, if sych
difference_is attributéd to the ccst of provision
in the territory of a special service not su gosed
%v the general municipal levy. (Eff. 2/28/65,

eg. 14;am 10/13/72, Reg. 4%
Art, X, Sec. 12

Authorlt)é: _
tate Constitution
AS 29.53.405
AS 44.19.260(3)(2)

19 AAC 10.200. LOCAL ELECTION. The
Local Boundary Commission will. require the
governing body of the municipality to which
annexation is Sought to submit the “proposal_to
the voters in the area to be annexed, The
municipality shall bear all expenses of said
election and shall submit to the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs or Local
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Boundar % Commission such information and/or
reports that either may require prior to, during
o subsequent to the election. No such election
shall be Valid unless the notices pertaining to
such election, the way in which the proposal is
phrased on the ballot, and the timing of the
election _ have been approved Dby  the
Commissioner of the De?artment of Comimunity
and Re |onaI Affal)rs (Eff. 2/28/65, Reg. 14;am

10/13/72, Reg. 43
Authority: Art, X, Sec.. 12
State Constitution
AS 44.19.260(2)(2)

19 VAC 10.210. TAXES. The percentage of
city taxes on newly annexed properties is
defr mined as follows:

(1) city services to be provided during each
ear are “scheduled by the petitioners or the
ocal . Boundary Commission in consultation

with city officials;

(2) the cost of each service asa percenta?e of
the gross general fund expenditure for the, Tiscal
year” immediately preceding the annexation is
computed;

SS) newly annexed residents pay a percentag
of the full “city property tax rate equal to t
total f rcentage cost of all services provided.
(Eff. 10/13/72; Reg. 43
Authontg Art X, Sec 12
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.260(3)(2)

19 AAC 102 O VOTING. Residents hi the
newIP/ annexed territory have the same votlrgq
" 4%35 as other city residents. (Eff. 10/13/7

rivi
| Authorltté Art, X, Sec. 12
tate Constitution

AS 44.19.260(a)(2)

19 AAC 10.230, ORDINANCES City sales tax
ordinances and all other city ordinances except
those app Ilcable to C|t¥ services, not yet provided
are . immediatel f’ ectlve in_th e annexed
territory. (Eff. 10/13/7

Authorlt Art. X. Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 44.19.2h02)(2)
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19 AAC 10.240. BOROUGH SERVICES. The
city must_accept immediate responsibility
non-arcawidc  borough  services . currerf*,
prowded |n the 4:Qewly annexed territory. (efr.

10/13/72,
Authority: Art, X, Sec. 12
State Constitution
AS 44.19.260(3)(2)
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CHAPTER 15 BOUNDARY CHANGES BY
LOCAL ACTION

le
L Annexation to Municipalities .
2. Detachment from Municipalities

ARTICLE 1 ANNEXATION
TO MUNICIPALITIES
Section
10.  Initiation of request for
boundary change B
20.  Form and contents of petition
30.  Exhibits. _
40.  Annexation of territory of
another municipality
50.  Filing of petition
60.  SuffiCiency o
70.  Review by Local Boundary Commission
80.  Election _
90.  Notice of election
100.  Conduct of election
110.  Form of hallot
120. Canvassm% of election
130.  Effective date of annexation
MO.  Annexation without election
e > . Annexation of municipally-owned
roperty
160.  Timelingss

19 AAC 15.010. INITIATION OF REQUEST
FOR BOUNDARY CHANGE, a&A request for
an annexation under secs. 10-160 of this
chapter may he initiated by a petition signed by
at least ten percent of thé currently registered
voters residing within the territory proposed to
be annexed, or by a petition ol the municipality
seeking annexation.

tb? The person or entity initiating the gtiton

Zr]rsl be designated petitioner. (Eff."4/1/73, Reg.
Authorit)é: Art. X. Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 29.68.010£b;
AS 44.19.260(a)(2)

19 AAC 15,020. FORM AND CONTENTS OF
PETITION, Sa) The petition shall be addressed
to the Department of Community and Reqmnal
Mfairs and shall bear a caption which clearly
Mtitifif's the nature of the boundary ‘Mange and

COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

19 AAC 15.010
19 AAC 15.030

the municipality whose boundary is to be
changed.

