7Tix1?2iqrvFS

24 79

HJ

L, U l.viLviz 1 1 P |,

HJR 53

TTTJITA

'3 0 J -

| 3 0 4

"0 D

| 1



TABLE 11
Southeast vs Anchorage

Plan 2
Dec 19, 1983

Total Population 53308 + 159466 = 212774
Southeast Anchorage

Ave Juneau Seat Size 8885 212774 t 8885 = 23.95

23.95 -6 = 17.95

Should be 6 seats in Juneau and 18 in Anchorage

Anchorage

6/ 53508 = 8885/seat 17/ 159460 = 9380/seat

Ave S.E. variance - 3.5% Ave Anch variance + 1.3%

9380 - 8885 = 495/seat

495 x 6 = 2970

495 x 17 = 8415



TABLE 111
Remaining AK (excluding Anch) vs Southeast

Plan 2
Dec. 19, 1983

Remaining Alaska (excluding Anch) Southeast 6 seats
District Population Variance District Population
D5 19190 +4.2 D1 16602
D6 8598 -6.7 D2 8924
D16 17692 -3.9 D3 8449
D17 8918 -3.2 D4 19333
D18 9300 + .9 6/ 53508 = 8885/seat
D19 8934 -3.0
D20 18320 - 5
D21 9247 + 4
D22 8999 -2.5
D23 9539 +1.4 .
D24 8936 -3.0 9210 9210
D2S 9432 +2.4 -9156 -8885
D26 9158 - .6 54 525
D27 9392 +4. . 54 525
17/ 155655 = 9156/seat 9210 - -0.62 9210 = 3.5%
91S6 271
-8885 x17
TT7 4607

seat



Anch
.Alaska

Anch
.Alaska

295
x17
5015" -

17
17

17
23

Anchorage vs Remain Alaska (excluding S.E.)

Plan 2
Dec. 19, 1983
seats 159466 9380
seats -155656 9156 -

"m/seat

.Anchorage vs Rest of Alaska (including S.E.)

seats 159466 9380/seat
seats 208954 9085/seat
295/seat

+1.8%
-0.60

+1.890
-1.4



6 seats Anchorage 17 seats

District Population District Pooulai
D1 16602 D7 9110
D2 8924 D8 18269
D3 8449 D9 18005
D4 19333 D10 19083
6/ 53308 = 8885/seat DIl 18960

D12 18170

Ave S.E. Variance = -3.2% D13 18908
Ave S.E. Seat size - 8885 D14 19032
D15 18561

177138053 = 9297/seat

Ave .Anch Variance = +1.3%
Ave Anch Seat site = 9297

9297 - 8885 = 412/seat

6 S.E. seats vr 6 Ave Anch seats 53308 - 55782 = 2474
6 S.E. seats vs 6 most populated Anch seats 57030 - 55308 = 3722

Total Anch under represented vs. S.E. = 17 x 412 - 7004

Total Alaska under repiosented vs. S.E. = 7004 + 4641 = 11645



TABLE X

Districts Wit$ Combined Variances
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January 6, 1984

The Honorable Terry Martin
Scare Representative

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99™11

.Dear Mr. Martin:

Thank you for your recent letter expressing your
concerns with the 1981 Reapportionment Plan, the restric—
tions placed on this Board by the Court, and our current
proposals to amend the plan. We appreciate your time in
preparing the extensive background information that
accompanied your letter.

First, let me say that it is unlikely that this Board
would encourage Governor Sheffield to seek authority from
the Court to undertake a comprehensive redistricting of
the state. Although we cnderscand and appreciate your
contention that there may have been serious problems with
the work of the previous board, it appears the courts have
already made their decision on the validity of that plan.

Secondly, we have been subjected to criticism from
those who believe we have already gone too far in making our
revisions. Those criticisms center around r.he use by this
Board of official corrections made by the U.S. Bureau of
the Census to the 1980 census counts for Alaska. These
corrections were not available to the 1981 Board. As you
know, our state constitution requires that reapportionment
utilizes federal census data. We Tfeel that this implies use
of the ir-ust accurate census data available.

Finally, we realize that some people will be unhappy
with our recommendations. Reapportionment is a very difficult
task and one that is surrounded by controversy. Given the
history of reapportionment litigation in our state, it is



The Hon.. Terry Martin January 6, 1984

likely that this plan will face legal challenge. Please be
assured that this 3oard has made every effort to follow the
constitutional and court-mandated guidelines in developing
our proposal.

Thank you again for your letter.

Chairman
Reapportionment Board

cc: Governor Sheffield
Senator Jalmar Kerttula
Representative Joe Hayes
Attorney General Gorsuch
Press



Alaska jstfaifi ~liegtslalurfi

Pouch V
State Capitol

Official Bueiness Juneau, Alaska 99811

January 9, 1984
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEAF'E

CONTACT: REP. TERRY MARTIN
465-3783 or 465-3784

REP. MARTIN SEEKS CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
ON REAPPORTIONMENT PROCESS

JUNEAU - Rep. Terry Martin today introduced a House
Joint Resolution which would place a constitutional amendment
to alter the state"s reapportionment process on the 1984
general election ballot.

Martin said the constitutional amendment 1is needed to
"correct the potential for party politics of being the major
consideration for reapportionment.”

As proposed in HJR 53:

- The entire state would be reapportioned into
single-member House and Senate election districts;

- Only a two percent disparity in population will be
allowed statewide and no more than five percent disparity per
district;

- All military personnel and their families must be

counted equally throughout the state.



"This resolution calls for the necessary chances in the
state constitution pertaining to equality of representation
all Alaskans," said Martin, R-Anchorage.

"A major feature cf this is to correct a problem that

discriminates against military residents,” Martin said. "As
it is now, most military residents are treated like
second-class citizens."

Currently, most military residents living in the
southeast and southwest portions of the state are counted as
"100 percent" residents. But in Anchorage and Fairbanks,
Martin said, the military residents count as only "15
percent" residents. This inequitable formula, Martin said,
inflates the population statistics for the southern parts of
the state while "robbing Anchorage and Fairbanks of equal
representation.”

"The disparity from district to district is appalling,"”
Martin said. "Some areas, primarily Anchorage, are under
represented.”

Martin said his resolution would allow only a five
percent disparity in population in each district "with some
justification for socio-economic factors."

"3ut in the last reapportionment (1980) and the current
reapportionment negotiations, the boards have put
socio-economic factors ahead of equal representation."”

Martin said he 1is confident the resolution would be
approved by the voters, "If this does pass both houses 1°11

be surprised,” Martin said. "It won"t allow them to play as

many games."



But Martin said he felt the public, 1if given the
opportunity, \ould support his measure.

"lIt"s fair, it"s equal and | just hope the other members of
the legislature pvt aside party politics and vote fcr something
that allows the state equal representation for ail residents.

"This is really getting down to the fundamentals oic pure
democracy," Martin concluded. "The goal is to get this on ™he
ballot and let the people see the value of it and vote

accordingly.™



/Vok, Covy
M E M O R A ND UM State of Alaska

to: William Hensley, Chairman date: January 10, 1984

Reapportionment Board
FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO 465-3600

from: Norman C. Gor”vch subject: Legal review of
Attornev Gene - proposed reapportion—
ment plan
By: Jdrtatnah B.

Assistant At n ineral

Following the Reapportionment Board®"s (Board) tentative
adoption on December 16, 1983 of proposed amendments to the 1981
Reapportionment Plan (Plan), the Department of Law requested an
opportunity to review certain legal <concerns which *had been
raised during the course of the Board®"s deliberatic-is. Our legal
review of several probable areas of concern are set forth in this
memorandum. We caution, however, that the law relating to
reapportionment 1is, 1in many respects, qv.i.te unsettled and that,
as a consequence, our legal analysis 1is intended more as an
indication of probable judicial analysis than as a statement of
legal validity. 1/

l. Southeast Alaska

The proposed configuration of districts 1in Southeast
Alaska retains the conceptual approach embodied in the 1981- Plan.
Cordova, of course, has been removed from District 2. To retain
the concept of a predominantly rural, "island chain” district,
the communities of Metlakatla and Hoonah were vremoved from
Districts 1 and 3 respectively, and relocated into District 2.

In other respects, the 1981 Plan 1is unchanged. The comparative
variation of this proposed plan is 14.8 percent, with District 4
(Juneau) the most overpopulated district, and District 1

(Ketchikan) the most underpopulated.

1/ To assist in this review, the Department of Law engaged the
Taw firm of Sanosky, Chambers, Sachse & 2uida, a firm located in
Washington, D.C. with substantial expertise 1in the areas of
reapportionment law. The views of the Sanosky firm are included
within this memorandum.

02-001AIR*v. 10/791
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To evaluate the proposed configuration, we assess the

etoposed Plan as opposed to Southeast Option No. 5, an
temative option considered by the Board which rejects the

v jncept of District 2, and instead divides the region in a more

horizontal fashion. Under this plan, District 1 would be a
two-member district which includes Ketchikan, Metlakatla,
Wrangell, and Prince of \Wales. District 2 would 1include
Petersburg, Hoonah, Gustavus, Haines, Skagway, and Yakutat. The

comparative variation in this plan is 15.5 percent.

A. Peculation Variances

We first address whether the proposed comparative
variance of 14.8 percent raises a substantial legal problem under
the Equal Protection Clause of the United States and Alaska
Constitutions.

In Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964), nhe Supreme
Court enunciated the basic "test for judging the population
distribution in a state legislative redistricting plan,* with the
Equal Protaction Clause:

[Tlhe Equal Protection Clause requires that a
State make an honest and good faith effort to
construct districts, in both houses of its
legislature, as nearly of equal population as is
practicable.

377 U.S. at 577. The Court recognized that "legitimate
considerations incident to the effectuation of a rational state
policy,"” 377 U.S. at 579, such as a desire to respect subdivision
lines or to provide for compact districts of contiguous
territory, jJustify some deviations from the principle of equal
population. But it cautioned that the "overriding objective” "of
state redistricting plans "must be substantial -equality of
population among the districts, so that the vote of any citizen
is approximately equal in weight to that of anv other citizen."
Id. 2/

2/ In Reynolds, the Court struck down population variance ratios
jf 41 to I in~the Alabama Senate and i6 to 1 in the Alabama
Hous”. 377 U.S. at 546. On t.ie same day Reynolds was decided,

continued
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In the cases subsequent to Reynolds and its companion
cases, the Court refined its analysis of permissible population
variances 1in state legislative redistricting plans. Although the
Court has acknowledged that such districts are to be judged by
more Tflexible standards than congressional districts, see e.g. ,
Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1 (1964)j Kirkpatrick v. Roeisier,
394 U.S. 5T5 (1969); Gaffney v. Cumminses 413 U.S. 735, 7T2
(1973), the apparent "rule"™ is that state legislative districts
should not exceed a maximum deviation of 10 percent, and may not
exceed a maximum deviation, of 16.5 percent. This rule has been
applied - virtually without exception - since the early 1970°'s
by both the Supreme Court and the lower federal courts.

In Swann v . Adams, 385 U.S. 440 (1967), for instance,
the Supreme Court disapproved of maximum variance of 25.65
percent in the Florida legislature. Similarly, it disapproved a
maximum deviation of 26.43 percent in Kilgarin v. Hill, 386 U.S.
120 (1967), and deviations of 24,78 percent and 28.20 percent 1in
Whitcomb v. Chairs, 403 U.S. 124 (1971). On the other hand, the
Court permitted a maximum deviation of 7.83 percent in Gaffnev v.
Cummings, 412 U.S. 735 (1973), and, with justification “fiy the
state, a deviation of 11.9 percent in Abate v. Mundt, 403 U.S.
182 (1971).

In White v. Regester, 412 U.S. 755 (1973), the Court
held that a-"maximum deviation of 9.9 percent 1in a state
redistricting plan did not, 1in itself, establish a prima facie
case of invidious discrimination under the Equal Protection
Clause. 412 U.S. at 764. Thus, the state bore no burden to
justify any deviation up to that degree. Id. The Court did
recognize, however, that "larger differences between districts
would not be tolerable without justification”™ based on the
effectuation of a rational state policy. Id.

2/ continued

the Court also struck down redistricting plans with a variance
ratio of 1.7 tol in the House and 3.6 to 1 1in the Senate 1in
Colorado, Lucas v. Colorado General Assembly, 377 U.S. 713
(1964); a variance of32 to 1 in the Senate and 6 to 1 in the
House in Maryland, Maryland Committee v. Tawes, 377 U.S. 656
(1964), a variance of2.65 to 1 in the Senate and 4.36 to 1 in
the House in Virginia, Davisv. Mann, 377 U.S. 678(1964), and a
variance of 15 to 1lin the Senate and 35 to 1 in the House in

Delaware, Roman v. Sincock, 377 U.S. 695 (1964). In each
instance, the Court found that such wide population disparities
among legislative districts violated the Equal Protection Clause.
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In a prior case, fcahan~. Howell, 410 U.S. 3li) (1973),

e the Court permitted Virginia lu aacpt "a plan with
d ion of 16.4 percent - but only after making a strong
demonstration that the deviation was justified by the sttte
policy of respecting subdivision boundaries. 410 U.S. at 328.
The Court expressly noted that the 16.4 percent deviation
approved in Mahan "may well approach tolerable limits ..." 410
U.S. at 329.

The Court has adopted a three part test. Maximum

deviations below 10 percent are treated by the Court as "minor
deviations from mathematical equality” which are "insufficient to
make out a prima facie case of invidious discrimination ... so as
to require justification by the State." Gaffnev v. Cummings, 412
U.S. at 745. Deviation greater than 10 percent but less chan the
16.5 percent in Mahan "may be sufficiently large to require

justification but nonetheless justifiable and legally
sustainable." Id. Finally, deviations larger than the 16.4
| percent approveo in Mahan would likely exceed the tolerable
[/limits in state redistricting plans. 3/

Virtually all court rulings from the early 1970"s to
the present support these distinctions. Maximum deviations below
10 percent are 3approved with little or no further scrutiny, and
those below 16.5 percent approved if justified by a rational
m"state policy. See, e.g. , Famum v. Bums, 561 F. Supp. 83 (P.
B/I.A.19883 <alzasiaBiownorv. 2T opesebnt); [coVe$.v. Gardnen?, L5£&@ T2d
"Bldd .(BB3) (PapNedirs as anrpxcEptnonof bj "thipenudret) butviniter wé
ibe bkawel,ng 9F378i rtuaddyp .no30gre@rdendrisds vadue). (deergtiothef CaITs
approved an extraordinary maximum deviation of 89 percent in the
Wyoming House of Representatives on the grounds that the state
redistricting plan furthered the state policy of preserving
county boundaries. 77 L.Ed.2d at 272. *The Court found the
population variances to be "entirely the result of the consistent
and nondiscriminatory application of a legitimate state policy."
Id. at 223. However, the Court explicitly addressed only the
marginal deviation that resulted from the overrepresentation of a
particular county. Indeed, six members of the Court, including
two justices from the majority, noted the Ilimited question at
issue, and as a consequence, Brown will Ilikely have little, if
any, precedential effect.
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percent);/Gaines v. Herskell, 362 F. Supp. 313 (S-D. w.Va
ation“®or 16.1 percent):rK.ellv v. Bumpers, 340 F. Supp. 468
(B.D. Ark. 19721 (deviations of 3.5 percent and 9.5 percent);
Dunn v. State of Oklahoma, 343 F. Supp. 320 (W.D. Okla. 1972)
(deviation of 2.2 percent); 1In re Senate Bill No. 220, 225 Kan.
628. 593 P.2d 1 (Kansas 1979) (deviation at 6.5 pprrpnrj”J In re~\
fSenate Bill 177. 318 A.2d 157 (Vr. 1P7M (deviation of 16.6 \
percent); Franklin v. Krause, 367 N.Y.S.2d 998 (N.y ! 1975)
(deviation or 8.6 percent) [county commissioners); Schneider v.

