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(7) COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
4/25/780
FURTHER:
Date: f'o- +°
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on COMMUNITY ANT REGIONAL AFFAIRS has had CR

"Relating to the Inuit Circumpolar Conference."

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

fo] do pass [ ] do not pass
[ 1] do pass with attached amendments(s)
[ same title
[ 1] replace with CS for / f ] new title
and recommends

[ 1] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” I ] New Fiscal Note
[ 1] reportsit back without recommendation
[ ] referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



flasks Jifctie Nepelatrme

noom o om House of Representatives
SALAI> Committee on Pouch V
.. . . . State Capitol
Official Business Community & Regional Affairs Juneau. Alaska 99811
BILL NUMBER AND TITLE: HCR 67 Re Inuit Cironmpnlar r.nr.fprpnrp
ORIGINAL SPONSOR: House C&RA OTHER SPONSORS:
RECEIVED FROM: FURTHER REFERRALS:
HEARING DATE: 5/2/80
MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Parker X Pat Carney X
Margaret Branson Charlie P..rr X
Pat 0"Connell X Fred Zharoff X
Ray Metcalfe X

Rep. Parker reviewed the Resolution and discussed the
purpose cf the Circumpolar Conference as being an
awareness builder and reinforcement for cultural
identity.

The commitee decided to eliminate the wording related to "delegation”
p. 1 lines 26-29

A committee substitute will be drafted to reflect this change
and the bill, as a CS, was passed out of Committee.

COMMITTEE ACTION: CS to be drafted to reflect above indicated intent and

the Dill was signed out.
TAPE # 10 SIDE | Fcotage 298-444



L  REQUEST .
BEI(}Reso ution nn. HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 67

Title Relating to the Inuit Circumpolar Conference
Requested bv Rep. Bill Parker Dale

II. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Legislative Affairs Ayencv

Program Category Affected General Government

BRU, Program, cr Subprogram(s) Affected Legislative Cmmr-P

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

I FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 J FY S3 FY 84 1
100 PFRSONAT. SFRVTCFS =
700 TRAVF.T. 1% .7
300 CONTRACTUAL t
400 COMMODITIES N
500 EOUTPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. F.TC. L
|
TOTAL 1*}.7

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GFNF.RAT. FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source")

POSITIONS
_________________ NONE

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

Delegation of four legislators attending InUit Circumpolar Conference,
Greenland.
Transportation - 4 participants x $2,550 - $ 10,200
Per Diem & Miscellaneous Costs - 10 days x 4 x $75 —-———————- 3,000
Miscellaneous Transportation —-—--————--m—mmmmmmmmmmm 4,500
XV DATE 5/2/80 PREPARED BY
AGENCY
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE ----------
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

Nuk,

FY 85



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL y&TE.

I R.EQUEST B Committee Substitute for House Concurrent Resolution No. 67
Bill Resolution No.

Relating to the inuit Circumpoiar Conference
R&aucsted by Hep. TTTr-PaT leer—--------mmmmmmomoo oo Date 5-5- JO

Il. F3SCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Legislative Affairs Agency

Program Category Affected_ General Government )
BRU, Program, cr Subprogram(s) Affected Legislative Council
(Note: Ifmore than one budget component isaffected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

100 PERSONAL SERVICES -o-

200 TRAVEL -0-

300 CONTRACTUAL -0~

-o0-

500 EQUIPMENT -o-
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL -0-

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAT FUND 1 -o-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specifv Fund Source)

POSITIONS
NONE

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

No fiscal impact anticipated.

IV DATE 5/6/80 PREPARED BY Sha!ron SFurrock, _Accountant
AGENCY Legislative Affairs Agency

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-3352

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)






COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
FURTHER: *.cne
1,/ 25780
Ua te
Mr. President:
COMMUNITY Alxl) REGIONAL
The Committee on AFFAIRS has had SCR 66

«ftrecting the Alaska Legislative Council to r Vise AS 29

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
teports it back with the following recommendations:

[ 1 do pass [ ] do not pass

[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)

] same title
[ 1 replace with CS for [ ] new title

and recommends

1] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ ] New Fiscai Note

reports it back without recommendation

[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
>
CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



SUGGESTED AVENDIVENT

Line 21, and following to page 2, line 9:

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that under the pro-
visions of AS 24.20.090 and Uniform Rule 48(c) the Alaska Legislative
Council is directed to prepare a revision of Title 29 of the Alaska
Statute (Municipal Government) by directing the legal services division
of the Legislative Affairs Agency to prepare the revision with the
assistance of a policy advisor> group representative of the concerned
public from all areas of the state and a working group of persons
experienced in the application of AS 29, and soliciting the advice of
the Alaska Code Revision Commission; and be it

_ At Yy A

FURTHER RESOLVED that the policy advisory group consiSt of two nem
bers of each House of the Legislature appointed by the presiding officer
and other members selected by the presiding officers of each house from
persons recommended by legislative members, by the Department of Com-
munity and Regional Affairs, the Alaska Municipal League, the Rural
Alaska rimmunity Action Program, Inc., and other interested parties| and.
that the worH-ng group consist™of municipal attorneys, municipal managers,
municipal clerks or other municipal staff, appointed by the director of
legal services of the Legislative Affairs Agency, representatives of the
Departments of Community and Regional Affairs and Law and a member of

the staff of the legal services division; and be it



A MWFEI4 )

Nlaska jitale “legislature

House of Representatives

Committee on Pouch V
. State Caﬁltol
Official Business Community & Regional Affairs Juneau, Alaska 99811
5/21/80
TO: Rep. RussMeekins, Chairman, Finance Committee

FROM: Rep. Bill Parker, Chairman, C&RA
RE: HCR 70

Attached is an amendment for your consideration when

hearing HCR 70 relating to the revision of Title 29.



March 31, 1980

TO: Senator Clem TilHon
FROM: Senator Arllss Sturgulewski
RE: Revision of AS 29

It is generally recognized, especially by those who work most closely
with 1t, that AS 29 Is in need of revis on. Since the time of original
enactment, changes in the title, probler s ln its application, and policy
guestions of importance have been noted by municipal attorneys, city
managers and clerks, and such other municipal officials as assessors.

The Legislative Revisor has indicated that AS 29 should be next approached
in terms of needed revision.

The work of revision is complicated and, at times, highly technical. |
have received numerous inquiries and requests for a process by which to
revise AS 29. | have discussed this problem with many people, Including
Mr. Berrier, and Ms. Chitwood of the Alaska Municipal League.

I would like to suggest the following as an approach to the revision of
AS 29 during the period of time between this session and the 1981 session.
Funds and responsibility for this project would be directed by the
Legislative Council to Mr.-Billy Berrler, Legislative Legal Services, to
conduct the revision. | foresee the project as follows: two groups
would be selected by Mr. Berrier from recommendations provided by the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs, Alaska Municipal League

and other interested and affected parties. The first group would be a
policy advisory group composed of a variety of perspectives and interests,
representing the diversity of local governments across the state, and
would include a representative of the legislature. The second, a much
smaller group, would be a working group, composed of people who have had
experience in the application of AS 29. The work group should consist

of municipal attorneys, representatives of the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs and the Department of Law, as well as a staff

member of Legislative Legal Services! other municipal staff functions
should also be represented, such as managers or clerks. While the

actual technical work would be conducted by the working group, the

policy group would provide overall guidance and assistance on policy
questions.

Administrative and secretarial responsbility would rest in Legal Services.
In order to support this project funds would be reauired for travel and
per diem. Most local governments will be glad to contribute staff tine
to this project. However, for both the policy and the working group it
will be necessary to provide travel funds. As often as possible, tele-
conferencing will be used to reduce travel needs and to expedite the



Senator Clem Till ion -2- March 31, 1930

project. A draft bill will be ready for January 1981,

It is anticipated that $20,000 should cover the cost of this project.
Any funds remaining would be returned.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.



FAIRBANKS N&RTFpjTAftBOROUGH

April 1, 1980

Senator Arliss Sturguiewski
Pouch Y
Jur.eau, Alaska 99811

Re: Municipal Code Revisions
Dear Arliss:

Both because of Alan Teshe's letter of March 18 to you and a recent
conversation with Ginny Chitwood, | would urge you to make every
effort to provide for the interim review of AS 29. | would urge
that the Alaska Municipal League be a participant in the review
process either as a contractor, a co-sponsor or in some other
capacity. Based upon the discussions at the Local Government
Symposium as well as comments received by the Joint House-Senate
C & RA hearings, | think that participation from the unorganized
borough is desirable.

A good deal of the criticism of and antagonism toward local govern-
ment stems from inflexibility in portions of the code and vagueness
in other parts. Thu writers of the Constitution ware wise in their
recognition that strong and flexible local government could best
meet the needs of the diverse areas of this state. Too often local
governments are unable to respond effectively because of unrealistic
restrictions imposed by the state.

I hope that there is something that you can do to accomplish this
review, and if | can be of any assistance, please let me know.

D. Nordale
Borough Attorney

JDN/sy



J. D. Nordale

Borough Attorney

Fairbanks North Star Borough
Box 1267

Fairbanks, Alaska 95707

Dear Jin:

Enclosed is a copy of SCR Go which directs the Alaska Legislative
Council to revise AS 29, Municipal Governnent. I'm also attaching a
copy of my March 31 meno to Senator Clem Till ion which spoke to this
Issue. The Senate Concurrent Resolution was drawn as a result of that
memorandum. The fiscal note is much higher than | anticipated, however,
I think it is important that there be an advisory group and working
group, and that funds be provided to bring people together.

I would appreciate whatever support you can lend to sec the passage of
SCR b¢c. 1 will be contacting the House Community and Regional Affairs
Conmlttee to request that they Introduce a similar resolution on their
side, and expedite 1t as fast as possible through the system. | will be
bringing SCR 6G to the Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Tuesday, April 29.

Kinciest personal regards,

Arliss Sturgulewski
Senator, District 10-H

Enclosure



Matanuska-Susitna Borough

» N1
1 e
**'kk°V* BOX 9, PALMER. ALASKA 99645 . PHONE 745-3246
l‘ -
. BOROUGH ATTORNEY S OFFICE
N \FIC,

March 18, 1980

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska Sto.te Senate

Pouch V

State Capital

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Arliss:
Re. Municipal code revisions.

Attached w.th this letter is a list of examples of various
provisions of Title 29 which should be clarified through revision of
that title. This list is by no means exhaustive and | am sure that
other atturneys and municipal officials throughout the state could add
additional evamples and support a thorough revision of Title 29.

As we discussed some time ago in Juneau, | recommend that the
Legislature form an interim committee to review AS 29 during the next
two years and th”~t the committee be empowered to seek assistance from
municipal attorneys throughout the state, hold hearings as it deems
appropriate, and present a new municipal code to the Legislature in

1981 or 1982. | have received expression? of support from attorneys
representing several municipalities throughout the state and am
confident they will assist the Legislature in preparir.q a revised

municipal code.

Thank you very much for your continued attention to this matter.
If there are additional questions | can answer regarding Title 29 or if
the Legislature is prepared to take action in this matter, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Cordially,

Allan E. Tesche
Borough Attorney

er

cc: Jerry Viertzbaugher
Tom Klinkner
Jim Nordale
Russ Walker
Lee Sharp



AS 29: Revisions Needed

29.08

Although an attempt has been made in this Chapter to classify the
various kinds of Alaskan municipalities, mere recent amendments to
Title 29 and unification of several cities and boroughs have resulted
in confusion over definitions of "cities"”, "boroughs”, and "munici-
palities”. It is not clear, for instance, whether the unified Munici-
pality of Anchorage is a city, a borough, or unified municipality c-
all three forms of government within existing provisions of AS 29.