(b) The petition shall contain-

(fl) the name, residence address, and mailing
adaréss of each pititoner;

(2) the name and mailing address of the
attorney or other representative designated br
the petitioner(s) to receive service, notice and all
other corres?onden_ce relating to the proceedings
in behalf of the petitioner(s);

§3) a legal description of the territory affected
by the proposed bhoundary change;

(4) the estimated number of residents within
the territory proposed to be annexed;

(5) the quantity of land contained within the
territory proposed to be annexed;

6) the assessed or estimated value of all real
and " personal proper(tjy within the territory
proposed to be annexed;

(7) the rate or rates at which real and personal
property are taxed within the municipality to
which annexation is proposed;

(8) the rate or rates of any sales or use tax
levied . by and/or collected within the
municipality to which annexation is proposed;

(9) the amount of and a full explanation of
any outstanding bonded indebtedness for which
the territory proposed to be annexed is wholly
or partially Tesponsible;

(10) the population and area of the annexing
municipality. (EIf. 4/1/73, Reg. 45
Authorlt)é: rt, X. Sec. 12
tate Constitution
AS 29.68.010(h
AS 44.19.260(3)(2)

19 AAC 15.030. EXHIBITS. There shall he
appended to the petition the following exhibits;

(1) a.map or maps showing the boundaries of
the territory proposed for annexation; and
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Matter of the annexation of territory to the City of Kodiak

January 29, 1979

YOU HAVE ASKED ME HERE BRIEFLY TO PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF THE ROLE
ENVISIONED FOR THE LEGISLATURE IN ITS REVIEW OF AN ANNEXATION WHICH
HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED BY THE STATE"S LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION. THAT
IS NOT AN EASY TASK. AND, WHILE MY REMARKS SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD BY
YOU TO BE LESS IN THE NATURE OF "RULES™ THAT MUST BE FOLLOWED THAN
THEY ARE "OBSERVATIONS" OR ™"SUGGESTIONS™ THAT MAY BE CONSIDEPED,

I HOPE THAT THEY WILL HELP YOU TO FOCUS ON THE MERITS OF THE
ARGUMENTS THAT ARE TO BE PRESENTED ON BOTH SIDES OF THE MATTER

FREE OF THE EMOTIONALISM THAT IS CHARACTERISTIC OF VIRTUALLY EVERY

SIGNIFICANT BOUNDARY CHANGE.

THERE 1S A PURPOSE TO THIS PROCESS. IT 1S A MANDATE OF THE
ALASKA CONSTITUTION THAT THE ALASKA LEGISLATURE REVIEW AND
CONSIDER BOUNDARY CHANGES FAVORABLY RECOMMENDED BY THE STATE"S
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION. THE SOURCE OF THAT MANDATE IS
ARTICLE X, SECTION 12, PART OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ARTICLE OF
THE STATE CONSTITUTION:

A local boundary commission or board shall be

established by law in the executive branch of the

state government. The commission or board may

consider any proposed local boundary change. It

may present proposed changes to the legislature

during the first ten days of any regular sessioi

The change shall become effective 45 days after

presentation or at the end of the session, whichever



is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolut_on
concurred in by a majority of the members of
each house.
THAT RESOLUTION, HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 10, OFFERED BY
REPRESENTATIVE ZHAROFF, 1S, OF COURSE, THE MECHANISM BY WHICH

THE LEGISLATURE MAY EXPRESS ITS DISAPPROVAL.

OVER THE WEEKEND, I SPENT SEVERAL HOURS RESEARCHING ANY INFORMA—
TION THAT WOULD SHED LIGHT ON WHAT WAS INTENDED BY THIS
CONSTITUTIONAL PROCEDURE. I FOUND SIGNIFICANT COMMENTARY
CONCERNING THE ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY OF A PROPOSED (FROM THE
PERSPECTIVE OF 1955-56) COMMISSION OR BOARD TO CONCERN ITSELF
WITH DEVELOPMENT OF A LOCAL GOVERNMENT FRAMEWORK ADAPTABLE
TO MEET THE NEEDS OF DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE STATE AND THE PRINCIPAL
ROLE ASSIGNED TO 1T OF REVIEWING AND TAKING ACTION ON CHANGES IN %
BOUNDARIES OF MUNICIPALITIES. TYPICAL WERE THESE COMMENTS,
COMPOSED AFTER THE CONSTITUTION HAD BEEN DRAFTED BUT BEFORE THE
PROCLAMATION OF STATEHOOD WHICH WwOULD GIVE LIFE TO THE PROPOSED
CONSTITUTION:

The constitutional provision regarding local boundaries

contained in article X, sec. 12, was written for the

purpose of unfreezing munici* al boundaries and making

them readily adjustable to changing needs resulting from

the growth and movement of population and from changes

in the demands for local services. The section of the

Constitution was designed to overcome roadblocks which

vested local interests and prejudices in small segments N

of natural communities often put 1in the way of a proper

readjustment of local boundary lines.



