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Plan 2 
Dec 19, 1983

TABLE II

Southeast vs Anchorage

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

6/ 53S08 = 8885/seat 
Ave S.E. variance - 3.5%

9380 - 8885 = 495/seat

495 x 6 = 2970 
495 x 17 = 8415

Anchorage

17/ i5946o = 9380/seat 

Ave Anch variance + 1.3%



TABLE III

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 - -0.6?- 9210 = 3.5%

91S6
-8885
T T 7

271
xl7
4607

seat



Anchorage vs Remain Alaska (excluding S.E.)

Plan 2 
Dec. 19, 1983

Anch 17 seats 159466 9380 +1.8%
.Alaska 17 seats -155656 9156 ' -0.6

" m / s e a t

0.

.Anchorage vs Rest o£ Alaska (including S.E.)

Anch 17 seats 159466 9380/seat +1.8
.Alaska 23 seats 208954 9085/seat -1.4

295/seat

'0

295 
xl7 
5015' •



6 seats Anchorage 17 seats

District Population District Pooulai

D1 16602 D7 9110
D2 8924 D8 18269
D3 8449 D9 18005
D4 19333 D10 190836/ 53308 = 8885/seat Dll 18960

D12 18170
Ave S.E. Variance = -3.2% D13 18908
Ave S.E. Seat size - 8885 D14 19032

D15 18561
17/138053 = 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 
Greater Than' Ten Percent

Districts Variances Districts Variances

1 V. 4 9.9 + 4.9 a 14.8 3 V. 4 8.3 + 4.9 3 13.2
1 V. 5 9.9 + 4.2 a 14.1 3 V. 5 8.3 + 4.2 S 12.5
l v . 7 9.9 4.0 a 13.9 3 V. 7 8.5 4.0 a 12.31  v. 8 9.9 + 4.4 a 14.3 3 V. 8 8.3 + 4.4 a 12.7
I V. 9 9.9 + 4.0 a 13.9 3 V. 9 8.3 + 4.0 3 12.31  V. 1 1 9.9 + 2.1 a 1 2 .0 3 V. 1 1 8.3 + 2 . 1 3 10.4
1 V., 1 2 9.9 + 1.4 a 11.3 3 V. 13 8.5 + 4.1 3 12.4
1 V. 13 9.9 + 4.1 a 14.0 3 V. 25 8. J + 2.4 rt 10.7
1 V. 18 9.9 + 0.9 a 1 0 .8 3 V. 27 8.5 + 4.1 a 12.4
1 V. 2 1 9.9 + 0.4 - 10.3
1 V. 23 * 9.9 + 1.4 a 11.3 6 V. 4 6.7 + 4.9 a 1 1 . 6
1 V. 25 9.9 + 2.4 a 12.3 6 V. 5 6.7 + 4.2 a 10.91  v; .27' 9.9 + 4.1 a 14.0 6 V. 8 6.7 + 4v4 a 1 1 . 16 V. 9 6.7 + 4.0 a 10.76 V. 15 6.7 + 4.1 a 1 0 .S6 V, 27 6.7 4- 4.1 a 10 .8



S t a t e  • >  f  A l a s k a

J  t* n  e  a  i:

J a n u a r y  6, 1984

T h e  H o n o r a b l e  T e r r y  M a r t i n  
S c a r e  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
P o u c h  V
Juneau, A K  9 9 '111 

. Dear Mr. M a r tin:

T h a n k  y o u  for y o u r  r e c e n t  l e t t e r  e x p r e s s i n g  y o u r  
c o n c e r n s  w i t h  the 1981 R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Plan, the r e s t r i c­
tions p l a c e d  on this B o a r d  b y  the Court, a n d  our c u r r e n t  
p r o p o s a l s  to a m e n d  the plan. We  a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  time in 
p r e p a r i n g  the e x t e n s i v e  b a c k g r o u n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  that 
a c c o m p a n i e d  y o u r  letter.

First, let me  say that it is u n l i k e l y  that this B o a r d  
w o u l d  e n c o u r a g e  G o v e r n o r  S h e f f i e l d  to s e e k  a u t h o r i t y  f r o m  
the C o u r t  to u n d e r t a k e  a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  r e d i s t r i c t i n g  of 
the state. A l t h o u g h  we  c n d e r s c a n d  a n d  a p p r e c i a t e  yo u r  
c o n t e n t i o n  that t h e r e  m a y  h a v e  b e e n  s e r i o u s  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  
the w o r k  of the p r e v i o u s  board, it a p p e a r s  the courts h a v e  
a l r e a d y  m a d e  t h eir d e c i s i o n  on the v a l i d i t y  of that plan.

Secondly, w e  have b e e n  s u b j e c t e d  to c r i t i c i s m  f r o m  
t h o s e  w h o  b e l i e v e  we h a v e  a l r e a d y  g o n e  too far in m a k i n g  our 
rev i s i o n s .  T h o s e  c r i t i c i s m s  c e n t e r  a r o u n d  r.he use b y  this 
B o a r d  of o f f i c i a l  c o r r e c t i o n s  m a d e  b y  the U.S. B u r e a u  of 
the C e n s u s  to the 1980 c e n s u s  c o u n t s  for Alaska. T h e s e  
c o r r e c t i o n s  w e r e  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  to the 1981 Board. As y o u  
know, o u r  s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  r e q u i r e s  that r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  
u t i l i z e s  f e d e r a l  c e n s u s  data. W e  feel t h a t  this i m p l i e s  use 
of  the ir-ust a c c u r a t e  ce n s u s  d a t a  ava i l a b l e .

Finally, w e  r e a l i z e  that so m e  p e o p l e  w i l l  be u n h a p p y  
w i t h  our r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .  R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  is a v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  
task and one that is s u r r o u n d e d  b y  c o n t r o v e r s y .  G i v e n  the 
h i s t o r y  of r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  l i t i g a t i o n  in our state, it is



T h e  Hon.. T e r r y  M a r t i n J a n u a r y  6, 1984

l i k e l y  t h a t  th i s  p l a n  w i l l  f a c e  l e g a l  c h a l l e n g e .  P l e a s e  be 
a s s u r e d  t h a t  this 3 o a r d  has m a d e  e v e r y  e f f o r t  to f o l l o w  the 
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a n d  c o u r t - m a n d a t e d  g u i d e l i n e s  in d e v e l o p i n g  
o u r  p r o p o s a l .

T h a n k  y o u  a g a i n  f o r  y o u r  l e t t e r .

C h a i r m a n
R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  B o a r d

cc: G o v e r n o r  S h e f f i e l d
S e n a t o r  J a l m a r  K e r t t u l a  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  J o e  H a y e s  
A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l  G o r s u c h  
P r e s s



A l a s k a  j s t f a i f i  ^ l i e g t s l a l u r f i

Pouch V  
State Capitol 

Juneau, Alaska 99811O ffic ia l Bueiness

J a n u a r y  9, 1984

F O R  I M M E D I A T E  R E L E A F '£
CONTACT: REP. T E RRY MA R T I N

4 6 5-3783 or 465-3784

REP. M A R T I N  SEEKS C O N S T I T U T I O N A L  A M E N D M E N T  
ON R E A P P O R T I O N M E N T  P R O C E S S

J U N E A U  - Rep. T e rry M a r t i n  t o d a y  i n t r o d u c e d  a House 

J o i n t  R e s o l u t i o n  which w o u l d  p l a c e  a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  amendment 

to a l ter the state's r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  p r o c e s s  on the 1984 

g e n e r a l  e l e c t i o n  ballot.

M a r t i n  said the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a m e n d m e n t  is ne e d e d  to 

"co r r e c t  the potential for p a r t y  p o l i t i c s  of b e i n g  the major 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  for r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t . "

As p r o p o s e d  in HJR 53:

- The en t i r e  state w o u l d  be r e a p p o r t i o n e d  into 

s i n g l e - m e m b e r  House and Se n a t e  e l e c t i o n  d i s t r i c t s ;

- O n l y  a two p e r c e n t  d i s p a r i t y  in p o p u l a t i o n  w i l l  be 

a l l o w e d  s t a t e w i d e  and no more than five p e r c e n t  d i s p a r i t y  per 

district;

- All m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  m u s t  be 

c o u n t e d  e q u a l l y  t h r oughout the state.



"This r e s o lution calls for the necessary chances in the 

state c o n s t i t u t i o n  pertaining to equality of r e p r e s entation 

all Alaskans," said Martin, R-Anchorage.

"A m a j o r  feature cf this is to correct a p r o b l e m  that 

discriminates a g a inst military residents," Ma r t i n  said. "As 

it is now, m o s t  mil i t a r y  residents are treated like 

second-class citizens."

Currently, most military residents living in the 

southeast and south w e s t  portions of the state are c o u n t e d  as 

"100 percent" residents. But in A n c h orage and Fairbanks, 

Martin said, the m ilitary residents count as only "15 

percent" residents. This inequitable formula, Martin said, 

inflates the pop u l a t i o n  statistics for the southern parts of 

the state w h i l e  "robbing Anchorage and Fairbanks of equal 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . "

"The d i s p a r i t y  from district to district is appalling," 

Martin said. "Some areas, primarily Anchorage, are u nder 

r e p r e s e n t e d . "

Martin said his resolution w o u l d  allow only a five 

percent d i s p a r i t y  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 is confident the resolution w o u l d  be 

approved by the voters, "If this does pass both houses I'll 

be surprised," M a r t i n  said. "It w o n't allow them to play as 

many g a m e s ."



But Martin said he felt the p u b l i c ,  if given the 

o pportunity, \ o u l d  s u p p o r t  his m e a s u r e .

"It's fair, it's e qual and I j u s t  h o p e  the other m e m b e r s  of 

the l e gislature p v t  a s ide p a r t y  p o l i t i c s  and vote fcr s o m e t h i n g  

t h a t  allows the state e q u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  for ail residents.

"This is r e a l l y  g e t t i n g  d o w n  to the fundamentals oic pure 

d e m o c r a c y , "  M a r t i n  concluded. "The g o a l  is to get this on '-he 

b a l l o t  and let the p e o p l e  see the v a l u e  of it and vote 

a c c o r d i n g l y . "



/ V o k ,  C o v y

M E M O R A N D U M  S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a

d a t e : J a n uary 10, 1984

FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO 465-3600

s u b je c t : L egal rev i e w  of
pro p o s e d  r e a p p o r t i o n­
men t  plan

Follo w i n g  the Re a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board's (Board) tentative 
ado p t i o n  on December 16, 1983 of p r o p o s e d  amendments to the 1981 
Reappo r t i o n m e n t  Plan ( P l a n ) , the Dep a r t m e n t  of L a w  r e q u e s t e d  an 
o pportunity to r e v i e w  c e r tain legal concerns w h i c h  * had been 
r aised during the course of the Board's deliberatic-is. Our legal 
r e v i e w  of several pr o b a b l e  areas of concern are set forth in this 
memorandum. We  caution, however, that the law rel a t i n g  to 
reappor t i o n m e n t  is, in m a n y  respects, qv.i.te u n s e t t l e d  and that, 
as a consequence, our legal analysis is intended mo r e  as an 
indication of p robable j u d i c i a l  analysis than as a statement of 
legal validity. 1/

I. Southeast Alaska

The p r o p o s e d  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  of districts in Southeast 
A laska retains the conceptual a pproach embodied in the 1981- Plan. 
Cordova, of course, has been removed from District 2. To retain 
the concept of a p r e d o m i n a n t l y  rural, " i s land chain" district, 
the communities of M e t l a k a t l a  and H o o n a h  were removed from 
Districts 1 and 3 respectively, and reloc a t e d  into D istrict 2. 
In other respects, the 1981 Plan is unchanged. The comparative 
v a r i a t i o n  of this p r o p o s e d  plan is 14.8 percent, w i t h  District 4 
(Juneau) the most overpo p u l a t e d  district, and D i strict 1 
(Ketchikan) the most underpopulated.

1/ To assist in this review, the Department of L a w  e n g aged the 
T a w  firm of Sanosky, Chambers, Sachse & 2uida, a firm located in 
Washington, D.C. w i t h  substantial expertise in the areas of 
r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  law. The views of the Sanosky firm are included 
w i t h i n  this memorandum.

t o : W i l l i a m  Hensley, Chairman 
R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board

f r o m : N o r m a n  C. Gor^vch 
A t t o r n e v  Gene ..

By: Jdrtatnah B. : :
A s s i s t a n t  At ^ ineral

0 2 -0 0 1 A IR * v . 10/791



William Eensley, Chairman
Reapportionment Board

January 10, 1984
Page 2

To evaluate the proposed configuration, we assess the 
• toposed Plan as opposed to Southeast Option No. 5, an 

t e m a t i v e  option considered by the Board w h i c h  rejects the 
v jncept of District 2, and instead divides the region in a more 
horizontal fashion. Under this plan, District 1 w o u l d  be a 
two-member district w h ich includes Ketchikan, Metlakatla, 
Wrangell, and Prince of Wales. District 2 w o u l d  include 
Petersburg, Hoonah, Gustavus, Haines, Skagway, and Yakutat. The 
comparative variation in this plan is 15.5 percent.

A. Peculation Variances

We first address w h e t h e r  the proposed comparative 
variance of 14.8 percent raises a substantial legal p r o b l e m  under 
the Equal Protection Clause of the United States and Alaska 
Constitutions.

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

[T]he 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, justify 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 r e f i n e d  its analysis of p e r m i s s i b l e  p o p u l a t i o n  
v a r i a n c e s  in state legis l a t i v e  r e d istricting plans. A l t h o u g h  the 
Court has a c k n o w l e d g e d  that such districts are to be j u d g e d  b y  
m o r e  flexible standards than congressional districts, see e.g. , 
W e s b e r r y  v. S a n d e r s , 376 U.S. 1 ( 1 9 6 4 ) j K irkpatrick v. R o e i s i e r , 
394 U.S. 5T5 (1969); G a f f n e y  v. Cumminses"! 413 U.S. 735, 7T2
(1973), the apparent "rule" is that state legislative districts 
should not exceed a m a x i m u m  deviation of 10 percent, and m a y  not 
e xceed a m a x i m u m  deviation, of 16.5 percent. This rule has been 
a p p l i e d  —  v i r t u a l l y  w i t h o u t  exception —  since the early 1 9 7 0 's 
by b o t h  the Supreme Court and the lower federal courts.

In Swann v . A d a m s , 385 U.S. 440 (1967), for instance, 
the Supreme Court d i s a p p r o v e d  of m a x i m u m  v a riance of 25.65 
pe r cent in the F l o rida legislature. Similarly, it disapp r o v e d  a 
m a x i m u m  deviation of 26.43 percent in K i l g a r i n  v. H i l l , 386 U.S. 
120 (1967), and deviations of 24,78 percent and 28.20 percent in 
Whi t c o m b  v. Chairs, 403 U.S. 124 (1971). On the other hand, the 
Court p e r m i t t e d  a m a x i m u m  devia t i o n  of 7.83 percent in Gaff n e v  v. 
C u m m i n g s , 412 U.S. 735 (1973), and, w i t h  justif i c a t i o n  “by the 
state, a deviation of 11.9 percent in Abate v. Mundt, 403 U.S. 
182 (1971).

In Wh i t e  v. R e g e s t e r , 412 U.S. 755 (1973), the Court 
h e l d  that a -' m a x i m u m  d e v i a t i o n  of 9.9 percent in a state 
r e d i s t r i c t i n g  plan did not, in itself, establish a p r ima facie 
case of invidious d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  under the Equal P r o t ection 
Clause. 412 U.S. at 764. Thus, the state bore no b u r d e n  to 
just i f y  any deviation up to that degree. Id. The Court did 
recognize, however, that "larger differences between districts 
w o u l d  not be tolerable w i t h o u t  j u stification" b a s e d  on the 
eff e c t u a t i o n  of a rational state policy. Id.

2/ conti n u e d
the Court also struck down r e d istricting plans wi t h  a v a r i a n c e  
ratio of 1.7 to 1 in the House and 3.6 to 1 in the Senate in
Colorado, Lucas v. Col o r a d o  General Assembly, 377 U.S. 713
(1964); a v a riance of 32 to 1 in the Senate and 6 to 1 in the
House in Maryland, M a r y l a n d  Committee v. T a w e s , 377 U.S. 656
(1964), a v ariance of 2.65 to 1 in the Senate and 4.36 to 1 in
the House in Virginia, Davis v. Mann, 377 U.S. 678 (1964), and a
v a r i a n c e  of 15 to 1 in the Senate and 35 to 1 in the House in
Delaware, R oman v. Sincock, 377 U.S. 695 (1964). In each
instance, the Court found that such wide p o p ulation disparities 
among legislative districts v i o l a t e d  the Equal Protection Clause.



W i l l i a m  Hensley, Chairman January 10, 1984
Reapportionment Board Page 4

i
ln a prior case, jfcahan~. H o w e l l , 410 U.S. 3li) (1973), 
the Court permitted V i r g i n i a lu aacpt "a plan wi t h  a m a x i m u m

deviation 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 n o t e d  that the 16.4 percent deviation 
approved in Mahan "may w e l l  approach tolerable limits ..." 410 
U.S. at 329.

The Court has adopted a three part test. M a x i m u m  
deviations below 10 percent are treated by the Court as "minor 
deviations from mathematical equality" w h i c h  are "insufficient to 

b make out a prima facie case of invidious discrimination ... so as
V* to require justification by the State." Gaffnev v. C u m m i n g s , 412

U.S. at 745. Deviation greater than 10 percent but less chan the
16.5 percent in M a h a n  "may b e  sufficiently large to require 
ju s tification but nonetheless justifiable and legally 
sustainable." Id. Finally, deviations larger than the 16.4 

| percent approveo in Mahan w o u l d  likely exceed the tolerable
[/limits in state redistricting plans. 3/

Virtually all court rulings from the early 1 9 7 0 's to 
the present support these distinctions. M a x i m u m  deviations b elow 
10 percent are ’approved wi t h  little or no further scrutiny, and 
those b e l o w  16.5 percent approved if justified by a rational 

■'state policy. S e e , e.g. , F a m u m  v. B u m s ,  561 F. Supp. 83 ( P . 
R.I. .1983^ (deviation or 2.5 percent); [cover v. Gardner, 540 T !  

'S u o d . 626 (P. N. H. i r p w i f i o n  of Tj'da percent)! winter v T
iD o c k e r i n g , 373 F. Supp. 308 (D. Kansas 1974) (deviation of llTo

3/ A  1983 case, Brown v. T h o m s o n ,  U.S. , 77 L . E d . 2 d
714 (1983) appears as an exception :o this rule but is, we
believe, of virtually no precedential value. There, the Court 
approved an extraordinary m a x i m u m  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 . E d.2d at 272. *The Court found the 
p o p ulation 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 limited question at 
issue, and as a consequence, Brown wi l l  likely have little, if 
any, precedential effect.
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p e r c e n t ) ;/Gaines v. Herskell, 362 F. Su p p . 313 (S-D. w.Va
=a t i o n“~or 16.1 p e r c e n t ) :rK.ellv v. B u m p e r s , 340 F. Supp. 468

(B.D. Ark. 19721 (deviations of 3.5 percent and 9.5 percent); 
D u n n  v. State of Oklahoma, 343 F. Supp. 320 (W.D. Okla. 1972) 
(deviation of 2.2 percent); In re Senate Bill No. 2 2 0 , 225 Kan. 
628. 593 P. 2d 1 (Kansas 1979) (deviation at 6.5 p p r r p n r j^J In re~\ 
fSenate Bill 177. 318 A . 2d 157 (Vr. 1 P 7 M  (deviation of 16.6 \
percent); F r anklin v. K r a u s e , 367 N . Y . S . 2 d  998 (N.y ! 1975)
(deviation or 8.6 percent) [county commissioners); S c h n e i d e r  v. 
R o c k e f e l l e r , 31 N . Y . 2 d  420, 293 N.E . 2 d  67 (N.Y. 1972) (deviations 
or 1.82 percent and 3.38 percent); Daven p o r t  v. A p p o r t i o n m e n t  
C o m m i s s i o n , 65 J.J. 125, 319 A . 2d 718 (N.J. 1974) (deviation of 
4.2 p e r c e n t ) ; In re A p p o r t i o n m e n t  L a w , 263 So.2d 797 (Fla. 1972) 
(deviations of .3 percent and 1.15 percent).

JOn the other hand, m a x i m u m  deviations — L6-.-5—
p e rcent are, vircuallv w i rhnur pyppnrion, stuck down as a 
v i o l a t i on of As one federal court n o t e d  in a
r ecent decision:

In fact, as far as we can ascertain f r o m !
i n dependent research, it appears that no court 
since M a h a n  has up h e l d  a legislative 
re a p p o r t i o n m e n t  scheme w h i c h  includes a m a x i m u m  
d eviation of 16.5% or more. App a r e n t l y  most
courts have read the Supreme Court's caveat in 
M a h a n  as implicitly setting this figure as the
outermost limit a l l owed by the Constitution.