29.13.100

The Code should contain a uniform rstem for designating statutes
that expressly applj to home rule municipalities and all such statutes
should be consistently cross referenced.

29.23.050

The statutory residence requirement prescribed in this section is
probably invalid. It is suggested that such residence requirements
throughout AS 29 be reduced to a maximum of one year.

29.23.060(d)

Circumstances, other than financial interests, which allow a
member to abstain should be better defined.

29.23.080

The procedure for determining vacancies under this section
conflicts with the procedure established under AS 29.23.570.

29.23.130(B)

Once again, the three residency : aquirement in this section should
probably be reduc'd to one year to assure its constitutional validity.

29.23.150 and AS 29.23.470

Both require assembly appointmet of an acting borough manager in
the absence of or disability of the manager. If t.iese sectmns address
different policy questions, they are unclear; if they do not, one
should be eliminated as redundant.

29.23.170

This provision does not specify when a veto becomes effective or
specify any time limit for the overriding of the veto. Moreover, it
does not indicate what is the status of an ordinance between the time
its veto is announced and the time the Assembly first has an oppor-
tunity to override the veto. For instance, if the mayor vetos a line



item in the budget, may expenditures be made under that item until tne
mayor announces tne veto at the next regular assembly meeting, nr does
the veto i -ediately strike the item unMIl the veto is overridden?
29.23.200

The three ‘'/ear residency requirement here is also probably
invalid.

29.23.210

As with the provisions for boroughs, this section should provide
more definite a”indards for abstention on other than conflict of
interest grounds.
29.23.250

Another probably invalid three year residency requirement.
29.23.270

This provision has the same ambiguities with regard to the effect-
iveness of a veto and a veto override as the provision applying to
boroughs.
29.23.555

This section has been superceded by AS 39.50.
29.33.070-245

Serious thought should be given to the purpose of the planning,

platting and zoning provisions in this code. Should tney only
prescribe minimum due 'process standards for rezonings and other land
use decisions or should they detail all of the administrative

procedures to be followed by local governments in this area. This
article presently tries to do little of both and does neither very
well.

29.33.190

This section makes it unlawful for any person to sell or attempt
to sell land located within a ‘ubdivision which has not yet been
approved by the borough platting authority and subjects violators to
certain criminal sanctions. But AS 29.53.100 reauires that the borough
assessor assess real property to "the owner of record as shown on the
records of the district recorder” even though that person may be the
owner of record only by virtue of an illegal subdivision in violation
of AS 29.33.190. Moreover, AS 29.53.310 allows persons holding
security interest in illegally subdivided lands to obtain release for
portions of lots or tracts originally subdivided even though such lands
were illegally subdivided in violation of AS 29.33.190.



29.33.070

It is unlear whether platting powers can be delegated to a second
class borough or a city within the borough under this section.

29.33

The current language of this chapter, asit incoprorates a
traditional definition of zoning and makes zoning along with platting
the principal means of land use regulations, is unduly restrictive and
should be revised to allow more innovative forms of land use regulation
by boroughs and municipalities.

29.33.250

Presumably the transfer required is one from all cities exercising
the power rather than from a city.

29.33 and 29.38

Should there be a provision fora borough toexercise a power in
some but not all cities (for examplein second class cities but not in
first class cities)?

29.48.030(b) AS 29.48.035(b) and (c)

These provisions are redundant. The limitations on the powers of
second class boroughs should be stated in a more concise fashion in one
easily accessible part of the code.

Moreover, AS 29.48.030 and .035, insomuch as those sections distinguish
between "regulation”™ and provision of "municipal facilities and
services", are at the, very least confusing and perhaps unnecessary.

29.48.030(a)(12)

The term transportation "system" used in this section should be
defined.

29.48.260

Provisions of this section governing disposal of municipal
properties should be clarified and revised to reflect increased land
values throughout the state, to state who makes determinations of the
value of land offered for sale and the date upon which such valuations
must be based. Moreover, the statute should be clarified to either
include or exclude rights-of-way or easements from its provisions.

29.53.135
The language regarding the composition or the Board of
Equalization is unclear.” The’statute presently requires "at least that

number of members of the assembly over and above the number reouired
for a auorum to transact business™; the statute is unclear when applied
to a lay board to whom the eoualization function is delegated.



?0 P3

Should be amended to require payment of all taxes, even those due
for more recent assessments on properties whose owners have requested
issue of a quitclaim repurchase deed. Present law mandates issue of a
quitclaim repurchase deed to the owner of record upon payment of those
taxes assessed for the tax year stated in the clerk's deed even though
the same property is the subject of other foreclosure proceedinos
brought in subsequent years. An amendment to AS 29.53 which would
require payment of _alj taxes owing on a parcel before a quitclaim
repurchase deed can be issued would eliminate substantial confusion in
the minds of taxpayers, and would reduce administrative complexity for
borough finance departments presently confronted with multiple fore-
closure actions on the same parcels.

29.63.090

The present statute governing service areas does not adequately
address the question of whether a service area may be used for exercise
of a governmental regulatory power rather than for provision of
municipal o* services.

8.60.050-100

Regulation of junk vyards in this section should be cross-
referenced to those sections of Title 29. relating to areawide
planning, platting and zoning powers.

9.25 110-120

It is wunclear whether public records statutes apply at all to
municipal government. If it is the intention of the Legislature to
apply the public records laws of AS 9.25.110-120 to cities and
boroughs, then those sections should be amended accordingly with an
appropriate cross references to Title 29.



January 4, 1980

Mr. Thomas F. Klinkner

Law Offices of Richard W
Garnett 111

900 West 5th Avenue, Suite 540

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Tom:

Thank you very much for your conments regarding the Local Government
Study. Our final report is due out very soon and 1 will see that you
are added to this mailing 11st. Overall, | am pleased with the results
of this study. Although the proposals may seem modest, they seem to
follow well the constitlonal directions set for local governments and
certainly can bring some cohesiveness and coordination to the delivery
of services to rural Alaska. Your indepth conments and support can
certainly help in seeing that this needad legislation is adopted by this
session of tht Legislature.

Your >oice adds tc a growing chorus speaking to the need for thorough
technical revision of Title 29 of the Alaskan Statutes. When a certain
number of amendments nave been made to the Statutes, a recommendation is
made for a revlsio.i of the Title. This is the case, as | understand it,
with Title 29 and the recommendation is being made that Title 29 be the
next title to be -~vised. | have had preliminary discussions with
Representative Bill karxer regarding this and with several other in-
terested parties, such as the Alaska Municipal League. One possible
approach might be the establishment of a short-term committee composed
of chairs of the Senate and House Community and Regional Affairs, Mr.
Jack Chenoweth, from the Legislative Legal Department, other attorneys
who are familiar with working on the Statutes, and other interested
persons. | would see this as a working group that would produce re-
visions to Title 29 for introduction to the next Legislature. It seems
to me there needs to be a careful delineation of the so-called house-
keeping aspects and other Issues that may be of major polic> impact.
For example, issues dealing with service areas, annexation procedures,
etc., may take some special review and consideration.



*r. Thomas F. Klinkner 2. January 4, 1900

I will discuss this matter further with Mrs. Ginny Chitwood, Alaska
Municipal League, and with Representative Bill Parker as to possible
methods for best proceeding with the revision of Title 29. | am sending
copies of this letter to a number of people in hopes that both you, Toml
and the ones receiving copies will send me their thoughts and corxients
as to how best t~ proceed. It would be very helpful to have some input
as to the number cf policy issues, in addition to overall revis.ons that
may well need to bt addressed. Again, thank you for your interest and |
will look forward ip hearing from you further on this.

Sincerely,

Arliss Sturgulewskl
Senator, District 10-H

cc: Mr. Lee Sharp
Juneau City Attorney
Mr. Bruce Aronson
Petersburg City Manager
Mrs. Ginny Chitwood, Ex. Dir.
Alaska Mun!:1pal League
Mr. Alan Tesche
Mat-Su Borough Attorney
Mr. Jim Nordale
North Star Borough
The Honorable Bill Parker
House of Representatives
Mr. Jlrn Nordale
North Star Borough



LAW OFFICES OF
RICHARD W. GARNETT Il

THOMAS F. KLINKNER
SUITE 540. 900 WEST FIFTH AVENUE
ANCHORAGE ALASKA 99501

TEL (907) 276-2221

December 5, 1979

Senator Arliss Stiugulewski
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 9 811

Dear Arliss:

I appreciated the opportunity to attend your dis—
cussion group on local government in rural Alaska, and
thank you for sending me a copy of the report resulting
from that session. | regret that I have not .responded
sooner to your request for implementation proposals.

While it certainly is not an essential prerequisite to
tne program you propose, | suggest that you consider as a
complementary project a thorough technical revision of
Title 29 of tne Alaska Statutes. As an attorney for
general law municipalities who has had substantial
experience working with Title 29, 1 frequently am exposed
to its legal inadequacies as a charter for the operation
of small municipalities. Title 29 is at onco too vague to
be helpful in some areas and too restrictive in others. A
new rural municipality can 1?1l afford tne added expense of
developing a home rule charter and detailed municipal code
merely to avoid the deficiencies of Title 29. While the
structure of local government organization under Title 29
is basically sound, many of its procedural and
administrative provisions do not provide the support ana
instruction that those who administer small, rural
municipalities require.

I believe tnat if there were support for the project
in the legislature it would not be difficult to assemble a
committee of attorneys and otners with day to day
experience in the operation of general law municipalities
to undertake a revision of Title 29 to make it more useful
to those who operate under it-generally the smaller, more
rural municipalities in the state.



LAW OFF CES OF
RICHARD W GARNETT IlI

Senator Sturgeulewski
Deceirber 5, 1979
Page 2

Please let ire know if you would be interested in
pursuing such a project.

Yours truly,

Tho.rias F. Klinkner

TFKipac



Il.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected legislative Affairs Agency

Program Category Affected General Sgtertmsni’
Budge; Request Unit(s) Affected legal Services

EXPENDITURES  (Thousand:; of Dollars)

FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82

10Q PERSONAL SERVICES 24.0 -0-
2pn  TRAVEL 55.9 -0-
300 CONTRACTUAL 50 -0-
400 COMMODITIES 2.0 -0-

$00 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL - 86.9 -0-

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENF.RAL FUND 86.9 1 -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME I
PART TIME r
TEMPORARY

1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

Personal Services - Range 14 for 9 months.

Travel - Advisory* group (3 meetings for 20 peopleat $451travel/pd) = $27,060
$28,864

Working group (S meetings for f people at $451 travel/pd)
Contractual - $5,000 for miscellaneous printingandother  costs*

Cormodities - $2,000 for office supplies.



CITY OF PETERSBURG

P. O. BOX 329 « PETERSBURG. ALASKA 99833

May 30, 1979

Arliss Sturgulewski, Senator
Co-Chairman, Local Government Study
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska

998H

Re:

Local Government Study

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Thank you for your letter dated May 23, 1979 regarding the local
government study. My laundry list includes the following:

1.

A need to review what is local government in Alaska and what are
the functions. For example, the State provides police protection
to iaiy residents of Alaska, even though these same residents
are capable of providing the service (Mendenhall Valley, etc.)
Why cities and boroughs? The conflicts are many and well
documented.