FURTHER ALONG IN THE SAME DOCUMENT, THERE APPEARS THIS ADDITIONAL
OBSERVATION:
The basic assumption in this discussion of annexation is
one which is xmplicit in the local government article of
the State Constitution. The assumption is that
worthwhile local home rule depends upon the thoughtful
and courageous exercise of the state"s responsibility for
establishing and maintaining ... responsible self-government
The State cannot discharge its responsibility for local
institutions by automatically ratifying the petitions or
votes of any groups of local citizens that nay happen
to express themselves Tfavorably or unfavorably with
respect to ... annexation. To puisue such a course would
result in such a conglomeration of local jurisdictions
as would make a mockery of the whole concept of local
self-government.
TWO POINTS, THEN, WITH REFERENCE TO THE MATERIAL QUOTED: FIRST,
THE ADAPTATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT TO CONTINUALLY CHANGING CON-—
DITIONS IS A CHARACTERISTIC OF ALASKA®S LOCAL GOVERNMENT SYSTEM;
SECOND, THAT DECISION MUST BE TAKEN NOT BY THOSE IMMEDIATELY
AFFECTED BUT BY A STATE AGENCY (THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION)

ON THE BASIS OF INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.

NOW, WHILE THERE IS A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF MATERIAL ANALYZING

OR COMMENTING UPON THE NECESSITY FOR AND PROPER ROLE OF A STATE
BOARD TO REVIEW AND CONSIDER LOCAL BOUNDARY CHANGES, THERE IS
VIRTUALLY NOTHING TO DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT.
THE COMMENTARY OFFERED BY THE DRAFTSMEN OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION

IS UNENLIGHTENING. OTHER SOURCES, NOTABLY EFFORTS BY THE LEGIS-



LATURE AND THE COURTS TO FILL THE GAP, ARE USEFUL AS CC-iMENTARY,
BUT OFFER NO FIRM RULES. LET ME OFFER, THEN, SOME OF MY OWN

THOUGHTS.

YOU MUST UNDERSTAND, FIRST, THAT THE CITIES AND BOROUGHS OF THE
STATE OF ALASKA ARE POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS OF THE STATE - CREATURES
OF THE STATE, SOMEONE HAS CALLED THEM, AND, AS THE ELEVENTH BIENNIAL
LEGISLATURE WENDS ITS WAY INTO HISTORY, AND YOU ARE CALLED UPON TO
CONSIDER TESTIMONY ON ONE OR ANOTHER BILLS BEARING ON LOCAL
GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE, FUNCTION, AND FINANCES, YOU WILL BETTER
UNDERSTAND THE CHOICE OF THAT WORD "CREATURES."™ AS POLITICAL
SUBDIVISIONS, THE CITIES AND BOROUGHS WHICH HAVE BEEN INCORPORATED
ARE ESTABLISHED TO PERFORM PORTIONS OF THE STATE"S RESPONSIBILITIES
FOR GOVERNMENT THAT THEY ARE CAPABLE OF PERFORMING. GENERALLY,

THE MORE THAT CAN BE PERFORMED AT THE INSTANCE OF LOCAL OFFICIALS,®
WITHOUT DETAILED ATTENTION FROM STATE OFFICIALS, HOPEFULLY, THE
BETTER FOR ALL CONCERNED. BUT THE STATE CANNOT ESCAPE RESPONSI —
BILITY FOR THE ESSENTIAL QUALITY AND COMPETENCE OF THE UNITS OF
LOCAL GOVERNMENT WHICH EXIST AND OPERATE IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICA—
BLE STATE STATUTES. THUS, THE LEGISLATURE®"S ROLE - FROM THE