Travis v. K i n g , 552 F. Supp. 554, 562 (D. Hawaii 1982). A  review 
or the court decisions confirms the v i e w  that a 16.5 percent 
mar.imum deviation is the limit permissible, and that deviations 
b e t w e e n  10 percent and 16.5 percent w i l l  be a pproved only if 
j u s t i f i e d  by the state. S e e , e . g . , F a m a m  v. B u m s , 548 F. Supp. 
769 (D. R.I. 1 9 8 2 ) ' (disapproved deviation of 88 percent); Travis
v. K i n g , 552 F. Supp. 554 (D. Ha w a i i  1982) (disapproved
deviations of 15.02 percent and 43.2 percent); Sanchez v. K i n g , 
550 F. Supp. 13 (D. N.M. 1982) (disapproved deviations of 94
percent and 83 percent); Cosner v. D a l t o n , 572 F. Supp. 350 (E.D. 
Va. 1981) (disa- proved deviations or 26.63 percent and 72.12 
percent); M a d e r  r. C r o w e l l , 498 F. Supp. 726 (M.D. Tenn. 1980) 
(disapproved deviation of 18.03 percent); Sullivan v. C r o w e l l , 
444 F. Supp. 606 (W.D. Tenn. 1978) (disapproved deviations of
21.8 percent and 35.6 percent); Chapman v. M e i e r , 407 F. Supp. 
649 (D. N.D. 1975) (disapproved deviation of 20.17 percent);
C ohen v. M a l o n e v . 410 F. Supp. 1147 (D. Del. 1976) (disapproved 
d e v i ation of 18.3 percent) (city council); W i n t e r  v. D o c k i n g , 356 
F. Supp. 88 (D. Kansas 1973) (disapprove!! deviation of 1° .41
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percent); Sims v. A m o s , 336 F. Supp. 924 (M.D. Ala.) a f f 1d 409 
U.S. 942 ( 1 9 7 2 )  (disapproved deviations of 28.65 percent and
24.28 percent); Stufy v. A n d e r s o n , 93 W a s h . 2d 546, 611 P . 2d 764 
(Wash. 1980) (disapproved deviation of 168.6 percent) (county 
commissioner); In re Senate Bill 1 7 7 , 294 A. 2d 657 (Ver. 1972) 
(deviation of 25.33 percent disapproved); Fran k lin v. K r a u s e , 367 
N.Y.S. 998' (N.Y. 1975) (deviation of 22 percent disapproved)
(county commissioner); Scrimminger v. S h e r w i n , 60 N.J. 483, 291
A . 2d 13+ (N.J. 1972) (deviations of 28.83 percent and 26.20
percent disapproved); Opinion of the J u s t i c e s 307 A . 2d 198 (Me.
1973) (deviation of 94.02 percent d i s a p p r o v e d ) .

Thus, any state redistricting plan with a m a x imum 
deviation less m a n  10 percent will likely be found per se not to 
vi o l a t e  the Equal Protection Clause. A  plan with a deviation 
b e t ween 10 percent and 16.5 percent may be upheld if the state 
meets its burden of r e b u t t i n’g a prima facie violation of equal 
protection by demonstrating both that the state made -a good faith 
effort to minimize the p o p u l a t i o n . deviation and chat the 
deviation is 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 in excess of 16.5 percent 
•would raise substantial legal uncertainty and should thus be 
avoided.

T r  i  c 0U X  v i a w  t h a t  t h p  n r n j  H p y ' . q f + n n  < n
Southeast Alaska does not violate the Equal p-nrarri nr n  ai-^p
The projected variance directly results from the Board':, d e c i s i o n /  
to retain a two-member district within the boundaries of the City 
and Borough of Juneau, a district which is 4.8 per c e n t /  J  'T*? 
overpopulated. Simply put, a population deviation of less than\ , /
10 p’ercent could not be obtained unless a segment of the Juneaul 
p o p ulation 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. H i storically, of 
course, the b o u n daries of t h e Juneau— arsa have been preserver in 
tpe_ redi~r r ^ v (TTiTg~~prnress~i Preservation of political subdivision 
boundaries has been repeatedly recognized as a legitimate state 
objective. E.g. Mahan v. H o w e l l , 410 U.S. at 328. More 
importantly. ~ tne "Tong-s tending 5 state policy rn p s r a h H a h  
d i s t r i c t.q \jh-irh are socio-ecpnomicallv integrated, as required 
u nder article 6, section 6 of the Alaska Constitution, may well 
preclude the promulgation of a reapport'onment plan w h ich severs 
the Juneau community. See Groh v. E g a n , 526 P . 2d at 879, n.65.
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B. Voting Rights Act Considerations

A ny consid e r a t i o n  of the two ide n t i f i e d  alternative 
d i stricting options in Southeast Al a s k a  m u s t  revolve around a 
comparative a s s essment u n der the Voting Rights Act of 1965 ( A c t ) , 
as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 1973C. The inquiry as to compli'.nce w i t h  
the Act focuses on the impact on m i n o r i t y  voting prerogatives. 
H o u s e  District 2, as e s t a b l i s h e d  in the 1981 Plan, contained a
27.5 p e r cent Native population. The proposed Dis t r i c t  2 w o u l d  
contain a 41.9 percent Native population, w h i l e  u n d e r  the 
a l ternative approach, 28.9 percent of the district w o u l d  be 
Native.

Analvsis

The Av.; was a d o pted to insure the p r o t e c t i o n  of rights 
g ua r a n t e e d  by the F i f t e e n t h  Amendment and "to rid the country of 
racial disc r i m i n a t i o n  in voting." South Carolina v. K a t z e n b a c h ,
383 U.S. 301 (1966). Section 5 requires that no j u r i s d i c t i o n
subject to " p recleTrance" procedures, such as Alaska, m a y  
implement any change in "any voting qualif i c a t i o n  or p r e r e quisite 
to voting, or standard, practice, or procedure with* respect to 
■voting" unless such change has been approved by the U n i t e d  States 
Att o r n e y  General or the District Court for the D i s t r i c t  of 
Columbia. 42 U.S.C, § 1973C. The standard on r e v i e w  is to
ensure that such change "does not have the purpose and w i l l  not 
have the effect of denying or a b r i d ging the righr t-o v ote on 
account of race or color." Id. [-This standard was i n tended to\ 
guarante"e tKat gains in S i n o r i t y  political p a r t i c i p a t i o n  " w o u l d  V r  

.not be e m asculated or destroyed through n e w  d i s c r i m i n a t o r y  \Ci 
Ic r o c e d u r e s  ar.d techniques." Mississippi. v T  United S t a t e s. 49Q-F*. 
Supp. 569, 581 (D.D.C. iy79) (three-judge c o u r t ) .

The Supreme Court has h e l d  that section 5 applies to
state legislative re d i s t r i c t i n g  plans. See Georgia v. United 
S t a t e s , 511 U.S. 526 (1973); Beer v. United S t a t e s , 425 U.S. 130
(1976); A l l e n  v. State Board of E l e c t i o n s , 393 U.S. 544 (1969).
The bu r d e n  or proof lies w i t h  the state in d e m onstrating the 
legality of its plan u nder section 5. Georgia v. United S t a t e s , 
s u p r a ; South Carolina v. K a t z e n b a c h , s u p r a .

In B e e r , s u p r a, the Supreme Court stated the test for a 
section 5 analysis in terms of " r e t r o g r e ^ ^ o n " :
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[T]he purpose of § 5 has always be e n  to insure 
that no v o t ing-procedure changes w o u l d  be made 
that w o u l d  lead to a retrogression in the p o sition 
of racial minorities wi t h  respect to their 
effective exercise of the electoral franchise.

425 U.S. at 141. The central issue is w h e ther a proposed rhsngp
w o u ld "dilute the effectiveness' or the vote of a racial minnr-i ry
as compared co the situation prior to change. Citv of Rome v. 
United S t a t e s , 446 U.S. 156, 183 (1980). Minority voting
strengr.n is impermissibly diluted w h e n  a redistricting scheme 
w o u l d  operate "to minimize or cancel out the voting strength of 
racial elements of the vo t i n g  population." Fortsen v. D o r s e v , 
379 U.S. 433, 439 (1965); B u m s  v. Richardson"! T37i U . S .  7Y, tT8 
(1963). -------------------------

In applying this test, lower federal courts have held 
that a redistricting olan dilutes minority votes w h e n  m inority 
population concentrations are "unnecessarily fragmented and
dispensed." Mississippi v. Un i t e d  S t a t e s , 490 F. Supp at 582. 
In Kirksev v."Soard of S u p e r v i s o r s , 554 F.2d 139 (5th Cir. 1977), 
for instance, the fifth Circuit held that a reapportionment plan 
for a unit of local government w o u l d  "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 
•Robinson v.. Commissioners Court, 505 F.2d 674. 679 (5th Cir.
t t t z t t :---------------------------------

If viewed solely as a question of the percentage of 
Native voters in District 2, it w o u l d  appear that neither of the 
two alternatives reflect a dimunition in minority voting 
strength. While the p r oposed District 2 w ould substantially 
enlarge the percentage of Native residents in District 2, the 
state is under no affirmative obligation to maximize the
percentage of Native residents in the district. __

We caution, though, that the probative consideration is 
whether a proposed redistricting w o u l d  delete the effectiveness" 
of the m i nority vote. W a r e  the concept of a chain of rural, 
island communities rejected, it is arguable that the inclusion of 
rural Native communities w i t h  more urbanized population centers 
in Southeast may, as a practical matter, dilute the effectiveness 
of the minority vote. 4/ And, if the alternative districting

4_/ In preliminary research, we have not discovered any authority 
w h i c h  directly addresses this matter.
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proposal in southeast is v i e w e d  as a re t r o g r e s s i v e  plan, the fact 
that the altern a t i v e  p l a n  w o u l d  extend, not reduce, the 
comparative p o p u l a t i o n  d e v i a t i o n  in southeast w o u l d  be material.

In sum, w h i l e  w e  believe that either a lternative w o u l d  
u l t i m a t e l y  ob t a i n  J u s t i c e  D e p artment approval, w e  cannot 
u n e q u i v o c a l l y  advise that the a lternative a p proach . to H o use 
Dis t r i c t  2 w o u l d  not p r o v e  v i o l a t i v e  of the Vo t i n g  Rights Act. 
Our r e v i e w  of the a v a i l a b l e  case law suggests that absent 
compelling facts to e s t a b l i s h  a dimunition in the e f f ectiveness 
of m i n o r i t y  vo t i n g  prerogatives, a numer i c a l  inquiry is the 
traditional m o d e  of analysis. Yet, it bears n o t i n g  that w h i l e  
either v e r s i o n  m a y  w e l l  be  acceptable u n der the Voting Rights 
Act, the l i k elihood of expeditious r e v i e w  and approval is 
u n d o u b t e d l y  furth e r e d  u n d e r  the pro p o s e d  D i s t r i c t  2, a pr o p o s a l  
w h i c h  substa n t i a l l y  increases the percentage of Native residents 
in the district.

C. A r t icle VI. Section 6 C o nsiderations

A r t i c l e  VI, section 6 provides that all districts 
"shall be formed of contiguous and compact territory c o n t a i n i n g  
as nparly ?ls— pr actic a b l e  a relatively intp^^-prpd snr-i n-e c o n o m i c  

• a r e a ^ . " j As initially a d o p t e d  at the c o n s t i tutional c o n v e n t i o n ,") 
t E e s u b s t a n t i v e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  set forth in section 6 were/ 
p r i n c i p a l l y  i n tended to inhibit, if not prevent, the instances ofI 
■i m p e r m i s sible p o l i t i c a l  g e rrymandering./ 3 Alaska' L e g i s l a t i v e  
Council, A l a s k a  Cons t i t u t i o n a l  C o n v ention 1846 (1965); see
Carpe n t e r  v. H a m m o n d , 667 P . 2d 1204, ____  (Alaska 1983). The
Carpenter, d e cision illustrates. thougrr that— The sacti on 6
standard o p erates i n dependent of anv puidprirg of pa->->-ymanrierinp. 
I m p o r t a n t l y , t h o u g h j w h i l e  the recent C a r p enter r u l i n g  has 
spawned a b r o a d e r  pu b l i c  s ensitivity to section 6 considerations, 
the s u bstantive r e s t rictions e stablished in section 6 a r e\ 
subsidiary to rha rnnrp.m. . f nr .pcuia-I p o p u l a t ion distribution, the ] 
"overriding tdiTpr-fciizp" u n d e r  a .federal rnrtstitutional inquiry.

1. Compactness

Section 6 m a n d a t e s  that districts shall be compact. 
The compactness requirement, however, is clearly not an absolute 
standard w h i c h  demands that any configuration less than the most 
compact is impermissible. The Alaska Supreme Court has 
u n a m b i g u o u s l y  r e c o g n i z e d  the governor's authority u n d e r  article
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VI to select b e t w e e n  single-member or m u l t i -member districts. 
C f . Groh v. E g a n , 526 P . 2d at 880; Egan v. H a m m o n d , 501 P . 2d at 
£73. Since a mul t i - m e m b e r  district is n e cessarily less compact 
than a single-member district, it is apparent that compactness is 
a relative concept.

W h i l e  the alternative southeast configuration m a y  well 
be more compact than the pr o p o s e d  configuration of D istrict 2, 23 
believe that either alternative satisfies the constitutional 
mandate. Importantly, the p roposed configuration of D i strict 2 
is more compact than the district at issue in C a r p e n t e r , a 
district w h i c h  a m a j o r i t y  of the court did not find impermissibly 
noncompact. 5/

2. Socio-Economic Integration

The more difficult inquiry concerns the m a n date to 
establish districts w h i c h  "contain as nearly as p racticable a 
.relatively integrated socio-economic area." The most extensive 
discussion of the constitutional provision is included in 
Carpenter v. H a m m o n d , 667 P. 2d 1204. In C a r p e n t e r , the Alaska 
Supreme Court concluded that the record presentee to the court 
did not establish the requisite degree of social and economic 

"interaction betw e e n  Cordova and the communities in District 2 to 
support the inclusion of Cordova within the district.

The Carpenter decision, however, raises far morel 
questions w i t h  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 itself 
sufficient to satisfy the constitutional prerequisite. 667 P. 2d
at ______ . Second, the p r e f e r r e d  interpretation of Carpenter is
that at least, a m a jority nf rhe— nnnrr ann a r e n r l.y rpjeers th.p 
interpretation rh.if_^ptinn fi HamanHg that proposed districts ar° 
pp'-n-i gg-ihi r> nnln.j f ^ e n r ^ . o p ononie integration is m a icimi££d. The 
court noted that the state conceded that Cordoba was more 
integrated w i t h  other Prince W i l l i a m  Sound communities than w i t h  
the communities in District 2. Notwithstanding the concession. 
the court r p r opnized that the a u e s ^ 'nn waq " p ^ r p m p l y .  elnsu , " anH 
concluded that "the record is simply devoid of evidence of ,

5J Justice Mathews concluded otherwise in a concurring opinion.
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significant social and eco n o m i c  integration...." Id. at _______.
I m p l i c i t l y ,_ then, evidence of "significant" soc i o - e c o n o m i c  
integration”'would be sufficient to meet the req u i r e m e n t s  of 
section 6. Unfortunately, the court did not articulate wh a t  
q u a n t u m  of social and economic integration is sufficient, n o r  did 
the court address the rel a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  the soci o - e c o n o m i c  
i n t e g r a t i o n  standard and other applicable c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  
s t a n d a r d s .

U n der the p r o p o s e d  configuration of Dis t r i c t  2, the
i nclusion of M e t l a k a t l a  w i t h i n  the district poses the mo s t  
substantial i n tegration question. Historically, M e t l a k a t l a  has 
b e e n  un i t e d  w i t h  K e t c h i k a n  for purposes of l e gislative 
apportionment, an area w i t h  w h i c h  they share an obvious e c onomic 
and social linkage. Again, though, we do not believe that the 
appropriate inquiry is w h e t h e r  M e t l a k a t l a  is more i n t egrated w i t h  
the communities in D istrict 1 than wi t h  the communities in
D i strict 2. Indeed, the inquiry is w h e ther a significant degree
of social and economic i n tegration exists b e t ween M e . l a k a t l a  and 
the other communities in the proposed district. W h i l e  the 
que s t i o n  is quite close and depends to a large extent on the
court's ultimate e x plication of the rule enunciated in C a r p e n t e r , 
T-Te think it certainly a r guable that the inclusion of M e t l a k a t l a  
in D istrict 2 is consistent w i t h  the section 6 standard. 
Clearly, the degree of h o m o g e n e i t y  is stronger in this instance 
•than in the Cordova context. And, intervisitation b e t w e e n  the 
r ural communities in southeast is demonstrably more extensive 
than was the case b e t w e e n  Cord o v a  and the other c ommunities 
w i t h i n  Dis t r i c t  2.

W e  note, though, that the alternative southeast 
d istricting proposal does not, in our p r e l i m i n a r y  assessment, 
appear to pose as close a question under section 6. Tha 
significant aspect of the alternative c o n figuration is the 
communities of W r a n g e l l  and Petersburg w o u l d  not be i n cluded 
w i t h i n  the same district. Th a t  the two communities share an 
obvious and his t o r i c  linkage does not n e c e s s a r i l y  p r e c l u d e  the 
e xistence of sufficient ties to communities in Districts 1 and 2 
r esp e c t i v e l y  to support a d istricting proposal w h i c h  places the 
communities in different legislative districts.
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4tate of Alaska because of its d iffering  
.•/.mates, topography, ethnic composition, 
socio-economic interests and distribution of 
■:.i relatively sparce population. However, 
under the mandate of various decisions of 
the United States Supreme Court, we make 
the following determinations and ordert

I. The reapportionment plan proposed . 
:,y the Governor of Alaska in his Proclama­
tion of Reapportionment and Redistricting 
of December 30, 1971, ’< (!TirnTntifiir-:nr-.nl 
:r. 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 L E d .  
3d 506 (1964); W ade v. Nolan. 414 P.2d 
639 (Alaska 1966V- -Under the Zonal ? ro \  

I tertian and Supremacy Cause of the Con- 
\ • f .r ition of the United States of America, 
j the constitutional right to vote of every 
j cititen of Alaska is protected im ir.s t im-

; crmissible dilutions and impairments flow , 
ng from malapportionment of either the 

> House of Representatives or the Senate/
' '.n  oraer to e tic c ru ra  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 Equal 
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 L E d E d  477 
f 1965); Maryland Comm, for F air Repre­
sentation v. Tawes, 377 U .S . 656, 675-676, 
•34 S.Ct. 1429, 12 L E d E d  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 w ill adopt.

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

4. Upon receipt of the report o f the 
master or masters, this court w ill consider 
the manner in which the House and Sen­
ate districts shall be reapportioned. This  
court w ill then proceed to adopt an interim  
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. E ly 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 L E d E d  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 w ill 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 w hiih  were ’ aiscd in the 
petition and cross-petition will be filed in 
due course.

Dated at Juneau, Alaska, this 26th day 
o i May, 1972.

George F. Boney

Chief Justice 
Jay A. Rabinowitc 
Associate Justice 
Roger G. Connor

Associate Justice 
Robert C. Erw in

Associate Justice 
Robert Hoochever

Associate Justice
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O R D E R  E S T A B L IS H IN G  A N  IN T E R ­
IM  R E A P P O R T IO N M E N T  P L A N
FO R 1972 L E G IS L A T IV E  E L E C ­
T IO N S

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

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

1. By use of the o fficia l census of 
1970, you should establish a population 
base for the State o i Alaska. This popu­
lation base should include m ilitary 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 m ilitary personnel included ■ 
in the 1970 Census can be determined, 
l i  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 a r­
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, P ro ­
fessor of Economics a t the U niversity  of 
Alaska, and Mr. W illiam  U. Scott. C.P.A., 
their legal ascis tan t R. E. Hicks, and Mr.

J02 P 2d $30
5. In  establishing House and Senate 

districts, an e ffo rt should be made to 
make the districts correspond, where 
feasible, w ith  the approximate bounda­
ries set out in the 1971 reapportionment 
plan. No designated seats w ill be estab­
lished w ithin 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 o f contiguous and compact 
territory containing as nearly as prac­
ticable a relatively integrated socio-eco­
nomic area.

6. I f  there are any substantial devia- 
t ion sfrom  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.

The Court, now being fully advised in 
the premises, hereby makes and orders the 
following interim  reapportionment plan for 
the 1972 legislative elections:

l l )  By use of the O ffic ia l Census of 
1970, the Court determines that the total 
population base for the State o f Alaska  
shall be 302,361. This figure includes the 
m ilitary population residing in the State of 
Alaska at the time o f the O ffic ia l 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 m ilitary  
personnel from  the total population base. 
Moreover, computations rcveaicd that 
changes in representation under the interim  
plan due to the inclusion of m ilitary per­
sonnel were minimal.

Rlclinrd Liscowslcl, cartog raph ic a ail s ta ­
tistica l assistant, fo r the excellence of 
th e ir performance la  executing the Court's 
Instructions.

1970 Census or 
1 t an t a, A U « * « 7  

n: USOPO, 1970),
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l i t i g a t i o n  o f  reapporc ionaenc  p lan s  in  A la ska , would be an issu e  

in  che in e v i ta b le  le g a l ch a lle n g e  Co che anenced P lan .

Wich che fo re g o in g  c o n s id e ra t io n s  in  a in d , che 

Proposed O rder a r t ic u la te s  chree broad areas w hich aay 

necess icace  aaendaenc co che Reapporcionaenc P lan , F i r s t ,  che 

C a rp en te r d e c is io n  s p e c i f i c a l ly  e x p lic a te d  che c o n s c ic u c io n a l 

aandace chat each d i s t r i c t  c o n ta in  "as n e a r ly  as p ra c t ic a b le  a 

r e la t i v e ly  in te g ra te d  so c io -e c o n o a ic  a re a ."  A laska  

C o n s t i tu t io n ,  a r t i c le  V I,  s e c t io n  6 . To ia p la a e n c  th e  C arpen te r 

d e c is io n , i t  is  a t le a s t  necessarv  to  reaove the  Cordova area

f ro a  D is t r i c t  Mo. 2 and in c lu d e  che area w ith in  another
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a p p ro p r ia te  d i s t r i c t .  And, i f  the  c o n f ig u ra t io n s  o f  ocher
*

d is t r i c t s  ausc be a c d if ie d  co ia p le a e n t the  C arpen te r d e c is io n , 

a l l  "new" d i s t r i c t s  ausc a ls o  co n fo ra  co che re c e n t ly  

a r t ic u la te d  s tandards f o r  s o c ia l and econca ic  in te g r a t io n .  3 /

Second, re lo c a t io n  o f che Cordova area w i l l ,  in  tu r n ,  

h a rb o r s u b s ta n t ia l ia p l ic a c io n s  w ich  re s p e c t co the 

c o n s t i t u t io n a l  aandace to  assure r e la t i v e ly  equal p o p u la t io n  

d is t r ib u t io n  anong d i s t r i c t s .  See Groh v . Scan, 526 P .2d 363 

(1974)» W hite  v . R e g e fta r . i ' 2 U.S 753 (1 97 3 ); o f .  Ker.topo v. 