What is a borough, and when is it a large City (eg. Bristol Bay
Borough) or * State (eg. North Slope Borough)?

Why are the residents of the unorganized borough unwilling to
assume addt:ioral responsibilities (ie. form boroughs)?

Why did th_ City of Petersburg receive less money (under the school
foundation program) when the annexation became effective?

Are the current methods of financing local government appropriate?
For example, the City of Valdez has 28 1/2 times the taxable
assessed property per person as the City of Petersburg, yet
similar services are provided.

Why haven't home rule municipalities been more creative when
writing charters?

Why hasn't the legislature taxed the unorganized borough to the
same extent other municipalities are taxed to provide education,
roads, police protection, health services, etc, etc, etc.



Arliss Sturgulewski
May 30, 1979
Page two

9. Wy is there an unequal funding mechanism for educational services
and school buildings? For example, the unorganized borough outside
first class cities receives "free" educational services and buildings.

10. Wy did it take twenty years to determine that a problem exists
(1959 to 1979)?

The above are only a few of my concerns.

Sincerely,

Bruce Aronson
City Manager

BA/pic



"farthest north incorporated city"
CITY OF BARROW
BARROW, ALASKA 99723

PHCNE (907) 852-5211

May 31, 1979

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Co-Chairwoman

Local Government Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Arliss:

I am glad that we had an opportunity to meet at the Seminar sponsored

by the Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission. I especially welcome
the opportunity to express some of the concerns and problems that face
our municipality.

On an external level, our biggest problem is: The relationship between
the City, Borough, and State.

The Borough 1is responsible for various duties as outlined in Title 29.

Wht " they don"t live up to their responsibilities to a level we (the City)
feel is acceptable, we have no recourse but to accept their nonaction. If
we try and do it ourselves, the Borough says that it is their responsibility
and if we ask the State for assistance, they say it is a Borough and not a
City responsibility.

At times it appears that the Borough wants to assume additional powers
for the purpose of increasing their level or revenues, but we don"t often
see a subsequent increase in the level of service, particulnry police
protection.

On an internal level, we have thrive basic problems:

1) Educating the Council as to their responsibilities and limits of
authority and consequences of their actions.

2) Keeping informed and updated on State policies and programs.

3) Adequate funding to develope a professional organization/staff.

The larger established muncipalities often seem to loose sight of the
fact that rural communities often operate on a very low key because of
inadaquate revenue sources in amounts necessary to attract and maintain
a professional staff.

I appreciate being added to your mailing list and if | can be of assistance
by providing further input, please feel free to contact our office.

Sincerely yours
Bryan MaclLean

City Manager
mg/BM



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE (Revised)

REQUEST
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to revise AS 29
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100 PERSONAY_ SERVICES 14.0 7.0 -0- -o0- -0-
200 TRAVEL 37.8 37-8 -0- -0- -0-
300 CONTR ACTTIAI 1.0 1.0 -0- -0- -0-
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Personal Services - Option 1 Option 2
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Travel - Advisory group (3 meetings for 12 people @%$451 travel/per diem---——-——— = 16,236
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Commodities - $1,000 for office supplies---—-—-—-—-"--""""-ooooooe 1.000
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AGENCY Legislative Affairs Agency
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COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE

FURTHER:
77

Date: b 1)

Mr. Speaker:

The Committee on C&RA has had

Relating to Local Boundary Commiesion Recommendation T. of January £3,

for annexation of territory to the City of Kodiak.
under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[>0 do pass [ ] do not pass

[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)

[ ] same title
C 1 replace with CS for [ J new title

and recommends
[ 1 AND attaches a “Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note

[ ] reports it back without recommendation

C 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING

DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

/S*

| A .?-:é-‘Jw..IL\'(JV "l

/rtf -

b . .

CHAIRMAN
H 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE

FURTHER:

Date: _|j h
Mr. Speaker:

The Committee on has_had c. . 7

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[ 1 do pass [ ] do not pass

[ ] do pass with attached amendments(s)

[ ] same title
[ ] replace wi\hCS for f ] new title

and recommends
[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Noce

[ ] reports it back without recommendation

[ 1] referred to the Comm*'ttee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
e
Cie>( /
c/
Fobnijcer 7 }o- /\
CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



MMPHBUHKI

Naska Jitaie jtslalitre

House of Representatives

Committee on Pouch V
L : . . State Capitol
Official B'isinw » Community & Regional Affairs Juneau, Alaska 06BLL
DATE: 2/1 6/79. COMMITTEE MINUTES
BILL NUVBER AND TITLE: 10 Disallowing the anrtexation of Kodiak
ORIGINAL SPONSCR : Zharoff OTHER SPONSORS:
RECEIVED FROM FURTHER REFERRALS:
MEVBERS PRESENT: Branson Zharoff MEVBERS ABSENT: None
Carney Parker
Parr Metcalfe
O'Connel 1

INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED:

WITNESSES TESTIFYING:

Committee discussed options available and all members agreed
that the Resolution be passed unanimously. All members
signed Resolution DO PASS.

Proposed Concurrent Resolution was discussed and the concepte
were approved. The Resolution work draft was accepted as
presented.

HOUSE FLOOR ACTION — Feb. 20, 1979
HIR 10 - Passed 38 Yes 2 Excused
HCR 7 — Passed unanimously on voice vote

COMMITTEE ACTION: Unanimous approval of HIR 10; Approval of work draft of Con:urrent Resolution

TAPE # 2 SIDE 1 Sectionsl875-2010



COMMITTEE WORK DRAFT
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION RE KODIAK

WHEREAS the road system extending north/northeast of the current
boundaries of the City of Kodiak to those areas popularly known as
Spruce Cape, Island Lake, Mill Bay and Monashka Bay defines a natural
community of residents whose lives and activities generally involve
interaction; and

WHEREAS after public hearings and a public decisional meeting the
>Local Boundary Co/ommission of the State of Alaska has recommended annex-
;ation of the majiar portion of the area described by the road network
to the City of Kodiak; and

WHEREAS the Legislature, by its adoption of -Jaint — Res-
olution SO0 has disapproved the annexation submitted to the
Eleventh Legislature by the Local Boundary Commission; and

WHEREAS after opportunity for public comment before legis-
lative committees, it appears that an adequate draft municipal
services annexation Dlan was not available for public review; and

WHEREAS there is ample evidence in the record of hearings
before the Local Boundary Commission and the legislative committees
that growth and development are occurring in the area; and

WHEREAS population growth and development have in some areas
created a situation which endangers the public health and has
necessitated that certain services be provided;

BE Il RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the
Governor is respectfully requested to direct the Commissioner of

the Department of Community and Regional Affairs to:



(1) work with the-Departnient-of-fnvTronmentaT-Conservationr
the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island Borough to alleviate immediately
the public health problem in the areas of Island Lake, Dark Lake and their
drainage;

(2) work with the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island
Borough to examine alternatives, including their impact, which might
be applicable to papviding the agpropriate services to the terfitory

;ocated generally north/northeast of the existing corporate limits

of the City of Kodiak, including but not limited to:

} - (A) step annexation, by which residents of the newly
"annexed area would pay a perentage of the full city property tax rate
equal to the total percentage cost of all services provided; or

(B) annexation, with an adequate draft municipal service
plan which may include a provision for differential tax zones;

(C) unification;

(D) other alternative methods of delivering services
throughout the area along the road system extending north/northeast of
the City of Kodiak;

e (3) convene public meetings with interested residents
to ascertain the nature and degree of essential services and to r.view
information relative to cost and benefits of various alternatives
for delivering essential services;

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commissioner of the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs evaluate, in consultation with the
City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island Borough, the alternatives and

recommend a plan of implementation; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commissioner of Community and
Regional Affairs transmit a report not later than January 20, 1980

to the Second Session of the Eleventh Legislature.
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Introduced: 2/19/79
Referred: Rules

BY THE COMMUNITY AND
IN THE HOUSE REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. =~
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Relating to an annexation of terri—
tory to the City of Kodiak.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the road system extending north and northeast cf the present
boundaries of the City of Kodiak to those areas popularly known as Spruce
Cape, Island Lake, Mill Bay, and Monashka Ray defines a natural community of
residents whose lives and activities generally involve interaction with
residents of and services provided in the City of Kodiakj and

WHEREAS, after public hearings and a public decisional meeting, the
Local Boundary Commission of the State of Alaska has recommended annexation
of a major portion of the area described by the road network to the City Of
Kodiakj and

WHEREAS the Legislature, ' its adoption of House Joint Resolution 10,
has disapproved the annexation submitted by the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs on behalf of the Local Boundary Commissionj and

WHEREAS, after opportunity for public comment before legislative commit-

raft annexation plan was not earlier
available for public review: and

WHEREAS there is ample evidence in the record of hearings before the
Locul Boundary Commission and the legislative committees that growth and
development are occurring in the area: and

WHEREAS population growth a <d development have 1in some areas created a
situation which endangers the public health, and require that certain ser—

vices be provided:

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Governor 1is

-1- HCR 7
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respectfully requested to direct the commissioner of the Department of Com—
munity and Regional Affairs immediately to

(1) work with the appropriate departments of the state government,
the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island Borough to alleviate the public
health problem in the areas of Island Lake, Da. " Lake and their drainage;

(2) work with the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island Borough to
examine alternatives, 1including their impact, which might be applicable to
the provision of appropriate services to the area located generally north and
northeast of the corporate limits of the City of Kodiak, including but not

%
limited to

(A) step annexation, by which residents of the annexed area
would pay a percentage of the full city property tax rate equal to the
total percentage cost of all services provided;

(B) annexation, with an adequate draft municipal services
plan which may include provision for differential tax zones;

(C) unification; and

(D) any other methods of providing services throughout the
road system extending north and northeast of the City of Kodiak; and

(z) convene one or more public meetings with interested residents
of the aiea for the purpose of ascertaining the nature and degree of essen—
tial services and to review information relating, to costs and benefits of the
various alternatives for delivering services; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the commissioner of the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs «valuatb, after cn- citation with the City of Kodiak and
the Kodiak Island Borough, the alternatives and recommend a plan of imple—
mentation; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the commissioner transmit a report to the Second

Session of the Eleventh Legislature not later than January 20, 1980.

HCR 7 2.
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RECOMMENDATION FOR ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
to the
City of Kodiak

WHEREAS, the petitioner, thf"City of Kodiak, has requested
that certain property 1n the H111 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, subseqg-ient to giving proper notice, the Local
Boundary Commission he?d a public hear®ng at Kodiak, Alaska,
on December 12, 1977, in the KodiaL 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 public notice, theLocal
Boundary Commission held an additional public hearing at
Kodiak on Ap”~il 26, 1978, to consider annexation of geographical
areas generally described as the Spruce Cape area, the Mill
Bay area, the Monashka Bay area, and the United States Coast
Guard Station to the City of Kodiak; and

WHEREAS, after giving proper public notice, the Local
Boundary Commission held a public meeting 1in 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 stated to the Local
Boundary Commission that it 1is financially capable of prj“*jing
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 19 AAC 05.010(9) In that the area Is
generally urban 1in character, as evidenced by Kodiak Island
Borough population estimates, property valuations, and the
relatively hioh level of commercial activity; 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(4) |In that evidence
gathered at the public hearings shows that the area to be
annexed 1is 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 and control that
development and arrange the most efficient municipal services
plan to accommodate the expected growth;

MOW, THEREFORE, the Local Boundary Commission recommends

that, pursuant to Article X, Section 12, of the Alaska



Constitution, and Alaska Statute: 44.19.260, the petition to
annex the territory lenerally described as the Spruce Cape
area and the Hill hay area be approved and that the boundaries
of the City of Kodiak be amended to read as fsllows:

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

1) S S5<21*W, 10,868.88 feet to Corner 2 of
U.S. Survey 3945; thence,

(2) S 34*34"E, 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*05 730, E. approximately260.74 feet,
more 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, Ilocated
within U.S. Survey 1673; thence,

(6) S 45*00°E, 2000 feet; thence.