Rockefeller, 31 N.Y.2d 420,
or 1.82 percent and 3.38
Commission, 65 J.J. 125,

293 N.E.2d 67 (N.Y.
percent); Davenport
319 A.2d 718 (N.J.

1972) (deviations
v. Apportionment

1974) (deviation of

4.2 percent); In re Apportionment Law, 263 So.2d 797 (Fla. 1972)
(deviations of .3 percent and 1.15 percent).
JOn the other hand, maximum deviations - L6-5-
percent are, vircuallv wirhnur pyppnrion, stuck down as a
violation of As one federal court noted in a
recent decision:
In fact, as far as we can ascertain from!
independent research, it appears that no court
since Mahan has upheld a legislative
reapportionment scheme which includes a maximum
deviation of 16.5% or more. Apparently most
courts have read the Supreme Court"s caveat in
Mahan as implicitly setting this figure as the
outermost limit allowed by the Constitution.
Travis v. King, 552 F. Supp. 554, 562 (D. Hawaii 1982). A review
or the court decisions confirms the view that a 16.5 percent
mar.imum deviation is the limit permissible, and that deviations
between 10 percent and 16.5 percent will be approved only if
justified by the state. See, e.g., Famam v. Bums, 548 F. Supp.
769 (D.R.1. 1982)"(disapproved deviation of 88 percent); Travis
v.King, 552 F. Supp. 554 (D. Hawaii 1982) (disapproved
deviations of 15.02 percent and 43.2 percent); Sanchez v. King,
550 F. Supp-. 13 (D. N.M. 1982) (disapproved deviations of 94
percent and 83 percent); Cosner v. Dalton, 572 F. Supp. 350 (E.D.
Va. 1981) (disa-proved deviations or 26.63 percent and 72.12
percent); Mader r. Crowell, 498 F. Supp. 726 (M.D. Tenn. 1980)
(disapproved deviation of 18.03 percent); Sullivan v. Crowell,
444  F. Supp. 606 (W.D. Tenn. 1978) (disapproved deviations of
21.8 percent and 35.6 percent); Chapman v. Meier, 407 F. Supp.
649 (D. N.D. 1975) (disapproved deviation of 20.17 percent);
Cohen v. Malonev. 410 F. Supp. 1147 (D. Del. 1976) (disapproved

deviation of 18.3 percent) (city council);
(disapprove!!

F. Supp- 88 (D. Kansas

1973)

Docking, 356
of 1<=.41

Winter v.
deviation
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percent); Sims v. Amos, 336 F. Supp. 924 (M.D. Ala.) affld 409
U.S. 942 (1972) (disapproved deviations of 28.65 percent and
24 .28 percent); Stufy v. Anderson, 93 Wash.2d 546, 611 P.2d 764
(Wash. 1980) (disapproved deviation of 168.6 percent) (county
commissioner); 1In re Senate Bill 177, 294 A.2d 657 (Ver. 1972)
(deviation of 25.33 percent disapproved); Franklin v. Krause, 367
N.Y.S. 998" (N.Y. 1975) (deviation of 22 percent disapproved)
(county commissioner); Scrimminger v. Sherwin, 60 N.J. 483, 291
A.2d 13+ (N.J. 1972) (deviations of 28.83 percent and 26.20
percent disapproved); Opinion of the Justices307 A.2d 198 (Me.
1973) (deviation of 94.02 percent disapproved).

Thus, any state redistricting plan with a maximum
deviation less man 10 percent will likely be found per se not to
violate the Equal Protection Clause. A plan with a deviation
between 10 percent and 16.5 percent may be upheld if the state
meets 1its burden of rebutting a prima facie violation of equal
protection by demonstrating both that the state made -a good faith
effort to minimize the population. deviation and chat the
deviation 1is necessary to effectuate a legitimate state policy,
such as compact, contiguous districts that preserve subdivision
lines. Finally, the case law indicates that maximum deviations
in excess of 16.5 percent will likely be held to violate the
equal protection clause, no matter what justification is offered
by the state. Accordingly, deviations 1in excess of 16.5 percent
ewould raise substantial legal wuncertainty and should thus be
avoided.

Tr ic O0OUX viaw that thp nrnj Hpy'.qf+nn <n
Southeast Alaska does not violate the Equal p-nrarrinr n ai-"p
The projected variance directly results from the Board":, decision/
to retain a two-member district within the boundaries of the City
and Borough of Juneau, a district which is 4.8 percent/ J "T*?
overpopulated. Simply put, a population deviation of less than\ ,/
10 pé€rcent could not be obtained unless a segment of the Juneaul
population was included within another southeast district/
Importantly, the projected deviations under the proposed plan are
less than 16.5 percent, threshhold recognized as the tolerable
limit to permissible population deviations. Historically, of
course, the boundaries of the Juneau- arsa have been preserver in
tpe_redi~rr"v ({TiTg~~prnress~i Preservation of political subdivision
boundaries has been repeatedly recognized as a legitimate state
objective. E.g. Mahan v. Howell, 410 U.S. at 328. More
importantly. ~ tne "Tong-stending 5 state policy rn psrahHah
districtg \jh-irh are socio-ecpnomicallv integrated, as required
under article 6, section 6 of the Alaska Constitution, may well
preclude the promulgation of a reapport"onment plan which severs
the Juneau community. See Groh v. Egan, 526 P.2d at 879, n.65.
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B. Voting Rights Act Considerations

Any consideration of the two identified alternative
districting options in Southeast Alaska must revolve around a
comparative assessment under the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (Act),
as amended, 42 U.S.C. &1973C. The 1inquiry as to compli®.nce with
the Act focuses on the impact on minority voting prerogatives.
House District 2, as established in the 1981 Plan, contained a
27.5 percent Native population. The proposed District 2 would
contain a 41.9 percent Native population, while under the
alternative approach, 28.9 percent of the district would be
Native.

Analvsis

The Av.; was adopted to insure the protection of rights
guaranteed by the Fifteenth Amendment and "to rid the country of

racial discrimination in voting." South Carolina v. Katzenbach,
383 U.S. 301 (1966). Section 5 requires that no jJurisdiction
subject to "precleTrance" procedures, such as Alaska, may

implement any change 1in "any voting qualification or prerequisite

to voting, or standard, practice, or procedure with* respect to
myvoting"” unless such change has been approved by the United States
Attorney General or the District Court for the District of
Columbia. 42 U.S.C, 8 1973C. The standard on review 1is to
ensure that such change "does not have the purpose and will not
have the effect of denying or abridging the righr to vote on
account of race or color."” Id. [-This standard was intended to\
guarantee tKat gains 1in Sinority political participation "would Vr
.not be emasculated or destroyed through new discriminatory \i
Icrocedures ar.d techniques." Mississippi. VI United States. 49Q-F*.
Supp. 569, 581 (D.D.C. 1i1y79) (three-judge court).

The Supreme Court has held that section 5 applies to
state legislative redistricting plans. See Georgia v. United
States 511 U.S. 526 (1973); Beer v. United States, 425 U.S. 130
(1976); Allenv. State Board of Elections,393 U.S. 544 (1969).
The burden or proof 1lies with the state in demonstrating the
legality of its plan under section 5. Georgia v. United States,
supra; South Carolina v. Katzenbach, supra.

In Beer, supra, the Supreme Court stated the test for a
section 5 analysis in terms of "retrogre””on":
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[T]he purpose of & 5 has always been to 1insure
that no voting-procedure changes would be made
that would lead to a retrogression in the position
of racial minorities with respect to their
effective exercise of the electoral franchise.

425 U.S. at 141. The central issue is whether a proposed rhsngp
would "dilute the effectiveness®™ or the vote of a racial minnr-iry
as compared co the situation prior to change. Citv of Rome v.
United States, 446 U.S. 156, 183  (1980). Minority voting
strengr.n is impermissibly diluted when a redistricting scheme
would operate "to minimize or cancel out the voting strength of
racial elements of the voting population.” Fortsen v. Dorsev,
379 U.S. 433, 439 (1965); Bums v. Richardson"! T37i Uu.s. 7Y, +tT8
(1963). e

In applying this test, lower federal courts have held
that a redistricting olan dilutes minority votes when minority
population concentrations are "unnecessarily fragmented and
dispensed.”™ Mississippi v. United States, 490 F. Supp at 582.
In Kirksev v."Soard of Supervisors, 554 F.2d 139 (5th Cir. 1977),
for instance, the fifth Circuit held that a reapportionment plan
for a unit of local government would "tend to dilute the voting
strength of the minority"” because it fragmented members of the
minority bloc between two districts. 554 F.2d at 144. See also
eRobinson v.. Commissioners Court, 505 F.2d 674. 679 (5th Cir.

IT viewed solely as a question of the percentage of
Native voters in District 2, it would appear that neither of the
two alternatives reflect a dimunition in minority wvoting

strength. While the proposed District 2 would substantially
enlarge the percentage of Native residents 1in District 2, the
state is under no affirmative obligation to maximize the

percentage of Native residents 1in the district. .
We caution, though, that the probative consideration is
whether a proposed redistricting would delete the effectiveness”
of the minority vote. Ware the concept of a chain of rural,
island communities rejected, it is arguable that the inclusion of
rural Native communities with more urbanized population centers
in Southeast may, as a practical matter, dilute the effectiveness
of the minority vote. 4/ And, 1if the alternative districting

4/ In preliminary research, we have not discovered any authority
which directly addresses this matter.
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proposal in southeast is viewed as a retrogressive plan, the fact
that the alternative plan would extend, not reduce, the
comparative population deviation in southeast would be material.

In sum, while we believe that either alternative would
ultimately obtain Justice Department approval, we cannot
unequivocally advise that the alternative approach .to House
District 2 would not prove violative of the Voting Rights Act.
OQur review of the available <case law suggests that absent
compelling facts to establish a dimunition in the effectiveness
of minority voting prerogatives, a numerical inquiry is the
traditional mode of analysis. Yet, it bears noting that while
either version may well be acceptable under the Voting Rights
Act, the likelihood of expeditious vreview and approval is
undoubtedly furthered under the proposed District 2, a proposal
which substantially increases the percentage of Native residents
in the district.

C. Article VI. Section 6 Considerations

Article VI, section 6 provides that all districts
"shall be formed of contiguous and compact territory containing
as nparly s- practicable a relatively intp®-prpd snr-in-economic
earea”™." jJ As initially adopted at the constitutional convention))
tEesubstantive restrictions set forth in section 6 were/
principally intended to inhibit, if not prevent, the instances ofl
mnpermissible political gerrymandering./ 3 Alaska®™ Legislative
Council, Alaska Constitutional Convention 1846 (1965); see
Carpenter v. Hammond, 667 P.2d 1204, _ (Alaska 1983). The
Carpenter, decision illustrates. thougrr that- The saction 6
standard operates independent of anv puidprirg of pa>>ymanrierinp.
Importantly, thoughjwhile the recent Carpenter ruling has
spawned a broader public sensitivity to section 6 considerations,
the substantive restrictions established in section 6 are\
subsidiary to rha rnnrp.m..fnr _pcuia-1 population distribution, the ]
"overriding tdiTpr-fciizp” under a .federal rnrtstitutional inquiry.

1. Compactness

Section 6 mandates that districts shall be compact.
The compactness requirement, however, 1is clearly not an absolute
standard which demands that any configuration less than the most
compact is impermissible. The Alaska Supreme Court has
unambiguously recognized the governor®s authority under article
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VI to select between single-member or multi-member districts.
Cf. Groh v. Egan, 526 P.2d at 880; Egan v. Hammond, 501 P.2d at
£73. Since a multi-member district is necessarily less compact
than a single-member district, it is apparent that compactness is
a relative concept.

While the alternative southeast configuration may well
be more compact than the proposed configuration of District 2, 23
believe that either alternative satisfies the constitutional
mandate. Importantly, the proposed configuration of District 2
is more compact than the district at 1issue 1in Carpenter, a
district which a majority of the court did not find impermissibly
noncompact. 5/

2. Socio-Economic Integration

The more difficult 1inquiry concerns the mandate to
establish districts which "contain as nearly as practicable a

.relatively integrated socio-economic area." The most extensive
discussion of the ~constitutional ©provision 1is included in
Carpenter v. Hammond, 667 P.2d 1204. In Carpenter, the Alaska

Supreme Court concluded that the record presentee to the court
did not establish the requisite degree of social and economic
"interaction between Cordova and the communities in District 2 to
support the inclusion of Cordova within the district.

The Carpenter decision, however, raises far morel
questions with respect to the parameters of the relative!
socio-economic intergration standard than it provides answers”J
Several general comments are warranted. First, Carpenter clearly
rejects the assertion that socio-economic homogeneity is 1itself
sufficient to satisfy the constitutional prerequisite. 667 P.2d
at . Second, the preferred interpretation of Carpenter 1is
that at least, a majority nf rhe- nnnrr annarenrly rpjeers th.p
interpretation rh.if_”~ptinn fi HamanHg that proposed districts ar<
pp"-n-i gg-thi v nnin.j f*enr”~_opononie integration is macimiff£d. The
court noted that the state conceded that Cordoba was more
integrated with other Prince William Sound communities than with
the communities 1in District 2. Notwithstanding the concession.
the court rpropnized that the aues”"nn wag "p~rpmply. elnsu ,” anH

concluded that "the vrecord 1is simply devoid of evidence of

5J Justice Mathews concluded otherwise in a concurring opinion.
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significant social and economic integration...." Id. at .
Implicitly, then, evidence of "significant" socio-economic
integration®would be sufficient to meet the requirements of
section 6. Unfortunately, the court did not articulate what

quantum of social and economic integration is sufficient, nor did
the court address the relationship between the socio-economic
integration standard and other applicable constitutional
standards.

Under the proposed configuration of District 2, the
inclusion of Metlakatla within the district poses the most
substantial integration question. Historically, Metlakatla has
been united with Ketchikan for purposes of legislative
apportionment, an area with which they share an obvious economic

and social linkage. Again, though, we do not believe that the
appropriate inquiry is whether Metlakatla is more integrated with
the communities in District 1 than with the communities in
District 2. Indeed,the 1inquiry is whether a significant degree

of social and economic integration exists between Me.lakatla and
the other communities in the proposed district. While the

question 1is quite close and depends to alarge extent on the
court™s ultimate explication of the rule enunciated in Carpenter,
He think it certainly arguable that the inclusion of Metlakatla
in District 2 is consistent with the section 6 standard.
Clearly, the degree of homogeneity 1is stronger in this instance
ethan in the Cordova context. And, intervisitation between the
rural communities in southeast is demonstrably more extensive
than was the case between Cordova and the other communities
within District 2.

