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One of the traditional arguments for a sales tax, at least in this
instance, would seen .o hold true. Sales taxes can be levied to
tax people who night otherwise escape taxation, notably, tourists,
transients, anJ non-residents of a political jurisdiction.

Other taxes of the city tliat are ultimately paid by non-city resi—
dents would include their portion of the property taxes that are shift
ed forward by commercial businesses within the City. Traditionally,
across the U.S., businesses account for about 50 percent of property
taxes (sec Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
Fedcral-Statc-hocal Finances: Significant Features of Fiscal Federal —
ism, 1973-74 ed., Washington, D.C., p. 173). It is commonly bclievec
that businesses shift large portions of the property tax on to tlie
consumer 1in the form of higher prices. For example, the Port of
Kodiak included $83,000 as a payment to City government in lieu of
property taxes. This payment was included as part of the rate base

in calculating charges for use of the terminal. This shifting is
especially true in non-competitive market structures which is char—
acteristic of the Kodiak economy. Thus if 50 percent of total retail
sales which are made in Kodiak are made to non-city residents and

are passed along in the form of higher prices, then it would be
possible to conclude tliat approximately 25 percent of the property
taxes p; id to the city are, In fact, paid by non-city residents.

In terms of the total tax revenue Kodiak city collects, tiie City
residents collect a significant portion of their taxes from people
who do r.ot reside in the City. Of total prope"-*-y faxes paid, we
can attribute $163,750 to non-residents; and, ol the total sales
tax revenue ($1,250,000), approximately half ($625,000) can be
attributed to non-residents. Thus it would seem as though non-—
residents pay as much as $788,000 into the purse of Kodiak city
which accounts for almost 41 percent of total tax revenue. It

can hardly be s.iid that there is a significant "free rider"”
problem.

It is interesting to examine what would happen to property taxes

in the area to be annexed If annexation were to take place and

the City spread its property taxes out over a larger tax base.
Currently, there are four service areas where differential taxation
is imposed. Those include: the City (TCAl), the five district
(TCA3), the road district (TCA9) and the villages (TCA9). The

fire district and tlie road district property would be added to tliat
of the City upon annexation; both of these areas hold about: 12.85
percent of the total property in the borough. The City, on the
otherhand, contains 81.17 percent of total property in the Ilorough.
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By using the mill rate ar.d the tax base of the areas t- be annexed
along with the City, it is possible to examine what would happen if
the property tax of the City were spread over the whole area.
Currently the City is taxed at a 16.33 mill rate; the surrounding
area mill rate is 7.23 with an additional assessment of 0.75 mills

in the road district and 2.27 mills in the fire district. If the
focus of annexation were to simply shift some of the ccst to tho
outlying areas, the same total amount would be collected with the
mill rate of the various areas being equalized. The overall mill

rate would be 15.19 mills - a decrease of 1.14 mills in the City

(a decrease of $85.5 on a $75,000 home), an increase of 5.69 mills

in the fire district (a $426.00 increase 1in property taxes on a
$75,000 home), and an increase of 7.21 mills in the road district (an
Increase of $540.75 on a $75,000 home) for residents outside the City.

Further, it might be noted that the area to be annexed includes the
U.S. Coast Guard base. Thus the retail sales on the base would be
subject to the City sales tax which would add to the City revenues
significantly. It is difficult to know how much this wiJl add to
the City revenues. The Office of non-appropriated fund for tlie
Coast Guard reported that this total operation was approximately
$3.5 million. While most of that was tlie BX and similar activity,
the precise amount that would be bit by a retail sales tax would be
difficult to determine. If, for example, $2.0 million were covered
by the retail sales tax, the City would collect $60,000. This is
about five percent of the total tax revenues for the City.
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Some questions raised by the annexation question:

1. What needs exist wi hin the area to be annexed that would best
be met by annexation?

2. Is the City entitled to annexation for reasons of equity?

3.

Would annexation have any adverse effects upon those residing in

the area to be annexed or upon other Kodiak residents?

4. Does the annexation proposed meet tho standards for annexation as

contained in 19 Alaska Administrative Code 39.010 ? (See copies
given Committee members)
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Points for consideration raised by jack Chenoweth on Kodiak annex-
ation issue — January 29, 1°79

Re the character of local government in Alaska:

1. The adaptation of local government to continually changing conditions
is a characteristic of Alaska's local government system.

2. The decision regarding changing boundaries must be taken not by those
immediately affected but by a state agency (the Local boundary Commission)
on the basis of independent evaluation.

Points related to the purpose of legislative oversight on annexation questions:
1. As political subdivisions, the cities and boroughs which have been
incorporat 1 are establ died to perform portions of the state's respon-
sibilities for governin' it that they arc capable of performing. The state
cannot escape responsibility for the essential quality and competence of
the units of local government which exist and operate in accordance with
applicable state statutes.

2. Local government involves the discharge of legal responsibilities. The
capacities and abilities of municipalities to accept and discharge
responsibilities greatly varies. The review process offers an opportunity
for the legislature to gauge the capacities of the local government to
provide services throughout an annexed or expanded area.

3.The effect of the boundary change on the epople involved is a legitimate
concern. As taxation is always the cental factor in annexation decisions,
one should question if the levels of taxation can be related to levels
of service to be offered and whether annexation, with iLs attendant
tax burden changes, will contribute to a better sharing of the burdens
and opportunities for local government throughout a metropolitan region.

*

d. The resultant relationship of the annexation on city/borough relations
is also to be considered. The legislature may do well to consider
whether fulfillment of the annexation will have an effect on the range
of political, service and o*her relationships between the city and
borough and whether, in the short-range and in the long run, those
relationships will grow stronger.

5. The legislature has the opportunity to review the boundary change for
compliance with proper administrative procedures. Was the hearing pro-
perly noticed? Were those in attendance given op| >if inity to comment?
Did the Commission adhere to its jwn requirements? Etc.



HOUSE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

M atter of the annexation of territory to the City of Kodiak

January 29, 1979

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

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

FREE OF THE EMOTIONALISM THAT IS CHARACTERISTIC OF VIRTUALLY EVERY

SIGNIFICANT BOUNDARY CHANGE.

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

A local boundary commission or board shall be

established by law in the executive branch of the

state government. The commission or board may

consider any proposed local boundary change. It

may present proposed changes to the legislature

during the ixrst ten days of any regular session.

The change shall become effective 45 days after

Dresentation or at the end of f e session, whichever



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

THE LEGISLATURE MAY EXPRESS ITS DISAPPROVAL.

OVER THE WEEKEND, I SPENT SEVERAL HOURS RESEARCHING ANY INFORMA—
TION THAT WOULD SHED LIGHT ON WHAT WAS INTENDED BY THIS
CONSTITUTIONAL PROCEDURE. I FOUND SIGNIFICANT COMMENTARY
CONCERNING THE ROLL AND RESPONSIBILITY OF A PROPOSED (FROM THE
PERSPECTIVE OF 1955-56) COMMISSION OR BOARD TO CONCERN ITSELF
WITH DEVELOPMENT OF A LOCAL GOVERNMENT FRAMEWORK ADAPTABLE
TO MEET THE NEEDS OF DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE STATE AND THE PRINCIPAL
ROLE ASSIGNED TO IT OF REVIEWING AND TAKING ACTION ON CHANGES IN
BOUNDARIES OF MUNICIPALITIES. TYPICAL WERE THESE COMMENTS,
COMPOSED AFTER THE CONSTITUTION HAD BEEN DRAFTED BUT BEFORE THE
PROCLAMATION OF STATEHOOD WHICH WwWOULD GIVE LIFE TO THE PROPOSED
CONSTITUTION:
The constitutional provision regarding local boundaries
contained in article X, sec. 12, was written for the
purpose of unfreezing municipal boundaries and making
them readily adjustable to changing needs resulting fronm
the growth and movement of population and from changes
in the demands for local services. The section of the
Constitution was designed to overcome roadblocks which
vested local interests and prejudices 1in small segments
of natural communities often put in the way of a proper

readjustment of local boundary lines.



FURTHER ALONG IN THE SAME DOCUMENT, THERE APPEARS THIS ADDITIONAL
OBSERVATION:
The basic assumption in chis discussion of annexation 1is
one which is implicit in the local government article of
the State Constitution. The assumption is that
worthwhile local home rule depends upon the thoughtful
and courageous exercise of the state"s responsibility for
establishing and maintaining ... responsible self-government.
The State cannot discharge 1its responsibility for local
institutions by automatically ratifying the petitions or
votes of any groups of local citizens that may happen
to express themselves favorably or unfavorably with
respect to ... annexation. To pursue such a course would
result in such a conglomeration of local jJurisdictions
as would make a mockery of the whole concept of local
self-government.
TWO POINTS, THEN, WITH REFERENCE TO THE MATERIAL QUOTED: FIRST,
THE ADAPTATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT TO CONTINUALLY CHANGING CON—
DITIONS IS A CHARACTERISTIC OF ALASKA®"S LOCAL GOVERNMENT SYSTEM;
SECOND, THAT DECISION MUST BE TAKEN NOT BY THOSE IMMEDIATELY
AFFECTED BUT BY A STATE AGENCY (THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION)

ON THE BASIS OF INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.

NOW, WHILE THERE IS A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF MATERIAL ANALYZING

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

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



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

THOUGHTS.

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

BEEN A SUBSTANTIAL FAILURE TO MEET ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.

THE PART OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY CHANGE PROCESS WHICH REQUIRES OR

ALLOWS LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF A BOUNDARY COMMISSION DECISION IS

VERY MUCH A POLITICAL PROCESS. THE INQUIRIES YOU DIRECT TO



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

OF PROVIDING SERVICES THROUGHOUT AN EXPANDED AREA.

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

TAX INCREASE THAT NORMALLY ATTENDS THE INCLUSION OF NEW TERRITORY
INTO AN EXISTING TAX-LEVYING JURISDICTION, BUT RATHER, WHETHER,
FIRST, LEVELS OF TAXATION CAN BE RELATED TO LEVELS 01 SERVICE TO
BE OFFERED ? 4D, SECOND, WHETHER ANNEXATION, WITH ITS ATTENDANT
TAX BURDEN CHANGES, WILL CONTRIBUTE TO A BETTER SHARING OF THE
BURDENS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT THROUGHOUT A
METROPOLITAN REGION, EVEN IF, AS IN THIS INSTANCE, THE METROPOLIS

IS ONLY THE SIZE OF "GREATER KODIAK.™

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

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

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

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



THE PERSONS WHO APPEAR BEFORE YOU MAY BE AS BROAD, AS IMAGINATIVE,
EVEN AS UNRELATED TO THE PARTICULARS OF THE SUBJECT MATTER

BEFORE YOU AS IT IS POSSIBLE FOR THEM TO BE. THERE ARE NO
LIMITATIONS ON WHAT YOU MAY REQUIRE: THE.J2 1S BUT ONE THING

THAT YOU MAY DO - THE RESOLUTION OFFERED BY MR ZHAROFF IS THE
VEHICLE FOR ANNULLING THE RECOMMENDED ANNEXATION IN ITS ENTIRETY.;
YOU CANNOT REDRAW THE LINES. (THAT IS NOT TO SAY THAT, |IN THE
EVENT YOU CHOOSE TO RECOMMEND ANNULMENT, YOU CANNOT ADOPT THE
RESOLUTION OF MR ZHAROFF BUT, AT THE SAME TIME, REQUIRE THE
COMMISSION TO RECONSIDER SPECIFIC BOUNDARY CHANGES OF THE

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

OF THE COMMISSION.)

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

DELIBERATIONS , AND THAT IT MAKES THIS EFFORT AT LEGISLATIVE

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

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

I WILL TRY TO RESPOND.

THANK YOU.
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Extended
Home Rule

Home Rule
Powers

Boundaries

Agreements:
Transfer of
Powers

Local
Government
Agency

Special
Service
Districts

SECTION 10. The legislature may extend home
rule to ou.er boroughs and cities.

SECTION 11. A home rule borough or city may
exercise all legislative powers ~ot prohibited by law
or by charter.

SECTION 12. A local boundary commission or
board shall be established by law in the executive
branch of the state government. The commission
or board may consider any proposed local govern-
ment boundary change. It may present proposed
changes to the legislature during the first ten days
of any regular session. The change shall become
effective forty-five days afte’ oresentation or at the
end of the session, which r is earlier, unless dis-
approved by a resolution i >ncurred in by a major-
ity of the members of eaci ‘ouse. The commission
or board, subject to law, may establish procedures
whereby boundaries may be adjusted by local
action.

SECTION 13. Agreements, including those for
cooperative or joint administration of any func-
tions or powers, may be made by any local govern-
ment. with any other local government, with the
State, or with the United States, unless otherwise
provided by law or charver. A city may transfer to
the borough in which it is located any of its powers
or functions unless prohibited by law or charter,
and may in like manner revoke the transfer.

SECTION 14. An agency shall be established by
law in the executive branch of the state govern-
ment to advise and assist local governments. It shall
review their activities; collect and publish local gov-
ernment information, and perform other duties
prescribed by law.