M u n ic ip a l i t y  o f Anchorage, 652 P .2d i  5 3 (A laska  1982). The 

Cordova area c o n ta in s  a p p ro x ia a c e ly  2,250 re s id e n ts ,  a nuaber 

w h ich  c o n s t itu te s  aore  chan 20* o f the  average d i s t r i c t  

p o p u la t io n , Reaoval o f  the  Cordova area f ro a  D is t r i c t  Mo. 2 

w i l l  thu3 r e s u l t  in  a s u b s ta n t ia l r e la t iv e  und e rpo p u la c io n  

(o v e rre p re s e n c a c io n ) f o r  House D is t r i c t  Mo. 2. C o nve rse ly , 

re lo c a t io n  o f  the  Cordova area in to  House D is t r i c t  Mo. 6 w i l l  

r e s u l t  in  che s u b s ta n t ia l u n d e rre p re s e n ta tio n  o f  cb t  d i s t r i c t .  

See A f f id a v i t  o f  R e h fe ld . To p lace  Cordova w ith in  a

3/ Indeed, i f  che socpe o f  che necessary aaendaent to  the 
^ a p p o r t io n m e n t P lan  is  s u b s ta n t ia l,  i t  is  a rguab le  th a t  any 
q u a l i f ie d  v o te r  would have s ta n d in g  under a r t i c le  V I,  s e c tio n  11 
to  c h a lle n g e  the r e la t i v e  degree o r s o c ia l and econoaic 
in te g r a t io n  o f  any d i s t r i c t .
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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? N ot 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. . . 41

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 m athem atical precision, th a t in no excuse for 
ignoring our C onstitu tion’s plain objective of making 
equal representation fo. equal num bers of people the 
'fundam ental goal 1 for the House of Representatives. 
T h a t is the high standard of justice p.nd common sense 
which the Founders set for us.

Reversed and remanded.

Mu. J i 'stick C laiik, concurring in part and dissenting 
in part.

U nfortunately 1 can join neither the opinion of the 
Court nor the dissent of my Brother H aiilan . It is true 
th a t the opening sentence of Art. I, $ 2, of the Constitu­
tion provides tha t Representatives arc to be chosen “by 
the People of the several S tates . . . ." However, in my 
view, Brother IIak lan  has clearly dem onstrated th a t both 
the historical background and language preclude a find­
ing that Art. I, § 2, lays down the ipse dixit "one person, 
one vote” in congressional elections.

On the other hand, I agree with the m ajority th a t con­
gressional districting is subject to judicial scrutiny. This

1 Opinion of Claiik, 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. 
lieckcr, 285 U. »S. 380 (1932) A m ajority of the 
Court in Colegrovc v. Green felt, upon the authority  of 
Smiley, th a t the com plaint presented a justiciable con­
troversy not reserved exclusively to Congress. Coleyrove 

v. Green, 328 U. S. 549, 594, and 598, n. 3 (1940). Again, 
in linker v. Carr, 399 U. S. 180, 232 (1902), the opinion 
of the C ourt recognized th a t Smiley "settled the issue 
in favor of justiciability of questions of congressional 
redistricting.’’ I therefore cannot agree with Brother 
H a i i l a n  th a t the supervisory power granted to Congress 
under Art. I, 8 4, is the exclusive remedy.

I would examine the Georgia congressional districts 
against the requirem ents of the Equal Protection Clause 
of the Fourteenth Amendment. As my Brother B l a c k  

said in his dissent in Coleyrove v. Green, supra, the 
“equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
forbids . . . discrimination. It docs not perm it the 
States to pick out certain quuliO^d citizens or groups of 
citizens and deny them  the >igiit to vote a t all. . . . No 
one would deny th a t 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 th a t th r 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. I believe th a t the 
court erred in so doing. In my view we should therefore 
vacate this judgm ent and remand the case for a hearing
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group interests, are permissible factors in a ttem pting  to 
justify  disparities from popylation-basecj representation. 
Citizens, no t history or economic interests, cast votes. 
Considerations of area alone provide an insufficient ju sti­
fication for deviations from the equal-population prin­
ciple. Again, people, not land or trees or pastures, vote. 
M odern developm ents and improvem ents in transporta­
tion and communications make rather hollow, in the mid- 
1960's, m ost claims th a t deviations from population-based 
representation can validly be based solely on geographical 
considerations. Argum ents for allowing such deviations in 
order to insure effective representation for sparsely settled 
areas and to prevent legislative districts from becoming 
so large th a t  the availability of access of citizens to their 
representatives is impaired are today, for the m ost part, 
unconvincing.

A consideration th a t appears to be of more substance l.u 
justifying some deviations from population-based rep­
resentation in sta te  legislatures is th a t of insuring some 
voice to political subdivisions, as political subdivisions. 
Several factors make more than insubstantial claims th a t 
a S ta te  can rationally consider according political subdi­
visions some independent representation in a t least one 
body ot the s ta te  legislature, as long as the basic standard 
of equality of population among districts is maintained. 
Local governm ental entities are frequently churged with 
various responsibilities incident to the operation of 
sta te  governm ent. In  m any States much of the legis­
lature’s activity  involves the enactm ent of so-called local

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

REYNOLDS v. SIMS. 581

533 Opinion of the Court.

legislation, directed only to the concerns of particular 
political subdivisions. And a S ta te  m ay legitim ately 
desire to construct districts along political subdivision 
lines to deter the possibilities of gerrym andering. How­
ever, perm itting  deviations from population-bused repre­
sentation does not mean th a t each local governm ental 
unit or political subdivision can be given separate repre­
sentation, regardless of population. Carried too far, a 
scheme of giving a t least one scat in one house to each 
political subdivision (for example, to each county) could 
easily result, in m any States, in a to ta l subversion of 
the equal-population principle in th a t legislative body."1 
This would be especially true in a S ta te  where the num ­
ber of counties is large and m any of them  are sparsely 
populated, and the num ber of scats in the legislative body 
being apportioned does not significantly exceed the num ­
ber of counties.03 Such a result, we conclude, would 
be constitutionally  impermissible. And careful judicial 
scrutiny m ust of course be given, in evaluating state 
apportionm ent schemes, to the character as well as the 
degree of deviations from a strict population b asis .) B ut 
if, even as a result of a clearly rational s ta te  policy of 
according some legislative representation to political sub­
divisions, population is submerged as the controlling con­
sideration in the apportionm ent of seats in the particular 
legislative body, then the right of all of the S ta te ’s citizens 
(o east an effective and adequately weighted vote would 
be unconstitutionally impaired..

"-See M cK ay , Political Thickets anil Crazy Quilts: Reapportion- 
incut anil Kqual Protection, til M id i. L . Rev. 0-15, 698-000 (1003).

M Determ ining the size of its legislative bodies is of course a m at­
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 
righ t to exercise the franchise in a  free and unim paired 
m anner is preservative of o ther hasij civil and political 
rights, any alleged infringem ent of the  right of citizens 
to vote m ust be carefully and m eticulously 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 fundam ental political right, because pre­
servative of all rights.” 118 U. S., a t 370.

I~’ Legislators represent people, not trees or acres. Legis- 
w lators are elected by voters, not farm s or cities or eco­

nomic interests. As long as ours is a  representative form 
of governm ent, and our legislatures are those instrum ents 
of governm ent elected directly by and directly representa­
tive of the people, the righ t to elect legislators in a free 
and unim paired fashion is a bedrock of our political 
system. I t  could hardly be gainsaid th a t a constitutional 
claim had been asserted by an allegation th a t certain 
otherwise qualified voters had been entirely prohibited 
from voting for m em bers of their sta te  legislature. And, 
if a  S tate  should provide th a t the votes of citizens in one 
p a rt of the S tate  should be given two times, or five times, 
or 10 times the weight of votes of citizens in another part 
of the S tate, it could hardly be contended th a t  the right 
to vote of those residing in the disfavored areas hud not 
been effectively diluted. I t  would appear extraordinary 
to suggest th a t a  S ta te  could be constitutionally  per­
m itted to enact a law providing th a t certain of the S ta te ’s 
voters could vote two, five, or 10 tim es for their legisla­
tive representatives, while voters living elsewhere could 
vote only once. And it is inconceivable th a t a sta te  law 
to the effect that, in counting votes for legislators, the 
votes of citizens in one p a rt of the S ta le  would bo m ulti­
plied by two, five, or 10, while the votes of persons in 
another area would by counted only a t  face value, could 

^ J )o  constitutionally  sustainable. Of course, the effect of

REYNOLDS v. SIMS. 563

533 Opinion of the Court.

sta te  legislative districting schemes which give the  same 
num ber of representatives to unequal num bers of con­
stituen ts  is i d e n t i c a l  "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. T he resulting discrim ination against those ( 
individual voters living in c (favored areas is easily 

(demonstrable m athem atically. Their righ t to vote is 
/sim ply not the same right to vote as th a t of those living 
in a favored p a rt of the S tate. Two, five, or 10 of them  
m ust vote before the effect of their voting is equivalent 

, to th a t of their favored neighbor. W eighting the votes 
of citizens differently, by any m ethod or means, merely 
because of where they happen to reside, hardly seems jus­
tifiable. One m ust be ever aware th a t the C onstitution 
forbids “sophisticated as well as simple-minded modes of 
discrim ination.” 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 th a t the Fram ers of the Con­
stitu tion  intended to perm it the same vote-diluting 
discrimination to be accomplished through the de­
vice of districts containing widely varied num ­
bers of inhabitants. To say th a t a vote is worth 

i— ________
«" As stated by M u. J u s t i c e  B u c k , dissenting, in Colcgrovc v. 

Green, 328 U . S. 649, 669-571:
"N o  one would deny that the equal protection clause would . . . pro­
h ib it a law that would expressly give certain citizens n half-vote and 
others a full vote. . . . [T ]h e  constitutionally guaranteed right to 
vole and the right to have one's vote counted clearly im ply the policy 
that stale election systems, no m atter 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. I t  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 fundam ental ideas of democratic 

^  governm ent . . . .*’ 41

S ta te  legislaturcs are, historically, the fountainhend of 
representative governm ent in this country. A num ber 
of them  have their roots in colonial times, and substan­
tially an tedate  the creation of our N ation and our Fed­
eral Governm ent. 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. W ith the birth of our N ational Gov­
ernm ent, and the adoption and ratification of the Federal

“  370 U . S., ill  8. Sec also id., a t 17, quoting from James Wilson, 
u delegate to the Constitutional Convention and later an Associate 
Justice of this Court, who stated:
“ f M i l  elections ought to be equal. Elections are equal, when a given 
number of citizens, in one p art 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  
W orks of James Wilson (Andrews ed. 1800) 15.

And, as stated b y  M u. J u s t i c e  Doiiui.as, dissenting, in M iic l)o ii( in ll 
v. Green, 335 I I .  S., at 288, 200:
" (A ]  regulation . . . fw hich] 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 prim ary 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, sta te  legislatures retained a m ost im portant 
place in our N ation 's governm ental structure. B ut rep­
resentative governm ent 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 S ta te ’s legislative bodies. M ost 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 
governm ent requires, therefore, th a t each citizen have an 
equally effective voice in the election of members of his 
s ta te  legislature. M odern a ir  viable sta te  government 
needs, and the C onstitution demands, no less./

Logically, in a  society ostensibly grounded on repre­
sentative governm ent, it would seem reasonable th a t  a 
m ajority of the people of a S tate  could elect a m ajority 
of th a t S ta le ’s legislators. To conclude differently, and 
to sanction m inority control of sta te  legislative bodies, 
would appear to deny m ajority  rights in a  way th a t far 
surpasses any possible denial of m inority rights tha t 
m ight 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  treatm ent of persons standing 
in the same relation to the governm ental action ques­
tioned or challenged. With respect to the allocation 
of legislative representation, all voters, as citizens of a 
S tate, stand m the sumo relation regardless of where 
they live. Any suggested criteria for the differentiation 
of citizens are insufficient to justify any discrim ination, as 
to the weight of their votes, unless relevant to the permis­
sible purposes of legislative, apportionm ent. Since the 
achieving of fair and effective representation for all citi-
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOP. THE STATE OF ALASKA.

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT AiiCHORAQ^P
- *

tiARILYN CARPENTER,

Plaintiff,

vs ,

JAY S. HAMMOND, G overnor o f 
A la ska ,

D e fendant. No. 3AN-81-5839 C iv .

NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE WITH FINAL JUDGMENT 

The G overnor o f  the  S ta te  o f  A la ska , Jay S. Hammond, by 

and th rough  h is  a t to rn e y ,  hereby g iv e s  n o t ic e  o f  h is  com pliance  

w ith  the  c o u r t 's  d ir e c t io n s  in  i t s  f i n a l  judgm ent in  t h is  a c t io n  

da ted March 26, 1982. £ h e  c o u r t  re q u ire d  a d ju s tm en t o f  d i s t r i c t  

bounda ries  in  Southwest A laska  to  reduce the  combined p o p u la t io n  

v a r ia t io n  between D is t r ic t s  25 and 26 (1 1 .5 2 )J

T ie  c o u r t suggested b u t d id  n o t re q u ire  the  t r a n s fe r  o f  

P la tin u m  and Goodnews Bay from  D is t r i c t  25 to  D i s t r i c t  26. Such 

a t r a n s fe r  would be in a d v is a b le  s in c e  those two com m unities are 

s o c ia l ly  and e c o n o m ic a lly  t ie d  to  the  B e th e l re g io n  and a rc  geo- 

r a p i i ic a l ly  is o la te d  from  the  D is t r i c t  26 com m unities by c o a s ta l 

m oun ta ins i the  o n ly  t r a n s p o r ta t io n  t ie s  w ich  P la tin u m  and Good­

news Bay are  v ia  B e th e l. Thes.' problem s were e x p re s s ly  addressed
• • •*.

by the  Reapportionm ent Board. See «'l In c ' '3  E x h ib it  2 , p. 16, 

In  a d d it io n ,  che two com m unities a re  in  che C a lis ta  C o rp o ra tio n  

re g io n  whereas t h e i r  p lacem ent in  D i s t r i c t  26 would s i tu a te  them 

in  a d i s t r i c t  com prised o f  che B r i^ e o l Bay N a tive  C o rp o ra tio n  and 

A le u t C o rp o ra tio n  re g io n s . See P l a i n t i f f ' s  E x h ib it  13.

In s te a d , che G overnor w i l l  accom p lish  che re q u ire d  

jd ju s tm e n t by means o f  the^movement o f  Tu luksak from  D is t r i c t  25 

:o D i s t r i c t  24 and t he movement o f  the  Lake I lia m n a /L a k e  C la rk  

re g ion  ( I g iu g ig ,  I l iu m n a , Kolchanok, Newhalen, N o nd a lton , Pedro 

Juy) from  D is t r i c t  24 in to  D i s t r i c t  26~J The Lake I lia m n a /L a k e  

la r k  re g io n  was o r ig in a l l y  in c lu d e d  in  D i s t r i c t  24 co a v o id  che 

excessive o v e rp o p u la tio n  chat would be caused in  D i s t r i c t  26.

-  1 -
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S o c ia l ly  and e c o n o m ic a lly , however, che com m unities a re  t ie d  to  

B r is t o l  Bay, s h a r in g  the  same f i s h  s to c k s , com m unication l in k s  

and t ra n s p o r ta t io n  n e tw o rks . The re s id e n ts  o f  the  re g io n  were 

the  most v o c ife ro u s  o f  a i l  in  t h e i r  o b je c t io n  co t h e i r  p lacem ent 

in  D i s t r i c t  24 j th e re  were numerous phone c a l ls ,  le t t e r s ,  

te leg ram s and p e t i t io n s  demanding t h e i r  in c lu s io n  in  D i s t r i c t  26 

ra th e r  chan D is t r i c t  24.

The a d ju s tm e n t w i l l  be accom plished as fo l lo w s :

A. The p o p u la t io n  o f  D i s t r i c t  25 w i l l  be reduced by p la c ­

in g  T u luksak  in  D i s t r i c t  24. The re le v a n t enum eration  d i s t r i c t s  

(ED) and p o p u la tio n s  a re  ED 0292 (T u lu ksa k , pop. 236) and ED 0344 

(T u lu ksa k  a re a , pop. 0 ) .  The.^pcpulacion o f  D is t r i c t  25 w i l l  be­

come 9 ,4 4 8 /w ich  a v a r ia n c e  o f  +2 .962.

B. The p o p u la t io n  o f  D is t r i c t  24 w i l l  be changed by che

in c lu s io n  o f  T u luksak  (236) and che movement o f  che L.ike I l ia m n a /

Lake C la rk  re g io n  in c o  D is t r i c t  26. The re le v a n t enum eration  

d i s t r i c t s  in  che Lake I lia m n a /L a k e  C lar.c re g io n  are EDs 0475, 

0476, 0478, 0479, 0430, 0431, 0482, 3515, 0516B, 0522A, 0522B, 

0522C and 0523; they have a co ca l p o p u la t io n  o f  530. fThe p o p u la ­

t io n  o f  D i s t r i c t  24 w i l l  become 8,920 w ith  a v a r ia n c e  o f  -2 .7 9 " .

C. The p o p u la t io n  o f  D i s t r i c t  2 6 ,w i l l  be in c re a s e d , by che

in c l  i. 'io n  o f  the Lake I lia m n a /L a k e  C la rk  re g io n , by 530. The 

p o p u la t io n  w i l l  become,9 ,157 .61  w ith  a v a ria n c e  o f  - .2 2 .

W ith  t h is  a d ju s tm e n t, che maximum combined v a r ia n c e  fo r  

che s taco  w i l l  be as fo l lo w s :

D is t r i c t  4 (Juneau) + 5.342

D is t r i c t  16 (M a tan uska -S us itn a ) - 3.372

9.212

9 

10 

11 

19

13

14 

13

10 

17 

ID 

19 

99

»•»

93

94 

93 

90 

97 

38 

99

30 T h is  n o t ic e  has been rev iew ed by a l l  che members o f  che

31 jR eapportionm en t Board. The board members expressed t h e i r  u n a n i-

IIII 

m  i ////

34 I ////
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3. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  b y  u s e  o f  a d d r e s s  l i s t s  p r o v i d e d  b y

t h e  m i l i t a r y  b r a n c h e s ,  D r .  K r u s e  w a s  a b l e  t o  d e t e r m i n e ,  w i t h  

p r e c i s i o n ,  h o w  m a n y  n o n - r e s i d e n t  s e r v i c e m e m b e r s  a n d  d e p e n d e n t s  

l i v e  in  e a c h  o f f - b a s e  e n u m e r a t i o n  d i s t r i c t .  T h e  f o l l o w i n g  

n u m b e r s  c f  n o n - r e s i d e n t  s e r v i c e m e m b e r s  a n d  d e p e n d e n t s  w e r e  

d e d u c t e d  f r o m  o f f - b a s e  e n u m e r a t i o n  d i s t r i c t  p o p u l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  

l i s t e d  a r e a s :

A n c h o r a g e  4 , 6 7 8 . 5

F a i r b a n k s  3 8 2 . 1

M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a  4 1 . 4

D e l t a  J u n c t i o n  2 2 9 . 9

S e e  E x h i b i t  2, T a b l e  II.

E. M i l i t a r y  B a s e s  T r e a t e d  b y  t h e  G o v e r n o r

1. T h e  G o v e r n o r  d e d u c t e d  f r o m  t h e  r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  

p o p u l a t i o n  b a s e  t h o s e  n u m b e r s  o f  n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  

p e r s o n n e l  a n d  d e p e n d e n t s  w h o  r e s i d e d  a t  o r  n e a r  t h e  s e v e n  

l a r g e s t  m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  i n  A l a s k a :  E l m e n d o r f  A i r  F o r c e  

B a s e ,  Ft .  R i c h a r d s o n ,  E i e l s o n  A i r  F o r c e  3 a s e ,  F t .  W a i n w r i g h t ,

F t .  G r e e l e y ,  K o d i a k  C o a s t  G u a r d  S t a t i o n  a n d  A d a k  N a v a l  S t a t i o n .

2. T h e r e  w e r e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  2 , 0 6 7  n o n - r e s i d e n t  

m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  a t  s m a l l e r  i n s t a l l a t  , n o s  o n  t h e  A l e u t i a n s ,  i n  

B r i s t o l  B a y ,  i n  i n t e r i o r  A l a s k a  a n d  i n  S o u t h e a s t  A l a s k a .  T h e  

l a r g e s t  n u m b e r s  o f  n o n - t e s i d e n t s  w e r e  a t  S h e m y a  a n d  K i n g  S a l m o n  

in D i s t r i c t  2 6  ( 8 5 1 ) ,  G a l e n a  i n  D i s t r i c t  2 4  ( 2 5 9 ) ,  J u n e a u  ( 1 9 5 ) ,

S i t k a  ( 1 3 7 ) ,  K e t c h i k a n  ( 1 3 3 )  a n d  C l e a r  i n  D i s t r i c t  17 ( 1 0 0 ) .

3. H a d  a l l  t h e s e  n u m b e r s  o f  n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y ,  a n d  

t h o s e  at o t h e r  l o c a t i o n s  n o t  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  p r e c o e d i n g  p a r a g r a p h ,  

b e e n  d e d u c t e d  f r o m  t h e  p o p u  a t i o n  b a s e ,  t h a t  p o p u l a t i o n  b a s e  

w o u l d  h a v e  b e c o m e  3 6 7 , 0 5 0  a id t h e  i d e a l  d i s t r i c t  s i z e  w o u l d  h a v e  

b e c o m e  9 , 1 7 6 .  S e e  A p p e n d i x  I, a t t a c h e i  h e r e t o .