We note, though, that the alternative southeast
districting proposal does not, in our preliminary assessment,
appear to pose as <close a question under section 6. Tha

significant aspect of the alternative configuration 1is the
communities of Wrangell and Petersburg would not be included
within the same district. That the two communities share an
obvious and historic linkage does not necessarily preclude the
existence of sufficient ties to communities in Districts 1 and 2
respectively to support a districting proposal which places the
communities in different legislative districts.
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4tate of Alaska because of its differing
<. mates, topography, ethnic composition,
socio-economic interests and distribution of
mi relatively sparce population. However,
under the mandate of various decisions of
the United States Supreme Court, we make
the following determinations and ordert

3. In order to fashion an interim plan
this court will appoint one or more masters
to assist it.

4. Upon receipt of the report of the
master or masters, this court will consider
the manner in which the House and Sen-
ate districts shall be reapportioned. This

I The reapportionment plan proposedcourt will then proceed to adopt an interim

.y the Governor of Alaska in his Proclama-
tion of Reapportionment and Redistricting
of December 30, 1971, '< ('TimTntifiir-:nr-.nl
1. that its overall reapportionment of the
Senate and House of Representatives re-
volts m proposed election districts that do
*tot contain as nearly equal population pro-
portions as is practicable. Reynolds' v.
Sims. 377 U.S. 533, 34 S.Ct. 1362. 12 LEd.
3d 506 (1964); Wade v. Nolan. 414 P.2d
639 (Alaska 1966V- -Under the Zonal ?ro\
| tertian and Supremacy Cause of the Con-
\ «f.rition of the United States of America,
jthe constitutional right to vote of every
j cititen of Alaska is protected imir.st im-
; crmissible dilutions and impairments flow,
ng from malapportionment of either the
>House of Representatives or the Senate/
"'.n oraer to eticcrura tnis constitutionally
protected right to vote, ve are obliged to
ieclare the reapportionment plan of De-
cember 30, 1971, invalid under the Equal
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion.

2. To insure compliance with the Equa

Protection Clause in regard to the forth-
coming 1972 primary and general elections
‘or the State Legislature this court must
formulate an interim reapportionment and
redistricting plan. Scott v. Germano, 331
U.S. 407, 85 S.Ct. 1525, 14 LEdEd 477
f1965); Maryland Comm, for Fair Repre-
sentation v. Tawes, 377 U.S. 656, 675-676,
3 S.Ct. 1429, 12 LEdEd 595, 607 (1964).
The Lieutenant Governor is to conduct the
1972 primary and general elections for the
otate Legislature pursuant to the interim
reapportionment and redistricting plan
which this court will adopt.

plan of reapportionment which, as nearly
as practicable, considering the allotted
time, reflects the standards which have
been made binding upon the states by the
United States Supreme Court. Ely v.
Klahr, 403 U.S. 1C3 91 S.Ct. 1S03. 29
L.EdEd 332 (1971); Reynolds v, Sims. 377
U.S. 533, 536, 34 S.Ct. lio2. 12 LEdEd 506.
541 (1964).

5 In the event this court determines
that the exigencies of the situation pre-
clude the fashioning of an interim constitu-
tional reapportionment plan by June 15.
1.72, this court will enter a further order
specifying the pian under which the Lieu-
tenant Governor shall conduct the 1972
primary and general elections for the State
Legislature, together with the dates that
such elections will be held. Connor v.
Johnson, 402 U.S. 690, 91 S.Ct. 1760. 29
L.Ed.2d 263 (1971).

6 A full opinion discussing and deter-
mining the issues whiih were "aiscd in the
petition and cross-petition will be filed in

| due course.

Dated at Juneau, Alaska, this 26th day
oi May, 1972

George F. Boney

Chief Justice
Jay A. Rabinowitc

Associate Justice
Roger G. Connor

Associate Justice
Robert C. Erwin

Associate Justice
Robert Hoochever

Associate Justice
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ORDER ESTABLISHING AN INTER-
IM REAPPORTIONMENT PLAN
FOR 1972 LEGISLATIVE ELEC-
TIONS

This Court declared the Reapportion-
ment and Redistricting- Proclamation dated
Decembe' 30, 19/1, unconstitutional by its
Decision and Order entered May 26, 1972,
Pursuant to that Decision and Order, the
Court appointed Dr. Georg? \7 Rogers and
William H. Scott Masters to assist it in
fashioning an interim reapportionment plan
for the 1972 Alaska Legislative Elections.l

The Court, on May 26, 1972 gave the
Masters the following written instructions:

1. By use of the official census of
1970, you should establish a population
base for the State oi Alaska. This popu-
lation base should include military per-
sonnel who were enumerated in the 1970
Census.

2. You should make an inquiry to de-
termine whether or not the number of
nonresident military personnel included
in the 1970 Census can be determined,
li a determination can be made, then you
should subtract the number from the to-
tal which you have arrived at in para-,
graph 1 above. You should also state
the methods in detail by which you ar-
rived at this determination.

3. Once you have determined the pop-
ulation base, you should divide the same
by 40. This will give you the ideal num-
ber of persons to be included in a single
member House district. You should then
divide the population base by 20 which
will represent the ideal population for a
single member Senate district.

4. You should then establish House
and Senate election districts containing a
number of persons as close to the formula
as feasible.

I. We commend George W. Rogers, Pro-
fessor of Economics at the University of
Alaska, and Mr. William U, Scott. C.P.A.,
their legal ascistant R. E. Hicks, and Mr.

5. In establishing House and Senate
districts, an effort should be made to
make the districts correspond, where
feasible, with the approximate bounda-
ries set out in the 1971 reapportionment
plan. No designated seats will be estab-
lished within a multi-member district if
multi-member districts are established.
In establishing House and Senate dis-
tricts you should, wherever feasible, cre-
ate a district of contiguous and compact
territory containing as nearly as prac-
ticable a relatively integrated socio-eco-
nomic area.

6. If there are any substantial devia-
tionsfrom the population norms, express.
specific reasons should be set forth.

The Masters submitted a report on June
12. 1972. Thereafter, the Masters met with
the Court on June 13, 1972, at which time
the report was amended to reilect deter-
minations made by the Court concerning
the reapportionment plan.

m The Court, now being fully advised in

the premises, hereby makes and orders the
following interim reapportionment plan for
the 1972 legislative elections:

[1) By use of the Official Census of
1970, the Court determines that the total
population base for the State of Alaska
shall be 302,361. This figure includes the
military population residing in the State of
Alaska at the time of the Official Census
of April, 1970. In the time available to the
Court tor the preparation of :he interim
plan, the Court could find no feasible meth-
od of excluding some or all of the military
personnel from the total population base.
Moreover, computations rcveaicd that
changes in representation under the interim
plan due to the inclusion of military per-
sonnel were minimal.

Rlclinrd Liscowslcl, cartographic aail sta-
tistical assistant, for the excellence of
their performance la executing the Court's
Instructions.



litigation of reapporcionaenc plans in Alaska, would be an issue

in che inevitable legal challenge Co che anenced Plan.
Wich che foregoing considerations in aind, che
Proposed Order articulates chree Dbroad areas which aay
necessicace aaendaenc co che Reapporcionaenc Plan, First, che
Carpenter decision specifically explicated che conscicucional
aandace chat each district contain "as nearly as practicable a
3 relatively integrated socio-econoaic area." Alaska
Constitution, article VI, section 6. To iaplaaenc the Carpenter
D decision, it is at least necessarv to reaove the Cordova area
froa District Mo. 2 and include che area within another
appropriate district.  And, if the -configurations of ocher
districts ausc be acdified co iapleaent the*Carpenter decision,

w

W all "new" districts ausc also confora co che recently
_articulated standards for social and econcaic integration. 3/
1 Second, relocation of che Cordova area will, in turn,

harbor  substantial iaplicacions wich respect co the

. 3 constitutional aandace to assure relatively equal population

3 ! distribution anong districts. See Groh v. Scan, 526 P.2d 363

0T (1974)» White v. Regeftar. i'2 US 753 (1973); of. Ker.topo v.
Municipality of Anchorage, 652 P.2d 153 (Alaska 1982). The

Cordova area contains approxiaacely 2,250 residents, a nuaber

which constitutes aore chan 20* of the average district
population, Reaoval of the Cordova area froa District Mo. 2

ar will thu3 result in a substantial relative underpopulacion
sizs: B 1 (overrepresencacion) for House District Mo. 2. Conversely,
Z;->5 ST relocation of the Cordova area into House District Mo. 6 will
B | result in che substantial underrepresentation of cb t district.

ii§3«2)=8ee Affidavit of Rehfeld. To place Cordova within a
o §
1 I
iz 3

[ Indeed, if che socpe of che n,e?es,sary aaendaent to the

Mapportionment Plan 1S substantial, 1t 1s arguable that any

B qualified voter would have standing under article VI, section 11
to challenge %he relative degree or social and econoaic

Integration of any district.
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this right. In urging the people to adopt the Constitu-
tion, Madison said in No. 57 of The Federalist:

“Who are to be the electors of the Fccderul Repre-
sentatives? Not the rich more than the poor; not
the learned more than the ignorant; not the haughty
heirs of distinguished names, more than the humble
sons of obscure and unpropitious fortune. The elec-
tors are to be the great body of the people of the
United States. . . 4

Readers surely could have fairly taken this to mean, "one
person, one vote." Cf. Gray v. Sanders, 372 U. S 3(53, 281.

(While it may not be possible to draw congressional dis-
tricts with mathematical precision, that in no excuse for
ignoring our Constitution’s plain objective of making
equal representation fo. equal numbers of people the
'‘fundamental goal 1for the House of Representatives.
That is the high standard of justice p.nd common sense
which the Founders set for us.

Reversed and remanded.

Mu. Ji'stick Claiik, concurring in part and dissenting
in part.

Unfortunately 1 can join neither the opinion of the
Court nor the dissent of my Brother Haiilan. It is true
that the opening sentence of Art. I, $2, of the Constitu-
tion provides that Representatives arc to be chosen “by
the People of the several States . . . ." However, in my
view, Brother llaklan has clearly demonstrated that both
the historical background and language preclude a find-
ing that Art. I, 82, lays down the ipse dixit "one person,
one vote” in congressional elections.

On the other hand, | agree with the majority that con-
gressional districting is subject to judicial scrutiny. This

1 Opinion of cladik, J.

Court has so held ever since Smiley v. Holm, 2S5 U. S.
355 (1932), which is buttressed by two companion cases,
Kacniy v. Flynn, 285 U. S. 375 (1932), and Carroll v.
liecker, 285 U. »S 380 (1932) A majority of the
Court in Colegrovc v. Green felt, upon the authority of
Smiley, that the complaint presented a justiciable con-
troversy not reserved exclusively to Congress. Coleyrove
v. Green, 328 U. S. 549, 594, and 598, n. 3 (1940). Aagain,
in linker v. Carr, 399 U. S. 180, 232 (1902), the opinion
of the Court recognized that Smiley "settled the issue
in favor of justiciability of questions of congressional
redistricting.” | therefore cannot agree with Brother
Haiilan that the supervisory power granted to Congress
under Art. I, 84, is the exclusive remedy.

I would examine the Georgia congressional districts
against the requirements of the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment. As my Brother Black
said in his dissent in Coleyrove v. Green, supra, the
“equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment

forbids . . . discrimination. It docs not permit the
States to pick out certain quuliO”d citizens or groups of
citizens and deny them the >igiit to vote at all. . . . No

one would deny that tlej equal protection clause would
also prohibit a law that would cxnressly give certain
citizens a half-vote and others a full vote. . . . Such
discriminatory legislation seems tc me exactly the kind
that the equal protection clause was intended to prohibit.”
At 509.

Tim trial court, however, did not pass upon the merits
of (lie case, although if does appear that, it did make a
finding that thr Fifth District of Georgia was “grossly
out of balance” with other congressional districts of the
Stale. Instead of proceeding on the merits, the court dis-
missed the case for lack of equity. | believe that the
court erred in so doing. In my view we should therefore
vacate this judgment and remand the case for a hearing
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group interests, are permissible factors in attempting to
justify disparities from popylation-basecj representation.
Citizens, not history or economic interests, cast votes.
Considerations of area alone provide an insufficient justi-
fication for deviations from the equal-population prin-
ciple. Again, people, not land or trees or pastures, vote.
Modern developments and improvements in transporta-
tion and communications make rather hollow, in the mid-
1960's, most claims that deviations from population-based
representation can validly be based solely on geographical
considerations. Arguments for allowing such deviations in
order to insure effective representation for sparsely settled
areas and to prevent legislative districts from becoming
so large that the availability of access of citizens to their
representatives is impaired are today, for the most part,
unconvincing.

A consideration that appears to be of more substance lLu
justifying some deviations from population-based rep-
resentation in state legislatures is that of insuring some
voice to political subdivisions, as political subdivisions.
Several factors make more than insubstantial claims that
a State can rationally consider according political subdi-
visions some independent representation in at least one
body ot the state legislature, as long as the basic standard
of equality of population among districts is maintained.
Local governmental entities are frequently churged with
various responsibilities incident to the operation of
state government. In many States much of the legis-
lature’ activity involves the enactment of so-called local

Onlimmcc of 1787, in explicitly providing for population-based rep-
resentation of those living in the Northwest Territory in their terri-
torial legislatures, clearly implied that, as early as the year of the
birth of our federal system, the proper basis of legislative representa-
tion was regarded as being population.

REYNOLDS v. SIMS. %1
533 Opinion of the Court.

legislation, directed only to the concerns of particular
political subdivisions. And a State may legitimately
desire to construct districts along political subdivision
lines to deter the possibilities of gerrymandering. How-
ever, permitting deviations from population-bused repre-
sentation does not mean that each local governmental
unit or political subdivision can be given separate repre-
sentation, regardless of population. Carried too far, a
scheme of giving at least one scat in one house to each
political subdivision (for example, to each county) could
easily result, in many States, in a total subversion of
the equal-population principle in that legislative body."1
This would be especially true in a State where the num-
ber of counties is large and many of them are sparsely
populated, and the number of scats in the legislative body
being apportioned does not significantly exceed the num-
ber of counties.® Such a result, we conclude, would
be constitutionally impermissible. And careful judicial
scrutiny must of course be given, in evaluating state
apportionment schemes, to the character as well as the
degree of deviations from a strict population basis.) But
if, even as a result of a clearly rational state policy of
according some legislative representation to political sub-
divisions, population is submerged as the controlling con-
sideration in the apportionment of seats in the particular
legislative body, then the right of all of the State’s citizens
(o east an effective and adequately weighted vote would
be unconstitutionally impaired..

"-See McKay, Political Thickets anil Crazy Quilts: Reapportion-
incut anil Kqual Protection, til Midi. L. Rev. 0-15, 698-000 (1003).