) Southeasterly 3,280 feet, more or less,
to point "A”’, said point “A" lying: S 15<347E,
1,290 feet, more or less, to the center of
the channel of St. Paul Harbor from the
Southwest corner of Lot 6, Block 20 of U.S.
Survey 2537-B; thence,

(8) N SS-0B"E, 7,470 feet toa point in the
¢ “>nncl North of the Easterly tip of Crooked
Island; thence,

9) N 0*50“W. 1,644.7 feet to a point located
in lhc 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, more or less, “rom a point on an
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isolated rock which bears S 31<50<, 191.95
feet from MC 5 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"W, to a point in the channel
which is 1,000 feet from the mean high water
line of Kodiak Channel; thence,

(12) along a line, 1000 feet seaward, from
the meander line of mean high xater in a
Northeasterly and then Northwesterly direction
to a point 1,000 feet Northerly from the most
Northerly tip, at mean higa water, of Spr.ee
Cape; thence,

(13) continuing along a line, i.000 feet
seaward, from the meander line of mean high
water, proceeding around Mill Bay in a South—
westerly, Northwesterly, and then Northeasterly
direction, to a point which 1Is 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 Une bearing S 73*01" E
from the Oivlsion of Lands Witness Corner
monument located 15 feet West of the North-—
east Corner of Lot 17, Block 1, of said
subdivision; thence,

(14) N 73"01°W. 1,000 feet to the Northeast
Corner of Lot 17. Block 1, of said subdivision;
thence,

(15) N 73<01*W, 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; thence,

(16) S 47<56"W, 2051.56 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 9/19/67; 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*05"04"W, approximately 115 feet,
along the Southwesterly boundary of Lot 3,

Block 6 of said subdivision to a point which
bears Il 50#43°26"E from the South Corner of

No.



Lot 7, Block 5, of said subdivision;

(19) S 50*13126"W, across Otmeloi

South boundary of Lot 7,

approved 9/19/67; thence,

thence,

Hay to the

Block 5, of said
subdivision, and continuing along the Westerly
ROW of Lake View Orive. 4,433.17 feet, more
or less, tc the Southeast Corner of
Block B of the Monashka Bay Subdivision, plat

(20) S 79<11°50"E, 569.59 feet, to

of U.S. Survey 3467; thec

(21) S 23<54"W, 2500.01

U.S. Survey 3467, Identical

U.S. Survey 3468; thence,

(22) S 85<27"U, 746.33 feet,
U.S. Survey 3468, 1identical

.ce,

Lot 7 0.7

Corner 5

feet, to Corner 4 of

U.S. Survey 2538-A; thence,

(23) S 55*211w, 1893.54
U.S. Survey 3945; thence.

with Corner 4 of

to Corner 3 of
with Corner 3 of

feet, to Corner 4 of

(24) N 34*39"W, 2811.6 feet to Corner 3 of
U.S. Survey 3945, the true point of

In accordance with Article X,

Constitution, this recommendation shall

forty-five days after presentation

the end of the session, whichever

Section 12,

beginning.

of the Alaska

become effective

to the legislature or at

is earlier,

unless disapproved

by a resolution concurred in by a majority of the members of

each house.
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TO: Pat Wilson
FROM: House C&RA (Marjorie Gorsuch)

DATE: Feb. 21, 1979

RE: Cassette tape

Please make a cassette tape of TAPE 2 Side 1 Sections 1875-2010
of House C&RA Hearing of Feb. 16 which deals with discussion of
HJR 10 and HCR 7. Please send the tape to:

Mr. Jim Crane, Atty.

909 W 9th Ave.

Suite 140
Anchorage, Ak. 99501

IT there is a charge for this, please send the bill to

Mr. Crane as per his request.



J.anuarv 30, 1979

The Honorable Grilse Sturgulev/ski
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Re: Kenai Peninsula Borough Boundary Hearing
Dear Arliss:
The State Eounclary Commission conducted a hearing on January
12, 1979, in Soldotna, during which or.ly Philip Waring, our
Planning Director, and Mayor Don Gilman gave testin®,ony.
We take no exception to the Boundary Commission action since
it conforms exactly to the Borough boundaries as we understood

then; to be.

Sincerely,

Clyde Baxley, Administrative Assistant
Kenai Peninsula Borough

CB:1°W sotoap






T. T. JACKSON

pP. 0. BOX 1215 WA
KODIAK, ALASKA 99b15 /
J * %
HONORABLE SENATORS AND REPRESENTATIVES:
I am T. T. Jackson, a continuous resident of Kodiak for thirty-seven years. I have a wile

Alma, and a son, Dell. We have a 100 unit Mobile Home Park outside the City of Kodiak. Wi
are two miles from, down town.

I am against annexation at this time. I am also against forming any service district.

I am for the City of Kodiak putting their house in order; that is,to pave all their streets
that they now have; then annex Island Lake area and when that is brought up to the City
standards; then advance with more annexing.

We, on Spruce Cape are not a burden to either the City or the Borough. Since the Borough
was organized, not one cent of Borough money has been spent in the Spruce Cape area. The
City of Kodiak has been very helpful with water and fire protection; however, we more than
pay for these services. After the 1964 disaster, the Bureau of Docks & Yards built an s
inch water main with fire hydrants for the Spruce Cape area, from the City Boundaryon
Mission Road for over two miles to the Leran Station on Spruce Cape Road; and the City took
charge of these services and paid the Bureau of Docks & Yards $42,000.00. In turn we pay
the City over 2 mills for fire protection and we pay 27 per cent morethan the City of Kodio
residents do per unit for water.

I estimate that.there are about 300 families on Spruce Cape - there are s Mobile Home
parks and many other MohilHomes out of parks and more parks being planned. At this time |
will inform you that the City has an ordinane”™ that prohibits Mobile Homes and even if the
City desired it - it may be impossible to change this ordinance as thev have been bonded
under this ordinance.

Mobile Home Parks are self sufficient. That s they pay the same mill rate and water rate
as other residences ami businesses, but thev receive no government aid. We build and main—
tain our streets, sewer and water systems and /ire hvdrants. No way can we become a burden
to anyone. Spruce Cape pays annually approximately $90,000.00 to tin Oilv of Kodtak in
Sales tax. 1 am sure none ol this is retained t Spruce C.mo. We are independent people
who ask little and give much.

The State Legislators are noted for not listening, to the poop"e. One Example - tenyt ru
ago, the voters ot Alaska asked, with a majority vote, for a Constittitlonai Conventlon.
The Constitution of Alaska states th.t we .ire entitled to that convention, but t*n s -m» ,

havt passed and not even a mention ot tinConstitution"ll Convention. Here inllai nm
have voted for NO ANNEXATION and No Skrvict V (Pit I; mw w ire being told that the
Constitution stales that we must have one or the other. If the Legislators can

one part of the Constlluiun, then why i tthe oticr, or -ive us thit Convent! nand let

us moke the necessary ehangi s.
What our election hero In I >luk is telllr." Is that o V. v LESS (,OVIv NMI.M".

Are there an . ijK s ioi

i-Vvry



PRESENTATION FOR
JOINT COMMITTEES OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS
KODIAK, ALASKA FEERUARY 10, 1979
EY WILLIAM H. BULEN, PRESIDENT KODIAK SANITATION, INC.

HONORABLE SENATORS AND ASSEMBLYMEN

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN

My name is William Bulen. My son Richard Bulen and | own and operate Kodiak
Sanitation, Inc.. We have a lot of interest in the matter before you and obviously
mo6t of it is financial. Therefore, asking us how we feel about the matter is like
getting a wolf to watch the sheep.

However, there is one aspect to the present situation which we think is grossly
unfair and I will confine my remarks to this problem.

We have many complaints from our commercial customers regarding the unauthorized
uso of dumpsters. Only this week I received a call from someone at Kodiak Comm—
unity College asking what they could do to stop people from using their dumpster.

I had to advise them that for all practical purposes their only recourse was to
talk to the people involved. As you can understand, this would serve no purpose
beyond causing the offenders to find another dumpster.

In the area you are considering today we serve 89 homes and all trailer parks. We
estimate that thoro are 315 additional residential units in the area, which are
the onos without refueo service. Somo of these people take their trash to the dump
but a large percentage of them take it to town and place it in a convenient dump—
ster. The other day 1 hoard soraocono remark that they hod 6oen soraoone transforing
trash to tho dumpster at the now Post Office while people in two other cars waited
to do likewise.

I do not mean to infer that all borough residents are garbage frooloadors but I will
have to admit that even somo of my friends are numbored among them. For some strange
reason, otherwise honest poople will not hesitate to stoal aervico.

Tho only practical solution to this and other garbage related problems is manda—
tory garbage service, which would bo nchicvod by annexation. 1In this wo do havo

a fTinancial interest so I will say no more.

Thank you



TESTIMONY OF BETTY WALLIN,

MAYOR OF THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
BEFORE THE HOUSE AND SENATE COMMITTEES ON
COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
REGARDING THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION
BY THE CITY OF KODIAK OF
THE MILL BAY ROAD & MISSION ROAD AREAS

I am Betty Wallin, Mayor of the Kodiak Island Borough.
1"d like to welcome you to Kodiak and take this opportunity to
thank you for bringing your hearing here so that the people
affected may speak to you directly.

The citizens living in the annexation area have very
specific grievances against the City and reasons for believing
that annexation would be contrary to their interests. As mayor
for all the citizens of the Borough, inside and outside the City,
my perspective on annexation 1is perhaps more broadly based. |
firmly believe that annexation should not be allowed to proceed
for two reason: first, it would constitute a travesty of our
democratic processes; second, it would sound the death knell for
uni fication.

It is possible that you will hear today from a few
individuals claiming to support annexation. But virtually all
who have concacted me -- and there have been many -- have expressed
strong opposition to this proposal. They have argued over and
over again against the unfairness of having this decision made
without the here "it of a vote of the people concerned. (We
complain about the federal government controlling our lands
without understanding our needs and heeding our voicev How
different will it be if the State, through its Local Boundary
Commission, decides the fate of the residents of the annexation
territory v/ithout appreciation for their needs and knowledge

of how they might vote?)



I have had no answer for the citizens who approached
me with their concern. | have found myself in complete accord
with their views. Were this a case where residents wer® clearly
in support of annexation, or apathetic in their attitude, the
Local Boundary Commission's omnipotent role would be more
palatable. But, obviously, this is not such a case. W ask the
help of you, our elected representatives in bringing democracy
to the annexation process.

| have, as indicated, a second problem with this annex-
ation. It derives from an aspiration | hold for Kodiak, a hope
for its future which would avoid problems such as this in the
days and years to come. This hope is forunification.