4. U n d e r  t h i s  s c h e m e ,  t h e  m o s t  o v e r p o p u l a t e d  d i s t r i c t  

w o u l d  b e  d i s t r i c t  2 5  w i t h  9 , G 8 4  p e r s o n s  ( + 5 . 5 3 % ) ;  t h e  m o s t  

u n d e r p o p u l a t e d  d i s t r i c t  w o u l d  b e  d i s t r i c t  2 6  w i t h  8 , 6 2 8  p e r s o n s
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d i s c r e t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  d i s t u r b e d  u n l e s s  it  l a c k s  a n y  r a t i o n a l  

b a s i s .

2. I t  w a s  r e a s o n a b l e  a n d  n o t  a r b i t r a r y  t o  e x c l u d e  

i d e n t i f i a b l e  n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  d e p e n d e n t s  f r o m  

t h e  r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  p o p u l a t i o n  b a s e  w h i l e  i n c l u d i n g  

n o n - i d e n t i f i a b l e  m e m b e r s  o f  o t h e r  g r o u p s .  T h e  r i g h t s  o f  

m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  d e p e n d e n t s  t o  d u e  p r o c e s s  a n d  e q u a l  

p r o t e c t i o n  w e r e  n o t  v i o l a t e d .  G r o h  v. E g a n  a t  8 7 0 - 8 7 1 .

3. I t  w a s  r e a s o n a b l e  a n d  n o t  a r b i t r a r y  f o r  t h e

G o v e r n o r  t o  f o r e g o  s t u d y  o f  m i l i t a r y  a t  s m a l l e r ,  r e m o t e  

i n s t a l l a t i o n s  i n  v i e w  o f  t h e  d e m o n s t r a b l y  s m a l l  i m p a c t  t h e i r  

p o t e n t i a l  n o n - r e s i d e n c y  w o u l d  h a v e  o n  t h e  r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  

p o p u l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  d i s t r i c t s .

4. I t  w a s  r e a s o n a b l e  a n d  n o t  a r b i t r a r y  t o  e x c l u d e

n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  d e p e n d e n t s  b a s e d  u p o n  a n s w e r s  t o  s u r v e y

q u e s t i o n s  p u t  t o  t h e i r  p a r e n t s  o r  s p o u s e s .  S u c h  a p r o c e d u r e  d i d  

n o t  v i o l a t e  t h e  d e p e n d e n t s '  r i g h t s  t o  d u e  p r o c e s s  a n d  e q u a l  

p r o t e c t i o n .

5. T h e  s u r v e y  u t i l i z e d  b y  t h e  G o v e r n o r  t o  d e t e r m i n e  

t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  n o n - r e s i d e n t s  a m o n g  m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  

d e p e n d e n t s  w a s  a r e a s o n a b l e  a n d  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  d e v i c e  w h i c h  

a c c u r a t e l y  i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  

d e p e n d e n t s  w h o  neiti.*».r i n t e n d  t o  m a k e  A l a s k a  t h e i r  d o m i c i l  n o r  

r e g i s t e r  t o  v o t e  i n  A l a s k a ,  t h e  t w o  k e y  c r i t e r i a  i d e n t i f i e d  b y  

t h e  A l a s k a  S u p r e m e  C o u r t .  G r o h  v. E g a n  a t  8 7 3 ,  t e x t  a n d  n. 36.

6. S i n c e  m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  d e p e n d e n t s  a r e  i n  

A l a s k a  u n d e r  l e g a l  c o m p u l s i o n ,  i t  w a s  r e a s o n a b l e  a n d  

c o n s i t u t i o n a t o  i n q u i r e  i n  t h e  s u r v e y  a b o u t  t h e i r  intent: t o  

m a k e  a h o m e  i n  A l a s k a  a t  a t i m e  w h e n  t h e y  h a d  t h e  f r e e d o m  t o  

c h o o s e  w h e r e  t h e y  w o u l d  l i v e ,  i . e . a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  r e t i r e m e n t  o r  

d i s c h a r g e .  S e e  R E S T A T E M E N T  ( S E C O N D )  O F  C O N F L I C T  O F  L A W S ,

S e c t i o n  12, I l l u s t r a t i o n  3 a n d  C o m m e n t  i; S e c t i o n  17, C o m m e n t  d 

a n d  I l l u s t r a t i o n s  1, 2, 7 a n d  8j S e c t i o n  lo, C o m m e n t  b  ( c o n t . ) ;  

S e c t i o n  18, I l l u s t r a t i o n s  1 a n d  2. S e e  a l s o  G r o n  v. E g a n  a t  

8 7 1 - 8 7 2 ,  n. 3 4 .
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7. A l a s k a  C o n s t i t u t i o n  a r t i c l e  VI ,  s e c t i o n  6 r e q u i r e s  

t h a t  e l e c t i o n  d i s t r i c t s  b e  " c o m p a c t " .  I t  d o e s  n o t  r e q u i r e  t h a t  

t h e  d i s t r i c t s  b e  t h e  m o s t  c o m p a c t  t h a t  c o u l d  p o s s i b l y  b e  

d e v i s e d ;  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  o r  p o p u l a t i o n  e q u a l i t y ,  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  

i n t e g r a t i o n ,  g e o g r a p h i c  b a r r i e r s  a n d  m u n i c i p a l  b o u n d a r i e s  m a y  

m i l i t a t e  a g a i n s t  t h e  m o s t  c o m p a c t  c o n f i g u r a t i o n .  T h e  g o a l  t o  b e  

a c h i e v e d  b y  t h e  c o m p a c t n e s s  r e q u i r e m e n t  i s  e f f e c t i v e  l e g i s l a t i v e  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  w h i c h  o c c u r s  w h e n  p e r s o n s  a n d  c o m m u n i t i e s  w i t h  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  l i k e  b a c k g r o u n d s  a n d  i n t e r e s t s ,  u s u a l l y  b u t  n o t  

a l w a y s  i n  a  s i n g l e  r e g i o n ,  a r e  j o i n e d  i n  a p o l i t i c a l  u n i t  t o  

e l e c t  t h e  p e r s o n  o f  t h e i r  c h o i c e .  E f f e c t i v e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a n d  

c o m m u n i c a t i o n  s y s t e m s  m a y  m a k e  a  f a r - f l u n g  d i s t r i c t  f u n c t i o n a l l y  

c o m p a c t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  w h e n  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  o f  t h e  d i s t r i c t  h a v e  

c o m m o n  i n t e r e s t s  a n d  t a k e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a n d  

c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  s y s t e m s  t o  d e v e l o p  t h e i r  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s  a n d  

m a k e  t h e i r  v i e w s  k n o w n  t o  t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r .

8. D i s t r i c t  2 d o e s  n o t  v i o l a t e  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  o f  

c o m p a c t n e s s .

9. A l a s k a  C o n s t i t u t i o n  a r t i c l e  V I ,  s e c t i o n  6 r e q u i r e s  

t h a t  a  d i s t r i c t  " c o n t a i n  a s  n e a r l y  a s  p r a c t i c a b l e  a  r e l a t i v e l y  

i n t e g r a t e d  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  a r e a . 1' T h e  c o n c e p t  e m b o d i e s  a n u m b e r  

o f  i n t e r r e l a t e d  c o m p o n e n t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  e c o n o m i c  b a s e ,  e t h n i c  

c o m p o s i t i o n ,  g o v e r n m e n t a l  b o u n d a r i e s ,  c o m m u n i t y  s i t e ,  

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a n d  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  l i n k s ,  a n d  l i f e s t y l e .  T h e  

r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  p r o c e s s  r e q u i r e s  a b a l a n c i n g  o f  t h e s e  

c o m p o n e n t s ;  o n e  m a y  b e  d e e m e d  p r e d o m i n a n t  w h i l e  a n o t h e r  .nay b e  

s u b o r d i n a t e d .  A s  w e l l ,  t h e  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  f a c t o r s  m a y  b e  

s u b o r d i n a t e d  t o  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  p o p u l a t i o n  e q u a l i t y  w i t h  

a n o t h e r  d i s t r i c t .  T h e  b a l a n c e  i s  t o  b e  s t r u c k  b y  t h e  G o v e r n o r  

a n d  w i l l  b e  s u s t a i n e d  u n l e s s  it l a c k s  a n y  r a t i o n a l  b a s i s .  G r o h  

v. E g a n  a t  8 6 8 .

10. S o c i o - e c o n o m i c  i n t e g r a t i o n  d o e s  n o t  r e q u i r e  t h a t  

r e g u l a r  s o c i a l  a n d  e c o n o m i c  i n t e r a c t i o n s  o r  t r a n s a c t i o n s  o c c u r  

b e t w e e n  t h e  c o m m u n i t i e s  o f  a d i s t r i c t ,  a l t h o u g h  s u c h  o c c u r r e n c e s

-18-
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f  r

a r e  i n d i c i a  o f  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  i n t e g r a t i o n .  I n t e g r a t i o n  o f  

s o c i a l  o r  e c o n o m i c  i n t e r e s t s , a s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  f r o m  i n t e g r a t i o n  

o f  s o c i a l  o r  e c o n o m i c  s y s t e m s ,  i s  a l l  t h a t  i s  r e q u i r e d .  

I n t e g r a t i o n  o f  i n t e r e s t s  a l o n e  h a s  b e e n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  m a n y  

d i s t r i c t s  f o r m e d  a t  a n d  s i n c e  t h e  A l a s k a  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

C o n v e n t i o n .  S e e  e . g . , t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  p l a c e m e n t  o f  t h e  

c o m m u n i t y  o f  L i v e n g o o d  i n  M i n u t e s , A l a s k a  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

C o n v e n t i o n  a t  1 9 3 3 - 1 9 3 9 ,  1 9 4 1 .  S e e , a l s o , t h e  c o m m e n t s  o f  

D e l e g a t e  H e l l e n t h a l  i n  M i n u t e s , A l a s k a  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  C o n v e n t i o n  

a t  1 8 7 2 .  I n t e g r a t i o n  o f  i n t e r e s t s  w a s  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  W o r t h  

S l o p e  - K o t z e b u e  a n d  Y u k o n  R i v e r  d i s t r i c t s  d r a w n  b y  t h e  A l a s k a  

S u p r e m e  C o u r t  i n  E g a n  v. H a m m o n d , 5 0 2  P . 2 d  5 8  ') ( A l a s k a  1 9 7 2 ) ;  

t h e r e  w a s ,  i n  t h o s e  d i s t r i c t s ,  n o  i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  s o c i a l  o r  

e c o n o m i c  s y s t e m s  a c r o s s  t h o s e  v a s t  a r e a j .

I n s i d e  P a s s a g e  c o m m u n i t i e s  w i t h  i d e n t i t y  o r  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  

i n t e r e s t s  i n  f i s h i n g ,  f o r e s t  m a n a g e m e n t ,  f e r r y  s e r v i c e ,  a i r  

s e r v i c e  a n d  o t h e r  i s s u e s  d o e s  n o t  v i o l a t e  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

r e q u i r e m e n t  o f  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  i n t e g r a t i o n .

T h e  G o v e r n o r  s.iall s u b m i t  a f o r m  o f  j u d g m e n t  in 

c o n f o r m i t y  w i t h  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  a n d  c o n c l u s i o n s .

11. T h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f  C o r d o v a  i n  a d i s t r i c t  w i t h  s m a l l

D A T E D  a t  A n c h o r a g e , ,  A l a s k a  t h i s d a y  o f  M a r c h ,

1982.

D a n i e l  A.  M o o r e ,  J r .  

S u p e r i o r  C o u r t  J u d g e
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A P P E N D I X  I

A D D I T I O N A L  E X C L U S I O N S  A S S U M I N G  

P L A I N T I F F ’S F I G U R E S  F R O M  E X H I B I T  4

A D D I T I O N A L

C E N S U S  M I L I T A R Y  N O N - R E S I D E N T  N U M B E R  T O

D I V I S I O N D I S T R I C T P O P U L A T I O N F A C T O R E X C L U D I

A l e u t i a n s  & 

B r i s t o l  B a y 26
■ iJs>

S e e  a t t a c h e d  

s h e e t *

. 91 8 5 1 . 3 9

A n g o o n 2 3 (CG) .7 1 2 . 1 3

B a r r o w 22 1 7  (1JV) .91 1 5 . 4 7

B e t h e l 25 1 5  ( U . S . A . F . ) . 9 1 1 3 . 0 5

C o r d o v a 2 5 4  (CG) .7 1 3 8 . 3 4

J u n e a u 4 2 7 5  (CG) .71 1 9 5 . 2 5

K e n a i -  

C o o k  I n l e t 5 5 5  (CG) .7 1 3 9 . 0 5

K e t c h i k a n 1 I B B  (CG) .71 1 3 3 . 4 b

K o b u k 22 1 7  ( U . S . A . F . ) . 91 1 5 . 4 7

K u s k o k w i m 2 4 5 5  ( U . S . A . F . ) .91 5 0 . 0 5

M a t - S u 1 0 1 0 5 . 0  ( A r m y )  

( S e e  a t t a c h e d  
s h e e t * * )

. 7 0 8 2 . 3 7

N o m e 23 41 ( U . S . A . F . ) .91 3 7 . 3 1

S e w a r d 0 1 5  (CG) .71 1 0 . 6 5

S i t k a 3 1 9 3  (CG) .7 1 1 3 7 . 0 3

S k a g w a y -

Y a k u t a t 2 1 2  (CG) .71 8 . 5 2

U p p e r  Y u k o n 24 2 0  ( U . S . A . F . ) .91 2 5 . 4 0

V a l d o z - C h i t i n a

W h i t t i e r 0 4 2  (CG) .71 2 9 . 0 2

W a d e

H a m p t o n 23 13  ( U . S . A . F . ) . 91 1 1 . 0 3

W r a n g e l l -

P e t e r s b u r g 1 14  (CG) .7 1 9. 94

Y u k o n -  

K o y u k u k  

( P a r t ) 17 1 2 7  (C l e a r -  

U . S . A . F . )

. 7 9 1 0 0 . 3 3

Y u k o n -

K o y a k u k

( P a r t ) 2 4 2 0 5 — - ( U .S . A. F .  ) . 51 2 5 9 . 3 5

T o t a l  A d d i t i o n a l  E x c l u s i o n  2 , 0 0 0 . 9 1

3 1 , 3 6 3 . fa - m i l i t a r y  a l r e a d y  e x c l u d e d  

+  2 , 0 0 0 . 9 1 - a d d i t i o n a l  e x c l u s i o n
3 3 , 4 3 0 . 7 1

4 0 0 , 4 0 1  - 1 9 8 0  s t a t e w i d e  p o p u l a t i o n  

" 3 3 , 4 3 0 . 7 1  - n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  a n d  d e p e n d e n t s
3 0 7 , U b o . 2 9  t  4 0  => 9 , 1 7 0 . 2  I d e a l  d i s t r i c t  s i z e .



ATTACHMENT TO APPENDIX I

* A D D I T I O N A L  E X C L U S I O N  F O R  A L E U T I A N  I S L A N D S -

B R I S T O L  B A Y  C E N S U S  D I V I S I O N S  

A s s u m i n g  P l a i n t i f f ' s  F i g u r e s  ( E x h i b i t  4)

2 1 7 5  A l e u t i a n  I s l a n d s  C e n s u s  D i v i s i o n  - E x h i b i t  4 

x .9 1 n o n - r e s i d e n t  f a c t o r  - E x h i b i t  1, T a b l e  9

1 9 7 9 . 2 5  n o n - r e s i d e n t  a c t i v e  d u t y

3 3 1 5  t o t a l  m i l i t a r y  U d e p e n d e n t s  a t  A d a k  - 1 9 8 0  C e n s u s

- 1 6 1 0  m i l i t a r y  a t  A d a k  - E x h i b i t  1, T a b l e  9

1 7 0 5  d e p e n d e n t s  a t  A d a k

1 7 0 5  d e p e n d e n t s  a t  A d a k

x . 8 7  n o n - r e s i d e n t  f a c t o r ,  d e p e n d e n t s  a t  A d a k - E x h i b i t  1, T a b l e  9

1 4 8 3 . 3 5  n o n - r e s i d e n t  d e p e n d e n t s  a t  A d a k

1 4 8 3 . 3 5  n o n - r e s i d e n t  d e p e n d e n t s  o n  A l e u t i a n s  & B r i s t o l  B a y

+ 1 9 7 9 . 2 5  n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  o n  A l e u t i a n s

3 4 6 2 . 6

3 6 9  m i l i t a r y  - B r i s t o l  B a y  C e n s u s  D i v i s i o n  - E x h i b i t  4

x . 9 1  n o n - r e s i d e n t  f a c t o r  - E x h i b i t  1, T a b l e  9

3 3 5 . 7 9  n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  B r i s t o l  B a y

3 7 9 8 . 3 9  t o t a l  n o n - r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  & d e p e n d e n t s  o n

A l e u t i a n s  & B r i s t o l  B a y

3 7 9 8 . 3 9  n u m b e r  t h a t  s h o u  d h a v e  b e e n  e x c l u d e d

- 2 9 4 7 . 0 0  n u m b e r  a c t u a l l y  e x c l u d e d  - E x h i b i t  2, T a b l e  II

8 5 1 . 3 9  a d d i t i o n a l  n u m b e r  r e q u i r e d  t o  b e  e x c l u d e d

** O f  t h e  1 4 7  p e r s o n s  r e p o r t e d  i n  A l a s k a  P o p u l a t i o n  O v e r v i e w  

( E x h i b i t  4) t o  r e s i d e  i n  t h e  M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a  C e n s u s  D i v i s i o n ,  4 1 . 4  

w e r e  p r e v i o u s l y  d e d u c t e d  b y  t h e  G o v e r n o r .  S e e  E x h i b i t  2, T a b l e  1 1.
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A P P E N D I X  I I

H O U S E  D I S T R I C T V A R I A N C E

A s s u m i n g P l a i n t i f f ' s  Fi g u r e s  ( E x h i b i t 4)

( I d e a l  D i s t r i c t  S i c e  9 , 1 7 6 . 2 )

A d d i t i o n a l N e w
D i s t r i c t P o p u l a t i o n E x c l u s i o n P o p u l a t i o n V a r i a n c e

1. 1 7 , 9 4 0 1 4 3 . 4 2 1 7 , 7 9 6 . 5 8 - 3 . 0 3 %

( 8 , 8 9 8 . 2 9 )

2. 9 , 3 0 1 4 8 . 9 9 9 , 2 5 2 . 0 1 +  . 8%

3. 9, 2 6 6 1 3 7 . 0 3 9 , 1 2 8 . 9 7 -  .5%

4. 1 9 , 5 2 8 1 9 5 . 2 5 1 9 , 3 3 2 . 7 5 + 5 . 3 4 %

( 9 , 6 6 6 . 3 7 5 )

5. 1 9 , 0 6 8 3 9 . 0 5 1 9 , 0 2 b . 9 5 + 3 . 6 8 %

( 9 , 5 1 4 . 4 7 5 )

0. 9, 2 6 7 4 U . 4 7 9 , 2 2 6 . 5 3 +  . 5 %

7. 8 , 8 5 3 . 2 - 3 . 5 1 %

8. 1 8 , 2 0 2 . 1 -  .8 %

( 9 , 1 0 1 . 0 5 )

9. 1 8 , 0 0 4 . 7 - 1 . 9 %
( 9 , 0 0 2 . 3 5 )

10. 1 7 , 6 8 5 . 7 - 3 . 6 3 %

( 8 , 8 4 2 . 8 5 )

11. 1 7 , 9 5 7 . 8 - 2 . 1 5 %

1 8 , 9 7 8 . 9 )
12. 1 8 , 1 7 0 - 1 . 0 %

( 9 , 0 8 5 )

13. 1 8 . 9 0 7 . 5 + 3 . 0 2 %

( 9 , 4 5 3 . 7 5 )

14. 1 9 , 0 3 1 . 5 +  3 . 7 %

( 9 , 5 1 5 . 7 5 )

15. 1 8 , 5 o 0 .7 + 1 . 1 3 %

( 9 , 2 8 0 . 3 5 )

16. 1 7 , 7 2 4 . 6 8 2 . 3 7 1 7 , 6 4 2 . 2 3 - 3 . 8 7 %

( 8 , 8 2 1 . 1 1 5 )

17. 9 , 1 1 1 . 9 1 0 0 . 3 3 9 , 0 1 1 . 5 7 - 1 . 7 9 %

lb. 9, 3 0 0 + 1 . 3 5 %

19. 8 , 9 3 4 . 3 - 2 . 6 3 %

20. 1 8 , 3 1 9 . 7 - . 1 8 %

( 9 , 1 5 9 . 8 5 )

21. 9 , 2 4 7 . 1 + . 7 7 %

22. 9, 0 3 0 3 0 . 9 4 8 , 9 9 9 . 0 6 - 1 . 9 3 %

23. 9, 3 8 8 4 9 . 1 4 9 , 3 3 8 . 8 6 + 1 . 7 7 %

24. 9, 5 4 9 3 3 4 . 8 8 9 , 2 1 4 . 1 2 +  .4%

25. 9, 6 9 8 1 3 . 6 5 9 , 6 8 4 . 3 5 + 5 . 5 3 %

26. 9, 4 7 9 8 5 1 . 3 9 8 , 6 2 7 . 6 1 - 5 . 9 7 %

27. 9 , 5 9 2 . 4 + 4 . 5 3 %

M o s t  o v e r p o p u l a t e d  - D i 3 t . 2 5  - B e t h e l 9 , 6 8 4 . .35 + 5 . 5 3 %

M o s t  u n d e r p o p u l a t e d - D i s t 2 6  - B r i s t o l B a y
A l e u t i a n s 8 , 6 2 7 . ,61 - 5 . 9 7 %

T o t a l  C o m b i n e d  V a r i a n c e 11. 50'4



O R D E R

H a v i n g  r e v i e w e d  c h e  o p i n i o n  o f  o n e  A l a s k a  S u p r e m e  

C o u r t  i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

p r o v i s i o n s  a n d  t h e  a r g u m e n t s  p r e s e n t e d  b y  t h e  p a r t i e s :

I T  I S  H E R E B Y  O R D E R E D  t h a t :

1. T h i s  c a s e  is  r e m a n d e d  t o  t h e  G o v e r n o r  o f  t h e  

S t a t e  o r  A l a s k a ,  w h o ,  a r t e r  b e i n g  a d v i s e d  b y  t h e  R e a p p o r ­

t i o n m e n t  3 o a r d ,  s h a l l  i s s u e ,  n o _ l a t e r  t h a n  F e b r u a r y  3, 1 9 9 4 ,  

a r e v i s e d  f i n a l  P r o c l a m a t i o n  o f  R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  i n  c o n f o r m i t y  

w i t h  t h e  o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  A l a s k a  S u p r e m e  C o u r t  w h i c h  w a s  

i s s u e d  i n  t h i s  c a s e  o n  7 u i y  22 ,  1 9 9 3 .