M Determining the size of its legislative bodies is of course a mat-
ter within the discretion of each individual State. Nothing in this
opinion should be read as indicating that there are any federal con-
stitutional maximuma or minimums on the size of state legislative

bodies.
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ter in a free and democratic society. Especially since the
right to exercise the franchise in a free and unimpaired
manner is preservative of other hasij civil and political
rights, any alleged infringement of the right of citizens
to vote must be carefully and meticulously scrutinized.
Almost a century ego, in Yick IFo v. Hopkins, 118 U. S.
356, the Court referred to “the political i« of
voting” as “a fundamental political right, because pre-
servative of all rights.” 118 U. S., at 370.

I~~ Legislators represent people, not trees or acres. Legis-

lators are elected by voters, not farms or cities or eco-
nomic interests. As long as ours is a representative form
of government, and our legislatures are those instruments
of government elected directly by and directly representa-
tive of the people, the right to elect legislators in a free
and unimpaired fashion is a bedrock of our political
system. It could hardly be gainsaid that a constitutional
claim had been asserted by an allegation that certain
otherwise qualified voters had been entirely prohibited
from voting for members of their state legislature. And,
if a State should provide that the votes of citizens in one
part of the State should be given two times, or five times,
or 10 times the weight of votes of citizens in another part
of the State, it could hardly be contended that the right
to vote of those residing in the disfavored areas hud not
been effectively diluted. It would appear extraordinary
to suggest that a State could be constitutionally per-
mitted to enact a law providing that certain of the State’s
voters could vote two, five, or 10 times for their legisla-
tive representatives, while voters living elsewhere could
vote only once. And it is inconceivable that a state law
to the effect that, in counting votes for legislators, the
votes of citizens in one part of the Stale would bo multi-
plied by two, five, or 10, while the votes of persons in
another area would by counted only at face value, could

NJ)o constitutionally sustainable. Of course, the effect of

REYNOLDS v. SIMS. 563
533 Opinion of the Court.

state legislative districting schemes which give the same
number of representatives to unequal numbers of con-
stituents is identical "Overweighting and overvalue-J

I tion of the votes of those living here has the certain effect |
\ of dilution and undervaluation of the votes of those liv-
ling there. The resulting discrimination against those (

individual voters living in c (favored areas is easily
(demonstrable mathematically. Their right to vote is

/simply not the same right to vote as that of those living

in a favored part of the State. Two, five, or 10 of them
must vote before the effect of their voting is equivalent

,to that of their favored neighbor. Weighting the votes

of citizens differently, by any method or means, merely
because of where they happen to reside, hardly seems jus-
tifiable. One must be ever aware that the Constitution
forbids “sophisticated as well as simple-minded modes of
discrimination.” Lane v. Wilson, 307 U. S. 268, 275;
Oomillion v. Liyhtfoot, 364 U. S. 339, 342. As we stated
in Wesberry v. Sanders, supra:
“We do not believe that the Framers of the Con-
stitution intended to permit the same vote-diluting
discrimination to be accomplished through the de-
vice of districts containing widely varied num-
bers of inhabitants. To say that a vote is worth

«'As stated by Mu. Justice Buck , dissenting, in Colcgrovc v.
Green, 328 U. S. 649, 669-571:
"No one would deny that the equal protection clause would . . . pro-
hibit a law that would expressly give certain citizens n half-vote and
others a full vote. . . . [T]he constitutionally guaranteed right to
vole and the right to have one's vote counted clearly imply the policy
that stale election systems, no matter what their form, should he
designed to give approximately equal weight to each vote cast. . . .
fA | stale legislature cannot deny eligible . ;-crs the right to vote
for Congressmen and the right to have their vote counted. It can
no more destroy the effectiveness of their vote in part and no more
accomplish this in the name o f'apportionment’ than under any other
name."
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more in one district than in another would . . . run
counter to our fundamental ideas of democratic
government . . . *4

State legislaturcs are, historically, the fountainhend of
representative government in this country. A number
of them have their roots in colonial times, and substan-
tially antedate the creation of our Nation and our Fed-
eral Government. In fact, the first formal stirrings of
American political independence are to be found, in large
part, in the views and actions of several of the colonial
legislative bodies. Waith the birth of our National Gov-
ernment, and the adoption and ratification of the Federal

“ 370 U. S, ill 8 Secalso i, at 17, quoting from James Wilson,

u delegate to the Constitutional Convention and later an Associate
Justice of this Court, who stated:
“fM il elections ought to be equal. Elections are equal, when a given
number of citizens, in one part of the stale, choose ns many repre-
sentatives, as are chosen by the same number of citizens, in any other
part of the state. In this manner, the proportion of the representa-
tives and of the constituents will remain invariably the same." 2 The
Works of James Wilson (Andrews ed. 1800) 15.

And, as stated by Mu. Justice Doiiui.as, dissenting, in Miicl)oii(inll

v. Green, 335 II. S, at 288, 200:
"(A] regulation . . . fwhich] discriminates against the residents of
the populous counties of the state in favor of rural sections . .,
lacks the equality to which the exercise of political rights is entitled
under the Fourteenth Amendment.

“Free and honest elections are the very foundation of our repub-
lican form of government. . . . Discrimination against any group
or class of citizens in the exercise of these constitutionally protected
rights of citizenship deprives the electoral process of integrity. . . .

“None would deny that a state law giving some citizens twice the
vote of other citizens in either the primary or general election would
lack that equality which the Fourteenth Amendment guarantees. . . .
The theme of the Constitution is equality among citizens in the e.ver-
ciso of their political rights. The notion that one group can be
granted greater voting streng'.i than another is hostile to our
standards for popular representative government."

REYNOLDS v. SIMS. 565
533 Opinion of the Court.

Constitution, state legislatures retained a most important
place in our Nation's governmental structure. But rep-
resentative government is in essence self-government
through the medium of elected representatives of the
people, and each and every citizen has an inalienable
right to full and effective participation in the political
processes of his State’s legislative bodies. Most citizens
can achieve this participation only as qualified voters
through the election _of. legislators to represent therm
(Full and effective participation by all citizens in statci
government requires, therefore, that each citizen have an
equally effective voice in the election of members of his
state legislature. Modern air viable state government
needs, and the Constitution demands, no less./
Logically, in a society ostensibly grounded on repre-
sentative government, it would seem reasonable that a
majority of the people of a State could elect a majority
of that Stale’s legislators. To conclude differently, and
to sanction minority control of state legislative bodies,
would appear to deny majority rights in a way that far
surpasses any possible denial of minority rights that
might otherwise be thought to result. Since legislatures
arc responsible for enacting laws by which all citizens are
to be governed, they should be bodies which are col-
lectively responsive to the popular will. And the con-
cept of jqual protection has been traditionally viewed
us requiring the uniform treatment of persons standing
in the same relation to the governmental action ques-
tioned or challenged. With respect to the allocation
of legislative representation, all voters, as citizens of a
State, stand m the sumo relation regardless of where
they live. Any suggested criteria for the differentiation
of citizens are insufficient to justify any discrimination, as
to the weight of their votes, unless relevant to the permis-
sible purposes of legislative, apportionment. Since the
achieving of fair and effective representation for all citi-
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FCP. THE STATE OF ALASKA.
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT AiCHORAQ"P
tIARILYN CARPENTER,

Plaintiff,
VS,
,Joﬁsl?a,HAMMOND’ Governor of
Defendant. No. 3AN-81-5839 Civ.

NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE WITH FINAL JUDGMENT

The Governor of the State of Alaska, Jay S. Hammond, by
and through his attorney, hereby gives notice of his compliance
with the court's directions in its final judgment in this action
dated March 26, 1982. £he court required adjustment of district
boundaries in Southwest Alaska to reduce the combined population
variation between Districts 25 and 26 (11.52)J

Tie court suggested but did not require the transfer of
Platinum and Goodnews Bay from District 25 to District 26. Such
a transfer would be inadvisable since those two communities are
socially and economically tied to the Bethel region and arc geo-
rapiiically isolated from the District 26 communities by coastal
mountainsi the only transportation ties wich Platinum and Good-
news Bay are via Bethel. Thes.' problems were expressly addressed
by the Reapportionment Board. See «'| Inc' '3 Exhibit 2, p.' 16,
In addition, che two communities are in che Calista Corporation
region whereas their placement in District 26 would situate them
in a district comprised of che Bri*eol Bay Native Corporation and
Aleut Corporation regions. See P laintiff's Exhibit 13.

Instead, che Governor will accomplish che required
jdjustment by means of the"movement of Tuluksak from District 25
0 District 24 and the movement of the Lake Iliamna/Lake Clark
region (lgiugig, Iliumna, Kolchanok, Newhalen, Nondalton, Pedro
Juy) from District 24 into District 26~J The Lake lliamna/Lake
lark region was originally included in District 24 co avoid che
excessive overpopulation chat would be caused in District 26.

R
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Socially and economically, however, che communities are tied to
Bristol Bay, sharing the same fish stocks, communication links
and transportation networks. The residents of the region were
the most vociferous of ail in their objection co their placement
in District 24] there were numerous phone calls, letters,
telegrams and petitions demanding their inclusion in District 26
rather chan District 24.

The adjustment w ill be accomplished as follows:

A. The population of District 25 w ill be reduced by plac-
ing Tuluksak in District 24. The relevant enumeration districts
(ED) and populations are ED 0292 (Tuluksak, pop. 236) and ED 0344
(Tuluksak area, pop. 0). The.*pcpulacion of District 25 w ill be-
come 9,448/wich a variance of +2.962.

B. The population of District 24 will be changed by che
inclusion of Tuluksak (236) and che movementof che L.ke lliamna/
Lake Clark region inco District 26. The relevant enumeration
districts in che Lake Iliamna/Lake Clar.c region are EDs 0475,
0476, 0478, 0479, 0430, 0431, 0482, 3515, 0516B, 0522A, 05228,
0522C and 0523; they have a cocal population of 530. fThe popula-
tion of District 24 w ill become 8,920 with a variance of -2.79".

C. The populationof District 26,w ill be increased, by che
incl i.'ion of the Lake lIliamna/Lake Clark region, by 530. The
population will become,9,157.61 with a variance of -.22.

With this adjustment, che maximum combined variance for
che staco will be as follows:

District 4 (Juneau) + 5.342
District 16 (Matanuska-Susitna) - 3.372
9.212

This notice has been reviewed by all che members of che
jReapportionment Board. The board members expressed their unani-
it
i////
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3. In addition, by use of address lists provided by
the military branches, Dr. Kruse was able to determine, with
precision, how many non-resident servicemembers and dependents
live in each off-base enumeration district. The following
numbers cf non-resident servicemembers and dependents were
deducted from off-base enumeration district populations 1in the

listed areas:

Anchorage 4,678.5
Fairbanks 382.1
Matanuska-Susitna 41.4
Delta Junction 229.9

See Exhibit 2, Table 1II.

E. Military Bases Treated by the Governor

1. The Governor deducted from the reapportionment
population base those numbers of non-resident military
personnel and dependents who resided at or near the seven
largest military installations 1in Alaska: Elmendorf Air Force
Base, Ft. Richardson, Eielson Air Force 3ase, Ft. Wainwright,

Ft. Greeley, Kodiak Coast Guard Station and Adak Naval Station.
2. There were approximately 2,067 non-resident
military personnel at smaller installat ,nos on the Aleutians, in

Bristol Bay, 1in interior Alaska and in Southeast Alaska. The
largest numbers of non-tesidents were at Shemya and King Salmon
in District 26 (851), Galena 1in District 24 (259), Juneau (195),
Sitka (137), Ketchikan (133) and Clear in District 17 (100).

3. Had all these numbers of non-resident military, and
those at other locations not listed in the precoeding paragraph,
been deducted from the popu ation base, that population base
would have become 367,050 a id the 1ideal district size would have
become 9,176. See Appendix 1, attachei hereto.

4. Under this scheme, the most overpopulated district
would be district 25 with 9,684 persons (+5.53%); the most

underpopulated district would be district 26 with 8,628 persons

321 “



discretion cannot be disturbed unless it lacks any rational
basis.

2. It was reasonable and not arbitrary to exclude
identifiable non-resident military personnel and dependents from
the reapportionment population base while including
non-identifiable members of other groups. The rights of
military personnel and dependents to due process and equal
protection were not violated. Groh v.Egan at 870-871.

3. Itwas reasonable and not arbitrary for the
Governor to forego study of military at smaller, remote
installations in view of the demonstrably small 1impact their
potential non-residency would have on the reapportionment
populations of the individual districts.

4. Itwas reasonable and not arbitrary to exclude
non-resident military dependents based upon answers to survey
questions put to their parents or spouses. Such a procedure did
not violate the dependents”™ rights to due process and equal
protection.

5. The survey utilized by the Governor to determine
the proportion of non-residents among military personnel and
dependents was a reasonable and constitutional device which
accurately 1identified that proportion of military personnel and
dependents who neiti.*».r intend to make Alaska their domicil nor
register to vote in Alaska, the two key criteria identified by
the Alaska Supreme Court. Groh v. Egan at 873, text and n. 36.

6. Since military personnel and dependents are in
Alaska under legal compulsion, it was reasonable and
consitutionato inquire in the survey about their intent: to
make a home 1in Alaska at a time when they had the freedom to
choose where they would live, 1i.e. at the time of retirement or
discharge. See RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF CONFLICT OF LAWS,
Section 12, Illustration 3 and Comment 1i; Section 17, Comment d
and Illustrations 1, 2, 7 and 8j Section lo, Comment b (cont.);
Section 18, Illustrations 1 and 2. See also Gron v. Egan at

871-872, n. 34.
-17-



7. Alaska Constitution article VI, section 6 requires
that election districts be "compact™. It does not require that
the districts be the most compact that could possibly be
devised; considerations or population equality, socio-economic
integration, geographic barriers and municipal boundaries may
militate against the most compact configuration. The goal to be
achieved by the compactness requirement is effective legislative
representation, which occurs when persons and communities with
substantially like backgrounds and interests, wusually but not
always in a single region, are joined in a political unit to
elect the person of their choice. Effective transportation and
communication systems may make a far-flung district functionally
compact, especially when the residents of the district have
common interests and take advantage of the transportation and
communications systems to develop their policy positions and
make their views known to their legislator.

8. District 2 does not violate the requirement of
compactness.

9. Alaska Constitution article VI, section 6 requires
that a district "contain as nearly as practicable a relatively
integrated socio-economic area.l The concept embodies a number
of interrelated components, 1including economic base, ethnic
composition, governmental boundaries, community site,
transportation and communication links, and lifestyle. The
reapportionment process requires a balancing of these
components; one may be deemed predominant while another .nay be
subordinated. As well, the socio-economic factors may be
subordinated to the consideration of population equality with
another district. The balance is to be struck by the Governor
and will be sustained unless it lacks any rational basis. Groh
v. Egan at 868.