OUTSET, EVEN WITH RESPECT TO ANNEXATIONS - IS ONE OF OVERSIGHT.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT INVOLVES THE DISCHARGE OF LEGAL RESPONSIBILITIES,
BOTH THOSE THAT MAY BE ACCEPTED BY THE VOTERS OF THE COMMUNITY AND
THOSE WHICH MAY BE IMPOSED BY THE STATE. THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD
UNDERSTAND, AND I THINK IT DOES GENERALLY UNDERSTAND, THAT THE
CAPACITIES AND ABILITIES OF MUNICIPALITIES TO ACCEPT AND DISCHARGAH~"
TH. RESPONSIBILITIES GREATLY VARIES. THUS, THE REVIEW PROCESS

OFFERS AN OPPORTUNITY TO GAUGE THE CAPACETIES OF THE LOCAL GOVERN-



MENT UNIT INVOLVED IN AN ANNEXATION, TO SEE WHETHER THE CITY (AS
IN THIS INSTANCE) OR BOROUGH (IF THAT WERE THE CASE) WERE CAPABLE

OF PROVIDING SERVICES THROUGHOUT AN EXPANDED AREA.

NEXT, 1 BELIEVE THE LEGISLATURE MAY PROPERLY INQUIRE INTO THE
ANTICIPATED EFFECT OF THE BOUNDARY CHANGE OF THE PEOPLE INVOLVED,
PRINCIPALLY THE RESIDENTS OF THE AREA IN QUESTION, BUT ALSO THOSE
WHO ALREADY RESIDE WITHIN THE UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND WHO MAY SEE
CURRENT SERVICE LEVELS DILUTED IN AN EXTENSIVE AREAWIDE EXPANSION
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, AN INCREASE IN THE TAX BURDEN. TAXATION
IS ALWAYS THE CENTRAL FACTOR IN ANNEXATION DECISIONS, BUT IT 1S
ALMOST NEVER PROPERLY FOCUSSEL. THE QUESTION IS NOT ONE OF

TAX INCREASE THAT NORMALLY ATTENDS THE INCLUSION OF NEW TERRITORY
INTO AN EXISTING TAX-LEVYING JURISDxCilON, BUT RATHER, WHETHER,
FIRST, LEVELS OF TAXATION CAN BE RELATED TO LEVELS OF SERVICE TO A
BE OFFERED AND, SECOND, WHETHER ANNEXATION, WITH ITS ATTENDANT
TAX BURDEN CHANGES, WILL CONTRIBUTE TO A BETTER SHARING OF THE
BURDENS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT THROUGHOUT A
METROPOLITAN REGION, EVEN IF, AS IN THIS INSTANCE, THE METROPOLIS

IS ONLY THE SIZE OF "GREATER KODIAK.™

FOURTH, I WOULD SUGGEST AS A FACTOR OR ELEMENT WARRANTING LEGISLA—
TIVE EXAMINATION IS THE RESULTANT RELATIONSHIP OF THE ANNEXATION

ON CITY/BOROUGH RELATIONS. IN TWO DECADES, 1T HAS BECOME RATHER
CLEAR THAT THE THEORETIC. L DIFFERENCES PERCEIVED BY THE FRAMERS

OF THE CONSTITUTION WHICH WARRANTED A CONCLUSION ON THEIR PART THAT
THERE BE TWO TYPES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT - THE CITY AND THE BOROUGH -
GIVE RISE TO OTHER DIFFERENCES IN PRACTICE. CITY-BOROUGH RELATIONO

SHIPS THROUGH THE LAST 20 YEARS CAN ONLY BE DESCRIBED AS "STORMY.™



THE CASE BOOKS AND MEETINGS OF MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS ARE REPLETE
WITH THE RESULTS OF LITIGATION, THREATS OF LITIGATION, AND
REACTIONS TO LITIGATION AS CITIES AND BOROUGHS STRIVE FOR
POLITICAL ACCOMODATION, IF NOT FOR POLITICAL BALANCE. IN THREE
MAJOR URBAN AREAS, ANCHORAGE, JUNEAU, AND SITKA, THE PROBLEM

HAS BEEN RESOLVED BY UNIFICATION. IN OTHERS, NOTABLY FAIRBANKS
AND KETCHIKAN, MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS HAVE SERVED TO ACHIEVE
THAT BALANCE. THAT SAME PROCESS MAY NOW BE UNFOLDING IN THE
KODIAK ANNEXATION. THE LEGISLATURE MAY DO WELL TO CONSIDER
WHETHER FULFILLMENT OF THE ANNEXATION WILL HAVE AN EFFECT ON

THE RANGE OF POLITICAL, SERVICE AND OTHER RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
THE CITY AND THE BOROUGH AND WHETHER, IN THE SHORT-RANGE AND

IN THE LONG-RUN, THOSE RELATIONSHIPS WILL GROW STRONGER.