We held an election on unification last October, in the

midst of all this controversy. The proposition was defeated.
But the tallies on either side were not terribly far apart. Given
a little more time to explain to the people what unification
could do for Kodiak Island, | am convinced the outcome would
be different. I am equally convinced that unification is the
only sensible, constructive way to go forthis City and this
Borough. And | am just as firmly convinced that it will not come
to pass if this annexation takes place

For the sake of democracy, for the sake of all those
people whose interests would be adversely affected, and for
the hope for the future -- unification -- | ask that Committee
members recommend passage of Senator Mulcahy's and Representative
Zharoff's respective resolutions.

Thank you for your consideration.
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JWORK* DRAFT PAPER WORK. DRAFT PAPER WORK DRAFT PAPER
1 IN THE
2 CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO.
3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
4 ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
5 Relating to a determination of the *~
6 corporate boundaries of the City of
7 Kodiak.

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

g WHEREAS the road system extending northward of the current boundaries of
10 the City of Kodiak to those areas popularly known as Spruce Cape, Island

11 Lake, Mill Bay, and Monashka Bay defines a natural community of residents

12 whose lives and activities generally involve interaction with residents of

13 and services provided in the City of Kodiak; and

14 WHEREAS, after public hearings and a publicdecisional meeting, the

15 Local Boundary Commission of the State of Alaska has recommended annexation

1 OF a major portion of the area described by the road network to the City of
17 Kodiak; and

18 WHEREAS, after opportunity for public comment before legislative commit-

jf /A=t S o= yil. v /256 Alt/
,, tees* it appears that the record ofthe proceedings in thematter of the
1 / ft. efrw'’ \
20 consideration of annexation of territory to the City of Kodiak was incomplete
Y | S \

-1 in that the Local Boundary Commission did not undertake extensive considera-—

5, tion to alternatives to an annexation with legislative review; and

)3 WHEREAS the Legislature, by its adoption of House/Senate Joint Resolu-—

24 tion , has disapproved the annexation submitted by the Department of

. Community and Regional Affairs on behalf of the Local Boundary Commission;

and
26
57 WHEREAS there is ample evidence 1in the record of hearings before the
A =
Local Boundary Commission and the legislative committees, and in minutes of
v, y->< . < -1 - = >cer™- // 'h ~+ K<//"*"1_r/ V

he City Council of the City of Kodiak, that growth and development arc

-1 -
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occurring in the area and that the changes are having an impact on municipal
services; and - e me le
A v faw*a./v <w/” ;e “mf/a* -

WHEREAS the City of Kodiak 1is already providing certain needed services
to residents of the area, either\ through agreement with the Kodiak Island

. . . A 7~ \ /1] /
Bororjgh or without.~tiharge to area residents; and

WHEREAS other services which residents of the area appear to be willing
to support may not be provided by the city because of the legislature®™s
rejection of the annexation, threatening or endangering the public health and
safety; and

WHEREAS still other services are provided by the state, services which
area residents have expressed unwillingness to assume at a local Ilevel but
which, because of steady population growth and increasing demands on the

P »

state treasury, may require assumption at the 1local level; and
- - - - - J - . 1~ ( 4s 1/, <%«

WHEREAS annexation plans providing for gradual extension of ft»4l ser-
i lag-w erv * 1IN | « V *
vices into 4sé&eVannexed area on a step annexation basis or for Tfull annexation
with concurrent imposition of a differential tax zone scheme (each of which
would permit area residents to pay only for those municipal services actually
received) may be appropriate for application to situations of this Kkind;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Governor 1is
respectfully requested to direct the commissioner of the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs immediately to

(&) examine alternative annexation procedures which might be
applicable to the annexation of a portion or all of the territory
located generally northward of the existingcorporate limits of the City
of Kodiak along the road network, including but not limited to,

(A) step annexation, by which residents of the
area would be provided a full range of services by the city at a
date not more than five years from the effective date of the

annexation; or n frr ke

[ VWs CJ ./ =. =< /. . f . (f+At
/. ./ -2-

an
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(B) full annexation, with concurrent adoption of an
ordinance 1imposing differential tax zones and providing that tax
levies within the zcnes be commensurate with city services actually
provided;

meet with officials of the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak

Island Borough to evaluate the impact of each alternative annexation
plan on the capacity of the city and the borough to provide services;

(3) convene one or more public meetings with interested
residents of the area for the purpose of ascertaining the nature and
degree of essential services that should be provided;

(4 determine, with the assistance of responsible state
officials, whether growth and development 1in the area warrants provision
of increased state services, and the cost of these increases;

(5) consider whether the state, residents of the area, or
both, should bear the cost of incremental services to be provided;

(6) evaluate relevant information and determine whether, on
the basis of information gathered, any annexation plan which has been
examined equitably resolves, or holds out the possibility of equitable
resolution of, problems attending provision of services :n the area
under consideration; and

) under authority granted in AS 44.19.260(a)(3), define a
geographic area, and present an annexation plan for the area together
with supporting testimony and evidence, to the Local Boundary Commis-
sion; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that, if the Local Boundary Commission 1is presented

with a plan of annexation by the commissioner of community and regional
affairs, it shall, after opportunity for public hearing, promptly and fully
consider the plan presented, submitting any recommendation which it may have

for an annexation based on the plan, to the Second Session of the Eleventh



Legislature in the manner provided by law; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that nothing in this resolution requires the commis—
sioner of community and regional affairs to recommend a plan of annexation to
the Local Boundary Commission, and nothing in this resolution requires the
commission to report favorably on a plan of annexation recommended to it, but
if the commissioner or the commission decides not to take action in accor—
dance with the provisions of this resolution, a report shall be transmitted
not later than January 20, 1980, to the Second Session of the Eleventh

Legislature explaining the reasons for that decision.
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1 IN THE

2 CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO.

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 Relating to a determination of the *~
) corporate boundaries of the City of
7 Kodiak.

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

9 WHEREAS the road system extending northward of the current boundaries of
10 the City of Kodiak to those areas popularly know as Spruce Cape, Island

11 Lake, Mill Bay, and Monashka Bay defines a natural community of residents

12 whose lives and activities generally involve interaction with residents of

13 and services provided in the City of Kodiak; and

14 WHEREAS, after public hearings and a public decisional meeting, the

15 Local Boundary Commission of the State of Alaska has recommended annexation

s Of a major portion of the area described by the road network to the City of

., Kodiak; and

18 WHEREAS, after opportunity for public comment before legislative commit—

1, tees, it appears that the record of the proceedings 1in the matter of the

o0 consideration of annexation of territory to the City of Kodiak was incomplete
21 in that the Local Boundary Commission did not undertake extensive considera—

oo, tion to alternatives to an annexation with legislative review; and

23 WHEREAS the Legislature, by its adoption of House/Senate Joint Resolu-—

,, tion , has disapproved the annexation submitted by the Department of

,s community and Regional Affairs on behalf of the Local Boundary Commission;

and
26
27 WHEREAS there 1is ample evidence in the record of hearings before the
28 Local Boundary Commission and the legislative committees, and in-minutes of

29 the City Council of the City of Kodiak, that growth and development are

1.
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occurring in the area and that the changes are having an impact on municipal
services; and

WHEREAS the City of Kodiak 1is already providing certain needed services
to residents of the area, either through agreement with the éodiak Island
Borough or without charge to area residents; and

WHEREAS services which residents of the area appear to be willing
to support may not be provided by the city because of the legislature®'s
rejection of the annexation, threatening or endangering the public health and
safety; ant

WHEREAS still other services are provided by the state, services which
area residents have expressed unwillingness to assume at a local level but
which, because of steady population growth and increasing demands on the
state treaghry, may require assumptionﬂ;t the 1local Ilevel; and

WHEREAS annexation plans providing for gradual extension of full ser-
vices into the annexed area OJI; ;tep annexatig;Abasis or for -full annexation
with concurrent imposition of a differential tax zone scheme (each of which
would permit area residents to pay only for those municipal services actually
received) may be appropriate for application to situations of this kind;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Governor is
respectfully requested to direct the commissioner of the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs immediately to

(&D) examine alternative annexation procedures which
applicable to the annexation of a portion or all of the territory

located generally northward of the existing corporate limits of the City

of Kodiak along the road network, including but not limited to,
(A) step annexation, by which residents of the
area would be provided a full range of services by the city at a

date not more than five years from the effective date of the

annexa 1ion; or

mig

ann
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(B) full annexation, with concurrent adoption of
ordinance imposing differential tax zones and providing that tax
levies within the zones be commensurate with city services actually
provided;

(2) meet with officials of the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak
Island Borough to evaluate the 1impact of each alternative annexation
plan on the capacity of the city and the borough to provide services;

3) convene one or more public meetings with interested
residents of the area for the purpose of ascertaining the nature and
degree of essential services that should be provided;

(4) determine, with the assistance of responsible state
officials, whether growth and development in the area warrants provision
of increased state services, and the cost of these increases;

(5) consider whether the state, residents of the arcr, or
both, should bear the cost of incremental services to be provided;

(6) evaluate relevant information and determine whether, on
the basis of information gathered, any annexation plan which has been
examined equitably resolves, or holds out the possibility of equitable
resolution of, problems attending provision of services 1in the area
under consideration; and

(7) under authority granted in AS 44.19.260(a)(3), define a
geographic area, and present an annexation plan for the area together
with supporting testimony and evidence, to the Local Boundary Commis—
sion; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that: if the Local Boundary Commission 1is presented

with a plan of annexation by the commissioner of community and regional
affairs, it shall, after opportunity for public hearing, promptly and fully
consider the plan presented, submitting any recommendation which it may have

for an annexation based on the plan, to the Second Session of the Eleventh
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Legislature in the manner provided by law; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that nothing 1in this resolution requires the commis—
sioner of community and regional affairs to recommend a plan of annexation to
the Local Boundary Commission, and nothing in this resolution requires the
commission to report favorably on a plan of annexation recommended to it, but
if the commissioner or the commission decides not to take action in accor —
dance with the provisions of this resolution, a report shall be transmitted
not later than January 20, 1980, to the Second Session of the Eleventh

Legislature explaining the reasons for that decision.
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PRESENTATION MADE BEFORE THE ANNEXATION COMMITTEE

December 12, 1978
by City Manager Clair Harmony

Should annexation become a reality this January, we at City Hail

have tried to set up a preliminary plan:

1. What will take place

2. What the 2,000 residents ol the new area might expect in the way
of effective delivery of .services and, ol course, what their con-
cerns arc now.

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

We are not in an advocate role, hut arc simply trying to do some pre-
planning for an action which at this point in time has been initiated
and recommended by the Local Boundary Commission and will be
going before the State Legislature in January.

The existence ol the Annexation Committee, and this public hearing

before that body, are sincere efforts to encourage expressions of

public concern and input. Hopefully the committee will formulate a

policy statement that can he adopted by the Kodiak | ily Council,

which will provide lot the following:

1. Early and special representation.

2. Reasonable differential property tax ig /ones.

J. Efficient priorities on road improvements.

a. Quality Police and Eire services.

s. (rood delivery ol water and sewer services,

(> Ultimate expansion of Parks/Recreation and Library services.

7. Modifications that might ho cuvixioo,'J by the community at large,
the public here tonight and rim monimillee. through its delihcr.i
iions.

I As lo early li-preseni.ition
a. Voting franchise lights would Income effective immediately,
h. In addition, a special representative would he elected from the
new area, to serve in an advisory iap.u ity with the ( ity Council
Inr three (f) years.

2. flu- differential taxation zones would attempt to provide some
equity based on the delivery ol services such as roads, polic e and
fire. As long as the ( ity i annul get a file true k to a home beeattse
of poor access routes, thcic should he less ol a tax Imiclc-ll oil that
homeowner, and so oil.