10. Socio-economic integration does not require that
regular social and economic interactions or transactions occur

between the communities of a district, although such occurrences

-18-
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are indicia of socio-economic 1integration. Integration of
social or economic interests, as distinguished from integration
of social or economic systems, 1is all that is required.
Integration of interests alone has been the basis of many
districts formed at and since the Alaska Constitutional
Convention. See e.g., the discussion of the placement of the
community of Livengood in Minutes, Alaska Constitutional
Convention at 1933-1939, 1941. See, also, the comments of
Delegate Hellenthal 1in Minutes, Alaska Constitutional Convention
at 1872. Integration of interests was the basis of the Worth
Slope - Kotzebue and Yukon River districts drawn by the Alaska
Supreme Court in Egan v. Hammond, 502 P .2d 58 9 (Alaska 1972);
there was, in those districts, no integration of social or
economic systems across those vast areaj.

11. The inclusion of Cordova in a district with small
Inside Passage communities with identity or similarity of
interests in fishing, forest management, ferry service, air
service and other 1issues does not violate the constitutional

requirement of socio-economic integration.

The Governor s.iall submit a form of judgment 1in
conformity with these findings and conclusions.
DATED at Anchorage,, Alaska this day of March,

1982.

Daniel A. Moore, Jr.
Superior Court Judge
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APPENDIX 1

ADDITIONAL EXCLUSIONS ASSUMING
PLAINTIFF S FIGURES FROM EXHIBIT 4

ADDITIONAL

CENSUS MILITARY NON-RESIDENT NUMBER TO
DIVISION DISTRICT POPULATION FACTOR EXCLUDI
Aleutians & mk>
Bristol Bay 26 See attached .91 851.39
sheet™
Angoon 2 3 (CG) .71 2.13
Barrow 22 17 (WvV) .91 15.47
Bethel 25 15 (U.S.A.F.) .91 13.05
Cordova 2 54 (CG) .71 38.34
Juneau 4 275 (CG) .71 195.25
Kenai -
Cook 1Inlet 5 55 (CG) .71 39.05
Ketchikan 1 I1BB (CG) .71 133.4b
Kobuk 22 17 (U.S.A.F.) .91 15.47
Kuskokwim 24 55 (U.S.A.F.) .91 50.05
Mat-Su 10 105.0 (Army) .70 82.37

(See attached
sheet**)

Nome 23 41 (U.S.A.F.) .91 37.31
Seward 0 15 (CG) .71 10.65
Sitka 3 193 (CG) .71 137.03
Skagway-

Yakutat 2 12 (CG) L71 8.52
Upper Yukon 24 20 (U.S.A.F.) .91 25.40

Valdoz-Chitina

Whittier 0 42 (CG) .71 29.02

Wade

Hampton 23 13 (U.S.A.F.) .91 11.03

Wrangell-

Petersburg 1 14 (CG) .71 9. 94

Yukon-

Koyukuk

(Part) 17 127 (Clear- .79 100.33

U.S.A_F.)

Yukon-

Koyakuk

(Part) 24 205--(U.S.A.F.) .51 259.35
Total Additional Exclusion 2,000.91

31,363.fa - military already excluded

+ 2,000.91 - additional exclusion
33,430.71
400,401 - 1980 statewide population
33,430.71 - non-resident military and dependents

307,Ubo0.29 t 40 = 9,170.2 Ildeal district size.



2175
X .91
1979.25

3315
-1610
1705

1705
X .87
1483.35

1483.35
+1979.25
3462.6

369
X .91
335.79

3798.39
3798.39

-2947.00
851.39

**  0f the
(Exhibit 4)

ATTACHMENT TO APPENDIX 1

ADDITIONAL EXCLUSION FOR ALEUTIAN ISLANDS-
BRISTOL BAY CENSUS DIVISIONS
Assuming Plaintiff"s Figures (Exhibit 4)

Aleutian Islands Census Division - Exhibit 4
non-resident factor - Exhibit 1, Table 9
non-resident active duty

total military U dependents at Adak -1980 Census
military at Adak - Exhibit 1, Table 9
dependents at Adak

dependents at Adak
non-resident factor, dependents at Adak-Exhibit 1, Table
non-resident dependents at Adak

non-resident dependents on Aleutians &Bristol Bay
non-resident military on Aleutians

military - Bristol Bay Census Division -Exhibit 4
non-resident factor - Exhibit 1, Table 9
non-resident military Bristol Bay

total non-resident military &dependents on
Aleutians & Bristol Bay

number that shou d have been excluded

number actually excluded - Exhibit 2,Table 11
additional number required to be excluded

147 persons reported in Alaska Population Overview

to reside in the Matanuska-Susitna Census Division, 41.4

were previously deducted by the Governor. See Exhibit 2, Table 11.

9



APPENDIX 11

HOUSE DISTRICT VARIANCE
Assuming Plaintiff's Figures (Exhibit 4)

(ldeal District Sice 9,176.2)

Additional New
District Population Exclusion Population Variance
1. 17,940 143.42 17,796.58 -3.03%
(8,898.29)
2. 9,301 48.99 9,252.01 + 8%
3. 9, 266 137.03 9,128.97 - .5%
4. 19,528 195.25 19,332.75 +5.34%
(9,666.375)
5. 19,068 39.05 19,02b.95 +3.68%
(9,514.475)
0. 9, 267 4U .47 9,226.53 + .5%
7. 8,853.2 -3.51%
8. 18,202.1 - .8%
(9,101.05)
9. 18,004.7 -1.9%
(9,002.35)
10. 17,685.7 -3.63%
(8,842.85)
11. 17,957.8 -2.15%
18,978.9)
12. 18,170 -1.0%
(9,085)
13. 18.907.5 +3.02%
(9,453.75)
14. 19,031.5 +3.7%
(9,515.75)
15. 18,500.7 +1.13%
(9,280.35)
16. 17,724.6 82.37 17,642.23 -3.87%
(8,821.115)
17. 9,111.9 100.33 9,011.57 -1.79%
Ib. 9, 300 +1.35%
19. 8,934.3 -2.63%
20. 18,319.7 - .18%
(9,159.85)
21. 9,247.1 + LT77%
22. 9, 030 30.94 8,999.06 -1.93%
23. 9, 388 49.14 9,338.86 +1.77%
24 . 9, 549 334.88 9,214.12 + 4%
25. 9, 698 13.65 9,684.35 +5.53%
26. 9, 479 851.39 8,627.61 -5.97%
27. 9,592.4 +4_.53%
Most overpopulated - Di3t. 25 - Bethel 9,684..35 +5.53%
Most underpopulated - Dist 26 - Bristol Bay
Aleutians 8,627.,61 -5.97%

Total Combined Variance 11. 50%4



ORDER

Having reviewed che opinion of one Alaska Supreme
Court in this case, together with the applicable constitutional
provisions and the arguments presented by the parties:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. This case is remanded to the Governor of the
State or Alaska, who, arter being advised by the Reappor—
tionment 3o0ard, shall 1issue, no_later than February 3, 1994,
a revised final Proclamation of Reapportionment in conformity
with the opinion of the Alaska Supreme Court which was
issued in this case on 7uiy 22, 1993.

2. The revised final Proclamation of Reappor—
tionment shall, in a manner consistent with the federal and
state constitutional requirements of equal representation,
but with the fewest possible changes 1in the final Reappor—
tionment Plan as approved by the Alaska Supreme Court 1in
this case, cause Cordova to be placed in a contiguous,
compact and relatively integrated socio-economic election
district and cause House District 2 to be transformed into
such an election district.

3. The revised final Proclamation of Reacportior.-
ment shall utilize the "indefinite intention” test 1in de—

termining the residency of military members in any election



districts whose boundaries must be changed 1in order to
accomplish the necessary changes regarding Cordova and
District 2, and it jhall not utilitej any amendments to the
most recent federal rpimis which were 1issued

the initial final decision which was entered bv the Superior
Court in this case on March €. 1qq_ l

4. The Reapportionment Board shall meet as scon
as practicable, hold such public hearings as it deems appropriate
and present the Governor with a proposed amendeﬁ final
Proclamation of Reapportionment no later than January 3,

1964, unless otherwise ordered by the Governor. The Reappor—
tionment 3oard which provided the recommendations which

formed the basis for Governor Hammond®s Proclamation of
Reapportionment on July 24, 1981 remains in existence and

may be used by Governor Sheffield. However, Governor Sheffield
may, in his discretion, appoint a new Reapportionment Boa/d

to serve in the place and stead of the existing one.

3. This court shall retain continuing jurisdiction
in this case for the purpose of resolving such disputes as
might hereafter be properly submitted to it regarding the
reapportionment proceedings at issue, it beinc this court”s
intention not to entertain any but the most jv-raerdir.a.-11 of
motions in this case until the revised final ?roclan”atlon_of
Reapportionment has been issued.

ENTERED this day of October, 1983.

M-iTONE/.\}T'J-SCUTSS

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE
I certify that cn 10/12/83 at
4:00 p.m., 1 personally delivered
a copy of said Order to the
-following:

ggrlle!;haplrllogg Rdmn i |(1Efl:y'y - /O’fS'SZ.
C. : .

rt

Secretar/ to -urge ocuter
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Growth

| ' Continued from Page A-1+

struction budgets, according
to a new report by the labor
department. oo

i Experts agree that $14 bil-
lion in state spending —
about 1% times the amount
spent on the trans-Alaska
pipeline — is the underlying’
cause of the boom.

'>Despite recent population
gains, Alaska, remains the
smallest state, trailing Ver-
mont, which had 518,000 peo-..
pie in July 1982."- .. =

But Alaska, with'a popula-
tion increase of more than 10
percent between 1980 and
1982, is the fastest growing.
In the same period, Vermont's
population grew 1.3 percent.

If the Alaska economy con-
tinues its present pace for'one
more year, Vermont could be-
the smallest state in the na-
tion by the end of 1984.

In Alaska, the Matanuska-

Susitna Borough is the fastest
growing area in the nation’s
fastest-growing state. Its pop-
ulation is up 71 percent since
1980, from 17,816 to 30,568.
m During the same period,
Anchorage added 56,415 peo-
ple, an increase of 32 percent,
for a total of 230,846.

The population of the Ken-
ai Peninsula is up 38 percent,
Fairbanks is up 20 percent
and Juneau is up 40 percent.

Rural Alaska is growing
too, but at more moderate
rates.

Rapid growth in the 1980s
has not hit Alaska with the
sudden, sledgehammer force
of the pipeline years. Because
it has come independent of a
single mammoth project that
focuses public attention, the
growth has been felt area by
area without being noted as a
major statewide phenomenon.

In Anchorage, commuters
are spending more time driv-
ing to and from work. School
enrollment in Palmer is grow-
ing so fast that after the
holidays some children will
return to classes in a National
Guard Armory. Vacancy signs
are disappearing in Fairbanks
and developers are building
apartments again.

In Soldotna, the spruce
trees behind Ellington's Hard-
ware have been replaced by a
McDonald’s, a pizza restau-
rant, a Safeway and a 21-store

CASH ON THE STREET -li.
77*1 STATE GENERAL FUND APPROPRIATIONS"

mall. . 7

"It was kind of scary at
first," said store owner'Joan’
Ellington. But'l'after doing ally increased from 9.3 per-
some reading .about other cent to 10.1 percent during the
places this has-happened, we "last two years. Nearly 4,000
realized it could double our more people are looking for

In fact, despite the addition
of 40,000 jobs to the economy,
the unemployment rate actu-

business."” . » »work in Alaska today than in
Still, the changes amaze 1981

Ellington. Still, it is better to be
"It makes you wonder unemployed in Alaska than in

what’s down here to bring all  the idle factory towns of

Michigan or logging communi-
ties of northern ldaho. The
chances of finding work in an
Work. r expanding economy are better
One clerk at Ellington's than in a stagnant one, Fried
Hardware has been in the' said.
state 16 months. She came Huge numbers of new Alas-
with her husband and four kans are not finding jobs in
children. The other clerk ar- the oil, fishing and timber
rived four years ago with five  industries. Instead, they are
other family members. working as carpenters, roof-
Thousands of people are- ers, electricians, store manag-
coming to Alaska to escape a  ers, clerks, waitresses, cooks,
bitter recession that has gas station attendants, law-
produced bread lines and vyers, engineers, surveyors,
soup kitchens in other parts real estate agents, .reporters,
of the country. They are leav- teachers. Some have started
ing old jobs to find better new businesses.
ones. Two thousand job* have
"Economic opportunity is been created on the Kenai
the No. 1 reason they're com- Penmsula despite the lack of
ing," said Neal Fried, an significant growth in the oil
economist for the Alaska De-  and fishing industries.
partment of Labor. "People People are working in new
have heard about wages. shopping centers, in new res-
They've heard about the pipe- taurants, gift shops, nur’
line. Many have relatives here  series, computer stores and
who tell them to come." sporting goods outlets. Oldti-
For many, the move has mers are starting to complain
been a good one. that downtown Soldotna
"There is a lot of opportun-  looks like Northern Lights
ity for people here,” Fried Boulevard in Anchorage.
said. "But it is not a job Residential and commercial
market with a shortage of. construction reached all-time
people. Unemployment hasnt  highs in 1983. Homer Electric
come down." Association added 1,500 new

these people,” she said.
The answer to her question
issimple. * '
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customers.

Sales tax revenues generat-
ed on retail sales In Kenai
and Soldotna are up 40 per-
cent over 1982.

"What's happening here is
being evidenced everywhere
else in Alaska,"” said Frank
Mcllhargey of the borough
resource development office.
"We’re in the midst of a
government-dollar-generated
boom."”

Assessing the effect of mas-
sive government spending on
the economy is difficult. It
was made easier in 1982 when
economists Gregg Erickson

and Tom Singer developed a .

way to track the money
pumped into the economy by
state government.

The result is a series of
multi-billion dollar totals —
based on checks actually is-
sued by the treasury — that
Erickson and Singer call
Cash-on-the-Street.

Cash-on-the-Street includes
loans by the Alaska Housing
Finance Corp. and other state
agencies, permanent fund .div-
idends, the salaries paid state
employees, operation and
maintenance costs, general
fund and bond financed capi-
tal proiects.
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the permanent fund. ) It is unlikely that Cash-on-
In four of the last five the-Street will again reach

years, Cash-on-the-Street ex-
ceeded state general fund ap-
propriations — the figure
most often referred to as a
measure of state spending.

In a September 1983 report,
the state Department of La-
bor observed that "Alaska
employment is closely corre-
lated with Cash-on-the-Street.
In a statistical sense, 95 per-
cent of the growth in employ-
ment from 1978 through the
first half of 1983 is explained
by growth in Cash-on-the-
Street."”

According to Erickson and
Singer, "statistical evidence
suggests that state spending
now accounts for 44 percent of
Alaska personal income."

Cash-on-the-Street has in-
creased steadily from SI.5 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1979 to $4
billion in 1983. It peaked dur-
ing a three-month period in
the summer of 1982 when the
state paid $1.3 billion to peo-
ple and businesses in Alaska.

Cash-on-the-Street does not
affect employment and popu-
lation immediately, the econ-
omists said. There is a six-
month to one-year lag, which
Inp<: ‘cUm ze

the record levels of 1982, ac-
cording to the Labor depart-
ment, report. Oil revenues
have declined since 1980 and
state spending is down. North
Slope production will fall off
sharply after 1990. One-third
of the known reserves in Pru-
dhoe Bay have already-been
pumped through the pipeline.