2. T h e  r e v i s e d  f i n a l  P r o c l a m a t i o n  o f  R e a p p o r ­

t i o n m e n t  s h a l l ,  i n  a m a n n e r  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  f e d e r a l  a n d  

s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  e q u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  

b u t  w i t h  t h e  f e w e s t  p o s s i b l e  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  f i n a l  R e a p p o r ­

t i o n m e n t  P l a n  a s  a p p r o v e d  b y  t h e  A l a s k a  S u p r e m e  C o u r t  i n  

t h i s  c a s e ,  c a u s e  C o r d o v a  t o  b e  p l a c e d  i n  a c o n t i g u o u s ,  

c o m p a c t  a n d  r e l a t i v e l y  i n t e g r a t e d  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  e l e c t i o n  

d i s t r i c t  a n d  c a u s e  H o u s e  D i s t r i c t  2 to  b e  t r a n s f o r m e d  i n t o  

s u c h  a n  e l e c t i o n  d i s t r i c t .

3. T h e  r e v i s e d  f i n a l  P r o c l a m a t i o n  o f  R e a c p o r t i o r . -  

m e n t  s h a l l  u t i l i z e  t h e  " i n d e f i n i t e  i n t e n t i o n "  t e s t  i n  d e ­

t e r m i n i n g  t h e  r e s i d e n c y  o f  m i l i t a r y  m e m b e r s  i n  a n y  e l e c t i o n



d i s t r i c t s  w h o s e  b o u n d a r i e s  m u s t  b e  c h a n g e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  

a c c o m p l i s h  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  c h a n g e s  r e g a r d i n g  C o r d o v a  a n d  

D i s t r i c t  2, a n d  i t  j h a l l  n o t  u t i l i t e j  a n y  a m e n d m e n t s  t o  t h e  

m o s t  r e c e n t  f e d e r a l  r p i m i s w h i c h  w e r e  i s s u e d

t h e  i n i t i a l  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n  w h i c h  w a s  e n t e r e d  b v  t h e  S u p e r i o r

C o u r t  i n  t h i s  c a s e  o n M a r c h ~>e . 1 qq- I

4. T h e  R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  B o a r d  s h a l l  m e e t  a s  s c o n

as  p r a c t i c a b l e ,  h o l d  s u c h  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g s  a s  i t  d e e m s  a p p r o p r i a t e

a n d  p r e s e n t  t h e  G o v e r n o r  w i t h  a p r o p o s e d  a m e n d e d  f i n a l
*

P r o c l a m a t i o n  o f  R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  n o  l a t e r  t h a n  J a n u a r y  3 ,

1 9 6 4 ,  u n l e s s  o t h e r w i s e  o r d e r e d  b y  t h e  G o v e r n o r .  T h e  R e a p p o r ­

t i o n m e n t  3 o a r d  w h i c h  p r o v i d e d  t h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  w h i c h  

f o r m e d  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  G o v e r n o r  H a m m o n d ' s  P r o c l a m a t i o n  o f  

R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  o n  J u l y  24, 1 9 8 1  r e m a i n s  i n  e x i s t e n c e  a n d  

m a y  b e  u s e d  b y  G o v e r n o r  S h e f f i e l d .  H o w e v e r ,  G o v e r n o r  S h e f f i e l d  

m a y ,  i n  h i s  d i s c r e t i o n ,  a p p o i n t  a n e w  R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  B o a / d  

to s e r v e  i n  t h e  p l a c e  a n d  s t e a d  o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  o n e .

3. T h i s  c o u r t  s h a l l  r e t a i n  c o n t i n u i n g  j u r i s d i c t i o n  

i n  t h i s  c a s e  f o r  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  r e s o l v i n g  s u c h  d i s p u t e s  as 

m i g h t  h e r e a f t e r  b e  p r o p e r l y  s u b m i t t e d  to  i t  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  

r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  p r o c e e d i n g s  a t  i s s u e , i t  b e i n c  t h i s  c o u r t 's 

i n t e n t i o n  n o t  to  e n t e r t a i n  a n y  b u t  t h e  m o s t  jv-raerdir.a.-1.1 o f  

m o t i o n s  i n  t h i s  c a s e  u n t i l  t h e  r e v i s e d  f i n a l  ? r o c l an^atlon_of. 

R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  h a s  b e e n  i s s u ed.

E N T E R E D  t h i s  d a y  o f  O c t o b e r ,  1 9 8 3 .

I certify that cn 10/12/83 at 
4:00 p.m., I personally delivered 

a copy of said Order to the 

-following:

Bolli Ploog 

Jonathan 3. R d m n i

Secretar/ to -urge ocuter

CifPCL. [~̂ UL
M - i T O M  .1.' S C U T S S  

S U P E R I O R  C O U R T  J U D G E

I Cor.::y /O-fS-S.Z
: ff-y ... i.. .• •
c. : .
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nntlori.' . . .. • ..
'.  The/A laska Department of Labor,'

• last year cstlrrialcd th e s ta te ’s popuV.’T  Of the Gold Rush, World War II and 1 • The Department or.JLabor.uoes nopi^ slnce 1900; f- -V 'J'-’iVV - *'! ‘‘V V
latlon at 400,837. This year, the five.1.1;;',the pipeline e ra . ' bp^e'Its population .estimhtcs .so le ly^’i'?-Those', new. Jobs’’afe the!b'yprodufctY
largest cities .and boroughs, in ' the ;K'v’ "In .sheer numbers this would b e '” # l r  •------------- *
state have reported combined popular,':;?,

1 tlon ’,Irtcrcnsci4 o f••40,790 /w h ich ,;'«•
•alone .would push 'A laska  .o je f  Uhe 7,Vc A n n n n ' : m n V i , . ' . ) T i . . t . . ‘ . . . I l l  • «/ .*'  >w'

hfe greatest Iriflux," said John White- 
icad, associate professor of history at 
he,.,University ot Alaskrf^.Fairbanks.'{■ r

. 500,00p 'imark.viTheV^tftte. jwlllf.'.not ‘VX'lri.itho past,'It*, has. taken at 'lenst A* W pop'
. ■> i. >> I... ♦ i >1      ■ ..............

;• w  .
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| ' Continued from Page A -1 •__

struction budgets, according 
to a new report by the labor 
departm ent. •• ••
i Experts agree that $14 bil­
lion  in  s ta te  spend ing  — 
about 1% tim es the amount 
spent on the  tran s-A laska  
pipeline — is the underlying' 
cause of the boom.
'•> Despite recent population" 

gains, A laska, rem ains the  
sm allest state, tra iling  Ver­
mont, which had 518,000 peo-.. 
pie in Ju ly  1982.'- • .. =

But Alaska, with' a popula­
tion increase of more than  10 
percen t be tw een  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 sta te  in the na­
tion by the end of 1984.

In Alaska, the M atanuska- 
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.
■ During the same period, 
Anchorage added 56,415 peo­
ple, an increase of 32 percent, 
for a to tal 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 a t more m oderate 
rates.

Rapid growth in the 1980s 
has not h it Alaska w ith 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 tim e driv­
ing to and from work. School 
enrollment in Palm er is grow­
ing so fast tha t after the 
holidays some children will 
return to classes in a National 
Guard Armory. Vacancy signs 
are disappearing in Fairbanks 
and developers are building 
apartm ents again.

In S o ldo tna , the  spruce 
trees behind Ellington's H ard­
ware have been replaced by a 
McDonald’s, a pizza restau­
rant, a Safeway and a 21-store

CASH ON THE STREET - l i .
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mall. . '
.."It was kind of scary at 

first,"  said store ow ner' Joan '  
Ellington. B u t '! 'a f te r  doing 
some read ing  . abou t o th e r 
places this has-happened, we 
realized it could double our 
business." • •

Still, the changes amaze 
Ellington.

" I t  m akes you w onder 
w hat’s down here to bring all 
these people," she said.

The answer to her question 
is simple. * '

Work. r
One clerk a t E lling ton 's  

Hardware has been in th e '  
state 16 months. She came 
with her husband and four 
children. The other clerk ar­
rived four years ago w ith five 
other family members.

Thousands o f  people are- 
coming to Alaska to escape a 
b i t te r  recession th a t  has 
produced b read  lines and 
soup kitchens in o ther parts 
of the country. They are leav­
ing old jobs to find better 
ones.

"Economic opportunity is 
the No. 1 reason they 're  com­
ing ,"  said Neal F ried , an 
economist for the Alaska De­
partm ent of Labor. "People 
have heard  abou t w ages. 
They've heard about the pipe­
line. Many have relatives here 
who tell them to come."

For many, the move has 
been a good one.

"There is a lot of opportun­
ity for people here,” Fried 
said. "But it  is not a job 
m arket with a shortage of. 
people. Unemployment hasn’t 
come down."

7 In fact, despite the addition 
of 40,000 jobs to the economy, 
the unemployment rate actu­
ally increased from 9.3 per­
cent to 10.1 percent during the 

''la s t  two years. Nearly 4,000 
more people are looking for 

’•work in Alaska today than in 
1981.

Still, it is better to be 
unemployed in Alaska than in 
the  id le  fac to ry  tow ns of 
Michigan or logging communi­
ties of northern Idaho. The 
chances of finding w ork in an 

' expanding economy are better 
than in a stagnant one, Fried 
said.

Huge numbers of new Alas­
kans are not finding jobs in 
the oil, fishing and tim ber 
industries. Instead, they are 
working as carpenters, roof­
ers, electricians, store manag­
ers, clerks, waitresses, cooks, 
gas station attendants, law­
yers, engineers, surveyors, 
real estate agents, .reporters, 
teachers. Some have started 
new businesses.

Two thousand job* have 
been created on the Kenai 
Penmsula despite the lack of 
significant growth in the oil 
and fishing industries.

People are working in new 
shopping centers, in new res­
ta u ra n ts , g ift shops, n u r ' 
series, computer stores and 
sporting goods outlets. Oldti- 
mers are starting  to complain 
th a t  dow n tow n  S o ld o tn a  
looks like Northern Lights 
Boulevard in Anchorage.

Residential and commercial 
construction reached all-time 
highs in 1983. Homer Electric 
Association added 1,500 new
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customers.
Sales tax  revenues generat­

ed on retail sales In Kenai 
and Soldotna are up 40 per­
cent over 1982.

"W hat's happening here is 
being evidenced everywhere 
else in A laska," said Frank 
Mcllhargey of the borough 
resource development office. 
"We’re in the m idst of a 
governm ent-dollar-generated 
boom."

Assessing the effect of m as­
sive government spending on 
the economy is difficult. It 
was made easier in 1982 when 
econom ists Gregg Erickson 
and Tom Singer developed a . 
way to track  the  m oney 
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 
E rickson  and S inger call 
Cash-on-the-Street.

Cash-on-the-Street includes 
loans by the Alaska Housing 
Finance Corp. and other state 
agencies, perm anent fund .div­
idends, the salaries paid state 
em ployees, o p era tio n  and 
m aintenance costs, general 
fund and bond financed capi­
tal proiects.

the permanent fund.
In four of the last five 

years, Cash-on-the-Street ex­
ceeded state general fund ap­
p ro p ria tio n s  — 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 grow th 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
iripan<: vpar'c U m  :«• *v-n

Chartt: 0*9/ Newt an deoanment

It is unlikely tha t Cash-on- 
the-Street will again reach 
the record levels of 1982, ac­
cording to the Labor depart­
m en t, 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 w hat 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 rea lly  know s 
w hat'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 hu rt­
ing and go under."

B ut G oldsm ith  says he 
doesn't see a bust in the 
future.

The economic contraction
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. spending w on’t be “ as im m e^ 

.diate and dram atic as the 
growth has been," Goldsmith • 
said. "Businesses will try to 

’ tough it out.” ; * ■. •: •
i Erickson.agrees.' *•; •"
I “The growth that* has- been - 
: coincident w ith sta te  spend- 
Ling. has. occurred _almost ei>_ 
tirely  in service areas” such 

: as reta il; trade, communica­
tions and transportation, E r­
ickson said. -

“There is some reason to 
th ink tha t w on'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 
A laska." - .... • • •

The service- sector of the 
economy is ’population sensi*. 
tive. If people rem ain in Alas­
ka despite a decrease in their 
standard of living, if they are 
willing to m ake do w ith less 
d isp o sab le  incom e, th en  
chances are goon the economy 
can be weaned from state 
spending w ithout too much 
social d islocation , E rickson  
said.

He also pointed out that:
• M uch of th e  rec e n t 

grow th  w as heeded . Com ­
pared to sim ilar m arkets in 
other parts of the nation, the 
service economy in Alaska 
was underdeveloped.

0 A laska’s basic industrial 
base w ill 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. C onstruction em­
ployment is the same today —

' in terms of percentage of total 
'labo r force — as it was in 
: 1963/ :

• There has beon no five- 
year period  since 1950 in 
which the  serv ice  sec to r 
didn’t ,a d d  more lobs to

state  economy than  the indus­
tria l sector.-.
• If  policy m akers be tte r un­
derstood the relationship be­
tween state spending and the 
economy, Erickson ..believes, 
they could, m itigate the nega­
tive effects of future declines 

, in Cash-on-the-Street.
Is  i t  w ise  to  spend  

hundreds of millions of dol­
lars each year on’new "capital 
projects? On perm anent fund 
d iv idends? * On subsid ized  
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
tio n s  lik e  th ese , - E rickson  
said, state leaders can't* hope 
to soften the effects of future 
state spending cuts on th e . 
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 M att Berman 
of the Institute for Social and 
Economic Research, oil reve­
nues will decline 50 percent —'

in terms of 1982 dollars '—  'd4
■ the early 1990s. ^

Nothing on the Horizon: is 
capable of replacing the reve-' 
nue now provided  by oil;" 
Even royalty income generat­
ed by the proposed Alaska

■ Natural' 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 pe r* ' 
m anen t fund, w ill be the 
sta te ’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

• years, production will decline 
significantly.

The choices facing law m ak­
ers now are difficult. Should 
they  m a in ta in  the  s ta te 's  
th riv ing  economy over the 
next few years by continuing 
to pump huge amounts o f ' 
money into the marketplace? 
Or should  th ey  cu t s ta te  
spending today to keep the 
cost of basic government serv­
ices affordable after 1990? Is 
there any way to accomodate 
these seemingly incompatible 
goals? •

" T h e re ' are no easy  an- ' 
swers," Goldsmith said.
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Governor’s board hears -> *Iva " 
views on reapportionment ■%'
By JOHN MARRS , j & f . •.? . ^
Editor *

I f  t h e ' r e s t  o f . S o u t h c e n t r a l ’ a n d ' 
Southeastern Alaska w ere as easy to please 

. as English Bay and P o rt G raham , the  
governor's special reapportionm ent board 

• would have few problems. ^
^  Testim ony during a teleconference con-, 
ducted over the s ta te ’s conference network  
Wednesday evening indicated no consensus 
in  English B ay  o r P ort G raham  for or 
against w hether the two southern peninsula 
villages were put in one voting d is tric t o r  

-a n o th e r. • ....... v .,
The re3t of the 30 people who spoke told

•• V tv.%/ 4 • i t , • .
j,«v«' S*«BOARO, P*go H

'• ; . t v.‘*» :•.* ’ }v H . . am  J ■*■ -  ̂ M J  * '

: v k B o a r d  - h e a r ! r i g 1 '

'Corrtlnuedfrom Pag* i  Kvasnikoff,' an  English Bay'
i - ■ * *  v illag e  deader; and .was] to ld ,

^ lh e y  didn’t .lik e  the pending . ^ h a t* 'th e  • p e o p le *  th e r e  
reapportionm ent plans. . . . r%i c o u ld n 't m a k e  up th e ir  

H a lf of those who spoke minds w hether they would 
urged the board to revive a . ^  better off one w ay  than 
once-proposed but abandon- other He a is0 asked that 
ed plan to create one large  ̂ a board representative visit 

.Senate d is tric t encirc ling  the v illage to talk  about i t . '
, . A n ch o rag e  w ith  N ik is k i, .  A ssem blyw o m an  K aren  

Seward, Valdez, Cordova, M c G a h a n  0 f  N i k i s k i ,
. .W h ittie r  and the M atanuska Dorothy Westphal of Sterling  

V alley . The area  -  not coun- and ^  Irv in  of H o m e ra ll  
ting N ikiski — is roughly the  ̂ protested the board's plan to 
sam e as the pre-1981 Senate put Ndnsgj ^ t h  South An-' 
d istric t represented by Sen. - c ^ a g e  ip a new House 
J a y  K erttu la , D -P a lm er. n jc » rie t7 * "  -

„ ’ t .T h e  possibility of s w it-'^  -  ; * i 1 '  \  ? T "
ching English Bay and P ort • W estphal also read a letter  
G ra h a m  fro m  a H ouse by S h a ro n  O v e rm a n  of 
D istric t for Prince W illia m  Soldotna, president of the 

.Sound to one for the Kenai C e n t r a l  P e n i n s u l a  
P e n in s u la  w as the only Republican Women's Club, 
change actually  mentioned objecting to a  plan that 
as a possibility by the board. would cut the peninsula’s
., T h e  c h a n g e  is  c o n -  representation in the Senate, 
tem plated in the board’s last ," Tw o peninsula residents, 
public report, and C hairm an Jack W arner and Louis Ber- 
W illie  Hensley and board nacardino of Seward, joined 
m em ber M a ry  Nordale men- p e o p le  f r o m  W h i t t ie r ,  
tloned it  Tuesday in discus- " V a ld e z , ' Cordova and the 

. sions w ith  citizens who were . M at-Su Borough in recom- 
'  testifying. The change, if  . 'm e n d in g  th a t  p ro po sed  

made when the board meets House D istricts  6 ,7  and 16 be 
today, would move the Chit- . combined to form  a Senate 
na and M cC arthy areas into d is tr ic t  w ith  tw o seats. 
House D is tric t 6 (Valdez- S im ila r to K e rttu la ’s form er  

‘ Seward-Cordova) and put ' d istrict, the plan has been 
E n g lis h  B a y  a n d  P o r t  c a l le d  th e  “ D o u g h n u t  

• G ra h a m  back  in  House ’ D is tr ic t”  because of its 
D is tric t 5, the peninsula's shape, 7:0 n v b w .1 
m ain  voting d istrict. - T h e  r e a p p o r t io n m e n t

;•«< W a lte r M aganik Sr., presi- n board dropped the plan, 
dent of the Port G raham  orig inally  raised by Kert-
V illag e  Council, urged the tula, without com m ent a i its
board to "leave us alone,”  •* last meetings in Decem ber, 
but he also said a village Tuesday night, Hensley said
vote cam e out 21 in favor of the idea had not found any
m oving to the new Prince support on the board.
W illia m  Sound D is tric t to 29 The board has until Feb. 3 
in  favor of staying put. • * to report to the governor,

Rep. M ilo  F ritz , R-Anchor who this week got a court ex-
P o in t ,  s p e a k in g  f r o m  ter ’..m  to Feb . 17 for his
J u n e a u , s a id  he spoke re p ., t to Superior Court
e a rlie r  Tuesday w ith  Vince . ,  Judge M ilton Souter.



H a r k  Jacobs, Jr. 
? . C . 3 o n  625 
Sitka, Alaslra 99335

F e b r u a r y  4, 1 5 3 4

Zo n o r  able 3 e n  C-rusccndorf 
A l a s k a  State Leg islature 
P o u c h  V  (IIS 3100)
Juneau, A l a s k a  99311

Dear hr. C-russendorf:

; v  t e s t i m o n y  011 the statewide t e l e c onferen ce y e s t e r d a y  on I I J ? . 53 is 
that I a n  v e r y  c o n c erned a b o u t  the future trends i n  r e a p p o r t i o n n e n t  o f  the 
State of A l a s k a’s l e g i s l a t u r e . A l t h o u g h  the U n i t e d  States C o n s t i t u t i o n  is 
d e s i g n e d  for p r o v i d i n g  for one nan, one vote p h i l o s o p h y  i n  order to have a 
fair representation, I d o n ’t believe it is fair a a  it a f f e c t s  H a 3h a  a n d  
i t ’s v a s t  areas of snail populations.

cnoragc arc
The n a i n  p r o b l e m  as I see it, is the increasi ng p o p u l a t i o n  i n  the An-

a. R i g h t  n o w  the ir v o t i n g  s t r e n g t h  i n  the legis lature is n e a r l y  
f i f t y  p e r  cent, this means that they are alnost to the p o i n t  of r u n ning  
the entire State of Alaslia as t h e y  p lease a n d  c a n  got practically* a n y  p o p u­
la t i o n  i n c r e a s i n g  facil ities or programs.

t h a t  chance do wc have as c i t i zens of Alaska. if all the v o t i n g  p o w e r  
is c o n centra ted i n  one snail a r e a  of A l a s h a ?  If the p r o s e n t  trend continues 
we will have o n l y  a U n i t e d  voice i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  the future of our A l a s h a m  
life style, our c u l t u r e s , r e s o u r c e s  and p o l i t i c a l  p a r t icipation. The Canitml 
move p r o p o n e n t s  I am sure will  a g a i n  become active.