SECTION 15. Special service districts existing at
tlie time a borough is organiied shall be integrated
with the government of the borough as provided
by law.
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Letters to

Dear Editor:

This letter is to ail the people
of Kodiak in response te some of
the views expressed agai.ist
annexation. In no way are all of
the people against annexation.
Some of us would like orderly
development at a reasonable
cost This is not assured us with
the borough goverment and a
variable assortment of service
districts. The first im-
plementation of the borough
goverment was no' designed to
take over existing or to overlap
governent systems already
opera ,g It was really meant
for the boondocks and Kodiak
can hardly be called that as we
do have a good school system,
supermarkets, road systems,
radio station and TV, without
mentioning* other types of
business  which vere  well

the

established when the borough
came into existence

A few facts that might be in-
teresting to all: Number ore-
practicaily every employed
person is within the city limits or
on the Coast Guard base.
Number Two-we pay a 7 mil
base in the borough plus a 2 mill
fire service tax. Bell Flats pays
another 7 mills for road service
which comes up to 16 mills. Any
other service that the borough
might provide will put (his tax
over and above any you might be
paying in the city. Number
Three-We who live in the
borough and operate businesses
in the city do not have any say as
to who and what ruies govern us.
Cliches have been passed back
and forth but this is real taxation
without representation.

A benefit of being i se city
will be to assure that us
will Ik* voting for i, ~me
people. Some will say ‘Why

don't you move DacK into tne
city?" 1want tosay toall that 1
urn a life long resident of Kodiak
with a lot of years of public
service and consider this is all
one and the same area. Also
I am a native with a heritage that
goes back many many years.

Number Four-If the people
who are flagging the cost of
moving into the city would
examine the cost of our borough
goverment, especially the
statements of the iKirough off
ficials on this forthcoming land
sale which reflects their daily
operating procedure, 1would say
many thousands of dollars arc
poured down the tube annually.

I would like to mention at the
lust thut these Pled Piper tactics
should be githing lofUhei pasta
There are enough responsible
altd msensible’ people living 'in the
borough who should look closely
and think for themselves. Those
who are residing in the liorough
and are concerned about scr
vices to be had, and are con-
cerned about dollars and cents,
should not listen to opinions but
look and find out the hard facts
as to to who can provide the
services at the most reasonable
cost.

If you are not concerned about
these tacts and are only being
led down the road by people who
hold animosity for the city, then
a few years from now if you are
still here we will not expect you
to holler ouch, if annexation does
not become a reality.

Very trulv <<urs,
Emil Norton



Mr. Dodd Shay would like to set up a meeting
following our hearing in Kodiak with:

Mr. Denslow
Mr. Marvin Frost, Afogr.ak Native Assoc. MF
and himself

to meet with joint C/'RA committees on
Development Cities Act, etc.

If we are agreeable, Mr. Denslow will
set up the meeting.

Mr. Shay will call us back Feb. 1 (tomorrow)
at 1:15 our time for confirmation..

IH 1ITS
The above people are interested and represent
all sides of the questions........
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Letters to

Dear Editor:

I, as Kodiaks unofficial om-
budsman, wish to share with you
and other fellow Kodiakans a few
reflections and conclusions on a
current matter pertinent to the
well being and progress for
Kodiak in the years to come,
namely the annexations of
Spruce Cape, Island Lake, and
Mill Bay, knov nas area 1.2 &3

First, 1 wish to say i am a
member of the Annexation
Committee, and concurred for
the final approval and recom-
mendation of the annexation of
the aforementioned areas after
much study and evaluation.
There is a very vocal minority
that is attempting to retard and
stifle the growth and progress of
Kodiak.

Even though conditions of
annexation of the various areas
as required by the area some
years ago have been met and
better, the vocal minority con-
tinues to object on the grounds
that the method being used to
annex the areas is objectionable.

The argument at the boundary

commission hearing here in
Kodiak was that, unification was
the answer, or that the borough
could and would supply services
through service districts.

Both were voted down in the
past election, so where do we go
from here? The borough claims
to be able to furnish the services
we need just as cheaply as the
city. Can they?

| say no, you judge for your-
self. In Bells Flats the residen's
pay 7 mills to the borough, plus
7.2 mills for road service such as
it is, making a total of 14.2 mills.
The mill rate in the city is 162
for all services. Anyone can see
that all services under servce
districts, road, water, sewer,
fire, und police, would cost much
more than the ic.2 mills in the
city.

If you will search the minutes
of about 2 years ago, when Bells
Flats was requesting a cost
estimate from the borough for all
services it came up to ap-
proximately 26 mills. Con-
sidering the inflation factor, two
additional years would reach the
lawful limit of 30 mills, for the
same service.

Our senator and represen-
tative have just left for Juneau
with a pledge to voice the sen-
timents of the majority. The
bottom lines of all of this is
(that) the vocal minority ob-
jectors, headed by my friend,
Okey Chandler, are not
representative of the majority of
2,000 people in the proposed
annexation area or the 6,000 in
the city.

As | am unable to devote as

the editor

much time to passing petitions
as Mr. Chandler, | am deter-
mined to have a true show of
hands. Please help by filling out
the signature form in this issue
and mail it to our box. Any
questions, please call. You that
can and will, write letters to our
representatives.

Thanks,
Bob Brooks

. Editor's note:  The following
letter, ~ Wldressed to the
Department of Commerce and
Economic Development, was
given to The Mirror for
publication.

Dear Sirs:

Recently, | found it necessary
to seek medical attention for the
first time In well over a year,
only to discover that my Blue
Cross card was not acceptable at
either the North Pacific Medical
Center (Brockman & Halter),
nor the Kodiak Island Hospital.
Although | had proof of
coverage, | was told | would
have to pay cash and process my
own claim at the doctors and the
hospital...they offered to mail
my claims in but wanted my
money RIGHT NOW!

It is obvious that the doctors
can eliminate a bookkeeper this
way, thereby reducing their
overhead by $1,000 to $1,200 a
month, but the hospital excuse
(given by a young girl at the
admittance desk) was .hat the
insurance compares were
taking too long in cessing
claims and they - d their
money NOW.

My questhns -e: is this
legal? If so, wh .t happens to
those who are unaote to produce
cash but are insured? Many
cannot. Are these people refused
medical care? Is this the reason
so many local residents are
going to Anchorage or Seattle for
their medical problems?

| am told that in Anchorage
you pay the first $50 and the rest
is collected from your insurance
company...! know from ex-
perience that in the Seattle
Tacoma area all you need is your
(in my case) Blue Cross card
and you are taken care of.

I have taken a dim view of any
kind of socialized medicine in the
past, but | am convinced that if
Carter doesn't accomplish
anything else, a national health
plan would make him a more
popular president an un-
doubtedly create a healthier
nation.

Sincerely,
Barbara Miner



debate
refused

By DEBORAH NELSON
Mirror Staff Writer

A challenge was made more
than a week ago by Bob Brooks,
pro annexation, to Dick Juelson,
anti annexation, to debate the
flaming annexation issue over
the radio. Juelson has refused
the challenge.

“l don't see any point in
debating the issue in Kodiak,”
Juelson told The Mirror. “I
would rather do my debating in
Juneau than in Kodiak.”

However, both the Senate and
the House committees on
Community and Regional Affairs
have since announced they are
coming to Kodiak in a few weeks
for the specific reason to obtain
input from the Kodiak com-
munity.

Brooks, a borough resident on
the city's committee for an-
nexation, said he challenged
Juelson & the debate “ to get the
whole spectrum of the thing in
the open. ' Brooks declared that
"there are many erroneous
things being aired by the anti
annexation group, and 1 wanted
to get it out in the open.”

Both Brooks and Juelson said
they plan on going to Juneau to
lobby for contradicting sides of
the issue. Juelson said he has
been in close contact with Sen.
Bob Mulcahy and Rep. Fred
Zharoff, and he said he expects
the legislators to inform him as
to the best time to appear in
Juneau.

"The issue was decided last
spring before the people of the
affected area or the city could
speak on it," and Juelson. Since
the Boundary Commission has
taken the annexation issue out of
local hands, Juelson said, the
only alln ative for those op-
posed to annexation is to petition
the legislature.

Juelson said so far over 500
people in the affected area have
signed the petition opposed to
annexation. Juelson said there
are approximately 800 voters in
the affected area,'so we have
well over half of the voters in
that area,” he said.Over 300
city residents have signed a
petition against the proposed
annexation, Juelson said.

Okey Chandler, who has been
circulating anti  annexation
petitions, said that over 95
percent of those living in the
affected area have signed the
petition when it was Dresented
before them. "Half of the other
five percent wouldn’t sign for
religious reasons,” said Chan-
dler, “and the other half
wouldn’tsign a petition no matter
what it was. They wouldn't sign
a reprieve to keep their mother
from hanging.” Chandler said
he expect- to attend the
legislative session to lobby
against annexation, and to lobby
for the upgrading of the Anton
Larsen Bay Road.

(Continued on Page 2)

A nneXx
(Continued rrom Page 1)

In his quest to "get the truth
about annexation to the people ”
Brooks has circulated flyers at
his own expense to inform
residents of the city’s position
concerning annexation. Brooks
is also circulating petitions in
favor of the annexation at his
own expense.

Brooks expressed his
frustration with the apathy of
citizens concerning issues h(
feels they should be taking ar
interest in. "Unless something i<
really taking the salt out of theii

beans today, people couldn't
care less "
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Letters to

Dear Editor:

| strongly object to the City s
misuse of the annexation com-
mittee. When the City Manager
Dick Berg asked me to serve on
the committee, he assured me
that ,t would not be asked to take
a stand for or agairst an-
nexation.

According to Mr. Berg at that
time, the function of the com-
mittee was to decide what ser-
vices would be needed from the
City if annexation occurred. The
City Mayor appointed six
members to the committee; none
of the members were elected by
the residents of the area to be
annexed.

Since that time, the committee
has been pressured to favor
annexation, and the committee
and its recommendations have
been portiayed as being
representative of the residents of
the area. Growing interest in
Borough Residents for
Autonomy, a group of area
residents opposed to annexation,
points in the opposite direction —
to strong resident sentiment
against forced annexation.

1 also object to the false pic-

the editor

ture painted by the City’s
publication on annexation. In
addition to containing u number
of misleading statements, the
publication presented dif-
ferential tax zones as an existing
fact. The use of differential tax
rates in the area to be annexed is
only a recommendation of the
annexation committee. The City
Council decides tax rates, and
the City Council has no
obligation to accept the com-
mittee’s recommendations.

| am opposed to annexation. |
fear the City is far more in-
terested in increasing its
population and thus its bonding
capacity than in providing
services to our area. | intend to
write the House and Senate
Committees on Community and
Regional Affairs, the Speaker of
the Alaska House of
Represen'atives and the
President of the Alaska Senate to
urge them to reject this fr.reed
annexation. 1 urge all other
concerned citizens to do the
same.

Sincerely,
Nick.Szubo &

Annexation
The present area prop*, « for
tX"ontinued on P

Letters.

(Continued from Page 3)
annexation to the city as well as
additional areas which could be
proposed for annexation in tne
future must be considered as
part of the problem of available
land for expansion. At present,
annexation is the only method
for obtaining the utilities and
services in the outlying areas
which many people feel are
mandatory before they will
build, and construction of these
utilities through residential
areas is the only way in which
presently zoned potential in-
dustrial land can be developed.
Industrial land, unlike
residential, cannot be developed
unless it is serviced by utilities
specified by environmental
protection laws.

The city tax base is the basis
on which bonded indebtedness
for utility construction is ap-
proved and paid for. Therefore
unless annexation is approved, a
major revision in state statutes
will be required to allow for the
orderly expansion of the
economic base of the com-
munity.

The Chamber firmly believes
that duplication of facilities and-
or creating additional local
government costs is not a viable
alternative toannexation.

Commerical Air Service

NOTE: If additional in-

formation on any of these sub-
jects is desired, we will be most

happy to supply it.

Sincerely,

Kodiak Aren Chamber of
Commerce

Denny P. Lavignc, president
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LETTERS:

Bob Brooks disputes views of Nick

{Editor's note:

Dear Editor:

I wish to

Editor on

annexation of the 1lwet~ outstanding young pro-
areas recommended for gressive, with a solid head
annexation by the Boun- between his shoulders,

dary Commission and sub-
sequently by the Annexa-

tion Committee which Mr  Mis overt attempt
S/alio was asked to serve malign the committee, Mr.
on. Berg and all

Alter reading Mr. ficials that are involved in
Szabo's letter, | was ap- any way with the subject

palled with disbelief which
quickly gave way to out-
rage and anger.

Szabo's outburst
reHeiied a bias and 11N
fount d attitude.
mend 'r of the Annexation
(‘oininltl.ee myself, | con- gaa¢
sider 'lr. Szabo’ babblings
1 non deserving reflection
on tlii- whole committee
consisting nl five outslaml

The following
letter to the editor has heen
edited slightly by the editor.
Although it still exceeds our
500 word limit, it is printed
as a courtesy to Mr. Brooks.)

respond to
Nick Szabo's letter to the
January 9th
slating his objections of

tant. To

pecially me,

views or
any matter

Until now,

foundation
prompted this
by your’s truly

;

| feel Mr.
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kodiak city/b

B orough eng

hcndle area

by KENT BRANDL!
Editor

With a blast at inefficiency
in local government, and ques-
tioning the very need for the
Kodiak Island Borough, Bor-
ough Engineer Bob Marmaduke
has resigned effective today.

Marmaduke, in a letter to

orough

ineer quits;

problem s, no

with regret, “As | have enjoyed
my term of service, the beauty
of the island, and the hard-
working iionesty of the native
population.”