FIFTH, LASTLY, IS THE OPPORTUNITY FOR THE LEGISLATURE TO REVIEW

THE DECISION OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR COMPLIANCE WITH
PROPER ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES. WAS THE HEARING PROPERIY NOTICE?
WERE THOSE IN ATTENDANCE GIVEN OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT? DID THE
COMMISSION ENTER A DECISION ON THE RECORD? DID THE COMMISSION
ADHERE TO ITS OWN REQUIREMENTS? PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE IS IMPORTANT
AT LEAST ONE ANNEXATION OF THE COMMISSION HAS BEEN SET ASIDE BY

THE COURTS FOR FAILURE OF THE COMMISSION TO ATTEND TO STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS. THE LEGISLATURE COULD SAVE TIME AND LITIGATION BY
REFUSING AN ANNEXATION, NO MATTER NOW MERITORIOUS, |IF THERE HAS

BEEN A SUBSTANTIAL FAILURE TO MEET ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.

THE PART OF THE LOCAL BOUNDAFY CHANGE PROCESS WHICH REQUIRES OR

ALLOWS LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF A BOUNDARY COMMISSION DECISION 1S

VERY MUCH A POLITICAL PROCESS. THE INQUIRIES YOU DIRECT TO



THE PERSONS WHO APPEAR BEFORE YOU MAY BE AS BROAD, AS IMAGINATIVE,
EVEN AS UNRELATED TO THE PARTICULARS OF THE SUBJECT MATTER
BEFORE YOU AS IT IS POSSIBLE FOR THEM TO BE. THERE ARE NO
LIMITATIONS ON WHAT YOU MAY REQUIRE: THERE IS BUT ONE THING
THAT YOU MAY DO - THE RESOLUTION OFFERED BY MR ZHAROFF 1S THE
VEHICLE FOR ANNULLING THE RECOMMENDED ANNEXATION IN ITS ENTIRETY;
YOU CANNOT REDRAW THE LINES. (THAT IS NOT TO SAY THAT, |IN THE
EVENT YOU CHOOSE TO RECOMMEND ANNULMENT, YOU CANNOT ADOPT THE
RESOLUTION OF MR ZHAROFF BUT, AT THE SAME TIME, REQUIRE THE
COMMISSION TO RECONSIDER SPECIFIC BOUNDARY CHANGES OF THE

CITY, SPECIFYING THE AREAS OF YOUR CONCERN. ALTERNATIVELY, IF
THERE ARE AREAS WHICH THE BOUNDARY COMMISSION EXCLUDED FROM
ANNEXATION BUT WHICH YOU BELIEVE SHOULD BE RECONSIDERED FOR
INCLUSION, YOU MAY DIRECT THAT, BY RESOLUTION, TO THE ATTENTION

OF THE COMMISSION.)

NOW, I DON"T KNOW WHETHER THESE MUSINGS FULFILLED THE INTENT
OF THE CHAIRMAN IN EXTENDING AN INVITATION FOR ME TO SIT IN
THIS CHAIR. BUT I HOPE IT CONTRIBUTES SOMETHING TO YOUR

DELIBERATIONS , AND THAT IT MAKES THIS EFFORT AT LEGISLATIVE

REVIEW MORE MEANINGFUL TO YOU. I DON"T ENVY YOU THE TASK.

IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS WITH RESPECT TO ANY OF THESE POINTS,

I WILL TRY TO RESPOND.

THANK YOU.
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M EMORANDUM January 31, 1979

SUBJECT: Annexation to the City of Kodiak

TO: Representative Bill Parker, Chairman
House Community & Regional Affairs Committee

FROM: John B, Chenowetli./VLegislative Counsel

May 1 take this opportunity to clarify and expand on one
point of discussion and inquiry concerning yesterday®"s
testimony.

I suggested that 1 thought there were four courses of action
open to the Legislature with respect to the Local Boundary
Commission®s recommendation to a”“nex territory to the City

of Kodiak. It could, of course, adopt HJR 10, setting aside
the recommendation 1in its entirety. It could, in the alterna—
tive, take no action, allowing the annexation to become
effective sometime around March 9.