Basically the difference between Eire /ones |, 2 and .1 are that
Zone 1would receive 100% delivery ol City services, therefore the



full mill rate (9.10). Zone 2 would have no effective delivery of
fire service and are those areas where the roads are not maintain-
able, tltus 75% mill rare.

Zone 3 would pay a 50% mill rate and would have poot delivery
of police, fire and road improvements. All zones would be changed
over the next several years as these services are upgraded.

3. Improvements to roads would progress at a reasonable rate,
funded by increased shares in State Revenue Sharing, highway
funding and. hopefully, the commitment by the State Legislature
to fund greater levels of capital improver, cnts. This could accel-
lerate 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 ol the State Troopers.

5. Water and sewer services which are funded through assessment
districts, State and Federal grants could proceed in higher density
areas, and he in as early as 1980 in those areas.

6. Parks/Recreation and Library services would expand on a some-
what slower basis. | would guess, and generally would he funded
by general assessments and grants.

. liiieily, advantages of annexation would include:

1. Relief to the polluted conditions of Island Lake.

. Better fire and rescue,

. Quality delivery ol water at a lower user rate.

. Exemption ol personal property taxes.

. Reduction in file- insurance rates.

An equal voting status with your neighbors inside the present

City boundaries.

7. Plus other factors which will insure lot the general health and wcl
fate uf the whole area.

o bk wnN

( .inclusion

In conclusion, we ate here tonight to answer questions about annex
attoii. which may or may not take place. It is sort ol out ol our
hami.s. We have tried to research the various ; issihilities without
spending an exorbitant amount ol time and City dollars WIli.it is
really needed are the expressions oil your concerns which can help
the ('ity Countil provide reasonable alternatives and effective dcliv
cry of service, should annexation become a reality.



In 1968, the first attempt
at annexing Island Lake and
Spruce Cape occurred. The
main reason for the residents
request aopears to be fire
protection. An election was
held and the annexation quest-
ion was defeated.

In 1970, the Borough in-
itiated step annexation of cer-
tain areas (including Island
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
letters 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 Borough and City, would

have been exorbitant.

In 1972,

received

residents requesting annexation
However,

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 along Lake View Drive.

-ISLAND LAKE ANNEXATION HISTORY.

from

Municipal.Boundary
regulations were being revised
by the State. After
regulations

the City was

petition

done under

Then

\'

would

the

»#, 4

petitions

were

the new
tions. The City Manager at that
time, met several
the residents of
concerning annexation.

discussed the problem with
the Council and it was agreed
that the City should proceed
rather than asking the people
to present another petition.
It was then discovered that
planning Grant funds would
be available for t compre-
hensive study of the services

needed and manner of pro-
viding them. The Borough
has planning p jwers, & the
City Managei vorked with the
Borough to obtain the funds
and conduct the study. In the
July 22, 1976 Council min-
utes, The City Manager states,
regarding the progress on an-
nexation, "The Borough has
applied for a grant to study

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
limits and all services would be
furnished by the City, a serious
legal quest on arose as to its
position under State Statute.

At the present, the Local
Boundary Commission recom-
mendation to annex the area to
the City of Kodiak will be
made within the first 10 days
of the forth coming State Leg-
islature.

Special Supplement — Page 1



CITY RESIDENTS CHARGES FOR SERVICES - .
BYMILL RATE-----

PRESENT CITY

1978/79
Budget
$
Legislative & Legal 72,500
Executive 79,660
City Clerk 86,358
Finance 242.799
Police 873,129
Fire 351.284
Public Works 771.650
Patks & Recreation 111,802
Library S- Museum 172,679
Engineering 184,092
Non-Departmental
Borough Personal Property Tax 431,600
Captial project transfer 588,807
Bond Payments 137,158
Miscellaneous (*) 306,356
Totals $4,409,81A
IC
(1) Insurance 115,000
Public utilities .Street Lights 80,000
Council on Alcoholism 204,60
Senior Citizens of Kodiak 2.500
Miscellaneous 39,000
Contingency 44,
306,-jdu

Less;

Charges for Services Cargo

ANNEXATION AREA

Payments 1778/79 Real

Cargo | Boat Water/Sewer From Xa1 Zg?cfsesretg
Dock | Harbor Utilities Sales Tax % Mills X  valuation
$ IS $ $ $ $ $
72500 218 .19 17.646,115 3,353
4,672 3,983 7,966 63,039 190 17 3,000
2892 4376 8,752 70,338 211 19 3.353
19,604 11,541 34,708 176,946 532 49 8,647
873,129 26.25 2.39 42,174
351.284 1056 .96 16,940
31,862 4,000 359,061 376,722 1132 1.03 18.175
111,802 3.36 31 5,470
172,679 519 47 8,294
184,092 553 50 8,823
431,600 1298 118 20. 822
588.807

137,158 4.12 .38 6,705
306,256 9.18 .84 14, 823

*59,0301 *23,900 $410,487

Town
Class 5

$306

$306

$306

$306

*588,807 |3j327,650 100% 9.10 X $17,646,115 1160579

HOMEOWNERS FIRE INSURANCE RATING

AS THE AREA IS AT THIS TIME
(example)

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 & HYDRANTS
$306

The area that is presently served by contract with the city pays 2.3 mills for fire service,

Page 2 — Special Supplement

EXAMPLES OF MILL RATES

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

Borough residents in the proposed annoxatio.i
area now pay:

Borough 7.0
Fire Service 23
9.3

Borough residents at Bell's Flats pay:

Borough 7.0
Road Service 1A
14.2



WHAT ABOUT PARKS/RECREATION/LIBRARY

City Recreation Program system utilized approximately / 28% Borough Residents outside the City
City Library System utilized approximately 40% Borough Residents outside the City

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

Suggested Park Development Priority List of Programs
1. Mill Bay Ocean Park Teen Center
2. Boy Scout - Island Lake City League Volleyball
3. Russian Mill Site - Mill Bay Badminton
4. Park at Oceanside - Abercrombie (Ciy of Ram) Area. Women's Exercise Program

Swimming Pool Superision & Lessons
Summer Recreation Program
Tennis Lessons & Tournaments

WHAT ELSE WOULD YOU Softball and Baseball
Cross Country Ski Classes
LIKE CONSIDERED ? Special Recreation for Handicapped

Crab Festival Games
A.A.U. Programs - Swimming

WHAT ABOUT WATER & SEWER

The City of Kodiak engineering department has been doing preliminary
planning for water and sewer sorvice 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 be
received for 50% to 75% of the costs.

The City has to the best of its ability incorporate the previous worK of the
citizens and engineering firm retained by the Borough. Plans showing proposed
water and sewer lines will be available at tho public mooting.

One unusual concept advanced is to allow acceptable Septic Systems in
low denisty hard to reach areas in order to keep cost down and to allow
assessment relief for tho life of the System. Detailed engineering can not be
realized until annexation is a reality & appropriate Grant momes can be applied

for.

WHAT ABOUT ROADS

1st Priority?

Unamed Road in U.S.F. 3467

Track A Island Lake

Unamed Road in U.S.S. 3219, 3103, 3464 Island Lako
Cliffsido & Cliffside Loop

Seabreeze & Woodland

Unamed Road in U.S.S. 3099

@ ukwNpE

2nd Priority? what else should be done.

Reconstruct for purpose of snow removal, road gr ing, fire & police coverage.

There are 2% miles of maintainable roads in the area. Maintenance means grading, drainage,
snow removal and dust control.
With a minimum of work another 2% miles of road would bv. maintainable.

! , WHAT ABOUT POLICE]

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 resident* 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 enjoy all
City services afforded present City residents. Present Mill Rate for City purposes at 100% would

Zone No. 2

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

division that cannot receive full services. 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 City Mill rate.

SEE THE CITY'S MAP

EARLY & SPECIAL
REPRESENTATION

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

Also, the City Council by special provision will ask for the eloction of a special representative
from the annoxed area to serve as an advisor with the council for 3 yoars. 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 tho City of Kodiak, Alaska as
follows:

1. The City will, to tho extent possiblo, establish and implement in thu areas to be annexed,
a systom of differential taxation for any such areas that do not receive all services of the City
supported by taxation or which rocoive these services at a levol different from that providod in
other areas of the City.

2. The City Manager is hereby directed to develop tentative plans for th<' provision of services
to tho areas proposed for annexation and to dotermine whether the City may be prevented by
requirements for capital improvements or for other roasons from providing full services to por-
tions of those aroas for any temporary period of timo. On or beforo October 1, 1978, tho City
Manager shall roport to the Council and advise of tho areas where provision of full services may bo
temporarily dolayed, the level of service that will be providod and tho estimated differential in
cost betwoen full sorvices and the services to be provided.

3. The City Manager and the City Attorney shell explore oxisting legal requirements regarding
rosidoncy requirements for voting and elective office, and the existing number of Council Mombors
an make recommendations to the Council on or before October 1, 1978, regarding possible
changes in law or policy to provide residents of newly annexed areas with representation within
the City comparable to that currently available to City residents, and any recommendations re-
garding required changes in ordinances to imploment that ob|ective.

4. Tho City shall ongage 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, and shall employ the services of a qualified person, to the extont determined odvisable, 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 AQUESTIONY PUBLIC MEETING

Annexation Committee: Phone Number These Ideas are proposals and the

Bob Waage 486 - 4493 City Needs your input

Emil Norton 486 - 5178 '

Marion Johnson 486-5171 A Public meeting with the Annexation
Bob Brooks 486 - 5815 Committee will be held on December 12,1978
Nick Szabo 486 - 3853 at 7 p.m. in the Council Assembly Chambers.
Pete Resoff 486 - 4463

City Manager - Clair Harmony 486 - 3224

Page 4 — Special Supplement



POOh VOTfc

(Continued from Page 4)
should be done on a week-
ly basis.

She calls voter disinter-
est in Kodiak “a stale of
mind.” But, also, “We've
got to be sure that the ab-
sentee voter is  well-
informed as to where and
when they can vote absen
tee. This is very impor-
tant for Kodiak due to our
large number of fishermen
at sea.”

Kodiak has state's
worst voter tornout

MCI  Key Town YDbeligible

voters

1 Ketchikan 49.4
2 Wrangell/

Petersberg 48.6
3 Sitka 46.7
4 Juneau 56 6
5 Seward/

Cordova 4b. 1
6 Palmer/

Wassiia 50./
/ Anchorage/

downtown 39./

Anchorage 43,]
9 Anchorage/

Spen.trd 37.0
10 Anchorage 62.1
11 Anchorage 49.2
12 Anchorage 66.4
13 Kenai/

Homer 56.6
14 Koch ,k 32.9
15 Aleutians 39.6
10 Dillingham 62.8
1/ Bethel 46./
18 (ioltj. .a.otc. 49.4
19 Delta/

Ncnana 49./
20 Falrbanks 44.5
21 Kotzebue 46.0

22 Nome 57.8



Rep. Fred Zharoff, Derr.o-
crat-Kodiak, called Kadiak
Times Tuesday afternoon to re-
port the Alaska House of Rep-
resentatives had finally organiz-
ed just 15 minutes prior to his
call.

Rep. Alvin Osterback, D-
Sand Point, emerged victorious
from the organizational melee,
wnich had entered its second
week after majority Democrats
failed to reach a consensus.
Osterback, without a large con-
stituency, but with consider-
able legislative savvy, was nam-
ed co-chairman of the impor-
tant Resources Committee.