In his letter of resignation,
the young engineer said he felt

“The borough is too little,
too late."”

"The borough is too little, too late. The City of Kodiak

has the necessary
competence to handle the

infrastructure and the necessary

island and its government,

with the aid of the consultants now being used by the

borough..

Borough Mayor Betty Wallin
and members of the assembly
said he has found another job
on the mainland.

Borough Planner Harry
Milligan told Kadiak Times a
replacement will be sought.
Marmaduke had been on the
borough staff just short of a
year.

Marmaduke said he resigned

LETTERS

Shuyak as itis, not

Dear Editor:

Several weeks ago lsent inu
note on Shuyak Island stating |
would favor a wildlife sanctu-
ary. | should have added more
to that as | was just thinking
about the bird life and animals,
and of course, the Island as it Is
now. There are a few people
that make their living and live
on Shuyak. As they have
chosen such an out of the way
place to live no doubt there are
others that would like to make
their homes there. If | was
younger, and had no land or
place to live 1 would settle on
Shuyak liking a quiet place to
live just like those young
people that live there now. |
would i.ol favor a ferry boat
stop on Shuyak and no guine
hunters. It would not be a
Sanctuary if that was allowed.
1 wrote a short story for tin-
Kodiak Mirror several years
ago on Afognak Island aiul It
becoming a stump ranch.
This has worked out just like |
predicted in that story.

I note there are advertise-
ments in local papers *“we
care" by tlie logging Co. We
care for what? All that good
timber out to make toilet
paper. | believe in timber liar
vest select cutting not like clear
cutting like what is going on on

Afognak Island. Why isn’t
there some arial pictures on
this  cutting?...to give the

Kodiak people an idea of what
is going on. | believe on timber
cutting by small saw mills for
local use. | read where the
Kodiak Borough is interested
in Shuyak Island as a revenue
source. Doesn’t the Kodiak
Borough have any bounds for
such greed? | can see people
living on Shuyak in home site
lots, but cutting the timber on
Shuyak — NO! It would not

PAGE 10 - NOVEMBER 16,

The City of Kodiak has the
necessary “infrastructure,”
(the underlying foundation or
basic f amework of a system or
organization - such as public
utilities) and the necessary
competence to handle the
island and its government, with
tne aid of consultants now
used by the borough, Marma-
duke commented.

for timber

lie Shuyak Island with the lim-

ber cut off. 1 would rather see
it deeded hack to the Russians
than tin- Kodiak Island
Borough having nny'hliy *o do
with  Shuyak Island. If ii,>
borough Is in need of a place
to set up their dwellings |

would suggest the Chiswoll Is-
lands or <(limit. Cape.

I hope this clears things up
with (In- young people that tall
Shuyak Island home. | know
Shuyak Island is in good hands
with the quiet people that live
there and others like them that
will  make it their home.

Regards,
/sl Ed N. Opheim, S-.

Island Insurance

may help you

save.

Looking for value in
insurance for your
home, your car, vour
health, vour business,
vour life?

Your money can’t buy

C""Minstate

ScF or phone
Island Insurance, Inc.
202 Center Street
Island Professional Bldg.
486-5705

M N S By

1978 - KADIAK TIMES

says

city can

need for

The engineer observed that
“Perhaps, as is said, people
seek no efficiency in govern-
ment, but drama in inaction...”

Marmaduke told the mayor
and assembly that if they
would examine the relative
costs, “A borough angineer,
secretary, and related budget
items arc no more cost-effec-
tive than a consulting engin-
eer, now that the Supreme
Court allows competitive
bidding among professional
engineers...”

Marmaduke was not in
Kodiak Wednesday and was

unavailable for further com-
ment.

A secretary said he was
no longer employed by the

borough.

N BA
“Inlerbranch,” a new
monthly publication of the
National Bank of Alaska, lakes
a look at Kodiak In it’s first,
edition, dated October, 1978.
The article, which calls

Kodiak “Alaska’ I-ishing Capi-
tal,” features photos by Dan
Konlgsbt-rg, Steve McCutcheon
and Jerry 1). Martini.

b orough

BCHVIARMADUKE

magazine features Kodiak

tures color photos of local
bank employees in front of the
small boat harbor and Hnrarmf
Museum.

The article says the National
Bank of Alaska is the largest
bank in Kodiak, dating back to
1900 when the Bank of Kodiak
merged with NBA. Jim Payin-
is Kodiak branch Manager, and

The magazine, published Charlene Landes is assistant
primarily ~ for the bank’ manager. Tin- hank employs a
employees and directors, fea- staff of 20.
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February 1, 1979

The Community &Regional Affairs Committee
Fred Zharofft Representative

Pouch, V.

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Fred,

We live in the Spruce Cape area, that is up for annexation and we
wish to convey these facts to you, Evon though a number of us In
this area is not vooal as some of the anti annexation crowd, we feel
the unifying of our area, Island Lake and Millbay is the only pract—
ical way to bring about the improvem "nts that is sorely needed and
shall be expecting, your effort toward tho conclusion, that will
benefit the areas as a whole.

It is said you indicated in conversation with two or more people

on your departure, that you agreod that annexation was our last and
best hope at this point, but you felt you owed a political debt, to
oertain election support. We would feol that you would be doing a
great disservice to the whole community if your efforts reflected
these facts.

Sincerely,

c.c. toi dem Tillion Pres, of tho Senate
Bob Muloahy Senator, Vice hairman of Committee
Arliss Sturgulewski Chairman of tne Committee

Terry Gardner Speaker of tlie House



February 1, 1979

The Community & Regional Affairs Committee

Bob >5ulcahy: Senator, Vice Chairman of Committee
Pouch, V.

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Bob,

We live in the Island Lake area that is up for annexation. We have
this to say. Our area is in bad need of sewer and water, as we are
sure you have been aware of.

After considering what it could cost under a service district using
Bells Flats area as an example, where a service district for minor
road service cost, 7*2 mills, for a total of 14.2 mills in the
bouough we fell that annexation to the city would be far cheaper at
16,2 mills for all services.

Sincerely,

c.c.to Clem Tillion Pres, for the Senate
Arliss Str.gulewske Chairman of the Committee

Terry Gardner Speaker of the House



Ron Matsuoka
Box 2078
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

Melissa D. Newton
Box 773
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

January 22, 1979

Chairman, Senate Committee on Community and Regional Affairs
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Sir;

Although time is running short this letter is intended to bring about some action on
the part of the State Legislature to help defeat forced annexation with the City of
Kodiak. We are only two individuals living within the involved area, however we most
certainly are not alone in our protest to this annexation.

T< begin with let it be known that the wishes of area residents were totally ignored
by the local boundary commission. Every resident of the area who testified at the
boundary commission hearing spoke against forced annexation! It seems to us that
our feelings and interests are being ignored by more powerful individuals who stand
for annexation in the hope to gain a great deal for their own self-interests.

Another pertinent fact is that the area does not meet the standards for annexation.
The area is not urban: the standard lot size in the area is one acre or larger, and one
third of the land area is undevelo™ad.

City services are not required in this area. Fire protection is presently provided
through a service district; roads are presently State-maintained or privately maintained;
police protection is provided by the State Troopers; water is presently available to the
majority of the area and is paid by user fees; sewers can be provided through service
districts in those areas where sewers are needed.

We have signed a petition opposing forced annexation and hope that it will give
you some idea how many individuals hope to stop annexation. We need your help!
Please act on the behalf of the residents of this area by overturning forced annexation.

Sincerel>

Melissa Newton

cc: Chairman, Senate Committee on Community and Regional Affairs
Chairman, House Committee on Community and Regional Affairs
President, Alaska Senate
Speaker, Alaska House of Representatives (copies for the Senate and House
enclosed)
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NOTES

Mr.

Marge feltStu Denslow, Bor.

be contacted first.

Mgr.,

ITOM MEETING WITH MARGE GORSUCH

and Gary Stevens,Cifr/pianagcr ,
Get best contact na.ie

Parker feels a driving tour shouldbe arranged.

should
from than for assistance in

/ 1. se+t-fj.ng up Bor. Assanbly
y' 2.  local advertising - news
3. People asked to testify

AtP’
Joan Katz, Borough represent
i, t-f 0 [0 1Xr
4. PROCEDURE:Per Jan " linn,

t/jly i
It A**>~

L. ...
tV//\ * *

y?>

Cost can be split or assumed

Per travel,
be split.

advertising, etc
There is no set $

SENATOR: One requirement fo
stating dates of travel
be traveling, dates

travel, per diem,

Whoever talks to Denslow and

for your Ccmnittee,
involved,

Room,

paper(s), radio(s), t.v.

should definitely include:

ative/ City attorneys
-V

no buget requirement on

by one committee.

limit per Comnittee, etc.

r you

advertising,

Stevens should

checking on taoe recorders,

scanner,

agai.n one comnittee can assume all

possible car rental,

etc.

etc.

tA

phone calls percomn.ittee.

Up to Chairmans.

cost, or can

is to send a written manorandum to Tillion
the purpose of the trip,
and that expenses connected therewith would be:

who will

etc.

inquire £tbout:

Place; best time after our 10:20 arrival (early afternoon) for actual
hearing; driving tour (before/after hearing) and best wav to go - rentals
cars, bus, or would something bo provided by City/Boro.,? etc..

Addit"l people to notify: AML/Dept. "C/RA/
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KODIAK

P.0. Box 1397
Kodiak, Alaska 99615 Home Rule City
Phone: (907) 486-3224

INCORPORATION DATE: September 11, 1940

POPULATION: 4,960
REGULAR ELECTION: First Tuesday 1in October
SALES TAX: 3%

CITY COUNCIL MEETS:

MAYOR: Gary Stevens 1979

CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS

Toni Eaton 1979 Water

Gaynell Hatcher 1980 Dock

Carol Lechner 1979 Sewer

Ernie Mills 1981 Ferry Terminal
Wilton White 1981 Boat Harbor

Dave Woodruff 1980

CLERK «i et eeaeeaa e e Libby Presnall
FINANCE DIRECTOR, cor e e e e e e e ecaaaa s Harry Hyde
N Clair Harmony
CHIEF OF POLICE .ot i i aaaes Jack Rhines

FIRE CHIEF oo e e ceaaaaans George Magnusen
HEALTH OFFICER cut et c e ceeceecaaann State Sanitarian
EMERGENCY PRLPAREDNESS DIRECTOR............. Clair Harmony
POPT DIRECTOR .ttt e e ceeeceecceaaann George Cutrell
HARBORMASTER . & ¢t et et i e ceeceeecaencanaaannn George McCorkle
ENGINEER c it et et e e ceeeceeccecaaann John Stafford
WATER & SEWER SUPERINTENDENT .. ... ooioioooaa- Herman Beukers
PARKS & RECREATION DIRECTOR - ..ooiiii oo lan Fulp
PURCHASING AGENT ¢ttt e e e ceecceeaaanas Carolyn Thomas
LIBRARIAN (e e e ceceececacaaanann Elizabeth Carroll
BUILDING INSPECTOR .o et i e ieeceaaaes Morris Lee

AT TORNEY Lt e e e e e e e e e e e Cole, Hartig, Rhodes,

and Mahoney

Second and fourth Thursdays of each month

MUNICIPALLY OWNEDUTILITIES

Norman



KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

P.0. Box 1246
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

Phone: (907) 486-5726
INCORPORATION DATE:
POPULATION:

REGUIAR ELECTION:
SALES TAX:

ASSEMBLY MEETS:

MAYOR:

ASSEMBLY MEMBERS

Second Class Borough

September 24, 1963

8,926

First Tuesday of October
None

First Thursday of each month

Betty Wallin 1979

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Dr. Michael Emmick 1979 Ron Ball 1979
Edward Jack 1980 Dan Busch 1979
Sandra Kavanaugh 1979 John Pugh 1979
Arnold Hansen 1981 Gene Erwin 1980
James Peotter 1980 Tom Perez 1980
William Feam 1981
Danforth 0gg 1981 SCHOOL BOARD

Stan Baltzo 1980
BOROUGH FOWER, = David Crowe 1979
Areawide: Education, health, Joan Johnson 1979
planning and zoning, assessment Louise Collins 1981
and taxation. Non-areawide: Fire Jim Olson 1981
districts (2), parks and recreation. Fran Flick (non voting rep)

Service areas: Road maintenance.

MANAGER ... ... ... ......
CLERK/TREASURER.........
HEALTH OFFICER...........
PLANNING DIRECTOR.......

..................... Stuart Denslow
...................... Shirley "Mickie™ Miller
..................... Harry Brighton
..................... Harry Milligan

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS . ... o . c.ooo..... John Anttonen
ATTORNEY Lt aaaaa s Richard Garnett
ASSESSOR e Edwin Haney
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT cevmiei i iaeaan .Marilyn McKinnon

BUILDING OFFICIAL.......
ENGINEER ... ... .....
HOSPITAL ADMINISTRATOR

..................... Bryce Gordon
...................... Robert Marmaduke 111
...................... Robert Groff
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IEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM 23 January 1979

SUBJECT: Request for Video Teleconference Proposals

TO: Committee Chairmen and House and Senate
Leadership

FROM: Myrton Chamey, Executive Direc/
Legislative Affairs Ageng”rnn

The Legislative Teleconference Network will be scheduling twelve two-way
video conferences during this session. This year, you will have a con—
siderable amount of flexibility in selecting r id scheduling tlie sites that
you wish to participate. The State-leased satellite will be available

on Thursday of each week for use by the network.