I w ould r a t h e r  sec a r i g i d  const i t u t i o n a l  p r o v i s i o n  to a l l o w  f o r  G e o­
graphical representation, ra ther t h a n  b y  population. This w o u l d  provide us 
w i t h  an adequate political voice i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  the future of our A l a s k a n  
w a y  of life.

Candid a t e s  for the State L egi slature from the out. l y i n g  areas of 
Alaska  m u s t  travel great d i s t ances  a t  g reat e x p e n s e s  to c a m p a i g n  for the 
office while those in the p o p u l a t i o n  centers c a n  do t h e i r  c a m p a i g n i n g  in 
a  f e w  c i t y  bl o c k s  of t h e i r  district.

---------------   —   ^ -* WV-.  ux U KJ J. J  U ., UU VJ
Alaska"  v e r y  simil iar to w h a t  W a s h i n g t o n  D.,C., is at tlio p r e s e n t  time.

I k n o w  that the c r e a t i o n  of a "District of the State of Alaska" is 
a w i l d  idea n o t  l e g a l l y  possible, it is s i r m l y  a h e a r t  c r y  of what n i g h  
be the a n s w e r  to p r e s e r v i n g  our polit i c a l  life as A l a s k a n  cultures.

I often w i s h  the U n i t e d  States Supreme court w o u l d  take into c o n s i d­
era t i o n  the v a s t n e s s  and the d i versity'of  A l a s k a  in i t ’s decisions.

Sincerely,. _

cc: U.S. C o n g r e s s m e n  H a r k  f t
a n y  n e w s p a p e r  p u b l i c a t i o n  

T1 ingot d: H a i d d  Central Council
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JEAN WOODS, PO BOX 827 , PALMER 99645 .
BOX 53 , PALMER 99645 
BOX 53 , PALMER 99645 
PO BOX 891 , PALMER

RON LARSON, PO 
ED CRASSER, PO 
MARSHA MELTON,

14. LEN MELTON, PO BOX 891 , PALMER 99645

2941
3365

745
745
745
745
745
376

TEST.
TEST.

733 2395 TEST.

892 6638 TEST.

£
I*l

e
e

745 5247 TEST.
TEST. g.

3027 TEST.
2191 TEST.
5125 UBS.
3027 OBS.
3826 OBS. '*
8628 OBS. r

SUBMITTED WRITTEN 
TESTIMONY

OBS. ^

li DON'T KNOW IF  YOU EVER GOT THE FINAL L IST  IN ANCHORAGE OR IF  YOU STILL 
, NEED ALL OF THIS. I  THINK YOU COULD THROW IT  AWAY IF  YOU DON'T NEED I T .  
^  HAVE A GREAT FRIDAY!



. j/Vl J. /£&*•
JESDAY, 1 / 1 0 / 8 4  : DATE 7  . . _  a_
'■ DOTNA * : SITE/LOCATION ^  '

M.M.MILLER <JNU), : SPONSOR/SUBJECT . -...i<-c.*r&*-re*tC~c.■ oT.'S REAPPORTIONMENT BD. FINAL PLAN'

.ME/REPRESENTING ADDRESS/PHONE TESTIFY OBSERVE
' f t K K K « K K N * « K * * * * * * * * * * * K * f t t t K * N X * « * t t * f c K * « « * K K * * * * K N « « * * * * * * * * X t t f t W X f f K f c t t K K t t * * * #

JOHN MARRS PEN. CLARION BOX 43330 , KENAI, AK. 99611 X
^TOjjOTHY WESTPHAL R T .2  BX 295 STERLING, AK. 262 -6061  X

MCHAN RT.1 BOX 767 KENAI, AK. 99611 X
RICHARD MCHAN • • . • • X

V
 TESTIFY/ED
 '_OBSERVE/ED
 TOTAL

 STATS______
4 :3 0  PM T/C  STARTED 

. 6 :3 5  PM T /C  ENDED

i , ,

1 REGIONAL STATS ## . . ■
• • • '■ . J

jHER LTC S IT E  ■
 TESTIFIED :
 OBSERVED , ‘ :
 TOTAL .

LOIS IRVIN  167 WEST BAY VIEW HOMER AK. 2 3 5 -7 1 7 2  TESTIFIED
• . • . .• ; 99603

/WARD LTC SITE
___ TESTIFIED . .
___ OBSERVED 
 TOTAL ••

- t fD ll IS  BENCARDINO '519  5TH. SEWARD 
-jtfCK WERNER 423RD. SEWARD 
ALICE PICKETT LOWELL CANYON ' 
EDGAR BLATCHFORD BOX 1344 SEWARD

TESTIFIED
TESTIFIED
OBSERVED
OBSERVED

"TE: 1 / 10/Q4 ' "  ' "
ITE: ANCHORAGE/ MICK I
ONSOR/SUBJECT: REPRESENTATIVE MILLER/GOVERNOR'S REAPPORTIONMENT BOARD 

PUBLIC HERAING
 TESTIFIED 1 k k k k k T /C  STARTED: 4:40PM . ..

. .  . 2 .  .OBSERVED * # # * . iT /C  ENDED:
 TOTAL

STIFIED***** ntt

SERVED . •

MARK RIEHLE, KENI RADIO 
BONNIE STEWARD. ARCO '



. M i u L i c .  n r . i x j u t .  I 
. MrtRY NOBDALE 
. DICK BORER 
. JOE MCKINNON 
. FELIX  TONER 

•. JOHN RUBINI 
KAREN REHFELD 

. DANA LATOUR 
PERRY LOVETT • 

O .B IL L  HALL 
1 .REF' MILO FRITZ
2 . DAVID SCHACH
3.WALLY. KUBLEY ______
4 . REP RON WENDTE . „
5 . PAUL ARMOND
6 . DENISE ZACHARY *
7 .  ALA I  RE STANTON .C
8.MAF0USE
9 . MARK HANLEY/MARTIN

7 TESTIFY/ED 
12 OBSERVE/ED 
19 TOTAL

r E: JANUAr%% 10, 1984
rE : SITKA ^

K t « r r U K I  iUfU1fc.NI B K D T• T• T■ T■ T
REAPP. B R D . STAFF 0

1
0

■ • 0
N/A 0
N/A 0

4 6 5 -4 8 3 3 T■
0

- MENDENHALL APTS . £709 . . . 0
46 5 -4 9 4 4 T

.. - HOUSE D E M O C . 4 6 5 -4 8 4 3 0
HOUSE D E M O C . 4 6 5 -4 8 4 3 0

465-4821 0
POUCH V 4 6 5 -3 8 1 8 0

4 6 5 -3 7 8 3 0

-STATS------------
T/C STARTED 
T /C  ENDED

4 :3 0  AST 
6 :3 0  AST

3NS0R/SUBJECT: REP. M.M. MILLER/REAPPORTIONMENT PLAN

.TESTIFIED

.OBSERVED

.TOTAL

*# # X *T /C  STARTED: 4 :4 0  
* * # * * T / C  ENDED: 6 :2 5

; e r v e d

^SUSAN FROETCHEL. SITKA SENTINEL, BOX 799 , S ITKA, AK 99835 
WOLFRAM KUONI, BOX 155, S ITKA, AK 99835

HAINES

. . .T E S T IF IE D  

. .  .OBSERVED 

. . .T O T A L

HOONAH

2 . .TESTIF IED
4 . .0.SERVED
6 . .TOTAL

YAKUTAT

1 . .T E S T IF IE D  
0 .  .OBSERVED 
1 ..TOTAL

CORDOVA

7 . .TE STIF IED
3 . .0BSERVED
1 0 . TOTAL

.NES/TESTIFIED .■

MJftwToLERUD, HAINES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BOX 527 , HAINES, AK 99027 
DDACTcELL MAPLE, HAINES CITY ADMINISTRATOR, BOX 576 , HAINES, AK 991327

•ERVED

l.EO LAND, BOX 122, HAINES, AK 99027

KftKNT/C STARTED: 4 :3 5  PM 
x x x x T /C  ENDED: 6 :2 5 P M

I
... f

LDEZ STATS: ./ ••.:•t, v. •'* * * . ’* •*/* ' *
S T IF Y :___ 4________ *.
SERVE *. , . .

ME/REPRESENTING ■ ADDRESS/PHONE TESTIFY OBSERVEXXXXXXXXXXXXXt t XXXXMHXXXXXXKXXXXXXXXXXMXXXXXt l XXXXXXXXXXXHKXXXXXKXXi t XXXKMI i XMKX

JOHN DEVENS .■ BOX 307 ,  VALDEZ 99606
CITY OF VALDEZ v ^ r -  835-2421
JIM  WATSON BOX 3 0 7 , VALDEZ 99686
CITY OF VALDEZ 0 3 5 -4 3 1 3
SUSY COLLINS • BOX 3 0 7 ,  VALDEZ 99686
MAYOR OF VALDFZ ‘ ' 0 3 5 -4 9 1 3  (EXT. 5241 )
BARNEY M. MEYRING BOX 5 1 2 ,  VALDEZ 99606 X
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

X

X

X £o.<4?uc. UaLli, /^x/Sw

. 0 3 5 -2 3 3 0 .*
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I .  TH E REA PPO RTIO N M EN T BOARD

A. I n t r o d u c t i o n

This R e p o r t  p r e sents the r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  of the 1983 

R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board of the State of Alaska.

The 1983 R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board w a s  conv e n e d  to p r o p o s e  

amendments to the 1981 State R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  P l a n  f o l l o w i n g  the 

A l a s k a  Supreme Court's d e t e r m i n a t i o n  that the 1981 State  

R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  P l a n  i m p r o p e r l y  included C o r d o v a  in H o u s e  

Distr i c t  2. C a r p e n t e r  v. H a m m o n d , 667 P . 2 d  1204 (Alaska 1983). 

The co nstitutiona l p r o b l e m  i d e n t i f i e d  b y  the - court w a s  that the 

inclusion of C o r d o v a  in a di strict w i t h  communities in S o u t h east 

A l a s k a  v i o l a t e d  the m a n d a t e  of article 6, sectio n 6 of the A l a s k a  

Co n s t i t u t i o n  w h i c h  requires that l e gisla tive districts c o n t a i n  

"as n early as p r a c t i c a b l e  a r e l a t i v e l y  i n t e g r a t e d  socio- e c o n o m i c  

a r e a . "

In an o rder e n t e r e d  on Octobe r 12, 1983, the H o n o r a b l e  

M i l t o n  M. Souter of the A l a s k a  Superior Court, T h i r d  J u d i c i a l  

District, d i r e c t e d  the Governor, w i t h  the advice of the 

R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board, to issue a P r o c l a m a t i o n  of R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  

on or b efore February 3, 1984 1/ w h i c h  causes C o r d o v a  to be

p l a c e d  in a contiguous, compact and r e l a t i v e l y  int eg r a t e d

1/ By subsequent order of the court, the deadline for the 
issuance of a P r o c l a m a t i o n  of R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  was e x t e n d e d  to 
Februa ry 17, 1984.
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s o c i o - e c o n o m i c  e l e c t i o n  district. The court f u rther  d i r e c t e d  the 

Go v er nor to a m e n d  the 1981 P l a n  as is n e c e s s a r y  to satisfy 

federal and state c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  requireme nts, b u t  to m a k e  only 

the fe west p o s s i b l e  changes.

In a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  the s u p erior court order, the 1983 

Re a p p o r t i o n m e n t  B o a r d  w a s  a p p o i n t e d  b y  G o v e r n o r  Bill S h e f f i e l d  on 

O c tob er 20, 1983. The R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  P l a n  r e c o m m e n d e d  in this 

Report sets f orth the Board' s solution to the p r o blems i d e n t i f i e d  

in the C a r p e n t e r  decision. In formul a t i n g  this Plan, the B o a r d  

has sought to m a k e  the f ewest p o s s i b l e  changes to the 19?' Plan 

w h i l e  g i v i n g  p r i m a r y  i m p o r t a n c e  to the p r i n c i p l e  of equal 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .

1. C o m p o s i t i o n  of the B o a r d

In the s u p erio r court's O c t o b e r  12 order, the G o v e r n o r  

was instr u c t e d  to issue a r e v i s e d  P r o c l a m a t i o n  of R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  

w i t h  the assis t a n c e  of an a d v i s o r y  board. The following 

individuals w e r e  a p p o i n t e d  b y  G o v e rnor S h e f f i e l d  in O c t o b e r  of 

1983 to serve on the R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board: W i l l i a m  L. Hensley,

Kotzebue; M a r y  A. Nordale, Fairbanks; J o s e p h  H. McKinnon, 

Anchorage; R i c h a r d  R. Borer, Cordova; and F e l i x  J. Toner, Juneau. 

W i l l i a m  H e n s l e y  w a s  e l e c t e d  c h a i r m a n  during an o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

m e e t i n g  in J u n e a u  on O c t o b e r  26, and M a r y  N o rd ale was s e l e c t e d  to 

serve as vice-chairman.



2„ Staff and Techn ical R e q u i r e m e n t s

D a n a  L a T o u r  s e r v e d  as staff a s s i stant to the Board. 

Her r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n c l u d e d  all a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and fiscal 

details such as a r r a n g i n g  m e e t i n g s  and h e a ri ngs and m a i n t a i n i n g  

c- curate records of all B o a r d  activities. Cheryl Barsne ss and 

Cheryl B e a t y  p r o v i d e d  cleric al and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  support to the 

Board for the d u r a t i o n  of the project. A s s i s t a n t  A t t o r n e y  

General J o n a t h a n  R ubini s e rved as the Board' s legal counsel.

The B oard r e t a i n e d  the services of K a r e n  R e h f e l d  to 

provide technical a s s i s t a n c e  on a contra c t u a l  basis. R e h f e l d  

served as E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  for the 1981 R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board.

B. P ubl ic P a r t i c i p a t i o n

Th e  B oard p r o v i d e d  as m u c h  o p p o r t u n i t y  for p u blic 

pa r t i c i p a t i o n  as w a s  p o s s i b l e  w i t h i n  the limited time available. 

All m e e tings of the Board w e r e  open to the public. In addition,

the Board c o n d u c t e d  six public hearings, m o s t  of w h i c h  took place

in communit ies directly a f f e c t e d  by the proposals d e s c r i b e d  in 

this report. And, throu gh use of the L e g i s l a t i v e  T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  

N e t w o r k  on three occasions, all citizens were a c c o r d e d  an 

o pportunity  to present their views to the Board. A  schedule of 

the dates and locations of the m e e tings and hear ings is included.

In almost every case, all Board m e mbe rs w e r e  p r e sent

for the p u b l i c  hearings. W e a t h e r  conditions p r o h i b i t e d  Dick 

Borer and the r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  staff from a t t e nding the Fairbanks 

hearing. C h a irman W i l l i a m  H e nsley was u n a b l e  to a ttend the
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t e l e c o n f e r e n c e  w i t h  the communities in the Prince W i l l i a m  Sound 

area, the K e n a i  Peninsula, and M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a  Borough.

A d v e r t i s i n g  for the heari ngs i n c luded  n e w s p a p e r  display 

ads that w e r e  sent to the ne wspa p e r s  in the specific areas for 

each hearing. In m o s t  cases, public service announcement s we re  

p r e p a r e d  and rea d v i a  telep hone to the local radio stations p r i o r  

to the p u b l i c  hearings. Additionally, the L e g i s l a t i v e  

T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  N e t w o r k  in the L e g i s l a t i v e  Affairs  Agency, 

D i v i s i o n  of Public Services, p r o vided assistance by adv ert i s i n g  

the t e l e c onference s in each site location involved. N ew spapers  

and radio stations c o n d ucted interviews w h i c h  r e s u l t e d  in 

i n c r e a s e d  a t t e nti on to the hearings.

Fo l l o w i n g  each b o a r d  meeting, the Board p r e p a r e d  a news 

release w h i c h  e x p l a i n e d  the propos ed plans for reapportionment. 

Copies w e r e  supp lied to each Legi s l a t i v e  Information Office, 

Re g i o n a l  G overn or's Office, all 60 legislators, m e m b e r s  of the 

press and in tere s t e d  persons. These news releases served as the 

basis for public  comment and testimony.

At t e n d a n c e  at the- public h e a rings v a r i e d  in each 

location. In m a n y  locations the public comment r e c eived was in 

response to the plans a l r eady p r o p o s e d  b y  the Board. The Board  

also sought publi c comment on three proposals for r e d i s t r i c t i n g  

Anchorage. Various options for apportioning the senate in 

An c h o r a g e  and Southcentral were d i s c ussed during the hearings. 

Additionally, the Board rec eived numerous letters and telegrams.
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As a result of te stimony received, the Board m a d e  two 

revisions to their p r o p o s e d  plans. D u r i n g  a m e e t i n g  on J a n u a r y  

11, 1984, the Board f o r m u l a t e d  their r e c o m m endations  and directed 

staff to p r e p a r e  the text of this report and correspondi ng maps 

to submit to the Governor.

1983 R E A P P O R T I O N M E N T  BOARD 
M E E T I N G / P U B L I C  H E A R I N G  SCHEDULE

C o m m unity

J u n e a u

J unea u

K e t c h i k a n

Juneau*

F a irb anks**

A n c h o r a g e

K e n ai***

A n c h o r a g e

A n c h orage

Date and Time

M e e t i n g  
October 26-z7, 1983

M e e t i n g  
N o v e m b e r  7-8, 1983

H e a r i n g  
N o v e m b e r  11, 1983 

7:30 p.m.

H e a r i n g  
N o v e mber 22, 1983 

7:30 p.m.

He aring  
N o v e m b e r  29, 1983 

7:30 p.m.

H e ari ng 
N o v e mber 30, 1983 
1:30 - 5:00 p.m. 
7:30 - 10:00 p.m.

H e a r i n g  
D e c e m b e r  1, 1983 

7:30 p.m.

M e e t i n g  
D e c ember 8, 1983

M e e t i n g  
D e c e m b e r  14-16, 1983

L o c ation

5th Floor 
Court Building

7 th Flo )r
State 0;:fice Bldg.

School d i s tric t 
M e eti ng loom

Court R c Ol"' A 
A l a s k a  Cour^ Bldg.

Borough A s s e m b l y  
Chambers

Court R o o m  G 
Room 401
Alaska Court Bldg. 
303 K Street

B o rou gh A s s embly 
Chambers, Soldotna

Suite 758 
Frontie r Bldg.

Leg. Informatio n 
Office
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C o m m unity Date and Time L o c a t i o n

Cordova, Valdez, 
Whittier, Seward, 
Homer, Soldotna, 
W a s i l l a

T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  
D e c e m b e r  14, 1983 

6:00 p.m.
Leg. T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  
O ffice - A n c h o r a g e

M e t l a k a t l a , 
H o o n a h

A n c h orage

J unea u

Metlakatla, 
Ketchikan, 
Wrangell, 
P e t e r s b u r g ,
Sitka, Hoonah, 
Juneau, Haines, 
Y a k u t a t ,C o r d o v a , 
Valdez, Whittier, 
Seward, Homer, 
Soldotna, Wasilla, 
A n c h o r a g e

J u n e a u

T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  
De c e m b e r  15, 1983 
4:00 - 6:00 p.m.

H e a r i n g  
D e c e m b e r  15, 1983 

7 :30 p.m.

M e e t i n g  
J a n u a r y  10-11, 1984

T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  
J a n uary 10, 1984 
4:30 - 6:30 p.m.

M e e t i n g  
Fe b r u a r y  3, 1984

Leg. T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  
Office - A n c h o r a g e

APUC H e a r i n g  R o o m  
Mu t u a l  of N e w  Y o r k  
Buildin g

R o o m  123
Al a s k a  O f f i c e  Bldg.

Leg. T e l e c o n f e r e n c e  
Office - J uneau

R o o m  711
State Office Bldg.

**

■fcfc-k

Due to a delay in the arrival of the plane from Ketchikan, 
the Board and staff did not arrive at the h e a r i n g  until 8:15 
p • m  •

There was no public p a r t i c i p a t i o n  at the Fairbanks hearing. 
Therefore, there is no transc ript of the hearing.

The K enai h e a r i n g  was o r i g i n a l l y  a d v e r t i s e d  to be h e l d  in 
the City Council Chambers in K e n a i  from 1:30 - 4:00 p.m.
The h e aring was c h a n g e d  at the request of the community.
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At the outset the B o a r d  c o n s i d e r e d  w h i c h  census d a t a  it 

s h oul d u s e  in preparing its plan. T he 1981 R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  B o a r d  

u t i l i z e d  census figures p r e p a r e d  b y  the U.S. B u r e a u  of Census in 

1980. However, as d i s c ussed in m o r e  detail below, su bst a n t i a l  

corrections w e r e  m a d e  b y  the B u r e a u  of Census in 1981.

1. The Origin al 1980 Census P o p u l a t i o n

T h e  original 1980 Census p o p u l a t i o n  r e p o r t e d  b y  the

B ureau of Census showed a statewide total p o p u l a t i o n  of 400,481.

D r a w i n g  u p o n  this figure, the 1981 R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  B o a r d  e x c l u d e d

31,363.8 as e s t i mated n o n r e s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  

dependents, leaving a statewide total for r e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  

p u r poses of 369,117,2. The ideal district size u n d e r  the census 

data u t i l i z e d  by the 1981 Board  was 9227.9.

F o l l o w i n g  issuance of the 1981 P r o c l a m a t i o n  of

R e a p p o rtionmen t, the n onre s i d e n t  m i l i t a r y  e x c l u s i o n  was further 

a d j u s t e d  by order of the superior court in M a r c h  1982. T he 

s u p e rior court concluded that the original m i l i t a r y  e x c l u s i o n 

should have b e e n  applied cons istently across the state. This

r e q u i r e d  the exclusi on of an additional 2,066.91 n o n r e s i d e n t  

m i l i t a r y  personnel and dependents. The total m i l i t a r y  p o p u l a t i o n  

of 33,430.71 excluded from the 1980 Census statewide p o p u l a t i o n  

of 400,481, left a reappor tionment p o p u l a t i o n  base of 367,050.29. 