The looming question now
is what happens to the state's
economy when the state can
no longer afford subsidized
loans, permanent fund divi-
dends and huge expenditures
on capital projects.

“Nobody really knows
what's going to happen,"” said
Scott Goldsmith, an enono-
rnist with the Institute of
Economic and Social Research
at the University of Alaska.

"I've got to believe some of
the small new businesses are
operating right at the margin
now. When Cash-on-the-Street
tails off, those marginal busi-
nesses are going to start hurt-
ing and go under."

But Goldsmith says
doesn't see a bust in
future.

The economic contraction

he
the



Alaska becomes nation's-fastest-growibg Sate
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.spending won’t be “as imme~”
.diate and dramatic as the

state economy than the indus-
trial sector.-.

o If policy makers better un-
derstood the relationship be-

growth has been,” Goldsmith ¢ tween state spending and the

said. "Businesses will try to
’tough it out.” ;M e
i Erickson.agrees." % o

economy, Erickson ..believes,
they could, mitigate the nega-
tive effects of future declines

I  “The growth that* has- been- , in Cash-on-the-Street.

.coincident with state spend-
Ling. has. occurred _almost ei>
tirely in service areas” such
as retail; trade, communica-
tions and transportation, Er-
ickson said. -

“There is some reason to
think that won't be lost. It
depends on where and how
fast declines in state spending
occur and it depends on how
much faith people have in
Alaska."”

The service- sector of the

economy is ’population sensi*.

tive. If people remain in Alas-
ka despite a decrease in their
standard of living, if they are
willing to make do with less
disposable income, then
chances are goon the economy
can be weaned from state
spending without too much
social dislocation, Erickson
said.

He also pointed out that:

e Much of the recent
growth was heeded. Com-
pared to similar markets in
other parts of the nation, the
service economy in Alaska
was underdeveloped.

0 Alaska’s basic industrial
base will not be affected by
contraction of state spending.
Oil field employment may ac-
tually increase as production
declines.

» Even today, construction
is not a big part of the state
economy. Construction em-
ployment is the same today —
"in terms of percentage of total
'labor force — as it was in

1 1963/

* There has beon no five-
year period since 1950 in
which the service sector
didn’t,add more lobs to

Is it wise to spend
hundreds of millions of dol-
lars each year on’new “capital
projects? On permanent fund
dividends? *On subsidized
loans? Should the state spend
money to keep down local
property taxes? What is best
for the economy? Which ap-
propriations have the biggest
effect, per dollar expended,
on employment?'

Without answers to ques-
tions like these, -Erickson
said, state leaders can't* hope
to soften the effects of future
state spending cuts on
economy.

.Right now, no one is seri-
ous trying to find the an®
swers. "There’s been no insti-
tutional support for this kind
of research,” Erickson said.

Big spending cuts are inevi-
table because oil income is
rapidly declining. That fact
becomes apparent when state
revenue projections are ad-
justed for inflation.

According to Matt Berman
of the Institute for Social and
Economic Research, oil reve-
nues will decline 50 percent —

the.

in terms of 1982 dollars = 44
mhe early 1990s. n
Nothing on the Horizon:is
capable of replacing the reve-'
nue now provided by oil}"
Even royalty income generat-
ed by the proposed Alaska
mNatural' Gas Transportation
System will not be sufficient,
Goldsmith said. Offshore-oil
exploration is taking place on
federal leases.- 1 . J
By the mid-1990s,-interest

income generated by the per*'

manent fund, will be the
state’s second largest revenue
source. How big a revenue
source it becomes depends on
how much money is set aside
today.-

«“ Alaska has already enjoyed
five-years of Prudhoe Bay
production. In six to eight
e years, production will decline
significantly.

The choices facing lawmak-
ers now are difficult. Should
they maintain the state's
thriving economy over the
next few years by continuing
to pump huge amounts of
money into the marketplace?
Or should they cut state
spending today to keep the
cost of basic government serv-
ices affordable after 1990? Is
there any way to accomodate
these seemingly incompatible
goals? .

"There'are no easy an-
swers," Goldsmith said.
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Governor’s board hears ->*lva "

views on reapportionment ®b
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Editor
If the'rest of.Southcentral’and’
Southeastern Alaska were as easy to please
.as English Bay and Port Graham, the
governor's special reapportionment board
«would have few problems. A
A Testimony during a teleconference con-,
ducted over the state’s conference network
Wednesday evening indicated no consensus
in English Bay or Port Graham for or
against whether the two southern peninsula
villages were put in one voting district or
-another. e V.

The re%tv?vf%}_hf .30 people who spoke told

jrad It',S"«I._%OARO, P*j0 H

EVSE T mn oy

‘ -
VH. ’

) N

*

* 1

, t.The possibility

:v Kk B oard d

‘Corrtinuedfrom Pag* i

* %

[ - m
MMhey didn't.like the pending

reapportionment plans.

Half of those who spoke
urged the board to revive a
once-proposed but abandon-
ed plan to create one large
.Senate district encircling

Seward, Valdez, Cordova,
..Whittier and the Matanuska
Valley. The area - not coun-
ting Nikiski — is roughly the
same as the pre-1981 Senate
district represented by Sen.
Jay Kerttula, D-Palmer.

ching English Bay and Port
Graham from a House
District for Prince William
.Sound to one for the Kenai
Peninsula was the only
change actually mentioned
as a possibility by the board.
. The change is con-
templated in the board’s last
public report, and Chairman
Willie Hensley and board
member Mary Nordale men-
tloned it Tuesday in discus-

. sions with citizens who were
' testifying. The change, if

made when the board meets
today, would move the Chit-
na and McCarthy areas into
House District 6 (Valdez-

* Seward-Cordova) and put
English Bay and Port
« Graham back in House

District 5, the peninsula's
main voting district.

«< Walter Maganik Sr., presi-

dent of the Port Graham
Village Council, urged the
board to "leave us alone,”
but he also said a village
vote came out 21 in favor of
moving to the new Prince
William Sound District to 29
in favor of staying put. ¢
Rep. Milo Fritz, R-Anchor
Point, speaking from
Juneau, said he spoke
earlier Tuesday with Vince

of swit-

-hear!

. ha
...1% couldn't make up their

rigl

Kvasnikoff,' an English Bay'

village deader; and .was]told
*'the speople* there

minds whether they would
. better off one way than
other He aisOasked that

N a board representative visit

, . Anchorage with Nikiski, .

the village to talk abouti t .

Assemblywoman Karen
McGahan O0f Nikiski,
Dorothy Westphal of Sterling
and ~  Irvin of Homerall

N protested the board's plan to

- chage

N

put Ndnsgj “th South An-
ip a new House
njcrriet? o -
N A
Westphal also read a letter
by Sharon Overman of
Soldotna, president of the
Central Peninsula
Republican Women's Club,
objecting to a plan that
would cut the peninsula’s
representation in the Senate,
Two peninsula residents,
Jack Warner and Louis Ber-
nacardino of Seward, joined
people from W hittier,
Valdez, 'Cordova and the
. Mat-Su Borough in recom-
'mending that proposed
House Districts 6,7 and 16 be
. combined to form a Senate
district with two seats.
Similar to Kerttula’s former

" district, the plan has been

n board dropped

called
District”
shape,
- The

the “Doughnut

because of its

70 nvbwl1l
reapportionment
the plan,
originally raised by Kert-
tula, without comment ai its

+* last meetings in December,

*

Tuesday night, Hensley said
the idea had not found any
support on the board.

The board has until Feb. 3
to report to the governor,
who this week got a court ex-
ter 'm to Feb. 17 for his
rep.,t to Superior Court
Judge Milton Souter.



Hark Jacobs, Jr.
?.C.30n 625
Sitka, Alaslra 99335

February 4, 1534

Zonorable 3en C-rusccndorf
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch vV (11S 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Dear hr. C-russendorf:

;v testimony Oll the statewide teleconference yesterday on 11J?.53 is
that 1 an very concerned about the future trends in reapportionnent of the
State of Alaska 3 legislature. Although the United States Constitution is
designed for providing for one nan, one vote philosophy in order to have a
fair representation, | don X believe it is fair aa it affects Ha 3ha and
it® vast areas of snail populations.

The nain problem as 1 see it, is the increasing population in the An-
cnhoragc arca. Right now their voting strength in the legislature
fifty per cent, this means that they are alnost to the point of running
the entire State of Alaslia as they please and can got practically* any popu—
lation increasing facilities or programs.

that chance do wc have as citizens of Alaska. if all the voting power
is concentrated in one snail area of Alasha? If the prosent trend continues
we will have only a United voice in determining the future of our Alasham
life style, our cultures,resources and political participation. The Canitml
move proponents 1 am sure will again become active.

I would rather sec a rigid constitutional provision to allow for Geo—
graphical representation, rather than by population. This would provide us

with an adequate political voice in determining the future of our Alaskan
way of life.

Candidates for the State Legislature from the out. lying areas of
Alaska must travel great distances at great expenses to campaign for the

office while those in the population centers can do their campaigning 1in
a few city blocks of their district.

--------------- — AW, ux U K I J U.,uu\0
Alaska™ very similiar to what Washington D.,C., is at tlio present tinme.

I know that the creation of a "District of the State of Alaska"™ 1is
a wild 1dea not legally possible, it is sirmly a heart cry of what nigh
be the answer to preserving our political life as Alaskan cultures.

I often wish the United States Supreme court would take into consid—
eration the vastness and the diversity"of Alaska in it 3 decisions.

Sincerely, .

cc: U.S. Congressmen Hark ft
any newspaper publication
Tlingot d: Haidd Central Council
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l. THE REAPPORTIONMENT BOARD

A. Introduction

This Report presents the recommendations of the 1983
Reapportionment Board of the State of Alaska.

The 1983 Reapportionment Board was convened to propose
amendments to the 1981 State Reapportionment Plan following the
Alaska Supreme Court"s determination that the 1981 State
Reapportionment Plan improperly included Cordova in House
District 2. Carpenter v. Hammond, 667 P.2d 1204 (Alaska 1983).
The constitutional problem identified by the -court was that the
inclusion of Cordova 1in a district with communities in Southeast
Alaska violated the mandate of article 6, section 6 of the Alaska
Constitution which requires that Ilegislative districts contain
"as nearly as practicable a relatively integrated socio-economic
area."

In an order entered on October 12, 1983, the Honorable
Milton M. Souter of the Alaska Superior Court, Third Judicial
District, directed the Governor, with the advice of the
Reapportionment Board, to issue a Proclamation of Reapportionment
on or before February 3, 1984 1/ which causes Cordova to be

placed in a contiguous, compact and relatively integrated

1/ By subsequent order of the court, the deadline for the
issuance of a Proclamation of Reapportionment was extended to
February 17, 1984.
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socio-economic election district. The court further directed the
Governor to amend the 1981 Plan as 1is necessary to satisfy
federal and state constitutional requirements, but to make only
the fewest possible changes.

In accordance with the superior court order, the 1983
Reapportionment Board was appointed by Governor Bill Sheffield on
October 20, 1983. The Reapportionment Plan recommended 1in this
Report sets forth the Board"s solution to the problems identified
in the Carpenter decision. In formulating this Plan, the Board
has sought to make the fewest possible changes to the 19?" Plan
while giving primary 1importance to the principle of equal

representation.

1. Composition of the Board

In the superior court®s October 12 order, the Governor
was instructed to issue a revised Proclamation of Reapportionment
with the assistance of an advisory board. The following
individuals were appointed by Governor Sheffield 1in October of
1983 to serve on the Reapportionment Board: William L. Hensley,
Kotzebue; Mary A. Nordale, Fairbanks; Joseph H. McKinnon,
Anchorage; Richard R. Borer, Cordova; and Felix J. Toner, Juneau.
William Hensley was elected chairman during an organizational
meeting in Juneau on October 26, and Mary Nordale was selected to

serve as vice-chairman.



2,, Staff and Technical Requirements

Dana LaTour served as staff assistant to the Board.
Her responsibilities included all administrative and fiscal
details such as arranging meetings and hearings and maintaining
¢ curate records of all Board activities. Cheryl Barsness and
Cheryl Beaty provided clerical and administrative support to the
Board for the duration of the project. Assistant Attorney
General Jonathan Rubini served as the Board®s legal counsel.

The Board retained the services of Karen Rehfeld to
provide technical assistance on a contractual Dbasis. Rehfeld

served as Executive Director for the 1981 Reapportionment Board.

B. Public Participation

The Board provided as much opportunity for public
participation as was possible within the limited time available.
All meetings of the Board were open to the public. In addition,
the Board conductedsix public hearings, most of which took place
in communities directly affected by the proposals described in
this report. And, through use of the Legislative Teleconference
Network on three occasions, all citizens were accorded an
opportunity to present their views to the Board. A schedule of
the dates and locations of the meetings and hearings 1is included.

In almost every case, all Board members were present
for the public hearings. Weather conditions prohibited Dick
Borer and the reapportionment staff from attending the Fairbanks
hearing. Chairman William Hensley was wunable to attend the

1-3



teleconference with the communities 1in the Prince William Sound
area, the Kenai Peninsula, and Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

Advertising for the hearings included newspaper display
ads that were sent to the newspapers 1in the specific areas for
each hearing. In most cases, public service announcements were
prepared and read via telephone to the local radio stations prior
to the public hearings. Additionally, the Legislative
Teleconference Network in the Legislative Affairs Agency,
Division of Public Services, provided assistance by advertising
the teleconferences 1in each site location involved. Newspapers
and radio stations conducted interviews which resulted in
increased attention to the hearings.

Following each board meeting, the Board prepared a news
release which explained the proposed plans for reapportionment.
Copies were supplied to each Legislative Information Office,
Regional Governor®s Office, all 60 legislators, members of the
press and interested persons. These news releases served as the
basis for public comment and testimony.

Attendance at the- public hearings varied 1iIn each
location. In many locations the public comment received was in
response to the plans already proposed by the Board. The Board
also sought public comment on three proposals for redistricting
Anchorage. Various options for apportioning the senate in
Anchorage and Southcentral were discussed during the hearings.

Additionally, the Board received numerous letters and telegrams.
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As a result of testimony received, the Board made two
revisions to their proposed plans. During a meeting on January
11, 1984, the Board formulated their recommendations and directed
staff to prepare the text of this report and corresponding maps
to submit to the Governor.

1983 REAPPORTIONMENT BOARD
MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULE

Community Date and Time Location
Meeting
Juneau October 26-z7, 1983 5th Floor
Court Building
Meeting
Juneau November 7-8, 1983 7th Flo )r
State 0;:fice Bldg.
Hear'j-rlg
Ketchikan November y 1983 School district
7:30 p.m. Meeting loom
Hearing
Juneau* November 22, 1983 Court RcOI"A
7:30 p.m. Alaska Cour”™ Bldg.
Hearing
Fairbanks*~* November 29, 1983 Borough Assembly
7:30 p.m. Chambers
Hearing
Anchorage November 30, 1983 Court Room G
1:30 - 5:00 p.m. Room 401
7:30 - 10:00 p-m. Alaska Court Bldg.
303 K Street
Hearing
Kenai*** December 1, 1983 Borough Assembly
7:30 p.m. Chambers, Soldotna
Meeting
Anchorage December 8, 1983 Suite 758
Frontier Bldg.
Meeting
Anchorage December 14-16, 1983 Leg. Information

1-5
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Community Date and Time Location

Teleconference

Cordova, Valdez, December 14, 1983 Leg. Teleconference
Whittier, Seward, 6:00 p.m. Office - Anchorage
Homer, Soldotna,

Wasilla

Teleconference

Metlakatla, December 15, 1983 Leg. Teleconference
Hoonah 4:00 - 6:00 p.m. Office - Anchorage
Hearing
Anchorage December 15, 1983 APUC Hearing Room
7:30 p.m. Mutual of New York
Building
Meeting
Juneau January 10-11, 1984 Room 123

Alaska Office Bldg.