The first two video conferences of the session have been scheduled for
February 15 and February 22. The locations have been pre-selected due
to sane technical delays in certain other communities. Normally, you
will be able to select the communities of your choice. Tliese two video
conferences are scheduled as follows:

Date Communities Mode

February 15 Juneau, Anchorage, two-way
Fairhanks

February 22 Juneau, Nome, Bethel two-way

Subjects of high general interest are sought for each video teleconfer—
ence. Your consideration (no notter how tenative) of pending legislation,
or subjects of broad public appeal for video conferencing, both now and
as the session progresses, will help this agency assure public interest
and participation.

Please make you choices known to the Network Coordinator®s office, Room
505 - Capitol, at 465-4980.

Also, please contact us if you or your staff tiave any questions.

Enc: Teleconference communities (audio and/or video capability)
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Teleconferencing

TO: All Legislators

POUCHY mTaTECAt'no
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99s ||

907-465-3800

24 January 1979

FROM: Myrton Cliamey, Executive Direct@%

Legislative Affairs Agency® jj°*

The audio teleconference circuit that is provided by the Legislative
Teleconference Network is now in operation.
make use of thi”?system to cormunicate with constituents

Legislators wishing to
in the fol—

lowing communities are urged to contact the coordinator®s office,

Room 505 - Capitol, at 465-4980:

Anchorage

Barrow /
Bethel i

Fairbanks ANAR

Ketchikan

ryico O

fa
Chn- -

| I
UJj /C J! <r

Kodiak
Kotzebue
Nome
Sitka

Soldotna

fa

-y U r

n

<« 71

/r



Community

Anchorage
Barrow
Bethel
Fairbanks
Ketchikan
Kodiak
Kotzebue
Nome
Sitka

Soldotna

LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETVDRK

Participating Conmunities

Audio conference
availability__
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes

Video conference
availability
two-way
two-way
two-way-
two-way
receive only
two-way
two-way
two-way
receive only

no
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Teleconferencing
TO: All Legislators

FROM: Myrton Chamey, Executive Dir
Legislative Affairs Agency

(jJetc- f £ jh .

POUCH Y mSTATE CAf'ITO
JUNEAU, ALASKA <811
°07 465 3800

24 January 1979

The audio teleconference circuit tha+ is provided by the Legislative

Teleconference Network is now in operation.

Legislators wishing to

make use of this system to cormunicate with constituents in the fol—
lowing communities are urged to contact the coordinator®s office,

Roan 505 - Capitol, at 465-4980:

Anchorage
Barrow
Bethel
Fairbanks
Ketchikan

Kodiak
Kotzebue
Nome
Sitka
Soldotna



LEGISLATIVE TELEm-I1FER3CE NETTORK LOCATIONS

Site Remote  Moderator Mail Address Primary Con— Video/Secondary
Sicmal * ference Center Conference Center
Barroj None Bnily Nusunginya North Slope North Slope Arctic Slope
852-2611 Borough Borough Bldg. Regional Corp.
Box 69 Assembly Room Burlding
Banw 99723
Kotzebue  None Janice White Office of the Kotzebue Citv KOTZ - TV
442-3611 Governor Hall
P.0. Box 158 Conference
Kotzebue 99752  Chamber
Name Bob Scott Name Info. Nome Info. No secondary
443-5287 Offioi Office/Roam E-1  center
P.0. Eox 25 Nome Regional
Name 997f> Office BLdg-
Bethel None Dan Boyette KYUK Radio/TV KYUK - TV KYUK - TV
543-3131 Bethel 99559
Fairbanks Trudy Caine Fairbanks Info.  Fairbanks KUAC
Aileen Weiton Office Information University of
452-4449 Rm. 250/Bldg. F Office Alaska
101 College Rd.
Anchorage Judy Hopkins Anchorage Info.  Anchorage Media Services
Charity Kadcw Office Information University of
278-3668 1024 West 6th Office Alaska
Anchorage 99501 Anchorage Campus
Soldotna  None Rlioda Eady Kenai Peninsula Kenai Peninsula "Kenai Peninsula
262-4441 Borough Borough/Civil Borough
ext. 280 Box 850 Defense Conf. Clerks Conference
Soldotna 99669 Roam/Basement Roam
Kodiak None Marv Jo Simons Kodiak Island Kodiak Island Kodiak Ccmnunity
486-4881 Borough Borough College
P.0. Box 1397 Assembly Rocm 1
Kediak 99615 Chamber
Sitka None Cathy Hanson c/o Centennial  Centennial ** No secondary
T47-6263 Buildg Building center
P.0. Box 1226 Rousseau Rocm
Sitka 99805
Ketchikan Sandi Wendte Ketcnikan Ketchikan »*Ketchikan Elks
Pegqy Thompson Info. Office Information Lodge
225-9675 415 Main St. Office 335 Main St.
Ketchikan 99901  Rocm 301
Juneau Dave Hammock Legislative State Capitol State Capitol
Claudia Covner Affairs Agency Goverrwr®s
465-4N80 Tteleconferencinc; Conference Room
Network Third Floor

WASHINGTON, D.C.

Pouch Y 99811

Senator Gravel -

Senator Stevens -

*no video capability”

*"'video receive only

1/0/7?
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Mr. Mills stated there was 1 house on Island 1in 1963. There were many
houses 1in the |Island Lake area then. The tax records & K.E.A. records
will verify this. Since he was here, he worked 1in a cannery for
several years & as a heavy equipment operator. Ke lias applied for

a 1/2 million dollar permit that requires City approval (he lives

in tlie City).

Mr. William H. Lamme, Jlormer Kodiak Post Master, Lived on Island
Lake 20 years ago & now Jlives in Anchorage.

Mr. Gary Stevens, Acting Mayor of Kodiak, came to Kodiak in 1972
or "73 & is an officiil in a Japanese owned cannery

The reason 1"ve taken time to gather the above facts 1is that

I have a tremendous 1investment 1in democracy witii 5 years, 1 month

and 29 days in the military. | have spent over $4,000.00 since

1963 and several months of my time trying to keep democracy alive

on Kodiak Tsland. I obtained 500 borough books from Mr. Ronald

Cea.e when the borough was formed in Kodiak and spent about $1,500.00
on newspaper adds; $1,000.00 on zerox copies, $800.00 or more on
radio and T.V. adds; $800.00 on ovelopes, stamps/supplies, etc.

I have mailed every member of tlie House & State Senate information/
research material on various 1issues which 1 was concerned with and
also to every Governor except Governor Miller. I have* written every

U.S. Senator & key men in the House of Representatives 4 wired our
representatives in D.C. & the President on sieveral occasions.

Please give the above statements every consideration 1in whatever
determinations you make which affects the lives ni many Kodiak

residents.

Sincerely,

Okoy Chandler
Box 1635
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

cc; Other boundary commissioners



J o a n M K a t z

Attorney at Law (907)274-7634
540 L Street, Suite 101, Anchorage, Alaska 99501

January 23, 1.979

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski, Chairperson
Community and Regional Affairs

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

hear Arliss:

It was fcood talking to you today. Enclosed, as per
our discussion, are copies of the two briefs | have submitted
at various stages 1in this controversy. Please feel free to
call me with any questions you may have or any additional areas
regarding which you may need further 1input. I have also con—
tacted Hayden Green at the University and he assures me that
he and P. J. Hill, who prepared the economic analysis submitted
to the Local Boundary Commission and included 1in the information
being sent to you, will also be available to answer any questions
you might have.

I appreciate your intention to have our staff keep me
informed as to developments regarding Kodiak. I look forward

to working with you on this matter.

Sincerely,

VS



BEFORE THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR THE

STATE OF ALASKA

IN THE MATTER OF ANNEXATION OF )
CERTAIN PROPERTY LOCATED MONO )

MILL BAY ROAD, KODIAK; )
5
CITY OF KODIAK, )
)
Petitioner, )
)
VS. 2
KODIAK ISLAND BOkDUGH, |
)

Respondent.
)

RESPONDENT ™S BR\.T
Irtrcductlon
On October 19, 1977, the City o: Krdiak sv.kmic..
a petition for annexation of certain property locate! ale.
Mill Bay Road in tho Kodiak Island Borough to the D;j*r<s
ot! Community and Regional Affairs. While deficient 1in

several respects (the moat glaring of w ten was the at :cncc

of a resolution or ordinance auihorizin " tlie Cit. o cEHt}
annexation), tho petition was accepted ry . r me_rt/.cn-..
Tiie City"s case, as revealed, in 1its Lri<.- V. r.j ton

on t.wo principal grounds: first, tha: r _nts and i:r.t

owners of the territory are deriving Lev fits from the City
such that they should be made to pay a ccr.mensurate share of
tlie City* a tax burden; ar.d second, that the City could
provide services to tho territory more efficiently under
annexation than could otherwise be accomplished. Intruding
onto the specifics of this annexation proposal Is petitioner
avowed 1intent to annex substantial other areas of Kodiak

Inland. Fee, Memorandum frcm Ivan L. Widom, City Mariger,



Contrary to the City"s allegations, it is the
Borough®s position that tho best interests of the residents
and property owners of the affected territory, amd of the
local governments Involved, would not be served by this
proposed annexation. As the Borough shall demonstrate,
residents and owners of the territory would gain virtually
nothing besides a hefty increase in their local taxes should
this petition be successful - an Increase for services for
which they presently pay more than adequately. The change
in status would only serve to foster conflict, moreover,
between the City of Kodiak and the Borough, and between the
City and affected residents.

1. Lot Ownership and Configuration Within
the Territory

At the outset, some factual clarification is re—
quired. in addition to the deficiencies in the petition
mentioned above, there appear to be errors contained in the
notice of hearing and attached lot descriptions provided by
the Local Boundary Commission staff. First, Lots 3, 4, 5,

6, 7, 9 and 11 are identified as belonging to the City of
Kodiak. Borough research indicates that those lots are
currently patented by the State (patent number 50-64-0228

for lots 3-7, and 50-64-0169 for lots 9 and 11). The Borough,
moreover, has filed land selections on these lota pursuant

to AS 29.18.190, et sag. (Excerpt from Land Selections

filed by Dale Tubbs for tho K.I1.B., Exhibit A.) The Borough,
thus, possesses a specific interest in these particular

lota, augmenting it* underlying concern for the welfare of

its residents in general.

In addition to this error, there appears to be an
oversight in regard to Lot 27. This lot haB not previously

been annexed; nor is it included in the petition. It is



certainly possible that the City intentionally deleted this
lot, perhaps because of known owner opposition to annexation.
Such exclusion, however, would result in a continuation of
the alleged misalignment of City boundaries. Since this
"misalignment™ is one of the grounds advanced by petitioner
in support of annexation, the absence of Lot 27 is, at be3t,
confusing. It suggests that this annexation proposal may not
have been thoroughly analyzed from a thoughtful, planning
perspective.

Hin. Standards for Annexation

Alaska Administrative Code Section 19.AAC 05.010
sets forth specific standards which provide guidelines for
annexation. It is recognized that two of these standards
({1) and [3]) are met by this petition. Tho CHy raises no
issues under Standards (2), (5), (6) and (9). These standards
could not, in fact, be met in this case. Petitioner®™s case
rests primarily on the purported fulfillment of Standards
(4), (7)) and (8). The Borough contends that there is not,
in fact, compliance with these standards.

A. There is No Need in the Territory for

Municipal Services that Could Not be \
Provided as Efficiently Without Annexa—
tion. (Standard No. 4.)

The City a&aerts that it can provide various
services more effectively under annexation than would
otherwise be possible. The City"s history, however, and the
facts regarding each, of those services, suggest differently:

1. Sewer and Water. The City argues
sewer and water services would be extended immediately upon
annexation. In fact, under a 1970 agreement between tho
Borough and the City, the City has 1long since been designated
tlie agency responsible for implementation of water and sewer

projects within the area of the road system in the Kodiak

tha



failure to live up to the terms of this agreement accounts
for the fact that services have not previously been extended
to the lots within this territory. The City ™ track record
is not one to inspire confidence.
2. Law Enforcement. The City simply

describes its police forcv* by numbers of officers and size
of budget. The only argument made 1in this context# however,
is that "Due to the naturu of the boundaries 1in this area,
certain problems can arise?”. (Petitioner®s brief, p. 1.)
The Borough cannot envision what those problems might be.
City police may certainly traverse City boundaries to get
from one part of the City to another without violating any
laws or ordinances. The only response possible to this
broad statement is that tho State Troopers provide police
service to the territory. licaidonts and rroporty owners
have voiced no complaints about the level of service.

Firo Protection. Tho City"s analysis
of fire protection 1is, like its presentation of law enforce—
ment, simply a descriptive one. What should be said is that
there would be absolutely no change in firo protection
provided the rooidents and property owners of the territory
were the annexation to take place. Borough Fire District
No. 1 presently covers this territory and 10 serviced through
contract with the City; the contract provides fair considera—
tion. (Exhibit C.) It might be noted, moreover, that the
Borough owns one of the firo trucks utilised by tho City, a3
well as a new ambulance similarly operated by the City and
used inside and outside its boundaries.