Zharoff says he personally
will likely be on the House Re-
sources Committee and the
Judiciary Committee.  How-
ever, this was still tentative at
press time. Zharoff said the
bush caucus, of which he is a
member, had held out for “an
equal distribution of power,”
and despite the delay came out
ahead with Nels Anderson in
an important leadership post.

Zharoff gave this rundown
on the House organization:

Speaker: Terry Gardiner of
Ketchikan.

Rules Committee Chairman:
Sam Cotton, Anchorage.

Majority Leader: Nels An-
derson, Dillingham.

Finance Committee, Russ
Meekins, Anchorage.

Judiciary: Charlie Parr,
Fairbanks.

Commerce: Fred Brown,
Fairbanks.

State Affairs: Mike Miller,
Juneau,

Community and Regional

Affairs: Bill Parker, Anchorage.
Health, F,duration & Social

Stiff sentences
for SARAH LEE

skipper & crew
The skipper of the salmon

boat SARAH LEE , found
guilty (bis week in Superior
Court of salmon fishing in

closed waters received a one-
year suspended jail sentence, a
510,000 fine, with $5,000 sus-
pended; and forfeited a $3,000
gill net and $3,520 In red sal-
mon to the Stale. In addition,
George Gaiter, 36-year-old
Kodiak fisherman, was put on
probation by the Court for
five years and his commercial
salmon fishing privileges sus-
pended for one year.

Crewman on the SARAH
LEE, William Fiorentino, 30,
was fined $b.000, with $2,500
suspended, and received a 30
day suspended jail sentence.

Gatler and Fiorentino were
found guilty of fishing red

salmon in closed waters in
Kvichak River in Bristol Bav
last July. The SARAH LEE

was said to be three and one-
quarter miles inside closure
markers at the time it was
seized 'ey the Alaska Fish ard

Wildlife , airol vessel
VIGILANT. In sentencing the
I lo fishermen, Judge Roy

Madsen called the case the
worst to come before his court,
in the last th”ec years.

Kodiak
Wrap-Up

Zharoff reports: The House Is organized

Services: Thelma Bucholdt,
Anchorage.
Resources:  (Co-chairmen)

Alvin Osterback of Sand Point
and Bill Mi'es of Anchorage.
Labor and Management:
Vern Hurlburt of the Kusko-
kwim area.
Other committee apooint-

NLARING COMPLETION

ments are to be made after the
Committee o> Committees
meets, Zharoff explained.

Zharoff said le had been
working long and hard but was
enjoying his new job immense-
ly. He called it quite an ex-
perience.”

One of the side benefits in

Cedar siding helps make

this modern new structure on Re/anof Drive one of

Kodiak®"s more attruefive buildings.
the professional

pletion in early March,

building will

house the den till offices of Dr. Knox N. Christleand Dr.

Daniel Il. Farrar on the ground Hour.
Slan Fischer and Optliamologist Dr.
(One space is «ill vacant upstairs.)

will have offices.

Upstairs, attornev
Ken Richardson

The building has been constructed at a cost m excess of

$100,000.

Dr. Donald L. McKernan named
chairman of 200-mile conference

IntcmnliniiHlly  recognized
fisheries expert Dr. Donald L.
McKernan has been named
chairman of the Northwest/
Alaska 200-mile Fisheries im-
pact Conference to he held in
Seattle at the Olympic Hotel
Tuesday and Wednesday, Feb-
ruary 27 and 28, sponsoring
officials announced today.

Dr. McKernan is presently
director of the Institute for
Marine Studies and Professor
of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
at the University of Washing-
ton. Since gradualing frcm the
University of Washington in
1940, he has served in numer-
ous high-rankirg posts dedicat-
ed to improving the fisheries
resource in the United ‘>tates.
He is also the author ( nany
technical articles and papers
on subjects related to oceano-
graphy and fisheries, covering
both U.S. and foreign waters.

The conference, expected to
draw as many asuOO delegates,
will explore ail harvesting and
marketing facets created by the
Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act, The recent-
ly implemented act places the
United States under complete
control of the fisheries re-
source off all its coastal waters.

“In the past, foreign nations
have been taking more fish off
our coast than our own fisher-
men,” Dr. McKernan said.
“Now, implementation of the
act means foreign fishing in
tiiese areas wiil he reduced and
the qu»stion is how to provide

our own fishermen with the
means to place more fishery
products  on the  world
market."

Suggested answers to these
questions will be contained in »
foreign and domestic market-
ing study to be presented
Tuesday morning >y Earl R,

Combs and Associates of
Mercer island. The market
study was authorized 18

months ago hy the Office of
the Secrcatary of Commerce
and the National Marine Fish-
eries Service, closely fallow-
ing President Carter’s signing
of the act into law.

“Our country now has the
opportunity to become a major
producer of fisheries products
for all world larkets,” Dr.
McKernan added. "There may
be as much as 15 to 20 percent
of the total U.S. hurvest of all
species of fish found in these
waters, including whiting, cod,
sole, flounder and othejs."

Panels of experts in financ-
ing. harvesting, processing and
marketing will follow the pre-
sentation of the study, explor-

ing all methods towards
acheivement of world leader-
ship.

The conference is sponsored
by the Washington Stale De-
partment of Commerce and
Economic Development, the
U.S. Department of Com-
merce, the Pacific North-
west Regional Commission and
Washington Public Ports Asso-
ciation.

KADIAK TIMES
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the organizational delay, from
Zharoff's point of view, was
that it enabled him to get to
know each of the legislators
personally.

Rep. Zharoff's mailing ad-
dress is Pouch ‘V’ lJuneau,
Alaska, 99811. Office space
and telephone numbers have
not yet been assigned.

Firearms Useage
Committee holds
first meeting

Public safety and the dis-
charge of firearms within the
Kodiak Island Borough was the
topic of discussion at the first
meeting of the Borough's Fire-
arm's Useage Committee on
Jan. 19.

The advisory committee was
appointed by Borough Mayor
Betty Wallin in response to
numerous complaints she lias
received over the years in re-
gard to careless discharge of
firearms in the borough. Mrs.
Wallin attended the first ses-
sion herself.

-lack McBride, who writes
the trap shooting column “ Hits
and Misses" for Kadiak Times,
was elected chairman of the
group,

The 11 member committee,
which will meet again on Feb.
26 in the borough assembly
room, will make recommenda-
tions to the borough assembly
on the problem of indiscrimi-
nate discharge of firearms in
public and populated areas of
the borough.

One possibility under con-
sideration by the committee is
designating certain areas used
for recreation as “public
areas,” which would enable
Alaska Stale Trooper; to en-
force existing stale statutes
against careless firing of guns
in such public areas.

Among those attending the
session was Richard W, Garnett
111, the borough attorney, and
Sgl. Jim Hogan of the Alaska
State Troopers.

Hogan reviewed stale sta-
tutes. It is unlawful to dis-
charge a firearm in a public
place (made public by an
assemblage of persons) and it is
unlawful to discharge a firearm
on, frcm, or across a highway.
U is not legal to discharge a
firearm within the Kodiak City
limits.

The committee is strictly an
advisory body and discussed
the need here for shooting and
firing ranges  within  the
borough.

Reduced-price

lunches reduced

On January 26 1979 the
price for reduced-price school
lunches was adjusted to 10
cents. Students eligible to
receive reduced-price lunches
had been paying 20 cents per

lunch. This reduction is » re-
sult of a change in Public
Law 95-627 regarding the

school lunch program.

1979 -PAGE 3



obinion/forum.

EDITORIAL:

e A crying need

Kodiak and the Aleutian Chain need another
ferry to replace or support the M/V TUSTU-—
MENA.

K~>diak should not be left alone for two
months without ferry service. The ferry will
leave on its last trip Jan.31 and will not return
until March.

Former State Senator Kay Poland, D-Ko-
diak, says "I may not be in office anymore,
but you can't tun. your interest off just be-
cause you're not in office. | suppose I'll al-
ways feel strongly on issues that affect the
state and Kodiak in particular. .. "

Kay asserts, and we strongly agree, that the
ferry as part of Alaska's Marine Highway
System "is just as much a part of our road sys-
tem as our highways are. .

Mrs. Poland points out that the ferry ako
helps somewhat to keep the soaring cost of
living down.

Kay tried for four years to get a freight-pass-
enger ferry for the Aleutians. That same ferry
could serve as a back up (or the TUSTUMENA.
While the "Trusty Tusty," may be oeloved, she
is getting to be quite an old lady. We need a
new one. The TUSTUMENA was one of the
first ferries built in the early 1960's. She's also
the only ocean going ferry. As Mrs. Poland
points out, "When she goes we're left with
nothing. There's nothing to back her up.
There's nothing even on the drawing boards."

Kay anticipates it would be at least three
years from concept to completion if the much
needed additional ferry were to be approved
tomorrow.

As Senator, Mrs. Poland did manage to have
a study funded and conducted. That study
showed the Aleutian ferry might be the only
self-supporting ferry in the state. Yet, the ad-
ministration and the Legislature keep putting
it off.

The TUSTUMENA is old and ships, like
people, can only last so long. Seventeen cracks
were discovered in her hull two years ago, and
she was pulled out of service early — in Octo-
ber for repair because she couldn't withstand
the stress of winter storms.

We were left only with air service to the
mainland.

The TUSTUMENA definitely needs a back

up vessel. A ferry serving the rapidly growing
Aleutian Chain could also service our island
villages.

The need is obvious. We hope the Legisla-
ture and the governor will not continue to
ignore Kodiak and the Aleutians in this regard.

LETTERS:

Borough role on land claims?

Dear Editor:

Certain facts are incontestable. The first is, human
nature oeing what it is, that given an inch, most people
wo ' try to take a foot. The second is that we have
already witnessed an attempt by one Native group to
claim lands not rightfully theirs which was caught by
the courts, The third is that there are very substantial
doubts raised in the suit by the Citizens Action Group
that there are lands claimed by the Kodiak Natives

(Continued on Page 5)

S

by KENT BKANDLI
Editor

Out of 4,159 persons
registered to vote here in
last August’s primary elec-
tion, only 1,370 voted,
giving Kodiak the dubious
distinction of having the
worst voter turnout in
Alaska.

Only .729 percent of
those eligible here voted,
says former Slate Senator
Kay Poland. “It really
makes it lough for repre-
sentatives in .luneau to
carry a heavy clout with
such a poor showing,” she
adds.

In other fishing com-

Kay Poland sees so
di %al voting recor

WOorst

munities, where fishermen
are out at sea on election
day as they are in Kodiak,
the turnout was much
better. For example, in
Seward and Cordova, 451
percent of those eligible
voted.

“1've been harping on
this for years, but it
doesn't seem to do any
good. Just the same faith-
fuls vote,” according to
Mrs. Poland.

She produces statistics
to back up her argument,
and proposes solutions.

“Sometimes it takes a
real effort to vote, Such is
the case with the fisher

KA YPOLAND
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men. It takes some effort
to vole absentee."

She also blames the
state’s election procedures,
and the handling of voter

registrations locally.
“When the change was
made from the court’s

handling absentees to the
borough clerk handling it,
there should have been ads
in the newspapers, and on
television and radio ex-

plaining the switch. 'Phis
wasn’'t done in time."
Mrs. Poland says she

personally voted absentee
and had to “find out by
traipsing all  around.’
Within  her own family
"two of my kids who al-
ways voted were challeng-
ed. There is really some-
thing fouled up there.”