The other alternatives derive from the precedent of an
annexation to the City of Seward in 1964. In that year, the
Legislature provided that an extensive area to the north of
that city be made a part of the municipality. In the next
year, 1965, the Legislature sought to provide by direct
legislation for detachment of the territory. The House
adopted the measure, but the Senate substituted its own
resolution, asking the Local Boundary Commission to re—
consider portions of the 1964 recommendation during the
following interim. The Commission did respond to the Senate"s
request, submitting a recommendation in 1966 by which portions
of the territory which was earlier annexed by Legislative

act was subsequently detached. This recommendation was
reviewed by the Legislature and not annulled, thus effecting

a second boundary adjustment to the City of Seward.



Representative Bill Parker
Page 2
January 31, 1979

I would see, then, the precedent of the Seward annexation as

a third possible alternative, together with its converse,

the adoption of HJR 10 (annulling ".he Kodiak City annexation)
and the adoption of a separate concurrent resolution request—
ing the Boundary Commission to reconsider its decision.
Representative Parr"s observation to the effect that the
Legislature cannot "guarantee™ a Local Boundary Commission

is entirely correct, but I do think that this approach adds

a little to the Legislature®s ability to assure rational and
equitable results in local boundary change matters.

JBC:nem



January 24, 1979 Wednesday

STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

JUNEAU, ALASKA

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LOCAL BOUNOARY COMMISSION
SUBMITTED TO THE ELEVENTH STATE LEGISLATURE

FIRST SESSION ASSEMBLED

SUBMITTEO JANUARY 23, 1979



SENATE JOURNAL January 24, 1979
SUPPLEMENT

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation for annexation of territory to the City

of Kodiak.

Recommendation for correcting an error in the present
corporate boundary description of the Kenai Peninsula

Borough.
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STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

JUNEAU, ALASKA

RECOMMENDATION FOR ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE

CITY OF KOOIAK, ALASKA

SUBMITTED TO THE ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE.

FIRST SESSION ASSEMBLED

SUBMITTED JANUARY 23, 1979



No. 3 SENATE JOURNAL January 24, 1979
SUPPLEMENT

RECOMMENDATION FOR ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
tD the
City of Kodiak

WHEREAS, the petitioner, the-City of todlak, has requested
that certain property In the Hill Bay area be annexed to the
city, to wit: twenty five lots contiguous to and North and
East of the City of Kodiak, Including residential and
commercial properties; and

WHEREAS, wupon receipt of the petition, the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs determined that the petition
was sufficient; and

WHEREAS, subsequent to giving proper notice, the Local
Boundary Commission held a public hearing at Kodiak, Alaska,
on December 12, 1977, 1In the Koditk City Council Chambers;
and

WHEREAS, as a result of that public hearing, the local
Boundary Commission determined other urban lands In addition
to those defined In the petition might be suitable for
annexation to the City of Kodiak; and

WHEREAS, after giving proper publicnotice, theLocal
Boundary Commission held an additional public hearing at
Kodiak on April 26, 1978, to consider annexation of geographical
areas generally described as the Spruce Cape area, the Mil ~
Bay area, the Monashka Bay area, and theUnited States Coast
Guard Station to the City of Kodiak; and

WHEREAS, after giving proper public notice, the Local
Boundary Commission held a public meeting In Anchorage on

August 16, 1973, to review the record of proceedings on the
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petition; and

WHEREAS, the City of Kodiak has ctated to the Local
Boundary Commission that it is financially capable of providing
its full range of general fund services to the area encompassed
by the Local Boundary Commission decision; and

WHEREAS, the Local Boundary Commission has determined
that the territory to be annexed meets the standards for
annexation set forth at Ip~A"AAC 0S.OlIO0LW~in that the area is
generally urban in character, as evidenced by Kodiak Island
Borough population estimates, property valuations, and the
relatively high level of commercial activity; and

WHERCAS, the Local Boundary Commission has determined
that the territory to be annexed meets the standards for
annexation set forth at 19 AAC 05.010(4) in that evidence
gathered at the public hearings shows that the area to be
annexed is in need of municipal services which can be most
efficiently provided by the City of Kodiak: and