Parks and kocreatlcr.. The City outlines
its services in the parks and recreation area, and alleges a
budget of ~120,946 for this department. Apparently the

intention 1is to suggest tliat Borough residents outside the



City are getting "something for nothing". In fact, the City
is able to operate the pool and the gym only because the
Borough has made them available. The pool and gym collectively
are worth approximately $3,220,000, substantially more than
the City"s budgeted amount for this service. (Memorandum from
Borough Assessor, Ed Haney, December 6, 1977; Exhibit D.)
The joint agreement between the Borough, 1its School District
and the City, further delineates the benefits accruing to
the City through the use of these facilities. (Joint
Agreement for the Illse and Operation of Gymnasiums and
Swimming Pool, Exhibit E.)

In addition, tho Borough adopted parks and
recreation powers within the last year, and has contracted
for a major parks and recreation study to be completed by
April of next year. City residents will undoubtedly benefit
from the exercise by the Borough of its parka and recreation
power.

5. Library. In describing its library
with attached budgetary figures, the City again fails to
make any case showing that Borough residents are taking
unfair advantage. Petitioner acknowledges the Borough
contribution of $15,000 to the library financing. There la
no showing that this contribution is grossly disproportionate
to the use by non-city residents of the library facilitieo.
And there lu also no mention of the fact that the Borough
opiates four libraries of its own which make interlibrary
loans to the City library.

6. Cemetery. The City simply states that
the cemetery, with its paid contractural employee, is
available to Borough residents. There is no indication of
how much this employee 1is paid; he may 1in fact be part-time.

And there 1is no mention of the fact that the City acquired

-5-



the land for the cemetery in 1968 from the Borough for the
price of $1.00. (Minuteaof K.l1.B. Assembly Meeting, 2/15/68,
Exhibit P.) At the time, that land was worth approximately
$29,600. At present, itsestimated value 1is $300,000.
(Memorandum frocn Ed Haney, Borough Assessor, to Stu Denslow,
Borough Manager, Exhibit G.) Borough residents have more

than paid their way into their ultimate resting places.

Again, the level of service for tho territory affected by

this patition would not be increased through annexation.

7. Public Works Functions. The City"s
one-sentence remark 1in regard to public works provides
little to which the Borough can helpfully respond. The fact
that the Public Works Department provides street maintenance
and snow removal 1is essentially irrelevant, since tho primary
road involved is Mill Bay Road, which is state maintained.
Should the residents of the area decide that further local
roads are necessary, they could finance them thror.gh road
service districts, rather than taxing the general public
for such neighborhood improvements. It might be noted,
moreover, that private contractors are available to the
Borough to provide competent road service, as 1is illustrated
by the road service district in the Bella Flats-Rusoian
Creek area. (Contract between the K.I.B. and Alagnak, Inc.,
Exhibit H.) House numbering, the other item mentioned 1in
connection with public works, 1is a planning function and
will be undertaken by the Borough as it proceeds with
implementation of its comprehensive plan.

8* Cargo dock, boat harbor, ferry terminal
cind airport. The City alleges that these facilities are "to
some extent™ self-supporting, and then claims that general
fund contributions have been mado to maintain the facilities.

Again, the City"s lack of specificity renders the Borough®s



attempt to be responsive difficult. Borough research uncovered

only a $149,703 loan from the City"s general fund to the
cargo dock. (City of Kodiak, 1977/78 Budget, p. 40.) A

loan hardly constitutes a "contribution". The City 7s
presentation in this regard raises two additional questions.
First, it is not at all clear that the municipal airport, an
discussed further below, 1is an asset to Kodiak. Tho extreme
hazardousness of this strip might merit its closure, rather
than its support by taxpayers money. Second, it is not
clear why general fund contributions should ever be used to
mako up deficits in the operating budgets of these enterprise
activities. Tho people who use them should pay for them;
those who do not use them, should not.

9. Garbage Collection. Residents of the
territory would gain nothing new in the way of garbage
collection should annexation take place. At present, they
have the option of paying for garbage collection or trans—
porting their own refuse to the dvr.p. Under annexation,
that option would be removed and they would pay for the
service whether or not they wanted it. There has bren no
showing that such imposition 1is necessary.

A review of the above services indicates that the
City has not demonstrated that it could improve the lot of
territory residents through annexation. In fact, no described
above, the residents and lot owners would gain virtually
nothing to their advantage by way of annexation. Ao shown
on the table below, however, these people would stand to
lose a great deal. Best estimates reveal that, assuming tiie
addition of sewer and water to all lots, the cost to Ilot
ownors should they remain outside the City limits would be
9.47 mills taxation plus $28.75 per month 1in water and sewer

assessments; if the territory were annexed, the rate would



jump to a substantial 16.3 mills, with assessments 1in the
neighborhood of $25.00 per month.

Borough Resident

City Resident Outside City LImlIt3
Borough Mill Rate 7.2 2
City Mill Rate 9.1 -0-
Fire Protection Mill -0- 2.27
Rate
Water $10.00/mo. $13.". 5/mo.
Sewer $15.00 $15.01
Total 16.3 Mills $25.00/mo. 9.47 Mills $28.75/mo.

The City has simply failed to make a showing that such «
rate increase 1is warranted or equitablo for those affected.
B. Annexation Will Not Enable the City to
Improve any Health or Safety Conditions

in the Territory. (Standard No. 6.)

As noted previously, the City has not invoked this

standard. It would bo dismissed without comment wore it

not for the 1irony it brings to light. There 1is, 1in fact, a
serious safety hazard located within the territory. That
hazard 1is the municipal airport. Yet the City, which exorcises

complete control over this airport and aven mentions it
among the services provided to territory residents, has
failed in its duty to alleviate the significant safety
hazard that it poaea. Thero ie no reason to assume the City
would perform more responsibly should other such problems
arise.
C. It is Practical to Provide all Necessary
Services to City Residents Without Bringing
the Territory within the City Boundaries.
(Standard No. 7.)
Petitioner®s brief includes broad statements to
tile effect that there 1b a "misalignment of boundaries
h hich] causes problems with enforcement of City ordinances
and with providing certain services to those areas already

annexed". That is the extent of petitioner®s analysis. In

light of joint Borough-City agreements covering water,



sower, and fire, the Borough cannot envision any problems
that might arise because of the existence of a few City lots
within the territory. If the problems were significant, the
City presumably would never have annexed those lots causing
the present "misalignment™.

D. The City 1is Receiving (or Should bo

Able to Devise Means of Receiving)
Ample Reimbursrment for tho Services

) Provided Territory Residents and Lot
Owners. (Standard No. 3.)

The City complains that it "provides substantial
benefits to residents and owners of properties outside cf
[its boundaries) without corresponding tax contributions for
municipally provided services". (Petitioner = Brief, p. 2.)
Yet, sewer and water should be provided only upon assessment;
fire protection 1is paid for by the Borough which levies a
2.27 mill rate on property owners within the District; parks
and recreation services are in large part made available
through the Borough-donated pool and gym; contribution is
made by the Borough directly to the municipal library; the
cemetery exists on a $300,000 plot of land given for $1.00
to the City by the Borough; the cargo dock, boat harbor,
ferry terminal and airport are or should be self-supporting
through user fees; and garbage collection is currently paid
for by those who use. it.

In addition to the direct payments identified
above, all Borough residents outside the City fund tho
City"s services and programs, whether or not thoy receive
any benefits from them, through a three percent sales tax
levied by the City on all goods and services &cld within the
City or by City-based businesses, whether the service in
provided within or without the City. (City Ordinance
3.08.010 et sog.) Virtually all sales of goods and sorvices

on Kodiak Island take place within the City, so all residents

-O-



of the Island are sorely affected by this tax. Sales tax
receipts, moreover, have been used to pay Borough personal
property tax for City residents; owners of personal property
within the City have not b€'1 required to make ouch payments
out of their own pockets. (City Ordinance 3.04.010B.)
Borough residents living outside the City boundaries have
thus paid personal property tax twice; first their own, and
then a substantial contribution to the payment of taxes for
those persons who have personal property located within the
City limits. Residents and lot owners in the territory have
amply compensated the City for any benefits they might
receive.

1v. Procedural Factors Against Annexation

Pour intertwined procedural 1issues aro raised by
the manner in which this petition has procooded to date.
First, petitioner and the Local Boundary Commission seenm
determined to propel this matter forward with great epoed,
presumably because of the approaching start of tho Legislative
session. Such precipitous action, however, has resulted in
failure by the Commission to follow its own guidelines, and
has put great strains on tho Borough and any other would-be
respondent to prepare adequately for tho upcoming hearing.
Thus, the petition was apparently accepted notwithstanding
the fact that no resolution *cm the City Council was
attached (19 AAC 10.040(4]1); the sources of information
contained in the petition were presented only in a statement,
not an affidavit (19 AAC 10.040(2]); and the petition was
wrongly addressed to the Department rather than the Commission
(19 AAC 10.030). In addition, the interest in reaching a
quick determination in this case resulted in a refusal by
the Staff Assistant to grant a few days postponement of tho

hearing. The Borough®"s attorney had requested Buch an



extension in order that a wall-informed brief might bo pre—
pared and presented to the Ccmmisaionera sufficiently in
advance of the hearing & enable them to receive tho evidence
with some foreknowledge of both sides of the case. (See,
letter from Joan M. Katz to Pat Poland# Exhibit 1.)

Second, as noted througnout the course of this
brief, tho City"s presentation to the Local Boundary Commission
consists primarily of broad allegations, without substantiating
facts. Such material did not put the Borough in a sufficiently
informed posture to tcspond adequately.

Third, tho issue of annexation of the potit.loned-
for territory is clouded by tho avowed intention of tho City
to extend its boundaries to still other arenn. Hr. Poland
has indicated to tho Borough®"s attorney that tho broader
issues of annexat* m of large portions of tho Kodiak Island
Borough will in fact enter into the Commission®s deliberations
in the course of tho hearing on the Mill Bay Road territory.
Yet no petition has been filed on those other, very different
areasj there is no way the Borough can prepare any response.
Other interest groups, such as the Native population of
Kodiak, may have strong feelings when confronted with the
full scope of the proposed annexation. It would appear tnat
any and all questions of annexation on tho I13land of Kodiak
should await a proper petition adequately setting forth all
the territory nought to be annexed with ample factual basis
for the City"s position. Absent such a rational approach,
serious error might be committed ao Ccruniosion deliberations
are hurried forward without sufficient groundwork being
laid. There is no emergency warranting such procedure.

Fourth, and finally, 1in connection with the intent
to annex considerably more territory than 1is revealed 1in thi3

petition, it would seem appropriate to handle thi3 matter by



the step annexation procedure. Of critical concern to the
Borough Assembly, staff and people they represent, 1is the
fact that no opportunity has been afforded the people of
this territory to vote on the issue of annexation. An
election would give the Comraisaion precise information re—
garding the people®s views on this matter. It weald also go
far to reduce the anger and bewilderment experienced by
Borough residents who view tlie non-elective procooa as an
uncharacteristically undemocratic one for this State to be
imposing upon them.
V. Conclusion

The only context in which the City"s petition is
comprehensible is that of a power play, a grab for land
which the petitioner has no demonstrated ability to govern
effectively. The evidence showy that tho residents of the
territory would gain nothing from annexation, but would
stand to lose considerably from a financial standpoint.
Abstract arguments supporting annexation are overshadowed by
tho reality of the coat-benofit ratio to thoco lot owners,
by tho fact tliat they do not support this petition, and by
tho realization that there 1is no equitable reason for
increasing tho City"s tax base. Honest appraisal tails us
that the City"s track record for the delivery of services
and for fair dealing with citizens on Kodiak Island io
seriously deficient. There 1is HD basis for granting the
petition. There 1is sound basis for denying 1it. The Kodiak
Island Borough respectfully requests that tho Local Boundary
Commission reject the City of Kodiak ™ petition for annexa-—
tion.

DATED this 9th day of December, 1977.

JOAd H. KATz", "Attorney for the
Kodiak Island Borough
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BEFORE THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR THE

STATE OF ALASKA

IN THE MATTER OF ANNEXATION OF
CERTAIN PROPERTY LOCATED ALONG
MILL BAY ROAD, KODIAK;
CITY Or KODIAK
Petitioner
VS.

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

Respondent

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL

STATE OF ALASKA )
) SB.
THIRD DISTRICT )
THIS IS TO CERTIFY that on this 9th day of December,

1977, a true and correct copy of RESPONDENT®"S BRIEF was served
on:

City of Kodiak

P. 0. Box 1397

Kodiak, Alaska 99615

by placing said copy in the U. S. Post Office, at Anchorage,

Alaska, in a properly addressed, postpaid envelope.

JOAN M. KATZ, Attorney for tKe

Kodiak Island Borough

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this day of

December, 1977

Notary Putlie in and for Al"as\a
My Commission Expires;



K(3 -%2&
A OL 200/22

KODIAK & VICINITY

State Patented Lands

T27S,RI9W,SM
Unclassified
USS 3465
Tract B 9.74 A

Lands Classified Reserved Use

USS 3466
Lot 11 C 1#315 1.08 A
USS 3098
Lot 3 C I#315 1.25 A
4 C 1#315 1.25 A
5 C 1#315 1.25 A
6 CI#315 1.25 A
1 C1#315 1.25 A
9 CI1#315 1.25 A
11 C1#315 1.03 A
USS 3463
Lot 1A C 1#315 1.56 A
Unclassified
USS 3099
Lot 25 1.55
Total 22.46 A

Excerpt from Land Selection Filed By Dale Tubbs
for the Kodiak Island Borough

EXHIBIT A
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[IKI*AHTMKNT OF INATUIIAL ItFSONIKCFS

LAND AND WA TER MANAGEMENT
SOUTHCENTRAL DISTRICT

October 4, 1977

Mr. Stuart Denslow
Borough Manager
Kodiak Island Borough
Box 1246
Kodiak, AK 99615

Dear Mr. Denslow:

This is to acknowledge
Municipal Selections,

receipt of Kodiak
ADL 200122.