Teleconference

Metlakatla, January 10, 1984 Leg. Teleconference
Ketchikan, 4:30 - 6:30 p.m. Office - Juneau
Wrangell,

Petersburg,

Sitka, Hoonah,
Juneau, Haines,
Yakutat,Cordova,
Valdez, Whittier,
Seward, Homer,
Soldotna, Wasilla,
Anchorage

Meeting
Juneau February 3, 1984 Room 711
State Office Bldg.

Due to a delay in the arrival of the plane from Ketchikan,
the Board and staff did not arrive at the hearing until 8:15
pom L )

There was no public participation at the Fairbanks hearing.
Therefore, there is no transcript of the hearing.

‘ik The Kenai hearing was originally advertised to be held in

the City Council Chambers in Kenai from 1:30 - 4:00 p.m.
The hearing was changed at the request of the community.
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C. Population Base and Ildeal District Size

At the outset the Board considered which census data it
should use in preparing its plan. The 1981 Reapportionment Board
utilized census figures prepared by the U.S. Bureau of Census 1in
1980. However, as discussed in more detail below, substantial

corrections were made by the Bureau of Census 1in 1981.

1. The Original 1980 Census Population

The original 1980 Census population reported by the
Bureau ofCensus showed a statewide total population of 400,481.
Drawing upon this figure, the 1981 Reapportionment Board excluded
31,363.8 as estimated nonresident military personnel and
dependents, leaving a statewide total for reapportionment
purposes of 369,117,2. The 1i1deal district size under the census
data utilized by the 1981 Board was 9227.9.

Following issuance of the 1981 Proclamation of
Reapportionment, the nonresident military exclusion was further
adjusted by order of the superior court 1in March 1982. The
superior court concluded that the original military exclusion
should have been applied consistently across the state. This
required the exclusion of an additional 2,066.91 nonresident
military personnel and dependents. The total military population
of 33,430.71 excluded from the 1980 Census statewide population
of 400,481, Ileft a reapportionment population base of 367,050.29.
The 1i1deal house district size was then 9,176.2. The court
ordered adjustments were made prior to the 1982 elections.
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2. The 1981 Census Data Corrections

In September 1981, the United States Bureau of the

Census 1issued corrected 1980 census counts for three census areas
in Alaska - Anchorage, Matanuska-Susitna, and Southeast
Fairbanks. A detailed listing of these revised counts by census
tract, blocks, and enumeration districts was compiled in
November, 1981. 2/ The 1981 corrections to the 1980 <census
counts for Alaska are as follows:

Anchorage Census Area

Tract 0002 - Eagle Rivet +1,414

Matanuska-Susitna Census Area
ED 1168 Wasilla Area +50

Southeast Fairbanks Census Area
ED 0833 -94

The adjusted 1980 population for the State of Alaska,

incorporating the 1981 revisions, 1is 368,420.29.

367,050.29 - 1980 Adjusted Census Figure
+ 1,414 - Eagle River
+ 5 0 - Matanuska-Susitna
94 - Southeast Fairbanks
TOTAL 368,420.29 - Adjusted 1981 Population

2/ The November listing also included a correction in the Prince
of Wales census sub-area that did not change the population for
the sub-area, but reallocated the population previously reported
to the correct enumeration district.

Additional corrections to the 1980 census data for Alaska
were 1issued in June 1982 for Saxman, Selawik, and Barrow. These
corrections also represented a reallocation of population within
the specific census area and did not change the population 1in
those census areas. None of the reallocation corrections affect
the Reapportionment Plan, and none are therefore considered 1in
this report.



V,ITL,

In order to confirm the validity of these corrections
and to ensure that these corrections included all official Census
Bureau adjustments, the Board consulted with the State Department
of Labor, Research and Analysis Section. The Research and
Analysis Section is the contact for the Federal/State Cooperative
Programs for population estimates and projections, and 1is the
contact agency for <che Alaska Census Data Network. In these
capacities, it receives all publications and data generated by
the Bureau of Census pertaining to Alaska. In its response to
the Board ™ 1inquiry, dated November 17, 1983, the Research and
Analysis Section confirmed that no additional “corrections have
been 1issued.

In addition, the Board requested that the Institute of
Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska, review the
matter to assure that use of corrected data would not interject a
new statistical bias. The Institute of Social and Economic
Research reviewed the corrected data, and concluded that the use
of corrected data yielded the best possible data base for the

present reapportionment. 37
3. The Board®"s Decision to Use Corrected Census Data
The October 12, 1983 order directed the Governor to:

[NJot utilize any amendments to the most recent
federal decennial census which were 1issued after

3/ The Institute®s conclusions are set forth in a letter to the
Board dated November 21, 1983.
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the 1initial final decision which was entered by
the Superior Court in this case on March 26, 1982.

The <controlling date in the order 1is March 26, 1982. The
official corrections to the original 1y80 census data were made
in September 1981, well 1in advance of this date. Thus, use of
this data by the Board complies with the superior court®"s order.

Despite the literal Ulanguage of the superior court's
order, the Governor and the Board recognized that the correct
intent of the court®s order may actually have been to require
that any new plan utilize the same figures as employed by the
1981 Reapportionment Board, that 1is, the uncorrected 1980 census
data. Pending resolution of how to proceed, Governor Sheffield
sent a letter to the members of the Reapportionment Board,
requesting that the Board prepare alternative plans amending the
1981 Plan, one wutilizing corrected census data and the other
using the wuncorrected original data. At the same time, the
Governor requested that the Department of Law review the issue.

In a Memorandum of Advice to the Governor dated
February 1, 1984, the Department of Law concluded that the Board
should utilize the 1981 corrections to the 1980 census 1in the
preparation of its amended Reapportionment Plan. By letter dated
February 2, 1984, Governor Sheffield expressed his recommendation
that the Board submit its Plan utilizing only the corrected data.

After consideration of the conclusions reached by the Department
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of Law, the Board has decided to submit a single Plan utilizing
only the corrected census data. 4/

The Department of Law concluded in 1its February 1,
1984, memorandum that utiliz%tion of the uncorrected data would
expose the plan to legal challenge. The Equal Protection Clause
of the United States Constitution requires a state to construct
its districts with as nearly equal population as is practicable,
a goal intended to ensure the 1i1deal of one-man, one-vote.
Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 577 (1964). Adoption of a plan
using data which 1is admittedly erroneous serves only to distort
the fundamental tenet of equal representation. As the Alaska
Supreme Court stated 1in Groh v. Egan, "There <can be little
guestion but that the general principle of equalizing votes per
person can best be achieved by use of the most current accurate
data reasonably available.” 526 P.2d at 868. (Emphasis added.)
To ignore the 1981 corrections would be tantamount to ignoring --
and thereby disenfranchising - 1,414 voters 1in Eagle River, a
solution the Board considers to be absolutely unacceptable.

In order to comply with the U.S. and Alaska
constitutional mandates and the directions of the Alaska Supreme
Court, the Board has concluded that it 1is mandatory that this

Report and the Board"s Plan utilize only the most accurate data

4/ Prior to this decision, the Board had prepared a Plan using
the erroneous uncorrected data (pursuant to Governor Sheffield"s
request of November 8, 1983). This alternative Plan remains a
part of the record of the Board"s proceedings.
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presently available. The 1980 census data, as corrected in 1981,

is the most accurate census data available tc the Board.

4. ldeal District Populations

The adjusted statewide population utilized 1in this
plan, incorporating corrections made to 1980 <census data, is
368,420.29. The 1ideal house district population is determined by
dividing the total population by the 40 house seats to be
apportioned. The 1ideal house district population is 9,210.5.

The ideal senate district population is determined by
dividing the total population by the 20 senate seats to be

apportioned. The 1ideal senate district population is 18,421.



Il. REVISED ELECTION DISTRICTS

A. House Districts

The revisions made 1in the Board"s proposal affect the
Southeast and Southcentral areas cf the state.

In Southeast, the Board shifted the community of
Metlakatla and vicinity, previously 1in House District 1, and the
community of Hoonan, previously 1in House District 3, 1into House

District 2 to replace the Cordova population which was moved into

House District 6. As a result, Districts 1, 2, and 3 are
slightly affected under this proposal. House District 4 remains
unchanged.

The Southcentral districts are affected two ways:
first by the inclusion of the Ccrdova area (approximately 2,200
persons) with the Prince William Sound area; and second, by the
technical correction made by the U.S. Census Bureau which added
an additional 1,414 persons to the Eagle River area.

House District 6 has been revised to include the
Cordova, Chitina, and McCarthy areas. Because of the need to
distribute the excess population 1in Southcentral over a larger
area, the Nikiski area of the North Kenai 1is combined with South
Anchorage in House District 7. With the -exception of the
inclusion of a small enumeration district along <che Sterling
Highway, House District 5 in wunchanged. The Anchorage house
districts were revised to ?reflect the adjusted population in the

southern and northern areas of the municipality. In making these



changes, particular attention was given to following community
council boundaries and neighborhoods in drawing the district
lines.

Following 1is a brief outline of the area within each
election district, the major communities in the district, the
population of the district, and the population variance. The
complete technical boundary description for each district is

included as an appendix to this report.

1. Ketchikan-Wrangell-Petersburg

District 1 1isan area within a line proceeding fronm
Dixon Entrance 1in a northerly direction up Clarence Strait,
passing west of Zarembo Island, northerly up Duncan Canal, across
Frederick Sound to apoint west of Cape Fanshaw, then
northeasterly to the Canadian border and southerly along the
Canadianborder to the point of beginning at Dixon Entrance,
excluding the area on Annette Island. The district includes the
Ketchikan Gateway Borough, Wrangell, Petersburg, Hyder, Saxman,
Meyers Chuck, and Kupreanof. It has a population of 16,601.58
and a variance of -9.9 percent. It will elect two house members

to designated seats and one senator.

2. Inside Passage

District 2 1iscomposed of that portion of Southeast
Alaska between Dixon Entrance and Boundary Point 187 on the

U. S./.Canadian International Boundary that 1is not contained 1in
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Districts 1, 3, and 4. Included within its boundaries are the
communities of Yakutat, Haines, Skagway, Klukwan, Gustavus,
Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Metlakatla, Thorne Bay, Klawock, Craig, and
Hydaburg. The district has a population of 8,924.35 and a
variance of -3.1 percent. It will elect one house member and,

with District 3, one senator.

3. Baranof-Chichagof

District 3 consists of Baranof Island, Yakobi Island,
Chichagof Island, and all of the smaller adjacent islands
offshore, excluding the area within the City of Hoonah. The
communities on the islands include Sitka, Pelican, EIfin Cove,
Tenakee Springs, and Port Alexander. The district has a
population of 8,448.97 and a variance of -8.3percent. It will

elect one house member and, with District 2, one senator.

4. Juneau

District 4 boundaries coincide with those of theCity
and Borough of Juneau. The district has a population of
19,332.75 and a variance of +4.9 percent. It will elect two

house members to designated seats and one senator.

5. Kenai-Cook Inlet

District 5 includes all of the coastal areas on the
east and west sides of Cook Inlet inside the Kenai Peninsula

Borough, that lie south and west of Nikiski. Communities within



the district include Kenai, Soldotna, Sterling, Ninilchik, Anchor
Point, Homer, Seldovia, Port Graham, and English Bay. The
district has a population of 19,189.95 and a variance of +4.2
percent. It will elect two house members to designated seats and
one senator.

6. Prince William Sound

District 6 includes the area along Prince William Sound
from Boundary Point 187 on the U.S./Canadian International
boundary on the east to the Kenai National Moose Range boundary
on the west. Included in the district are the communities of
Hope, Cooper Landing, Moose Pass, Seward, Whittier, Valdez,
Chitina, McCarthy, Tatitlek, and Cordova. It has a population of
8,753.19 and a variance of -4.9 percent. It will elect one house
member and, with Districts 7 and 16, two senators to designated
seats.

7. North Kenai-South Anchorage

District 7 contains the Nikiski area on the northern
Kenai Peninsula, and the southeastern reaches of the Municipality
of Anchorage, including the community council areas of O0ld
Seward/Oceanview, Rabbit Creek, Turnagain Arm, and Girdwood
Valley. Its northern boundary proceeds east from Turnagain Arm
along Klatt Road to the New Sewaid Highway, southerly on the New
Seward Highway to Huffman Road, westerly along Huffman Road to
the 0ld Seward Highway, southerly on the 0ld Seward Highway to

DeArmoun Road, east on DeArmoun Road to Rabbit Creek, and
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easterly and southerly along Rabbit Creek. The district has a
population of 9,580.1 and a variance of +4.0 percent. It will
elect one house member and, with Districts 6 and 16, two senators
to designated seats.

8. Campbell-Hillside

District 8 1is bounded on the south by Rabbit Creek,
DeArmoun Road, the Seward Highway, and Klatt Road, and on the
west by Turnagain Arm. Dimond Boulevard and Abbott Road form the
northern boundary, and the Chugach Mountains are the eastern
boundary. This district includes the neighborhood council areas
of Bayshore/Klatt, Huffman/0"Malley, Mid-Hillside, Hillside East
and Glen Alps. The district has a population of 19,230.7 and a
variance of +4.4percent. It will elect two house members to
designated seats and, with District 10, two senators to
designated seats.

9. Turnaga-n-Sand Lake

District 9 is bounded by a line beginning at Turnagain
Arm and proceeding east on Dimond Boulevard to Arctic Boulevard,
then north to International Airport JEload, then west to Spenard
Road, then northerly to Fish Creek and con Tnuing north to W.
36th Avenue, thenwest to Wisconsin Street and north on Wisconsin
to Northern Lights Boulevard, then east on Northern Lights to
Minnesota Drive and north on Minnesota Drive to Chester Creek,
then west on Chester Creek to Knik Arm. The district includes

the community council areas of Turnagain and Sand Lake. It has a



population of 19,155.9 and a variance of +4.0 percent. It will
elect two house members to designated seats and, with District

11, two senators to designated seats.
10. Mid-Town

District 10 is bounded by a line beginning at the
intersection of Arctic Boulevard and Dimond Boulevard, then north
to International Airport Road, east to the OIld Seward Highway,
north to Chester Creek, easterly to Bragaw Street and E. 20th
Avenue, east to Pine Street, south to Tudor Road, then westerly
and southerly along the Bureau of Land Management boundary to
Birch Road, south to Abbott Road, and west along Abbott Road to
the New Seward Highway, north to Dimond Boulevard, and west to
the point of beginning. The district includes the community
council areas of Rogers Park, Tudor, Taku-Campbell, Lake Otis,
and University. It has a population of 18,183.5 and a variance
of -1.3 percent. It will elect two house members to designated

seats and, with District 8, two senators to designated seats.
11. Spenard

District 11 is bounded by District 10 on the east,
International Airport Road on the south, Wisconsin Street, Fish

Creek, and Spenard Road on the west, and Chester Creek and W

23rd Avenue on the north. It includes the community council
areas of Spenard and North Star. It has a population of 18,804.1
and a variance of +2.1 percent. It will elect tv 'ouse members
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to designated seats and, with District 9, two senators to
designated seats.