Mrs. Poland did not
seek re-election to the
State Senate last year. In-
stead she ran unsuccess-
fully for Lt. governor with
Tom Kelly as an Indepen-
dent.

There is need for some
correction, Mrs. Poland
says. “There’s apparently
got to be an overhaul and
it’'s got to start with pro-
per training of the regis-
trars. Also, | Dbelieve
there’s got to be some
kind of a numerical check
on voter registration
forms," the former senator
says. “The  registrar
should have to account for
every form used or un-
used — voided or not."
Mrs. Poland feels this

(Continued on Page 5)
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KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH®"S RESPONSE TO WRITTEN
INFORMATION SUBMITTED BY THE CITY OF KODIAK ON
FEBRUARY 10, 1979 AT THE JOINT HEARING OF THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

COMMITTEES ON THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION BY
THE CITY OF KODIAK

At the public hearing in Kodiak on February 10, 1979,
the City of Kodiak presented legislators with a packet of written
information. This information was not made available to the
Borough or other interested parties until the opportunity for
testimony was concluded. At this time, if Committee members
can tolerate the introduction of still one more document into
this record, the Borough would like to identify the concerns
it h"s with the City"s submission and attempt to clarify some
of the 1issues in this controversy.

Myth #1: The Island Lake pollution problenm
requires annexation.

The only true health problem which exists in the
annexation area is the pollution associated with the smaller
lots in the vicinity of Island Lake. At most, approximately 150
people are involved, probably no more than ten percent: of the
total population in the annexation region. The percentage of
land subject to the problem consists of approximately five per—
cent of the total territory.

This is not to say that the problem does not need to
be addressed, and immediately so. But it does suggest that the
solution proposed by the Local Boundary Commission 1is too Tfar-
reaching. The Borough has the capability of handling the problenm
promptly through its existing service district. The City has

ackt owledged that it could contract with the Borough and provide



the same service as if the area were annexed. The utility rates
for the residents involved could be higher under this approach
than 1f annexation occurred. But the other 90 percent of the
people living in the annexation region would not be impacted
at all. And it is possible that the surcharge to service
recipients outside municipal boundaries would actually be
lower than the costs of annexation plus sewer and water assess—
ments at normal City rates.

Myth #2: """his annexation complies with regulatory

standards propounded by the Local Boundary
Commission.

In its recommendation for annexation, the Local Boundary

Commission finds that its regulatory standards have been met in
that:

the area 1is generally urban in character, as
evidenced by Kodiak Island Borough population
estimates, property valuations and the relatively
high level of commercial activity; and

the area to be annexed is in need of muni—
cipal services which can be most efficiently
provided by the City of Kodiak; and
Kodiak Island Borough planning documents
indicate there 1is likelihood that growth and
development will occur in the tenitory and
annexation will enable the City to plan for and
control that development and arrange the most
efficient municipal services plan to accomodate
the expected growth
a. It is probably evident Lo legislators who
the bus tour and viewed the aerial map at the public hearing
that a substantial portion of the annexation area is not "urban"
by anyone®s standards. Kodiak®"s striking spruce trees, ofwhich

Dr. Johnson spoke rd eloquently, are the only notable inhabi —

tants of more than one third of the land in question. (See Staff

took



Report to the Local Boundary Commission; May 17, 1978 at 11.)
As stated at the hearing, much of the other land consists of
large one, two and three acre lots with single residences upon
them. As for the "relatively high level of commercial activity",
once one leaves Mill Bay Road, the commercial activity 1is almost
non-existent.

b. The second standard, relating to the need for
municipal services, is of course tied into the Island Lake
problem. As stressed by the Borough and local residents at
the hearing, sewer and water are the only needed services, and
they are needed in only a small portion of the annexation area.
Most significant, however, there 1is absolutely no evidence that
the City can provide th®"s particular set of services most effi—
ciently.

Were the Borough Lo insure that the citizens of
Island Lake receive their sewer and water, an interesting and
healthy consequence */ould apparently follow. The Borough could
then be considered a public utility. At the present time, the
City is the only provider of sewer and water in the area. Because
it is a municipal utility and has no competition, it does not
come under the jurisdiction of Alaska Public Utilities Commission.
(AS 42.05.711(b).) Should the Borough enter the picture, however.
there would be competing utilities and regulation would follow.
Such regulation would insure that unduly discriminatory rates
against non-City residents, and unwarranted refusal to extend
services, would not be countenanced. (See, AS 42.013.301,

AS 42.0*.391, and AS 42.04.641.)



The 1issue of more efficient delivery of services
brings into question the economic analysis performed by the
City. It is noteworthy, first, that the City has presented
conflicting statements about the revenue that would be gen-
erated through real property taxes garnered from the annexa—
tion territory. In the newspaper insert, included in the City"s
packet, the total revenue anticipated from the area is set at
$160,579. In the memorandum to the City Manager from the Finance
Director, dated January 23, 1979, and also included in your
packet, the City claims the revenue would be $209,000 at fu
taxation and approximately $150,000 with the proposed differen—
tial tax zones.*

Given the high proportion of Zone 2 and 3 areas versus
Zone 1 regions on the City"s differential tax zone map, it is
difficult to understand the derivation of the $150,000 figure.
Nonetheless, however one resolves the City"s confusion on this
point, $150,000 or $160,579 is still insufficient revenue to
extend full general fund services, and some utility services,
to the entire annexation area. Yet such was the promise of
Mr. Harmony at the Committee®"s public hearing.

To determine what services might realistically be
provided w”r.h $160,000, the City must, first, subtract certain

losses in revenue that annexation would occasion. According

* The Local Boundary Commission®s decision to
recommend annexation of the Mill Bay and Mission Road areas
was based on the assumption that the City was capable of pro-—
viding all services to the entire area immediately. (See
Minutes of the Local Boundary Commission Decisional Meeting;
August 16, 1978; at 7, 9 and 10.)



to the City"s figures, it would lose $65,550 in fire district
monies from this area and another $25,000 in personal property
tax payments** that would have to be assumed on behalf of the
new residents. The combined loss would be $90,550. Finally,
surcharge monies currently obtained from those individuals
now receiving City water would ho longer be available, although
the City apparently provided no data rn this point.

After performing the necessary arithmetic, the City
could find itself with approximately $60,000 to use for the
provision of "full services". If these funds were used for

police protection, for exa.jple, there would be no net benefit

to the residents. With the removal of the State Troopers, tin
status quo would remain unchanged -- except for the 1increase
in taxes.

In Mr. Harmony®"s memorandum to Committee members,
entitled "Economic Analysis of Annexation vs. Service District”,
the City makes several questionable assumptions. First, there
is the view that public sewer and water will be universally
required. Clearly, this 1is not the case, with many families
operating presently with LPA approved on-site systems. Second,
there 1is an assumption that fire insurance will drop over
$300.00 per household for the annexed territory. Obviously,

this decrease will occur only when a new fire station 1is con-

** The City"s sales tax 1is obviously regressive.
By spreading the cost of personal property tax over those
who do not own the property along with those who do, an

additional regressive effect is achieved. Individuals without
the means to own their own boats, trucks, and the like arc made
to share in the cost of those items for others. Of course,

as the City swallows up more territory, the cost to it of
this personal property tax burden increases markedly.



structed, a r.ew vehicle purchased, more firefighters hired,
roads improved and fire hydrants installed. Again, it is
impossible to see from where the finances to accomplish all
this would come.

Sound economic 1inquiry indicates that annexation
would 1inescapably result in one of two consequences: either the
promised services would not be delivered, or the mill rate for
the entire City would have to be raised significantly. In
light of either possibility, it is clear that the City has
failed to perform the in-depth cost analysis necessary to assure
fair dealing with its residents -- both those within the current
City boundaries, and those who would be included were annexation
to take place.

c The third and last standard relied upon by the
Local Boundary Commission revolves around the likelihood of
growth in the territory and the City's need to plan for such
expansion. It is fair to assume that some growth will take
place in Kodiak over the next oecade. That, given the infor-
mation provided to the Commission and Legislature, is about all
that it is fair to assume. No information has been provided
on precisely where in Kodiak such growth may be anticipated
or whether such growth would oring with it new service problems;
it is certainly possible that growth would occur on large
enough lots so that sewer an) water, for example, could be
provided on-site.

There is, of course, nothing to limit the City's
ability to cake into account, in its long range planning, the

possibility of furnishing sewer and water or even other services



to new areas some time in the future. But to require residents
in neea of no services to pay hundreds of dollars more in

taxes so that the City may plan for some hypothetical develop—
ment in the future seems totally unwarranted.

Myth #3: The annexation question must be finally
resolved at this time ~

If one writes the above statement, identified as

Myth #3, and tacks on "because" at the end of the sentence, it
is difficult to know how to complete the thought. "The
annexation question must be finally resolved at this time, because

otherwise there will be a pollution problem"? Not so, as
described above. "The annexation question must be Ffinally
resolved at this time, because . . . otherwise there will not
be political order on Kodiak Island"? Maybe not perfect, theo—
retical order, but a much more realistic, equitable approach to
local government, and one which allows for unification. "The
annexation question must be resolved at this time, because
the Local Boundary Commission and Legislature are tired of
dealing with it"? Aha.

It appears that, at best, the Local Boundary

Commission overextended 1its reach in attempting to resolve
this matter. The Commission 1is understandably tired of dealing
with Kodiak®"s situation. But it would constitute a grave dis—
service to the people of Kodiak if, because of what appears to
be an error in judgment by the Commission, residents of this
area were forced into an unjust, unnecessary and costly annex—

ation, simply to be "done™ with the 1issue.



The hard data for annexation 1is simply not present.
While it is natural to seek order 1in our lives and resolution
of thorny problems, the case for annexation -- the needs and the
economies -- has simply not been made. Members of the House
and Senate Committees on Community and Regional Affairs are
respectively asked to base their decisions on the facts

before them and to recommend passage of the Zharoff/Mulcahy

resolutions.
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Alaska jitate |Slegtslatare

House of Representatives

Committee on Pouch V
. . . . State Capitol
Official Business Community & Regional Affairs Juneau, Alaska 99811

Feb. 21, 1979

Mr. Jim Crane, Atty.
909 U 9th Ave.
Suite 140
Anchorage,Alaska

Dear Mr. Crane,

Enclosed please find a copy of both HJR 10 and HCR 7 as
requested in our phone conversation of Feb. 21.

The tape of the House Community and Regional Affairs
Committee meeting of Feb. 16, 1979 is presently being put
on a cassette tape and will be mailed as soon as possible.

Please contact us if we can be of further service.

Yours truly,

Bill Parker,
Chairman



TO: Pat Wilson
FROM:  House C&RA (Marjorie Gorsuch) /

DATE: Feb. 21, 1979

RE: Cassette tape

Please make a cassette tape "f TAPE 2 Side 1 Sections 1875-2010
of House C&RA Hearing of Feb. 16 which deals with discussion of
HJR 10 and HCR 7. Please send the tape to:

Mr. Jim Crane, Atty.

909 W 9th Ave.

Suite 140
Anchorage, Ak. 99501

If there is a charge for this, please send the bill to

Mr. Crane as per his request.



RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
RE ADJUSTMENT OF KENAI BOUNDARY

Contacted Clyde Baxley, Administrative Assistant of Borough

He will send letter (copy of that sent to Rep. Branson)
re acceptability of Boundary Commisson®s Report.

Neith City nor Borough have any p m ""em with the report.
The City is not involved in the correction of what
is virtually a gap in the legal description of the area.