Yul, 11

IAY | HAMMOMD. COVIHOt

I 3327 Fairbanks Street
*Anchorage, Alaska 99503
ILbTrAVKMIAMY.' DUJKHai >Mi X

Island Borough-®s

Further processing of the pending selections by the
Southcentral District Office is not anticipated until
completion of legislative action on House Bill 133 which
addresses the municipal land selection problems in Title 29
of the Alaska Statutes. If, in the meantime, there are
critical priority selections requiring immediate attention
or questions regarding your selection status, we will be
glad to respond to your needs.
Sincerely,
L. A. Dutton
District Manager
cc: lDale Tubbs
iWoxdning-Grcy and--Assoclates
lo 7 9
U>i (jz/ | wvad-<- <
iU
fLiy~  Ut(1 s Kt 1K, Q loo>(—1
k i-d KUT
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ArTwIil-x:TMNIALAN-N L DL, c \ ifvo..d ;.:;7
suvfzh p;.ojrcrj eltcv>li: fo.; :y:c-jiL guxDTjo

Duly, 1970, by ar.d b(_c.»ocn cha Gli¥ OF KODIAK,-a municipal corpo
tion, hereinafter referral to -:. "mCITY" ar.d Z.COIAX ICL.A/D LCX0JC
" e Cale* ™ W\« r/0* W emmpee V. s1!lLxam— mw..Z Zw > C4 W..

“juds«i.; A a0 ib0i AjluM @ TMic _ATGii LO 11> ./O»VjLv .. j

Vo*. i j-mle»N 1 JO*u".*C,t 1> ¢ L"Cwo".K. cMv ;. *uiOi T/. <€rc. c* rxkitC.i
o lir. 7te/! GV.tlvcerity o:*:; :*ot incline. tl!c never tie nrcvi”

#<.kOu. G- 1w.*(.G6 1V «Cw *..-

TOTTRT S r RYPWY g Vst yrn v U A wy
7v.V.ie York:: 7op:;rtiee*, . in Otj.cn t’—crowit!*, R A ,
LV emE Welle VAL A mA A Lvew Uarse e iee  sT eIV A AW ws A Ve« L 1A TR
>0rr.t.; if--izr, 0o* the. civi 0?7 Id.” .",ar.d to B sc:.ide.,. rr .id:,

outside cl.o corporate 11. .it.; cf ¢tit. CIVY OF LOI"fAK, er.i

.r.—, t. ‘e L *e-JM-.10 tC.iiltt il B 0. ,. L.
Federal aid or. local .nv.tr and "Av-.r orojcct ar.d one of th. pert
hereto rxst bo coulgnetof! at. j-one/ roupoasiblo for irpio:er»i..*.i
of such projects.

:iou, Ti:nrrro?rf in cor.eic”rstia; of the forego a.q, t..,.
parties 1-.oreto mutually t.rrcc an follcu:a:

3. CVTV is her.".ay derl"matcd the agency responsible for
irplr.rentr._tior. of any water cr rover projects wit!;in th area of
the road r.ycter. ir. the KCri"."K 1fT "fin HOPOrc:! and in hereby
authorized to rake application for Federal aid in%connection
therewith.

IK WITNESS Vdirr.ror tho parties hereto have earned this
Agree,mint to bo executed Ly their proper officials on the day er
“mh e first above write-;;.

ATY OF KODIAK KODIAK [IfiLAMD KOf.Otdi.
\

,<z_1|§/_U v toA *
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CONTRACT TO FURNISH FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE

THIS CONTRACT made this X /- day of -May , 1970,
by and between the CITY OF KODIAK, hereinafter referred to as
"City" and the KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH, hereinafter referred to as

"Borough"™, both being municipal corporations organized under the
laws of the State of Alaska.
W1 TNESSETH
WHEREAS, City is an Alaskan municipal corporation, being
a home-roll or charter city, and as such 1is lawfully authorized and
empowered to enter into the Agreement hereinafter recited; and
WHEREAS, Borough is an Alaskan municipal corporation of
the second class and has under 1its powers formed a Fire Sorvico
District as provided by law and therefore is lawfully authorized
and empowered to enter ?nto the Agreement hereinafter recitgf; and !
WHEREAS, Borough 1is prosently without, adequate firo
protection in its Fire Service District and desires to have the
services of City"s Fire Department and to pay for such services; ar.
WHEREAS, City is willing to furnish fire protection to
Borough®"s Fire Protection District provided an adequate payment 1is

made.

NOW, THEREFORE, City and Borough agree as follows;
SERVICES TO BE RENDERED

FIRST: Subject to the conditions and qualifications
hereinafter recited, the City will furnish to Borough®s Fire
Protection District during the period of this Agreement, tho
services of City"s Fire Department to the same extent as if the
area encompassed within the boundaries of the Borough®"s Fire
Protection District were a part of the incorporated area of the

City.

Page Ore; CONTRACT TO FURNISH FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE
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TERM OF AGREEMENT

SECOND: The term of this Agreement shall be continuous
until terminated by mutual agreement of the Parties or by notice of
intention to terminate given in writing not less than ninety (90)
days before the intended date of termination when such notice 1is
given and which notice may be given by either Party at any time
hereafter.

PAYMENT

EﬁIRD: Borough agrees to pay to City during the terra of
thi3 Agreement an amount equal to the millage rate levied by City
for fire protection service in the City, which amount shall be
levied and collected on all properties within Borough®s _Fire
Protection District at the same millage rato. City shall give to
Borough, 1in writing, at the time it sets its millage rate, tho
millage levied for fire protection within tlie City and that same
millage rate shall thereafter bo applied to all properties within
the Borough Fire Protection District for the ensuing year and this

amount shall be paid to City.
CITY IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDITION OF FACILITIES

FOURTH: City assumes no responsibility for the condition
of the water mains, adequacy of fire hydrants, water pressure or
of any of the facilities to bo furnished by Borough®s Firo
Protection District except to render tho best service possible

under the conditions which exist at any given time.
RESPONSIBILITY OF FIRE CHIEF f

FIFTH: In agreeing to give Borough®™s Fire Protection

District the same type and quality of fire protection service as

Page Two: CONTRACT TO FURNISH FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE



that enjoyed by the City, it is understood by Borough that the
ultimate decision and discretion as to the method and manner of
controlling or extinguishing fires is vested in the Fire Chief of
the City. Neither City or Borough shall be allowed any priority 1in
dispatching of fire fighting equipment or personnel, but in any
given case, the decision shall be in the discretion of the City"s

Fire Chief.

FIREMEN TO BE MADE PEACE OFFICERS

SIXTH: City does not agree to furnish any peace officers
in connection with the response to any fires within the Borough
Fire Protection District unless such powers are conferred upon
firemen by the laws of the State of Alaska and in that event the

powers and authorities shall be limited to that authority granted.

INSPECTION BY FIRE DEPARTMENT

SEVENTH: The Fire Department of City shall have the same
right to make inspections of any and all structures and grounds
within the Fire Protection District of Borough and to make appropri—
ate recommendations thereon with the same force and effect as the

Fire Department has within tho City.

BOROUGH TO ABATE FIRE HAZARDS OR NUISANCES

EIGHTH: Borough agrees to take timely action to abate any
I

fire hazard or nuisance when such 1is called to the attention of thej

Borough Chairman or Borough Assembly. 'm

INDEMNITY OF FIRE DEPARTMENT

NINTH: Borough agrfees that the Fire Department of the Cit"
shall have the same privileges and immunities with respect to

liability as said Department has in the City.
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ADJUSTMENT OR REVISIONS OF BOUNDARIES

TENTH: Borough agrees that if the present geographical
boundaries of the Fire Protection District of Borough are reduced
or enlarged or expanded, then and in such event City may either
refuse to service such enlarged area or this Agreement shall be
emended to provide an added consideration for the additional fire
protection to be rendered by City or a reduction in the compensatic!
by reducing the amount thereof by subtracting the millage from thosj

properties withdrawn.

CITY IS INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR

ELEVENTH: The management, vregulation and control of Cityl
Fire Department shall remain the sole obligation of City, and the
relationship of City to Borough shall, wupon this Agreement taking

effect, be that of independent contractor.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed these
presents by resolution of their respective governing bodies,, duly

authorizing the same.

CITY OF KODIAK KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
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ADDENDUM

TO CONTRACT TO FURNISH FIRE SERVICE

Whereas the parties hereto have heretofore entered into an
Agreement whereby CITY agreed to furnish to BOROUGH®"s Fire Protectir
District, the services of CTTY"s Fire Department to the same extent
as if the area encompassed v;ithin the boundaries of the BOROUGH®S
Fire Protection District were a part of the incorporated area of the
CITY and j

Whereas BOROUGH agreed to pay to CITY during the term of
said Agreement, an amount equal to the millage rate levied by the
CITY for fire protection service in the CITY but no provision was
made, nor account taken of the Capital Improvements of the Fire
Department to date or 1in tiie future,

Now therefore, the parties hereto agree that the BOROUGH
will transfer, and the CITY will accept the equity of the BOROUGH
in its fire truck and equipment as the BOROUGH®"s contribution to tin:
Capital Improvements of tho CITY"s Fire Department to date, and to |
make further contributions to the Capital Improvements of tlie Fire
Department through assessment and taxation at tho same time and on ,
the same basis as may be done by CITY in the future.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed thcBe

presents by resolution of their respective govorning bodies, duly

authorizing the same.

CITY OF KODIAK KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
NF— > (]
BY: <(},"(. i 1
A. JONES, City Manager ITILTON T. WIUTI;/Z/chairman*
ATT!:st :/ SAT ATTEST
'"216RMA HOLLIDAY/ Clerk Robert £rafe”

Borough Clerk



KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

DATE: December 6, 1977
FROM: Borough Assessor/ Ed Haney
T0: Whom It May Concern

At the time of construction in 1973 the cost of building the
Kodiak High School gymnasium was One Million One Hundred Fifteen
Thousand Dollars ($1,115,000). Reproduction today would be
approximately One Million Six Hundred Seventy Thousand Dollars
($1,670,000)

The swimming pool complex in 1973 cost One Million Thirty Five
Thousand Dollars ($1,035,000) to build and to reproduce it today
would approximately cost One Million Five Hundred Fifty Thousand
Dollars (%$1,550,000).

Totaling the two (2) buildings together shows a cost to build in
1973 of Two Million One Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($2,150,000).

The reproduction of the two (2) buildings together 1in 1977 would
come to Three Million Two Hundred Twenty Thousand Dollars ($3,220,000).

EH/sv

cc
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KODL, LS BOROUGH SCHOOL 1 jTRICT

POST OFFICE BOX 886

KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
(TELEPHONE (907) 466-3131)

JOINT AGREEMENT FOR THE USE 6 OPERATION

OF GYMNASIUMS 5 SWIMMING POOL

This agreement entered into
by and between the KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH, hereinafter referred to as the
BOROUGH, the KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT, hereinafter referred

to as the DISTRICT, and the CITY OF KODIAK, hereinafter referred to as the

CITY.
WI"NL3SETH:

WHEREAS, the DISTRICT ha* under its jurisdiction the operation
and management of thr-"c gyms and one sw aming pool within CITY boundaries,
said gyms being the Kodiak High School gym, the Main School gym, and the

East Elementary gym; and,

WHEREAS, the BOROUGH contributes to tho CITY recreation program
by making school facilities available to the City Parks fi Recreation De —
partment for public use; this they do in lieu of providing recreational

funds to the CITY: and,

WHEREA*, the DISTRICT obligated itself before the election of

February, 1972 to running tho pool for the public; and,

whereas, it is inconvenient and costly for tho DISTRICT to run

a publi. recreation program; and,

WHEREAS, said swimming pool and gymnasiums are physically con—

venient and capable of being used by the CITY and its program conducted
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by the Parks fi Recreation Department; and, 20

WHEREAS, maximum use can be made of said swimming pool and gym- 21
nasium facilities by the joint use thereofof the DISTRICT and the CITY, 22
and it 1is in the best interests of the parties hereto and the public that 23
such use be made thereof. 24
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above premises and the 25
undertaking and convenants of each of the parties as hereinafter set forth, 26
it is agreed by and between the parties as follows: 27
1. TERMS:
This AGRtF.HL.IT shall be effective for u term of months, 26
commencing 1977, and ending on " , 1978. 29
The AGREEMENT may be terminated by either party giving 30 days written no- jq
tice.
2. USE OF POOL 6 GYMS:
The DISTRICT shall have the right of exclusive use of said 55
swimming pool andgymnasiums upon regular school days, Monday through Fri- 33
day of each week during each school year, from 7:30 AM to 5:00 PM of each 34

of the said days, except that the CITY reserves the right to use the pool ~ 35
or gymnasiums lor the public if they are not being used at that time by jg

the DISTRICT. The DISTRICT shall also, in addition to the hours specified, 37

have tho right touse the pool and gymnasium facilities for school activi- 3a
ties and athleticpurposes, but the gymnasiums and pool shall not be U 3ed J9
by the DISTRICT for any program designed, or by itsnature competitive 40
with the recreation program carried on by the CITY. However, th< DISTRICT 41
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may not retain the gyms or pool for the daily practices of their athletic

teams beyond the hour of 7:30 PM

3. FACILITIES:
The DISTRICT facilities which are the subject of this agree-
mecnt include the pool, the gyms, the locker rooms, together with a limited

amount of office storage space.