12. Downtown

District 12 is bounded by Chester Creek on the south,
Bragaw Road on the east, Commercial Drive and the Elmendorf
reservation boundary on the north and the inlet on the west.
Included are the community council areas of Government Hill,
Downtown, Penland Park, South Addition, Fairview, and parts of
the areas of North Mountain View and Airport Heights. The
district has a population of 18,678.4 and a variance of +1.4
percent. It will elect two house members to designated seats

and, with District 13, two senators to designated seats.

13. Elmendorf Air Force Base-Mountain View

District 13 is bounded by a line beginning at the
intersection of Bragaw Street and E. 20th Avenue proceeding east
to Baxter Road, north to DeBarr Avenue, east to Muldoon Road,
north to E. 4th Avenue, west to Patterson Street, north to the
Glenn Highway, east on the Glenn Highway to the common boundary
between Elmendorf Air Force Base and Fort Richardson, then
following the Elmendorf military reservation boundary to
Commercial Drive, then east to Mountain View Drive, then
southwesterly to the Glenn Highway, then east to Bragaw Road and
south to the point of beginning. The district includes the
community council areas of Russian Jack Park, North and South

Mountain View, Airport Heights, and North Muldoon. It has a



population of 19,173.1 and a variance of +4.1 percent. It will
elect two house members to designated seats and, with District

12, two senators to designated seats.

14. South Muldoon

District 14 includes Stuckagain He .ghts and the
community council areas of Northeast, South Muldoon, and Scenic
Park. The District is bounded by District 13 on the north,
District 15 on the north and east, District 8 on the east and
south, and District 10 on the south and west. District 14 has a
population of 18,265.4 and a variance of -.8 percent. It will
elect two house members to designated seats and, with District

15, two senators to designated seats.

15. Chugiak-Eagle River-Fort Richardson

District 15 includes the northern portion of the
Municipality of Anchorage from Fort Richardson on the west to the
municipality's border on the north and east, and by District 14
on the south. It includes the community council areas of Eklutna
Valley, Chugiak, Birchwood, and Eagle River Valley. Also
included are Fort Richardson, and the area of the North Muldoon

community council area bounded by Chester Creek, Muldoon Road, E.

4th  Avenue, Patterson Street, and the Glenn Highway. The
district has a population of 18,395 and a variance of -1
percent. It will elect two house members to designated seats

and, with District 14, two senators to designated seats.
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16. Matanuska-Susitna

District 16 is comprised of the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough, including the communities of Talkeetna, Willow, Houston,
Big Lake, Wasilla, Bodenburg Butte, Palmer, Sutton, Peter’'s
Creek, Montana, and Chickaloon. It has a population of 17,692.23
and a variance of -3.9 percent. It will elect two house members
to designated seats and with Districts 6 and 7, two senators to

designated seats.
17. Interior Highways

District 17 is made up of those areas outside of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough and the Fairbanks North Star Borough
which are along the Glenn, Parks, Richardson, and Alaska
Highways. Included are Paxson, Gulkana, Glennallen, Copper
Center, Tonsina, Tazlina, Eagle, Delta, Fort Greely, Tanacross,
Tok, Tetlin, Northway, Nenana, Anderson, Healy, and Cantwell.
The district has a population of 8,753.57 and a variance of -4.9
percent. It will elect one house member and, with District 18,

one senator.
18. Southeast North Star Borough

District 18 encompasses the southeast section of the

Fairbanks North Star Borough. It includes North Pole, Eielson
Air Force Base, Salcha, and Harding Lake. Its population is
9,300, with a variance of +.9 percent. It will elect one house

member and, with District 17, one senator.
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19. Outer Fairbanks

District 19 includes Livengood, Ester, Goldstream Road,
the Steese Highway, the eastern half of Farmers Loop Road, Fort
Wainwright, Chena Hot Springs Road, Circle, Central, and Circle
Hot Springs. It has a population of 8,934.3 and a variance of
-3.0 percent. It will elect one house member and, with Districts

20 and 21, two senators to designated seats.
20. Fairbanks City

District 20 is bounded by the Noyes Slough and
University Avenue on the west, the Fairbanks International
Airport on the southwest, the Tanana River on the scuth, and Fort
Wainwright on the east. The Creamers Field area is included as
the northern edge of the district. The district has a population
of 18,319.7 and a variance of -.5 percent. It will elect two
house members to designated seats and, with Districts 19 and 21,

two senators to designated seats.
21. West Fairbanks

District 21 includes the western half of Farmers Loop
Road and the area west of Noyes Slough and University Avenue to,
but not including, the Ester area. It has a population of.
9,247.1 and a variance of +.4 percent. It will elect one house
member and, with Districts 19 and 20, two senators to designated

seats.
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22. North Slope-Kotzebue

District 22 includes the areas of the North Slope
Borough, Arctic Slope RegionalCorporation, and the Northwest
Alaska Native Association. It has a population of 8,999.06 and a
variance of -2.3 percent. The district will elect one house

member and, with District 23, one senator.
23. Norton Sound

District 23 includes the area of the Bering Straits
Regional Corporation; Shishmaref, Diomede, Teller, Nome, Koyuk
and Saint Michael, and the coastal communities as far south as

Hooper Bay and Paimiut. Chevak is also included along with Yukon

River villages down river from Mountain Village. The district

has a population of 9,338.86 and a variance of +1.4 percent. It

will elect one house member and, with District 22, one senator.
24. Interior Rivers

District 24 includes the communities on or near the
great interior rivers, the Yukon, the Koyukuk, and the Kuskokwim,
as far down river as Mountain Village on the Yukon and Tuluksak
on the Kuskokwim. The district has a population of 8,936.12 and
a variance of -3.0 percent. It will elect one house member and,

with District 25, one senator.
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25. Lower Kuskokwim

District 25 includes the Kuskokwim River communities
down river from Akiak and Akiachak, and the coastal communities
from Newtok to Platinum.It has a population of 9,432.35 and a
variance of +2.4 percent. It willelect one house member and,

with District 24, one senator.

26. Bristol Bay-Aleutian Islands

District 26 includes all of the Bristol Bay Native

Corporation area except Ivanof Bay, Perryville, Chignik Lake,

Chignik, and Chignik Lagoon. Included are the remainder of the
Alaska Peninsula communities, the Aleutian communities, the
Bristol Bay communities as far west as Twin Hills, and
communities as far up river as Aleknagik and Koliganek. The
Bristol Bay Borough isalsoincluded. The district has a
population of 9,157.61 and a variance of -.6 percent. It will

elect one house member and, with District 27, one senator.

27. Kodiak-East Alaska Peninsula

District 27 covers the Kodiak Island Borough and the
Alaska Peninsula communities of Ivanof Bay, Perryville, Chignik
Lake, Chignik, and Chignik Lagoon. It has a population of
9,592.4 and a variance of +4.1 percent. It will elect one house

member and, with District 26, one senator.
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B. Senate D istricts

The Board recommends only slight revision to the
configuration of senate districts. House Districts 5, 6, and 7
were formerly included in a two-member senate district. Under
the proposal, House District 5 becomes a single-member senate
district and House Districts 6, 7, and 16 become a two-member
senate district. The Board retained the concept utilized by the
1981 Board of two-member senate districts in Anchorage. The
following table sets forth the house districts and their

corresponding senate district:

1984 HOUSE/SENATE DISTRICTS

House Districts Senate Districts
1 (A-B)* A

2, 3 B

4 (A-B) C

5 (A-B) D

6, 7, 16 (A-B) E (A-B)*
8 (A-B),10 (A-B) F (A-B)
9 (A-B),11 (A-B) G (A-B)
12 (A-B),13 (A-B) H (A-B)
14 (A-B),15 (A-B) I (A-B)
17, 18 J
19, 20 (A-B), 21 K (A-B)
22, 23 L
24, 25 M
26, 27 N

(A-B)* = two-member house/senate district

The Board's proposal does not significantly affect the
composition of senate districts requiring truncation of an
incumbent senator's term. However, the Board adopted several
guidelines for truncation, those being: 1) if 35 percent cr more
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of an incumbent senator's constituency had changed, either by
addition of 35 percent or more new constituents to the district
or by subtraction of 35 percent or more of constituents
previously included in the district; and 2) if the method of
electing senators had changed, i.e., from a two-member district
to a single-member district. In only one case is truncation of a
four-year incumbent required, in Senate District D (House
District 5). Senate District D was formerly a two-member senate
district and is now a single-member district. More than 35
percent of the constituents previously in the district were
removed and the method of selecting the senator changed.

In order to preserve staggering of senate terms, the
length of term for Senate District D will be four years and in
Senate District E (House Districts 6, 7, and 16) Seat A will be a
four-year term and Seat B a two-year term. The incumbents in
two-member senate districts serving the remainder of their
four-year terms will hold Seat B in each of their respective
districts. The remaining four-year senate seats up for election
in 1984 in two-member senate districts will be designated as Seat

A in each of the respective districts.
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Seat
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€]
€]

Seat
Seat

A (2)
B

(2)

(2)
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A (2)
B

Seat A (2)

Seat

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

B

A (2)
B

A (2)
B

A (2)
B

A (2)
B

A (2)
B
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TABLE 1

STATISTICAL SUMMARY
HOUSE DISTRICTS

February 8,

Name

Ketchikan-Wrangell-
Petersburg

Inside Passage
Baranof-Chichagof

Juneau
Kenai-Cook Inlet
Prince William Sound
North Kenai-South

Anchorage
Campbell-Hillside
Turnagain-Sand Lake
Mid-town
Spenard
Downtown
Elmendorf AFB-

Mountain View

South Muldoon

Chugiak-Eagle River-
Ft. Richardson
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1984

REAPPORTIONMENT OF ELECTION DISTRICTS

Population

16,601.58
(8,300.79/seat)

8,924.35
8,448.97

19,332.75
(9,666.375/seat)

19,189.95
(9,594.975/seat)

3,753.19

9,580.1

19,230.7
(9,615.35/seat)

19.155.9
(9,577.95/seat)

18,183.5
(9,091.75/seat)

18.804.1
(9,402.05/seat)

18.678.4
(9,339.2/seat)

19.173.1
(9,586.55/seat)

18.265.4
(9,132.7/seat)

18,395
(9,197.5/seat)

Population
Variance
-9.9%

-3.1%
-8.3%

+4.9%

+4.2%

1-4.9%

+4.0%

+4.4%

+4.0%

-1.3%

+2 1%

+1.4%

+4.1%

- .8%

1%



Page 2

House Population
District Name Population Variance
16. Seat A (2) Matanuska-Susitna 17,692.23 -3.9%
Seat B (8,846.115/seat)
'17. (1) Interior Highways 0.753.51.: -4.9%
18. (D Southeast North Star 9,300.0 + 9%
Borough
19. (1) Outer Fairbanks 8,934.3 -3.0%
20. Seat A (2) Fairbanks City 18,319.7 - 5%
Seat B (9,159.8/seat)
21. (1) West Fairbanks 9,247.1 + 4%
22. (1) North Slope-Kotzebue 8,999.06 -2.3%
23. (D) Norton Sound 9,338.86 +1.4%
24. (D) Interior Rivers 8,936.12 -3.0%
25. (D) Lower Kuskokwim 9,432.35 +2.4%
25. (1) Bristol Bay-Aleutian 9,157.61 - 6%
Islands
27. (D) Kodiak-East Alaska 9,592.40 +4.1%
Peninsula

TOTAL ADJUSTED POPULATION 368,420.29

(Less Non-Resident
Military and Dependents)

Southeast Alaska Maximum Overpopulation +4.9% District 4
Maximum Underpopulation -9 .90 District

Total Combined Variance 14.8%

Other Districts Maximum Overpopulation +4.4% District 8
Maximum Underpopulation -4.9% District g 17

Total Combined Variance 9.3/,
NRevisions were made in these districts in order to make corrections
to the 1981 Reappor'tionment Plan in accordance with Superior Court

Judge Milton Souter’s order dated October 12, 1983, and includes
technical corrections made to the 1980 census data.

11-16



*A.

*B.

*D.

*E.

*F,

*G.

*H.

*1.

*J.

Senate
District

(1)
(1)

(1)
(1)
(1)

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

Seat
Seat

CD

Seat
Seat

A (2)
B
A (2)
A (2)
B

A (2)
B

A (2)

TABLE 11

SENATE DISTRICTS
February 8, 1984

Name

Ketehikan-Wrangell-
Petersburg

Inside Passage-
Baranof-Chichagof

Juneau
Kenai-Cook Inlet

Prince William Sound-
North Kenai-South
Anchorage-Matanuska-
Susitna

Campbell-Hillside-
Mid-town

Turnagain-Sand Lake-
Spenard

Downtown-Elmendorf AFB-
Mountain View

Muldoon-Chugiak-Eagle
River-Fort Richardson

Interior Highways-
Southeast forth Star
Borough

Outer Fairbanks-
Fairbanks City-
West Fairbanks

North Slope-Kotzebue-
Norton Sound
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REAPPORTIONMENT OF ELECTION DISTRICTS
STATISTICAL SUMMARY

Population

16,601.58

17,373.32

19,332.75
19,189.95

36,025.52
(18,012.76/seat)

37,414.2
(18,707.1/seat)

37,960
(18,980/seat)

37,851.5
(18,925.75/seat)

36,660.4
(18,330.2/seat)

18,053.57

36,501.1
(18,250.55/seat)

18,337.92

Population
Variance

-9.9%

-5. 7%

+4.9%
+4.2%
-2.2%

+1. 5%

+3.03%

+2.7%

5%

-2.0%

- 9%

- 4%



M (1)

N, . (1)

Southeast Alaska

Other Districts

&These districts were revised
1981 Reapportionment Plan

Name
Interior Rivers-Lower 18,368.47
Kuskokwim
Bristol Bay-Aleutian 18,750.01

Tslands-Kodiak-East
Alaska Peninsula

TOTAL ADJUSTED POPULATION 368,420.29

(Less Non-Resident
Military and Dependents)

Maximum Overpopulation +4.9%
Maximum Underpopulation -9.9%

Total Combined Variance 14.8%

Maximum Overpopulation +4.2%
Maximum Underpopulation 2.2%

Total Combined Variance 6.4%

Milton Souter's order dated October 12, 1983, and
corrections made to the 1980 census data.
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District
District

District
District

Population
Variance

- 3%

+1.8%

>0

in order to make corrections to the
in accordance with Superior Court Judge
includes technical
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February 8, 194
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These boundaries are approximate.