WHEREAS, the Local Boundary Commission has determined
that the territory to be annexed meets the standards for
annexation set forth at 19 AAC 05.010(5) in that Kodiak
Island Borough planning documents |Indicate there is likelihood
that growth and development will occur in the territory and
annexation will enable the city to plan for an”| rnnfrnl
development and »Q[j”*mi~?he most efficlent munielnal services
plan to accommodate the expected growth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Boundary Commission recommends

that, pursuant to Article X, Section 12, of the Alaska
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stftution, and Alaska Statutes HA. 19.26(K> the petition to

the territory generally described as the Spruce Cape

Quf~rand the Hill

Bay area be approved and that the boundaries

A,jhe City of Kodiak be amended to read as follows:

Beginning at Corner 3 of U.S. Survey 3945,
said point being the true point of beginning;

thence,

(1) S 55“2rw, 10,868.88 feet to Corner 2 of
U.S. Survey 3945; thence,

(2) S 34<34 <, 4250.40 feet to Corner 1 of
U.S. Survey 3945; thence,

3) S 5*061E, 957.66 feet to Corner 2 of
U.S. Survey 2537-B, identical with Corner 15,

U.sS. Survey 3945; thence.
(4) S 5"05"30°E, approximately260.74 feet,
core or less, to a point Intersecting with

the Northerly ROW of the Abbert Highway;

thence,

(5) along the said ROW in a Westerly and
then Southerly direction to a point located
upon the common boundary of Public Land
Orders 5566 (parcel 2) and 5550, located

within

U.S. Survey 1673; thence,

6) s 45<=00lE, 2000 feet; thence,

) Southeasterly 3,280 feet, more or less,

to point

“A", said point "A”? lying: S 15<34°E.

1,290 feet, more or less, to the center of
the channel of St. Paul Harbor from the

Southwest corner of Lot

, 8loek 20 of U.S.

Survey 2537-B; thence,

&) N 58*067E, 7 ,470 feet to apoint in the

channel
Island;

North of the Easterly tip of Crooked
thence,

9) N 0"50"W, 1,644.7 feet to a point located
in the channel between Near Island and Holiday

Island;

thence,

(10) N 42*22 *E, 5,200 feet, to Point *“B".
said point “B" lying: S 42*22"W. 3.037.1
feet, mure or less, from a point on an
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Isolated rock which bears S 1,1050" £. 191.95
feet from WC 6 MC, U.S. Survey 1822, said
point also lying S 32<24-"E, 1,162 feet, more
or less, from MC 6, U.S. Survey 2873: thence,

(11) N 32<24 <, to a point in the channel
which is 1,000 feet from the mean high watar
line of Kodiak Channel; thence,

(12) along a line, 1000 feet seaward, fronm
the meander line of mean high water In a
Northeasterly and then Northwesterly direction
to a point 1,000 feet Northerly from the most
Northerly tip, at mean high water, of Spruce
Cape; thence,

(13) continuing along a line, 1,000 feet
seaward, from the meander line of mean high
water, proceeding around Mill Bay 1n a South-—
westerly, Northwesterly, and then Northeasterly
direction, to a point which 1s located upon
the projected extension seaward of the Northern
boundary of Lot 17, Block 1, Second Addition
of Miller Point Subdivision, plat approved
11/23/66, said boundary being more specifi—
cally described as a line bearing S 73<01°E
from the Division of Lands Witness Corner
monument located 15 feet West of the North—
east Corner of Lot 17, 8locl 1, of said
subdivision; thence,

(14) N 73°0rw. 1,000 feet to the Northeast
Corner of Lot 17, Block 1, of said subdivision;
thence,

(15) N 73°orw, along the Northerly boundary
of Lot 17, Block 1, of said subdivision,
327.41 feet, and continuing on approximately
the same bearing an additional 1728.59 feet
to WC 6 of Lot 3, U.S. Survey 3462; thents,

(16) S 47<56"W, 2551 .56 feet to Corner 1,
Lot 3. U.S. Survey 3462, identical to the
East Corner of Lot 3 of Block 6, Monashka Bay
Subdivision, plat approved 9/19/6/; thence,

(17) S 45*%42°59"W, 295.41 feet, to the South
Corner of Lot 3, Block 6 of said subdivision;
thence,

(18) N 44"Q5"04"W, approximately 115 feet,
along the Southwesterly boundary of Lot 3,

Block 6 of said subdivision to a point which
bears N 50<13"26"E from the South Corner of