4. SCHEDULING OF FACILITIES:

The district shall htve first priority in scheduling its ac-
tivities. (After the DISTRICT establishes its schedule, the CI7T shall make
up its recreation schedule. The CITY must provide the DISTRICT with at
least one week advance notice prior to commencement or change of the
CITY recreation time schedule. Once the CITY established their recreation
schedule, the district must give the City Parks 6 Recreation director at
least one week advance notice before changing their DISTRICT schedule, and
this schedule change must meet the approval of the City Parks Q Recreation
director and the School Superintendent. Use of DISTRICT facilities by
groups outside the ™alm of the CITY or the DISTRICT, at times other than
during regular sc.iool hours, will be scheduled by the DISTRICT Community

School Coordinator with the approval of the CITY Parks G Recreation direc-

S. DENIAL OF FACILITIES:

The DISTRICT reserves the right to deny the use of their
facilities to groups which by their behavior may either Jo physical harm to

the facilities or participants, or by their presence downgrade tho moral
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and ethical stuMards of the DISIRICT.

6. CITY OPERATIONS:
The Ciry's responsibility is restricted to public use of the
gyms and the pool as well as daily maintenance of the pool. This means

that the CITY will:

a. Hire, terminate, pay, and supervise all CITY

recreation personnel.

b. Schedule all CITY recreation use programs and
%

activities.

c. Do the pool vacuuming, filtration, chemical

up-keep, and locker room clean-up.

d. Provide reimbursement to the DISTRICT for over-
time custodial services incurred when CITY recrea-

tional activities last later than 10:30 PM, unless
prior agreements are made for use of the facility

past the alloted time.

e. Provide supervisory personnel for all CITY re-
creation activities and insure that CITi recreation
participants have vacated DISTRICT facilities prior

to the supervisor's conclusion of duties.

7. DISTRICT OBLIGATIONS:

The DISTRICT will at its sole cost and expense:
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a. Provide heat, light, power, water, chemical

supplies, and equipment necessary for both pis-

TRICT and CITY use.

b. The DISTRICT will continue to handle all
major mechanical work and the annual pool over-

haul.

c. Provide all necessary building maintenance

for the gyms, pools, and supporting facilities.

d. Provide regular custodial services during the
regular school year when facilities are vacated
by CITY recreation participants and supervisors

by 1030 p. m

8. FEES:

Since CITY expense for operating the pool must be met by

8]
84

35

33
37

33

39

9q

92

99

95

gate receipts, all gate receipts collected by the CITY are to be the pro- 96

perty of the CITY.

9. LIABILITY INSURANCE:
The CITY shall at all times maintain and keep in effect

bility insurance covering its use of said facilities.
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10. PROPERTY DAMAGE
The DISTRICT facilities or property thereon damaged or

destroyed by reason of the negligence or acts of the CITY employees or
persons using the DISTRICT facilities during the times that said facili-
ties are subject to the exclusive use of the CITY shall be the responsi-
bility of the CITY, and reimbursement for replacement or repair thereof
shall be made by the CITY to the DISTRICT; provided, however, thatt.och-
ing herein contained shall be construed to obligate the CITY to make

repairs for damage which is due to ordinary wear and tear.

11. TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT

The terms of the AGREEMENT may be renegotiated to meet

the prerequisities of the Community Education Program.
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CITY OF KODIAK KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

By
City Manager Borough Mayor
ATTEST: ATTEQT:
o \diur~"
y City' Clerk Borough ~ierk

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH SCHOOL DSTRICT

School Board President

Bo5r1le?k”"™
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ASSH-BLV TELBTTNG - Ftbiv~ry 15, 1963 "

D.

(-

resolution G3--5-R Setting Amount Q-.e by City for Payment on Personal Property
Taxes. The resolution was read. lirs. hajuu inquired why the "Borougii was just
now collecting those taxes from tlie City for 1967. It. Vallcama explained that
tlie City coulu i.uke better use,of tliese funds than the Dorough, and so

the delay v/as beneficial to then, and also that tlie City is just now collectin®;
its 1967 sales tax;, out of which tnis payneut is made. Further, tlie Borough
supplemental personal property roll lias just been completed for 1967. iirs.
Sprinyiii il moved, seconded by lir. Amdt, tliat tlie resolution be adopted, dr.
hurt and lir. bullock v/isheu to review tie tax returns before any action was
taken. lir. Valkania commented that if further reviews were made, it would
probably turn out that tlie City would we more money because in 1967 there
wore no teeth in tlie la¥ requiring tliut people living inside tlie City file
for their personal property, notion carried by unanimous roll call vote.

Approved of Tax Adjustments rlos. P-G7-30 and K-G7-39. botli of tliese lots
were taken by ASFA in 1966 and should have Lee TIi ASilA3 name for 1967
insteau of John Thevik®"s. ixs. Gprinyhill moved, seconded by Mr. mullock,
tliat adjustments no. K<07-38 end 1; 67-39 be approved. i-dticu carried by
unanimous roll call vote.

/pproval of November 15, 1966, as Ltelinguent Loto for Second Half Payment of
1968 Taxes. It was explained tliat the ordinance sets November 1 as tlie -
delinquent cate, but tliat enough Um: bill forms are left from 1967 to uso for
1968 if November 16 is again used as tlie deliivjuent date for second half
payments of taxes, firs. Sprinyiii.l r.oved, seconded by lir. Amdt, tliat

Novud ier 15, 1968, be u;proved as the delinquent date for second half payment
of 1963 taxes. lotion carried by unanimous voice vote.

Conveyance of toili teiy in IGh 3511 to City. ;j*. Lk"St stated tliat Lin o f.ctery
is presently bcirg arranged hapiasanily, aim suggested that it U: conveyed to
the City si.ice Guy liave tlie necessary stall tu properly carry out pro;or
arrangements. After uiscussiui. Mrs. dprii.ghill moved, socondoc liy Mr. Amdt,
tliat Gw ccsnetory in bb'S 3511 be conveyed to the City for id.00 willi tlie
provisions that it oe properly laid tut for reads am access and in acuoruar.o
with tiie GuLoivisicn Ortdilance, insofar as practicable lor a cuictery. Ilotion
curnal Ly unaniiious roll call vote

bcwitt Fielcs re /nton bursen IPad. .r. Fields stitcc. that lie liau Ix.cn askc-a
by Qkuy Cilondier On eehalt of Uie jjeople of /u»ton Larsen bay and Port Lions
to nod with tlie iisaembly concerning Uk rtstoration of this rouu, which 1is
coveroo no. ut high tier for one mile. Ik* stated that, a petition concerning
tlie road iuu been suaiiilLco to die Governor, anti that the reply stated tliat
8590,hub wouh. be requircu to reroute tiu roan. 1i.avever, local contractors
felt that the ro.it* could Ixj sufficiently raimx. for only 8:16,000 to $30,000.
us. gty suggested Lust Liu Ltace he requouixd to use maintenance funds for
iiiis purpose, lii.it they be 1i.nlonik.c Gut cost . tii.nt.es for the yob wore Iran
han $100,000, auii that tiie ro.m- is HGvxiod Ly die lami Lies in the urea and by
Liu ;eople from Pott Lions att, mu/.inkie who use it, after caning in by boot
as a means of gotLimy to mocliiik. trs. Cwrinyhill loved, seconder, by .it~
..Hillock, Gut a resolution bo drawn up Ly the attorney incorporatLivwy tlio

iue is v;hieh were sug gest, U in this discussion to Like care of Gic probln: of
die Anton Larsen bay Load. It was suggested Gut copies of Lhe resolution Ix:
sent to tlie Governor aid Ncxiiak hi IteprescillaLtvo and .Senator, lotion carrion

unaninous rell cull vote.

X CluUJu™iAN"S ftKFONI®

A.

logrslation of laLercst. 1i-r. U sc jointed out the folLlwing Legislation of
special interest

375

tut 370

as 482 for school construction grants,

in. IbJ g vropriacion bill for nb *U2.

Su 173" -previuiniy fur flute to pay fur defaults of local
school bones. This would nolp to give Alaska a teeter Ixind rating and rray
lower interest rates.

Li 2°-< ). ditivot ion wage L ix.

Juiidijk/ Ins,eeti. r* Vchni. r Pest si.ag. -.i.e. that since Gie City furnish*:

gas for the vehiele, Gie ion Opn furnish i"cCc-ssury re;airs. Tlie Assembly
concurreo.
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KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

M EMORANDUM

TO: Stiu Dens low/Borough Manager
FROM: Ed Haney/Borough Assessor/Appraiser
SUBJ: Lot: 1, Hospital Subdivision, USS 187.2

Appraised Valuation

DATE: November 29, 1977

This lot (5.92 acres) was transferred from the Kodiak Island Borough
to the City of Kodiak in 1968 to be used as a cemetary, recorded in
Book of Deeds 21 at pages 92 and 93.

Comparable land in this area was selling for $5,000 per acre in 1968.
As this 1is all high and well-drained land tho 5.93 acres would have
had a value of $29,600.00.

The 1978 value of this property were it put to it"s best use (not a
cemetary) would be $25,000 per acre or $168,000. Tf this land were
subdivided into residential 1lots the marketvlaue would total $300,000
This 1is possible because of adjacent water, sewer and access.

As a cemetary, 1it"s value is almost an intangible, however to purchase

land under today"s market conditions would come close to the $300,000
figuro.

KH/sv
cc

EXHIBIT G



CONTRACT

© THIS AGREEMENT, made this 1 day of September , 1977,
by and between Kodiak Island Borough , herein
called "Borougli™, acting heroin through its Presiding Officer

Witle of Authorised”0fflei t

and Alagnak, 1Incorporated

STRIKE OUT (a corporation)" (a partnership)
INAPPLICABLE TERMS (an individual doing business as

of Kodiak . > State of Alaska

hereinafter called "Contractor".

WTTIJESSETH: That for* and In consideration of the paymenta and
agreements hereinafter mentioned, to In made and performed by the
s"V.0udi:, the 10QiliRai IOR hereby agree:", with the BOROUGH to commence and
co:-,: e >the construction described as follows: Road Maintenance and

C s vi |l - Bells, !Tats/Russ Inn Crook Service Area, hereinafter cal"
*1u “Re amount rpoci! le< In i.Re attached hid schedule. A
In emirni. lon therewith, under- t;« terms as stated In tho
Condi fions of *he Contract; and at his lit.-, or their-) own prop- 1
cost and expense to furnish all the mata-rlals, supplies, machinery,
equipment, tools, labor, Insurance, and "d.Rer aeci ssorles and fiorvices
ri*ei.> _i.ili"/ t,0 comp Let.e t.h" said project iii accordance with the cord It I"u.r
and prlc"-s stated In the Proposal, the plan.-., which Include all maps,
plats , hiU.-pi Int.:, ami (-ther drawings and print.ed or written explanator
thrr- n: , dec Iflcat ion., and contract documents, all of whiol
are made a part heronl and collect lve[y evidence and constitute the
cout r-act.

lho ITONTRAC I'OM hereby agrees i - cuimm-nco work under this contract

on or before a date* to be specif led In a writ.ten "Notice to iroccei” o°
the BORC-JCH and on a timely cal 1 out. Purls thereafter for the duration
of "he c¢,-ntrack .

’

Page | of
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The BOROUGH urrooj to pay the CONTRACTOR in current funds for

the performance of the contract.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties to these presents

th < --intract In throe (3) counterpart..-., eerich of which

an "e-" ":.nl, in the year and day first above men" toned.

KOI TAK IHLAh*h BOROUGH

ALAGNAK, TNG.

have executed

shall be deemed

(Cuntractor)
» .
/' [*S")
‘errtar 7 IIres idont
ma
Tv It le)
(1.
I11x 1 7e- - Kodiak, Alaska H961 =
(Addfens and Zip Code)
NOTE: Secretary of the Boroup.h should at.test. If Contractor 1is.3

corporation, Secretary should *ttent.

EXHIBIT 11
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JOAN M. KATZ
ATTORNEY AT LAW
1614 HIDDEN LANE
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
(907) 274-3804

November 21, 1977

Patrick K. Poland

Staff Assistant to the
Local Boundary Commission
Department of Community
and Regional Affairs

511 Best Fourth Ave.
Anchorage, laska

Dear Pat«

This 1is simply to confirm our conversation of last
Friday, November 15, 1977. At that, time 1 requested that
the Kodiak hearing now scheduled for December 12, 1977
be rescheduled for 1r er in that week to enable mo to
prepare the Borough®™ brief in sufficient time so that
Commissioners would have the opportunity to review it
prior to the hearing. You denied that request. "he
Borough 1s now proceeding with the caso within the time
frame you have set forth. Should the shcrt time allowed
appear to prejudice thB Borough at a lotor datn, tho
objection will be reiterated ot that time.