T he ideal house district size was then 9,176.2. The court 

o r d e r e d  adjustments w e r e  m a d e  p r i o r  to the 1982 elections.

C. P o p u l a t i o n  Base and Ideal D i s t r i c t  Size
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2. The 1981 Census D a t a  C orrec tions

In Septemb er 1981, the U n i t e d  States B u r e a u  of the 

Census i ssued c o r r ected 1980 census counts for three census areas 

in A l a s k a  —  Anchorage, M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a ,  and Southeast  

Fairbanks. A  d e t a i l e d  listing of these revised counts b y  census 

tract, blocks, and e n u m e r a t i o n  districts was compiled in 

November, 1981. 2/ T h e  1981 c o rrec tions to the 1980 census

counts for A l a s k a  are as follows:

A n c h o r a g e  Census A r e a
T r a c t  0002 - Eagle Rivet +1,414

M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a  Census A r e a
ED 1168 W a s i l l a  A r e a  +50

Southe ast F a i r banks Census Ar ea
ED 0833 -94

The a d j usted 1980 p o p u l a t i o n  for the State of Alaska, 

in c o r p o r a t i n g  the 1981 revisions, is 368,420.29.

367,050.29 - 1980 A d j u s t e d  Census Figure
+ 1,414 - Eagle River
+ 5 0  - M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a

94 - Southeas t Fairbanks

T O T A L  368,420. 29 - A d j u s t e d  1981 P o p u l a t i o n

2/ The N o v e m b e r  listing also i n c l u d e d  a c orre ction in the P ri nce 
of W a l e s  census s ub-area that did not change the popu l a t i o n  for 
the sub-area, but r e a l l o c a t e d  the p o p u l a t i o n  previo u s l y  r e p o r t e d  
to the correct  enumer a t i o n  district.

A d d i t i o n a l  corrections to the 1980 census data for A l a s k a  
w e r e  i ss ued in June 1982 for Saxman, Selawik, and Barrow. T hese  
correc t i o n s  also r e p r e s e n t e d  a r e a l l o c a t i o n  of popu la t i o n  w i t h i n  
the specific census area and did not change the p o p u l a t i o n  in 
those census areas. None of the r e a l l o c a t i o n  corrections affect 
the R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Plan, and none are therefore c onsid ered in 
this report.
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In order to c o n f i r m  the v a l i d i t y  of these corrections 

a n d  to ensure that these correc tions included all official Census 

B u r e a u  adjustments, the Board  c o n s u l t e d  w i t h  the State D e p a r t m e n t  

of Labor, R e s e a r c h  and A n a l y s i s  Section. The R e s e a r c h  and 

An a l y s i s  S e ct ion is the contact for the F e d e r a l / S t a t e  C o o p e r a t i v e  

P r o g r a m s  for p o p u l a t i o n  es timates and projections, and is the 

contact  a g e n c y  for che A l a s k a  Census D a t a  Network. In these 

capacities, it receives all p u b l i c a t i o n s  and data g e n e rated  by 

the B u r e a u  of Census p e r t a i n i n g  to Alaska. In its re sponse to 

the B o a r d’s inquiry, dated N o v e m b e r  17, 1983, the Resea r c h  and 

A n a l y s i s  Section c o n f irmed that no a ddit ional ' corrections h a v e  

b e e n  issued.

In addition, the Boa rd r e q u e s t e d  that the Institute of 

Social and E c o n o m i c  Research, U n i v e r s i t y  of Alaska, r e v i e w  the 

m a t t e r  to assure that use of c o r r e c t e d  data w o u l d  not interject a 

n e w  s t atistical bias. The Institute  of Social and Economic  

R e s e a r c h  r e v i e w e d  the c orrected data, and conclude d that the use 

of c o r r e c t e d  data y i e l d e d  the best possible data base for the 

p r e s e n t  reapportionment. 37

3. The Board's D e c i s i o n  to Use Corrected Census Data

The O c tober 12, 1983 order dire cted the Governor to:

[N]ot u t i lize any amendments to the m o s t  recent
federal decennial census w h i c h  w e r e  issued after

3/ The I nstitute's conclusions are set forth in a letter to the 
B o a r d  dated N o v e m b e r  21, 1983.
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the initial final d e c i s i o n  w h i c h  was entered by 
the Superior Court in this case on M a r c h  26, 1982.

T h e  c o n t r o l l i n g  date in the o r d e r  is M a r c h  26, 1982. The

o f f i c i a l  c orrecti ons to the o r i ginal  ly80 census data w e r e  made

in S e p t e m b e r  1981, w e l l  in a d v ance of this date. Thus, use of

this data b y  the B o a r d  complies w i t h  the s u p e r i o r  court's order.

D e s p i t e  the lit eral langu age of the superior court's

order, the G o v e r n o r  and the Board r e c o g n i z e d  that the correct

intent of the court's order m a y  a c t u a l l y  have b e e n  to require

that any n e w  plan utilize  the same figures as e m p l o y e d  by the

1981 R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board, that is, the u n c o r r e c t e d  1980 census

data. P e n d i n g  resolut ion of h o w  to proceed, Gov ernor Sheffie ld

sent a letter to the members of the R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Board,

r e q u e s t i n g  that the B oard p r e p a r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  plans amending the

1981 Plan, one u t i l i z i n g  c o r r e c t e d  census data and the other

u s i n g  the u n c o r r e c t e d  origi n a l  data. At the same time, the

G o v e r n o r  r e q u e s t e d  that the D e p a r t m e n t  of L a w  r e v i e w  the issue.

In a. M e m o r a n d u m  of A d v i c e  to the G o v ernor dated

F e b r u a r y  1, 1984, the D e p a r t m e n t  of La w concl u d e d  that the Board

s h o u l d  u t i l i z e  the 1981 c o rrec tions to the 1980 census in the

p r e p a r a t i o n  of its amended R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  Plan. By letter dated

F e b r u a r y  2, 1984, G o v ernor  S h e f fie ld e x p r e s s e d  his r e c o m m e n d a t i o n

that the B oard submit its P l a n  u t i l i z i n g  only the c o r r e cted data.

A f t e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of the c on clusions r e a c h e d  by the Department
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of Law, the Boar d has decided to submit a single Plan u t i l i z i n g  

only the corrected census data. 4/

The D e p a r t m e n t  of L a w  c o n c l u d e d  in its F ebru a r y  1, 

1984, m e m o r a n d u m  that u t i l i z a t i o n  of the u n c o r r e c t e d  data w o u l d
4

expose the pl an to legal challenge. The Equal P rot ection Clause 

of the U nited States C o n s t i t u t i o n  requires a state to construct 

its districts w i t h  as n e a r l y  equal p o p u l a t i o n  as is practicable, 

a goal intended to ensure the ideal of one-man, one-vote. 

Reynolds v. S i m s , 377 U.S. 533, 577 (1964). A d o p t i o n  of a plan 

u s i n g  data w h i c h  is a d m i t t e d l y  erroneous serves only to distort 

the fundamental tenet of equal representation. As the A l a s k a  

Supreme Court stated in G r o h  v. E g a n , " There can be little 

qu e st ion but that the general p r i n c i p l e  of equalizing votes per 

person can best be a c h ieved by use of the most current accurate 

data r easo nably a v a i l a b l e ." 526 P . 2d at 868. (Emphasis added.) 

To ignore the 1981 corrections w o u l d  be tantamount to ignoring -- 

and thereby disen f r a n c h i s i n g  —  1,414 voters in Eagle River, a 

solution the Board considers to be absolu t e l y  unacceptable.

In order to comply w i t h  the U.S. and Alaska  

co n s t itutional ma ndates and the directions of the A l a s k a  Supreme 

Court, the Board has concluded that it is m a n d ato ry that this 

Report and the Board's Plan  u t i l i z e  only the most accurate data

4/ Pri or to this decision, the Bo ard h a d  p r e pared a Plan using 
the erroneous u n c o r r e c t e d  data (pursuant to Governor Sheffield's 
request of Novem b e r  8, 1983). This a l ternative Plan remains a 
part of the record of the Board's proceedings.
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p r e s e n t l y  available. The 1980 census data, as c o r r e c t e d  in 1981, 

is the m o s t  accu rate census data a v a i l a b l e  tc the Board.

4. Ideal D i s t r i c t  P o p u l a t i o n s

The adj usted st atewide p o p u l a t i o n  u t i l i z e d  in this 

plan, inc orp o r a t i n g  corrections m a d e  to 1980 census data, is

368,420.29. The ideal h o u s e  district p o p u l a t i o n  is d e t e r m i n e d  b y  

d i v iding the total p o p u l a t i o n  by the 40 house seats to be

apportioned. The ideal h o u s e  distr ict p o p u l a t i o n  is 9,210.5.

The ideal senate district p o p u l a t i o n  is d e t e r m i n e d  b y

dividing the total p o p u l a t i o n  by the 20 senate seats to be

apportioned. The ideal senate dist rict p o p u l a t i o n  is 18,421.
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II. R E V I S E D  E L E C T I O N  D I S T R I C T S  

A. H o u s e  D i s t ri cts

The revisions m a d e  in the B o ard's propo sal a f fect the 

Southeast and S outhcentral areas cf the state.

In Southeast, the Board s h i f t e d  the c o m m unit y of 

M e t l a k a t l a  and vicinity, p r e v i o u s l y  in H o u s e  D i s trict 1, and the 

community of Hoonan, p r e v i o u s l y  in H o u s e  D i s t r i c t  3, into H o u s e  

Di s t r i c t  2 to replace the C o r d o v a  p o p u l a t i o n  w h i c h  was m o v e d  into 

House D i s t r i c t  6. As a result, D i s t r i c t s  1, 2, a n d  3 are

slightly a f f e c t e d  under this proposal. H o u s e  D i s t rict 4 remains 

unchanged.

The South central districts are a f f e c t e d  two ways: 

first by the inclusion of the C c r d o v a  area (approximately 2,200 

persons) w i t h  the Prince W i l l i a m  Sound area; and second, b y  the 

technical correction m a d e  b y  the U.S. Census Bureau w h i c h  added  

an additional 1,414 persons to the Eagle R i v e r  area.

House District  6 has b e e n  r e v i s e d  to include the 

Cordova, Chitina, and M c C a r t h y  areas. Because of the n e e d  to 

distribut e the excess p o p u l a t i o n  in Southc e n t r a l  over a larger 

area, the N i k iski area of the N o r t h  K e n a i  is combined w i t h  South  

A n c h orage in House D i s t r i c t  7. W i t h  the e x c e ptio n of the 

inclusion of a small e n u m e r a t i o n  di strict along che Sterling  

Highway, H ouse  District 5 in unchanged. T he A n c h o r a g e  house 

districts w e r e  revised to ?reflect the a d j u s t e d  p o p u l a t i o n  in the 

southern and n o r t h e r n  areas of the m u n i cipa lity. In m a k i n g  these

II-l



changes, p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  was g i v e n  to following c o m m u n i t y  

council  b o u n d a r i e s  and n e i g h b o r h o o d s  in drawing the d i s t r i c t  

lines.

F o l l o w i n g  is a b r i e f  o u tline  of the area w i t h i n  e ach 

e l e c t i o n  district, the m a j o r  communities in the district, the 

p o p u l a t i o n  of the district, and the p o p u l a t i o n  variance. The 

co m p l e t e  technical b o u n d a r y  d e s c r i p t i o n  for each d i s t r i c t  is 

i n c l u d e d  as an appendix to this report.

1. K e t c h i k a n - W r a n g e l l - P e t e r s b u r g

D i s t r i c t  1 is an a r e a  w i t h i n  a line p r o c e e d i n g  fro m

D i x o n  E n t r a n c e  in a n o r t h e r l y  d i r e c t i o n  up Clarence Strait, 

p a s s i n g  w e s t  of Zarembo Island, n o r t h e r l y  up D u n c a n  Canal, across 

F r e d e r i c k  Sound to a point w e s t  of Cape Fanshaw, then

n o r t h e a s t e r l y  to the C a n a d i a n  b o r d e r  and southerly a l o n g  the 

C a n a d i a n  b o r d e r  to the point of b e g i n n i n g  at Dixon En trance,

e x c l u d i n g  the area on A n n e t t e  Island. The district includes the 

K e t c h i k a n  G a t e w a y  Borough, Wrangell, Petersburg, Hyder, Saxman, 

M e y e r s  Chuck, and Kupreanof. It has a p o p u l a t i o n  of 16,601.58 

and a v a r i a n c e  of -9.9 percent. It w i l l  elect two house m e m b e r s  

to d e s i g n a t e d  seats and one senator.

2. Inside Pass age

D i s t r i c t  2 is c o m p o s e d  of that p o r t i o n  of S o u t heas t

Al a s k a  b e t w e e n  Dixon E n t r a n c e  and B o u n dary Point 187 on the 

U. S ./.Canadian International B o u n d a r y  that is not c o n t a i n e d  in
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D i s t r i c t s  1, 3, and 4. I n c l u d e d  w i t h i n  its bounda r i e s  are the 

c ommu nities of Yakutat, Haines, Skagway, Klukwan, Gustavus, 

Hoonah, Angoon, Kake, Met la k a t l a ,  T h o r n e  Bay, Klawock, Craig, and 

Hydaburg. The district has a p o p u l a t i o n  of 8,924.35 and a 

v a r i a n c e  of -3.1 percent. It w i l l  elect one house m e m b e r  and, 

w i t h  D i s t r i c t  3, one senator.

3. B a r a n o f - C h i c h a g o f

D i s t r i c t  3 consists of B a r a n o f  Island, Y a k o b i  Island, 

C h i c h a g o f  Island, and all of the s m aller adjacent islands 

offshore, excluding the are a w i t h i n  the City of Hoonah. The 

communit ies on the islands i n c l u d e  Sitka, Pelican, E l f i n  Cove, 

Te n a k e e  Springs, and P o r t  Alexander. T h e  district has a 

p o p u l a t i o n  of 8,448.97 a n d  a v a r i a n c e  of -8.3 percent. It w i l l

elect one h o u s e  member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  2, one senator.

4. J u n e a u

Di s t r i c t  4 b o u n d a r i e s  coincide w i t h  those of the Cit y

and B o r o u g h  of Juneau. The d i s tr ict has a p o p u l a t i o n  of

19,332.75 and a variance of +4.9 percent. It will e l e c t  two 

h o u s e  m e m b e r s  to designated seats a n d  one senator.

5. K e n a i - C o o k  Inlet

D i s t r i c t  5 includes all of the coastal areas on the 

east and w e s t  sides of C o o k  Inlet inside the Kenai P e n i n s u l a  

Borough, that lie south a n d  w e s t  of Nikiski. Communities w i t h i n



the d istrict include Kenai, Soldotna, Sterling, Ninilchik, A n c h o r  

Point, Homer, Seldovia, Port Graham, and E n g l i s h  Bay. The 

d i s t rict has a p o p u l a t i o n  of 19,189.95 a n d  a v a r i a n c e  of +4.2 

percent. It w i l l  elect two h o u s e  m e mbers to design a t e d  seats and  

one senator.

6. P r i n c e  W i l l i a m  S ound

D i s t r i c t  6 includes the area along Prince W i l l i a m  Sound 

f r o m  B o u n d a r y  Point 187 on the U . S ./ C a n a d i a n  I n t e rnational  

b o u n d a r y  on the east to the K e n a i  N a t i o n a l  M o o s e  Range b o u n d a r y  

on the west. Included in the district are the communi ties of 

Hope, C o oper Landing, M o o s e  Pass, Seward, Whittier, Valdez, 

Chitina, McCarthy, Tatitlek, and Cordova. It has a p o p u l a t i o n  of 

8,753.19 and a v a r iance  of -4.9 percent. It w i l l  elect one ho use 

m e m b e r  and, w i t h  Districts 7 and 16, two senators to d e s i g n a t e d  

s e a t s .

7. N o r t h  K e n a i - S o u t h  A n c h o r a g e

District 7 contains the N i k i s k i  area on the n o r t h e r n  

Ke n a i  Peninsula, and the s o u t h e a s t e r n  reaches of the M u n i c i p a l i t y  

of Anchorage, including the community council areas of Old 

Seward/Oceanview, Rabbit Creek, T u r n a g a i n  Arm, and G i r d w o o d  

Valley. Its n o r t h e r n  b o u n d a r y  proceeds east from T u r n a g a i n  A r m  

along K l a t t  R o a d  to the N e w  S e waid Highway, southerly on the N e w  

Se w a r d  H i g h w a y  to H u f f m a n  Road, w e s t e r l y  along H u f f m a n  R o a d  to 

the Old Seward Highway, s o u t h e r l y  on the O l d  Seward H i g h w a y  to 

D e A r m o u n  Road, east on D e A r m o u n  Road to Rabbit Creek, and
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ea s te rly and s o u t herl y along Rabbit Creek. The d i s tric t has a 

p o p u l a t i o n  of 9,580.1 and a v a r i a n c e  of +4.0 percent. It will 

elect one h o u s e  m e m b e r  and, w i t h  D i s t rict s 6 and 16, two senators 

to desig n a t e d  seats.

8. C a m p b e l l - H i l l s i d e

D i s t r i c t  8 is b o u n d e d  on the south b y  R abbit Creek, 

D e A r m o u n  Road, the S e w a r d  Highway, and K l a t t  Road, and on the 

w e s t  b y  T u r n a g a i n  Arm. D i m o n d  B o u l e v a r d  and A b b o t t  R o a d  form the 

n o r t h e r n  boundary, and the C h u g a c h  M o u n t a i n s  are the eastern 

boundary. This distric t includes the n e i g h b o r h o o d  council areas 

of B a y s h o r e / K l a t t , H u ffman /O'Malley, Mid-Hill side, H i l l s i d e  East 

and Glen Alps. The district  has a p o p u l a t i o n  of 19,230.7 and a 

v a r i a n c e  of +4.4 percent. It w i l l  elect two house  m e m b e r s  to

d esign a t e d  seats and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  10, two senators to

d e s i g n a t e d  seats.

9. T u r n a g a -'n - S a n d  Lake

D i s trict 9 is b o u n d e d  by a line b e g i n n i n g  at Turna g a i n  

A r m  and p r o c e e d i n g  east on D i m o n d  B o u l evard to A r c t i c  Boulevard, 

then n o r t h  to I n t ern ational A i r port JEload, then w e s t  to Spenard 

Road, then n o r t h e r l y  to F i s h  Creek and con ‘inuing n o r t h  to W. 

36th Avenue, then w e s t  to W i s c o n s i n  Street and n o r t h  on W i s c o n s i n

to N o r t h e r n  Lights Boulevard, then east on N o r t h e r n  Lights to

M i n n e s o t a  Drive and n o r t h  on M i n n e s o t a  Drive to C h ester  Creek, 

then w e s t  on C h ester C r e e k  to K n i k  Arm. The district includes 

the commu nity council areas of T u r n a g a i n  and Sand Lake. It has a



p o p u l a t i o n  o f  1 9 , 1 5 5 . 9  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  +4.0 p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  
e l e c t  two house members to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s  and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  
1 1 ,  two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

10. Mid-Town

D i s t r i c t  10 i s  bounded by a l i n e  b e g i n n i n g  a t  the  
i n t e r s e c t i o n  o f  A r c t i c  B o u le va rd  and Dimond B o u le v a r d ,  th en  n o r t h  
to  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t  Road, e a s t  to  the  Old Seward Highway, 
n o r t h  t o  C h e s t e r  C reek ,  e a s t e r l y  to  Bragaw S t r e e t  and E. 20th 
Avenue, e a s t  to  P in e  S t r e e t ,  south  to  Tudor Road, then w e s t e r l y  
and s o u t h e r l y  a lo n g  the  Bureau o f  Land Management boundary to  
B i r c h  Road, sou th  t o  A b b o tt  Road, and w e st  a lo n g  A b b o tt  Road to  
th e  New Seward Highway, n o r t h  to  Dimond B o u le v a r d ,  and w e s t  to  
th e  p o i n t  o f  b e g i n n i n g .  The d i s t r i c t  i n c l u d e s  th e  community 
c o u n c i l  a r e a s  o f  Rogers  P a rk ,  Tudor, T a k u -C a m p b e l l , Lake O t i s ,  
and U n i v e r s i t y .  I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  1 8 , 1 8 3 . 5  and a v a r i a n c e  
o f  - 1 . 3  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  two house members to  d e s i g n a t e d  
s e a t s  and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  8, two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

1 1 .  Spenard

D i s t r i c t  11 i s  bounded by D i s t r i c t  10 on th e  e a s t ,  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t  Road on th e  s o u th ,  W isco n s in  S t r e e t ,  F is h  
C reek ,  and Spenard Road on th e  w e s t ,  and C h e s t e r  C reek  and W. 
23rd Avenue on the  n o r t h .  I t  i n c l u d e s  th e  community c o u n c i l  
a r e a s  o f  Spenard and North S t a r .  I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  1 8 ,8 0 4 .1  
and a v a r i a n c e  o f  + 2 .1  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  t v  'ouse  members

I I - 6



to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s  and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  9, two s e n a t o r s  to  
d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

12 .  Downtown

D i s t r i c t  12 i s  bounded by C h e s t e r  Creek on th e  s o u t h ,  
Bragaw Road on th e  e a s t ,  Commercial D r i v e  and th e  Elm endorf  
r e s e r v a t i o n  boundary on th e  n o r th  and th e  i n l e t  on th e  w e s t .  
I n c lu d e d  a r e  th e  community c o u n c i l  a r e a s  o f  Government H i l l ,  
Downtown, Penland P a rk ,  South A d d i t i o n ,  F a i r v i e w ,  and p a r t s  o f  
th e  a r e a s  o f  North  Mountain View and A i r p o r t  H e i g h t s .  The 
d i s t r i c t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  1 8 ,6 7 8 .4  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  + 1 .4  
p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  two house members to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s  
and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  13 ,  two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