I look forward to hearing from you later today in
regard to the aeview of Commissio precedents wo discussed.

Thanta for vour consideration.

Sincerely,

Joan M. Kat/~

EXHIBIT 1
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BEFORE THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR THE
STATE OF ALASKA
Re: Proposed Annexation of )
Certain Lands in the Kodiak

Urban Area to the City of
Kodiak

BRIEF OF THE RESPONDENT KObIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
Introduction

Annexation entails substantial financial, political and
practical consequences Tfor property owners and residents of the
lands involved. To assess those consequences in connect inn with
the Kodiak situation, three fundamental questions need to be
asked: (1) whether annexation would serve any real purpose so
far as the territory to be annexed is concerned; (?.) whether the
alleged equities on tlie City"s part exist in fact, or have been
advanced simply to justify a quest for additional revenues; and
0) whether adverse consequences would befall individuals within
the territory, or without, should annexation occur. "c."on>ndeni s
anal vsis of these questions will address the relevant. , speeil ic
factors set forth in 1(t AAC 03.010, as well as the concerns
raised in both the LetLer of May 1, 1078, from Sheila Maltal}her
to Stewart; Denslow, and in the Prel iminary Report from the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs, dated May 10, 1Iw/S.
In light of the fact that this proposed annexation is a legisla—
tive one, with no opportunity for the people involved to express
their opinions at the polls, abstract theories of symmetry in

local government should not be afforded excessive weight. Tiie

I"he final report, was not available at the time this Brief
was hoin;" prepared.
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realities of the Kodiak situation need to be examined.

I. What Needs Exist Within The Territory
That Could Best Be Met By Annexation?

Annexation makes sense only if services are needed and
desired by the people affected which can best be provided by the
annexing government. The evidence 1in this case, however, is
that people outside the City"s current boundaries are generally
content with not only their government, hut also fho kinds and
levels of services they are presently receiving.

An attitudes survey conducted by the Anchorage Urban
Observatory last year indicates that the three greatest concerns
for residents outside the City are litter, roads and the high
cost ol goods,*2 Inside the City, residents are most concerned
about the same two priori tv issues, although vroads arc placed
above 1 ter. The problems of physical 1isolation and "environ-—
ment" tie for third place. CuLsiih the City only one person in
the sample rated utilities as a top priority; only one identified
animal control as such. And not a cim-ie person identified
police or lire service as the most urgent problem.

These findings arc highly significant 1in reflecting a
general, marked absence of desire on the part of people in the
affected territory to change the kind, or raise the level, of
services th y receive - even when no pri.ee tag, is attached. The
only exceptions occur in connection with roads and litter.

a. Roads. Kodiak"s roads are essentially State
maintained, with oulv M miles of road under City juiisdici ion and
13.5 miles within Lite Borough®s authority. Annexation for the
purposes of road maintenance would ho nonsensical for two reason:
First, the people within the City are more dissatisfied with the

condition of their roads than ate the people outside the City,

For more detailed information on .hi ; servev see 1i".odi ik Islam
Borough Economic Analysis, submitted by .)*« Green and bill
as part oi the Borough®s Presentation 1in this proceeding,.



suggesting that the City 1is hardly the appropriate government
unit to undertake further road work. In addition to the findings
of the Urban Observatory study in this regard, there 1is the testi—
mony of City residents like Charles Davidson, who stated at the
December 12, 1977 hearing, that he was opposed to annexation in
light of the City"s inability to adequately pave and/or oil the
roads within 1ilLs current jurisdiction.

Second, Borough voter®™ have recently elected to adopt road
power within Service District | of the Mill Bay-Monashk- Service
area. This power wilL enable the Borough to offer road service
to those areas in which the property owners vote to foot the hill
Such an undertaking has previously proven successful in the Bells
Flat area, where private contractors provide road maintenance.

(Sec Exhibit I to Respondent®"s Brief of December 0, 1977, re—
garding the proposed Hill Bay Road Annexation.)

Comments by the bocal Boundry Commission stall concerning
the absence of a Borough public works department to provide
road maintenance are 1irrelevant to the Kodiak situation. As
indicated previously, the roads a* issue here do not cover hun-—
dreds of miles, but rather approximately 15.3 miles. Private
contractors are not only capable of providing, ma iutenanee, gradim,
snow removal, etc for this amount of road surface; such cent mu —
tual arrangements would seem to be a boon to the local economy.
Finally, it should be noted that in Fiscal 197H the people of the
Russian Creek and Bells Flat areas voted to spend $38,000 on
road maintenance for nine miles of run 1 while the City spent
$1,110,014 for 1J miles of road maintenance and construction. Tin
people currently |living, outside the City"s boundaries should
continue to h .ve (lie rig,lit to choose to spend $18,000 wvs., $I1,11<),n
if they are satisfied with the lower eve! ol service. Annexation

would deprive them of that right to c loose

b. hitter. Litter, the other major concern of Kodiak

residents in and outside of the City, . Iso provides no basis for

annexation The State again has responsibility for maintaining,



its roadways and would be charged with litter removal 1in those
areas. The Borough, pursuant to its planning, road and health
powers would similarly be able to undertake this responsibility.
To support its case for annexation,the City would seem to have
the burden of showing that it could better meet this problem.

C. Sewer and Water. The only additional,
need that the Local Boundary Commission might want to examine
would be that for sewer and water. In some areas of the Borough
outside the City, sanitation standards necessitate, and the*
people desire (although not as a top priority) sewer and water
improvements. The analysis submitted by the independent con—
sultants from the Alaska Urban Observatory indicates that there*
is no reason to believe tlie City could meet these needs at. less
cost than the Borough. Unlike the services of roads and poiicr.
moreover, sewer and water arc public ut ilit i.es, iIn the same
category as telephones. As such, they must pay their own way.
They coulLd, theoretically, he provided by a private corporation.
The expansion of sewer and water into the territories 1in question
should, therefore, have no bearing on the 1issue of annexation.
(See Green and Hill, Kodiak Island Borough Economic: Analysis, at
1)

A review of services needed in the affected territory thus
reveals that annexation represents a theory without any practical
application or rational nexus to the facts of tl.is case. There
is no cry for expanded police protection. There 1is no reason to
deprive private contractors of the opportunity to provide road
maintenance at the level the people can afford, in his letter
of December 10, 137/ to Mr. Strandberg, the City Manager himself
acknowledged: "1 am certain you are aware that as soon as an
area gets water and sewer from the core City they have no need
to annex. This 1is especially true in the Kodiak urban area".

(Exhibit A, it P-"3) The point made by Ors. Green and Hill, of



course, 1is that not even sewer and water requirements create any
need or justification for annexation. From tlie territory"s stand-—
point, annexation is simply not needed in any way, to provide

any service.

. Js the City Entitled To Annexation
For Reasons of Equity?

It is arguable, though Respondent would oppose this notion,
that ever, without a need for annexation, such action could be
required if the City 1is presently being placed in an inequitable

. position by virtue of non-City residents®" use and enjoyment of
City facilities and services. The City took this position 1in 1its
Mill Hay Road petition brief; the informal ion presented by
Respondent in connection with that annexation is equally applic.ibli
here. Respondent®"s previous brief summarized the Tfacts regarding
specific services mentioned by the City in its plea for "equity"”
as follows:

The City complains that it "provides sub—
stantial benefits to residents and owners ot
properties outside of (its boundaries) without
corresponding tax contributions for municipally
provided services". (Petitioner®s Brief, p.d.)

Yet, sewer and water should he provided only

upon assessment; fire protect ion 1is paid for

by the Borough which Jlevies a 7..?! mill rale on
property owners within the District; parks and
recreation services are in large part made
available through tlie Borough-donated pool and
gym; contribution 1is made by the Borough directly
to the municipal [library- the cemetery exists on
a $300,000 plot of 1land given for $1.00 to the
City by the Borough; the cargo dock, boat harbor,
fc*ry terminal and airport are or should he self-
supporting, through user fees; and garbage col —
lection 1is currently paid for by those who use it.

Also mentioned 1in Respondent®s previous brief was tlie
highly significant fact of the three percent sales tax levied by
the City on all goods and services sold within the City or bv
City-based businesses. Strong concern with the "high cost of
goods" as expressed 1in the Urban Observatory attitudes survey,

indicates the substantial 1impa t of tl is tax. In a memorandum

prepared at the time of the previous annexation hearing in Kodiak,
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Lthe Borough Planning Director researched his own financial situa-
Jiltion and presented figures establishing that as a non-City resi—
dent, he was paying more taxes to the City (as a result of the
sales tax) than he was contributing to the Borough through
personal and real property taxes. (Memorandum from Planning

o
Director to Borough Manager, December 6, 1977, Exhibit B.)

Local Boundary Commission regulations contemplate that
measures such as sales taxes can be used as alternalLives, not
supplements, to annexation. 19 AAC 05.010(a)(8) provides 1in part

In determining whether [property owners in
the territory receive the benefit of City
services without commensurate tax controls)
the Commission will consider alternate methods
available to the city for offsetting, the cost
of providing services to individuals or prop—
erty beyond 1its property taxation powers
Through this sales tax (plus the contribution to firefighting
equipment, dock user fees, etc.), non-City residents of the I".nronj b
more than pay their way They pay not only for benefits Ilhoy
receive, but for benefits innuring only or principally to City
residents. For example, $60,000 received from sales Lax revenues
(to which non-City residents contribute as much per capita as
City rosiden has been used to finance construction of water
eand sewer facilities within the City in the 1977-78 fiscal year,
(City of Kodiak Budget 1977-78 Fiscal year.) Even more signifi—
cant perhaps, a substantial percentage of the property taxes
owed by CLt.y property owners are being paid by sales tax receipts
garnered from non-City residents as well as CilL = residents. While
the appraised value ofCity property should have netted the Cilv
1.1 million dollars intax receipts, in fact only $655,000 is
being, collected. (City of Kodiak BudgelL 1977-/8 Fiscal year.)
Where 1is the equity 1insuch an arrangement? If City residents
are not even paying their own property taxes at this time, what

possible jJustification can there be Lor seeking to tax poop it

currently outside tlie City boundaries?



It is apparent, thus, that if any group of people is being
treated inequitably, it is the territory resiJents: they pay
City bills through sales taxes while contributing directly through
user fees and the like for services that they utilize. The City,
in truth, simply wants to spread it"'s overhead a little thinner -
an understandable position, but one decidedly negated by the

equities of the situation.

. Would Annexation Have Any Adverse
Effects Upon Territory Residents
Or Other Kodiak Citizenis?

It is evident that annexation 1is not warranted because (if
any need for City services or from any equitable standpoint. It
should be recognized, 1in addition, that annexation could be ex—
tremely harmful to territory residents - and ultimately to the
Kodiak community at large.
Respondent®s previous brief on Hi LI bay Road attempted to
illustrate the relative costs to territory residents of provision
of water and sewer services with and without annexation. On the
massumption that territory property owners would pay exist in;; Cily
taxes to acquire such services, it was determined that the price
tag for the annexed resident would be 1A.!1 mills plus $25.00 per
month 1in assessments, as opposed to 9.47 mills and >.8.75 pet*
month for non-City residents. (Respondent®s Brief 12-09-77 al <"%)
Drs. Green and Hill have calculated potential mill rales under
'annexation on the alternative assumption that annexation would
simply shift some of the City"s cost to the new territory. In
that case the mill rate for City resident ; would be 15.19 mills -
as opposed to 9.47 for non-City residents receiving sewer and

Iwater. (See Green and IHlill at: 12.) Tlu> difference under either
method of calculation, is clearly substantial.

There another consideration however, which 1is as impor—

tant: as the economic detriment to be sulCored through nonexnt ion.
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This is the potential effect on this relatively small community
of the hostility that v/ould be engendered by the imposition of
annexation on a group of people who are adamantly opposed to it.
An effort at unification was initiated by the City on October 27,
1977, (Resolution 23-77, Exhibit C.) The Borough responded 1in
good Tfaith, and scheduled a day long workshop attended by members
of the public, City and Borough officials, a representative from
Community and Regional Affairs and the former attorney of the
Anchorage Charter Commission. As a result of that meeting, tiie
Borough Assembly voted unanimously to put the question of unifi—
cation on the ballot this Fall. (Resolution WJo. 78-34-R, April 6.
1978, Exhibit 0.)

Unification 1is an appropriate means by which to avoid dupli—
cation of government units and promote more efficient government.
Most importantly, it is also a means well suited to he.i ling,
political wounds and allowing citizens to work together toward
common goals. Il llie l.oral Boundary Commission wore to try to
design a tool aimed at destroying any hope for unification in
Kodiak, it could propose no better means than the contemplated
annexation. As test imony at the December 12, 1(¢77 hearing,
established, many citizens of tlie Borough outside the City limits
are bitterly antagonistic towards tho City as a result of actions
or 1inactions attributable to that government. Many citizens,
further, are outraged by their lack of opportunity to vote their
view.", on the annexation question. Should City dominion now he
imposed upon them, the chances of a harmonious movement towards

unification would be destroyed.
Cone lus ton

Annexation may have a theoretical appeal along, the lines
of political neatness. Theory is no* reality, however, and the

fact 1is that without annexation there will be service districts,

jrujwrrua -