1 3 .  Elmendorf A i r  F o rce  Base-Mountain View

D i s t r i c t  13 i s  bounded by a l i n e  b e g in n in g  a t  the  
i n t e r s e c t i o n  o f  Bragaw S t r e e t  and E. 20th Avenue p r o c e e d in g  e a s t  
to  B a x t e r  Road, n o r t h  to  DeBarr Avenue, e a s t  to  Muldoon Road, 
n o r th  to  E. 4th  Avenue, w e st  to  P a t t e r s o n  S t r e e t ,  n o r t h  to  the  
Glenn Highway, e a s t  on the  Glenn Highway to th e  common boundary 
between Elmendorf  A i r  F o rce  Base and F o r t  R ich a rd s o n ,  then 
f o l l o w i n g  th e  Elmendorf m i l i t a r y  r e s e r v a t i o n  boundary to  
Commercial D r i v e ,  then e a s t  to Mountain View D r i v e ,  then 
s o u t h w e s t e r l y  to the  Glenn Highway, then e a s t  to  Bragaw Road and 
south  to  the p o i n t  o f  b e g i n n i n g .  The d i s t r i c t  i n c l u d e s  th e  
community c o u n c i l  a r e a s  o f  Ru ssian  Jack Park ,  North and South 
Mountain View, A i r p o r t  H e ig h t s ,  and North Muldoon. I t  has a



p o p u l a t i o n  o f  1 9 , 1 7 3 . 1  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  + 4 .1  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  
e l e c t  two house members t o  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s  and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  
1 2 ,  two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

14 .  South Muldoon

D i s t r i c t  14 i n c l u d e s  S t u c k a g a i n  He .ghts  and th e
community c o u n c i l  a r e a s  o f  N o r t h e a s t ,  South Muldoon, and S c e n i c  
P a rk .  The D i s t r i c t  i s  bounded by D i s t r i c t  13 on th e  n o r t h ,  
D i s t r i c t  15 on th e  n o r t h  and e a s t ,  D i s t r i c t  8 on th e  e a s t  and 
so u th ,  and D i s t r i c t  10 on th e  so u th  and w e s t .  D i s t r i c t  14 has a 
p o p u l a t i o n  o f  1 8 , 2 6 5 . 4  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  - . 8  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  
e l e c t  two house members to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s  and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  
1 5 ,  two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

1 5 .  C h u g ia k - E a g le  R i v e r - F o r t  R ich a rd s o n

D i s t r i c t  15 i n c l u d e s  th e  n o r t h e r n  p o r t i o n  o f  the
M u n i c i p a l i t y  o f  Anchorage from F o r t  R ich a rd so n  on the  w e s t  to  th e  
m u n i c i p a l i t y ' s  b o r d e r  on th e  n o r t h  and e a s t ,  and by D i s t r i c t  14 
on the so u th .  I t  i n c l u d e s  th e  community c o u n c i l  a r e a s  o f  E k lu tn a  
V a l l e y ,  C h u g ia k ,  Birchwood,  and E a g le  R i v e r  V a l l e y .  A ls o  
in c l u d e d  a r e  F o r t  R ic h a r d s o n ,  and th e  a r e a  o f  th e  North Muldoon 
community c o u n c i l  a r e a  bounded by C h e s t e r  C r e e k ,  Muldoon Road, E. 
4 th  Avenue, P a t t e r s o n  S t r e e t ,  and th e  Glenn Highway. The 
d i s t r i c t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  18 ,395  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  - . 1
p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  two house members to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s
and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  14 ,  two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

I I - 8



1 6 .  M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a

D i s t r i c t  16 i s  com prised o f  th e  M a ta n u s k a - S u s i tn a  
Borough, i n c l u d i n g  the  communities o f  T a l k e e t n a ,  W i l lo w ,  Houston, 
B ig  Lake,  W a s i l l a ,  Bodenburg B u t t e ,  Palm er,  S u t t o n ,  P e t e r ' s  
C reek ,  Montana, and C h ic k a lo o n .  I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  1 7 , 6 9 2 . 2 3  
and a v a r i a n c e  o f  - 3 . 9  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  two house members 
to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s  and w i t h  D i s t r i c t s  6 and 7 ,  two s e n a t o r s  to  
d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

1 7 .  I n t e r i o r  Highways

D i s t r i c t  17 i s  made up o f  th o s e  a r e a s  o u t s i d e  o f  the  
M a ta n u s k a -S u s i t n a  Borough and th e  F a irb a n k s  North S t a r  Borough 
w hich  a r e  a lo n g  th e  Glenn,  P a r k s ,  R ic h a r d s o n ,  and A l a s k a  
Highways. I n c lu d e d  a r e  Paxson,  Gulkana, G l e n n a l l e n ,  Copper 
C e n t e r ,  T o n s in a ,  T a z l i n a ,  E a g l e ,  D e l t a ,  F o r t  G r e e l y ,  T a n a c r o s s ,  
Tok, T e t l i n ,  Northway, Nenana, Anderson,  H e a ly ,  and C a n t w e l l .  
The d i s t r i c t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  8 , 7 5 3 . 5 7  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  - 4 . 9  
p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  18, 
one s e n a t o r .

18. S o u t h e a s t  North S t a r  Borough

D i s t r i c t  18 encompasses the  s o u t h e a s t  s e c t i o n  o f  the  
F a ir b a n k s  North S t a r  Borough. I t  i n c l u d e s  North P o l e ,  E i e l s o n  
A i r  F o rce  B ase ,  S a l c h a ,  and Harding Lake. I t s  p o p u l a t i o n  i s  
9 ,300, w i t h  a v a r i a n c e  o f  + .9  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house 
member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  1 7 ,  one s e n a t o r .
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1 9 .  O u t e r  F a i r b a n k s

D i s t r i c t  19 i n c l u d e s  L iv e n g o o d ,  E s t e r ,  G oldstream  Road, 
th e  S t e e s e  Highway, th e  e a s t e r n  h a l f  o f  Farmers Loop Road, F o r t  
W a in w rig h t ,  Chena Hot S p r in g s  Road, C i r c l e ,  C e n t r a l ,  and C i r c l e  
Hot S p r i n g s .  I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  8 ,9 3 4 .3  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  
- 3 . 0  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t s  
20 and 2 1 ,  two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

20. F a irb a n k s  C i t y

D i s t r i c t  20 i s  bounded by th e  Noyes S lou gh  and 
U n i v e r s i t y  Avenue on th e  w e s t ,  th e  F a irb a n k s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
A i r p o r t  on th e  s o u t h w e s t ,  th e  Tanana R i v e r  on th e  s c u t h ,  and F o r t  
W ainwright  on th e  e a s t .  The Creamers F i e l d  a r e a  i s  in c l u d e d  as 
th e  n o r t h e r n  edge o f  th e  d i s t r i c t .  The d i s t r i c t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  
o f  1 8 , 3 1 9 . 7  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  - . 5  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  two 
house members t o  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s  and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t s  19 and 21 ,  
two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  s e a t s .

21 .  West F a irb a n k s

D i s t r i c t  21 i n c l u d e s  the  w e s t e r n  h a l f  o f  Farmers Loop 
Road and th e  a r e a  w e st  o f  Noyes Slough and U n i v e r s i t y  Avenue t o ,  
b u t  n o t  i n c l u d i n g ,  th e  E s t e r  a r e a .  I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f .  
9 , 2 4 7 . 1  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  +.4  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house 
member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t s  19 and 20, two s e n a t o r s  to  d e s i g n a t e d  
s e a t s .
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22. North S lo p e -K o t z e b u e

D i s t r i c t  22 i n c l u d e s  th e  a r e a s  o f  th e  North  S lo p e
Borough, A r c t i c  S lo p e  R e g io n a l  C o r p o r a t i o n ,  and th e  N orth w e st
A l a s k a  N a t i v e  A s s o c i a t i o n .  I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  8 ,999 .06  and a 
v a r i a n c e  o f  - 2 . 3  p e r c e n t .  The d i s t r i c t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house
member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  23, one s e n a t o r .

23. Norton Sound

D i s t r i c t  23 i n c l u d e s  th e  a r e a  o f  th e  B e r in g  S t r a i t s
R e g io n a l  C o r p o r a t io n ;  S h is h m a r e f ,  Diomede, T e l l e r ,  Nome, Koyuk
and S a i n t  M i c h a e l ,  and the  c o a s t a l  communities as f a r  so u th  as
Hooper Bay and P a im iu t .  Chevak i s  a l s o  in c l u d e d  a lo n g  w i t h  Yukon 
R i v e r  v i l l a g e s  down r i v e r  from Mountain V i l l a g e .  The d i s t r i c t  
has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  9 ,338.86 and a v a r i a n c e  o f  + 1 .4  p e r c e n t .  I t  
w i l l  e l e c t  one house member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  22, one s e n a t o r .

24. I n t e r i o r  R i v e r s

D i s t r i c t  24 i n c l u d e s  the  communities on or  n ear  the
g r e a t  i n t e r i o r  r i v e r s ,  the Yukon, th e  Koyukuk, and th e  Kuskokwim, 
as f a r  down r i v e r  as Mountain V i l l a g e  on th e  Yukon and T u lu k sa k  
on the Kuskokwim. The d i s t r i c t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  8 , 9 3 6 . 1 2  and 
a v a r i a n c e  o f  - 3 .0  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house member and, 
w i t h  D i s t r i c t  25, one s e n a t o r .
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25. Lower Kuskokwim

D i s t r i c t  25 i n c l u d e s  th e  Kuskokwim R i v e r  communities
down r i v e r  from A k ia k  and A k ia c h a k ,  and th e  c o a s t a l  communities
from Newtok to  P la t in u m .  I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  9 ,4 3 2 .3 5  and a
v a r i a n c e  o f  +2.4  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house member and,
w i t h  D i s t r i c t  24, one s e n a t o r .

26. B r i s t o l  B a y - A l e u t i a n  I s l a n d s

D i s t r i c t  26 i n c l u d e s  a l l  o f  th e  B r i s t o l  Bay N a t iv e
C o r p o r a t io n  a r e a  e x c e p t  I v a n o f  Bay, P e r r y v i l l e ,  C h ig n ik  Lake,  
C h i g n i k ,  and C h ig n ik  Lagoon. I n c lu d e d  a r e  th e  rem ainder o f  th e  
A la sk a  P e n i n s u l a  com m unities ,  the  A l e u t i a n  communit ies, th e
B r i s t o l  Bay communities as f a r  w e st  as Twin H i l l s ,  and
communities as f a r  up r i v e r  as A l e k n a g i k  and K o l i g a n e k .  The 
B r i s t o l  Bay Borough i s  a l s o  in c l u d e d .  The d i s t r i c t  has a
p o p u l a t i o n  o f  9 , 1 5 7 . 6 1  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  - . 6  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  
e l e c t  one house member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  27, one s e n a t o r .

27. K o d ia k - E a s t  A la s k a  P e n i n s u la

D i s t r i c t  27 c o v e r s  th e  K odiak I s l a n d  Borough and the 
A l a s k a  P e n i n s u l a  communities o f  I v a n o f  Bay, P e r r y v i l l e ,  C h ig n ik  
L a k e ,  C h ig n ik ,  and C h ig n ik  Lagoon. I t  has a p o p u l a t i o n  o f
9 ,5 9 2 .4  and a v a r i a n c e  o f  + 4 .1  p e r c e n t .  I t  w i l l  e l e c t  one house 
member and, w i t h  D i s t r i c t  26, one s e n a t o r .
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B .  S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t s

The Board recommends o n l y  s l i g h t  r e v i s i o n  to  th e  
c o n f i g u r a t i o n  o f  s e n a t e  d i s t r i c t s .  House D i s t r i c t s  5,  6 ,  and 7 
were  f o r m e r l y  in c l u d e d  i n  a two-member s e n a t e  d i s t r i c t .  Under 
th e  p r o p o s a l ,  House D i s t r i c t  5 becomes a s ingle-m em ber s e n a t e  
d i s t r i c t  and House D i s t r i c t s  6 ,  7 ,  and 16 become a two-member 
se n a t e  d i s t r i c t .  The Board r e t a i n e d  th e  co n c e p t  u t i l i z e d  by th e  
1981 Board o f  two-member s e n a t e  d i s t r i c t s  in  Anchorage.  The 
f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e  s e t s  f o r t h  th e  house d i s t r i c t s  and t h e i r  
c o r r e s p o n d in g  s e n a t e  d i s t r i c t :

1984 HOUSE/SENATE DISTRICTS
House D i s t r i c t s  S e n a te  D i s t r i c t s

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)
1 7 ,  18 J
19 ,  20 ( A - B ) , 21 K (A-B)
22, 23 L
24, 25 M
26, 27 N

(A-B)* = two-member h o u s e / s e n a te  d i s t r i c t

The B o a r d 's  p r o p o s a l  does n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  the 
co m p o s it io n  o f  se n a t e  d i s t r i c t s  r e q u i r i n g  t r u n c a t i o n  o f  an 
incumbent s e n a t o r ' s  term. However, the  Board adopted s e v e r a l  
g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  t r u n c a t i o n ,  th ose  b e in g :  1) i f  35 p e r c e n t  c r  more
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o f  an incumbent s e n a t o r ' s  c o n s t i t u e n c y  had changed,  e i t h e r  by 
a d d i t i o n  o f  35 p e r c e n t  o r  more new c o n s t i t u e n t s  to  th e  d i s t r i c t  
o r  by s u b t r a c t i o n  o f  35 p e r c e n t  o r  more o f  c o n s t i t u e n t s  
p r e v i o u s l y  in c l u d e d  i n  th e  d i s t r i c t ;  and 2) i f  t h e  method o f  
e l e c t i n g  s e n a t o r s  had changed,  i . e . ,  from a two-member d i s t r i c t  
to  a s ingle-member d i s t r i c t .  In o n l y  one c a s e  i s  t r u n c a t i o n  o f  a 
f o u r - y e a r  incumbent r e q u i r e d ,  i n  S e n a te  D i s t r i c t  D (House 
D i s t r i c t  5 ) .  S en ate  D i s t r i c t  D was f o r m e r l y  a two-member s e n a t e  
d i s t r i c t  and i s  now a s ingle-m em ber d i s t r i c t .  More than 35 
p e r c e n t  o f  th e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  p r e v i o u s l y  i n  the  d i s t r i c t  were 
removed and the  method o f  s e l e c t i n g  th e  s e n a t o r  changed.

In o r d e r  t o  p r e s e r v e  s t a g g e r i n g  o f  s e n a t e  t e r m s , the  
l e n g t h  o f  term f o r  S e n a te  D i s t r i c t  D w i l l  be  f o u r  y e a r s  and i n  
S e n a te  D i s t r i c t  E (House D i s t r i c t s  6 ,  7 ,  and 16) S e a t  A w i l l  be a 
f o u r - y e a r  term and S e a t  B a t w o - y e a r  term. The incumbents in  
two-member s e n a t e  d i s t r i c t s  s e r v i n g  th e  rem ainder o f  t h e i r  
f o u r - y e a r  terms w i l l  h o l d  S e a t  B i n  each o f  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  
d i s t r i c t s .  The rem a in in g  f o u r - y e a r  s e n a t e  s e a t s  up f o r  e l e c t i o n  
in  1984 in  two-member s e n a t e  d i s t r i c t s  w i l l  be d e s i g n a t e d  as S e a t  
A i n  each o f  the r e s p e c t i v e  d i s t r i c t s .

1 1 - 1 4



*  1.

*  2.

*  3. 
4.

*  5.

*  6.

*  7.

*  8. 

*  9. 

*10. 

*11 . 

*12 . 

* 1 3 .  

* 1 4 .  

* 1 5 .

House
D i s t r i c t

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

(1) 

(1)
S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B
S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

(1) 

(1)

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

TABLE I

REAPPORTIONMENT OF ELECTION DISTRICTS 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

HOUSE DISTRICTS 
F e b ru a ry  8, 1984

Name
K e t c h ik a n - W r a n g e l l -

P e t e r s b u r g
I n s i d e  P a s sa g e
B a r a n o f - C h ic h a g o f

Juneau

K enai-C ook I n l e t

P r i n c e  W i l l i a m  Sound
North K e n a i-S o u t h  

Anchorage
C a m p b e l l - H i l l s i d e

T u rn again -S an d  Lake

Mid-town

Spenard

Downtown

Elmendorf  AFB- 
Mountain View

South Muldoon

C h u g ia k - E a g le  River-  
F t .  R ich a rd so n

P o p u l a t i o n
1 6 ,6 0 1 .5 8

( 8 , 3 0 0 . 7 9 / s e a t )
8 ,9 2 4 .3 5
8 ,4 4 8 .9 7
1 9 , 3 3 2 . 7 5

( 9 , 6 6 6 . 3 7 5 / s e a t )
1 9 , 1 8 9 . 9 5  

( 9 , 5 9 4 . 9 7 5 / s e a t )
3 , 7 5 3 . 1 9
9 , 5 8 0 . 1

1 9 , 2 3 0 . 7  
( 9 , 6 1 5 . 3 5 / s e a t )

1 9 . 1 5 5 . 9
( 9 , 5 7 7 . 9 5 / s e a t )

1 8 , 1 8 3 . 5  
( 9 , 0 9 1 . 7 5 / s e a t )

1 8 . 8 0 4 . 1
( 9 , 4 0 2 . 0 5 / s e a t )

1 8 . 6 7 8 . 4  
( 9 , 3 3 9 . 2 / s e a t )

1 9 . 1 7 3 . 1
( 9 , 5 8 6 . 5 5 / s e a t )

1 8 . 2 6 5 . 4
( 9 , 1 3 2 . 7 / s e a t )

18,395 
( 9 , 1 9 7 . 5 / s e a t )

P o p u l a t i o n
V a r ia n c e
-9.9%

-3 .1%

-8.3%

+4.9%

+4.2%

! - 4 . 9 %  

+4.0%

+4.4%

+4.0%

-1 .3 %

+ 2 .1%

+1.4%

+4.1%

- .8%

-  .1%
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Page 2

House
D i s t r i c t

16.  S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

'1 7 .  (1)
18. (1)

19. (1)
20. S e a t  A (2) 

S e a t  B
21. (1)
22. (1)

23. (1)
24. (1)
25. (1)
25. (1)

27.  (1)

S o u t h e a s t  A la s k a

O ther  D i s t r i c t s

Name

M a ta n u s k a -S u s i t n a

I n t e r i o r  Highways
S o u t h e a s t  North S t a r  
Borough
O uter  F a ir b a n k s  
F a irb a n k s  C i t y

West F a irb a n k s
North S lo p e - K o tz e b u e
Norton Sound
I n t e r i o r  R i v e r s
Lower Kuskokwim
B r i s t o l  B a y - A l e u t i a n  
I s l a n d s
K o d ia k - E a s t  A la s k a  
P e n i n s u l a
TOTAL ADJUSTED POPULATION

(Less Non-Resident  
M i l i t a r y  and Dependents)
Maximum O v e r p o p u la t io n  +4.9% 
Maximum U n d e rp o p u la t io n  -9 . 97o
T o t a l  Combined V a r ia n c e  14.8%

Maximum O v e r p o p u la t io n  +4.4% 
Maximum U n d e rp o p u la t io n  - 4 . 9%

T o t a l  Combined V a r ia n c e  9 . 37„

P o p u l a t i o n
P o p u l a t i o n

V a r i a n c e

1 7 , 6 9 2 . 2 3
( 8 , 8 4 6 . 1 1 5 / s e a t )

-3.9%

0 , 7 5 3 . 5 1.: -4.9%
9,30 0 .0 + .9%

8 ,9 3 4 .3 -3.0%
1 8 , 3 1 9 . 7

( 9 , 1 5 9 . 8 / s e a t )
- .5%

9 , 2 4 7 . 1 + .4%
8,999 .06 -2.3%
9 ,3 3 8 .8 6 +1.4%
8 , 9 3 6 . 1 2 -3.0%
9 ,4 3 2 .3 5 +2.4%
9 , 1 5 7 . 6 1 - .6%

9 ,5 9 2 .4 0 +4.1%

368,420.29

D i s t r i c t
D i s t r i c t

D i s t r i c t
D i s t r i c t

4
1

8
6, 17

^ R e v is i o n s  were made in  th e s e  d i s t r i c t s  i n  o r d e r  to  make c o r r e c t i o n s  
to  the 1981 Reappor'tionment P lan  i n  a cc o rd a n ce  w i t h  S u p e r i o r  Court  
Judge M i l t o n  S o u t e r ’ s o r d e r  d ate d  O cto b e r  12, 1983, and i n c l u d e s  
t e c h n i c a l  c o r r e c t i o n s  made to  the 1980 census  d a t a .
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REAPPORTIONMENT OF ELECTION DISTRICTS 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

SENATE DISTRICTS 
F e b ru a ry  8, 1984

TABLE II

S e n a te
D i s t r i c t

*A. ( 1 )

*B. ( 1 )

C. ( 1 )  
*D. ( 1 )
*E. ( 1 )

*F. S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

*G. S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

*H. S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

* 1 .  S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

*J. CD

K. S e a t  A (2) 
S e a t  B

( 1 )

Name
K e te h ik a n - W r a n g e l l -
P e t e r s b u r g
I n s i d e  P a s s a g e -  
B a r a n o f - C h ic h a g o f
Juneau
Kenai-Cook I n l e t
P r i n c e  W i l l ia m  Sound- 
North K e n a i-S o u th  
Anchorage-Matanuska- 
S u s i t n a
C a m p b e l l - H i l l s i d e -  
Mid- town
T u rn again -S an d  Lake-  
Spenard
Downtown-Elmendorf AFB- 
Mountain View
M uldoon-Chugiak-Eagle  
R i v e r - F o r t  Richardson
I n t e r i o r  Highways- 
S o u t h e a s t  forth  S t a r  
Borough
Outer  F a ir b a n k s -  
F a ir b a n k s  C i t y -  
West F a ir b a n k s
North S l o p e - K o t z e b u e -  
Norton Sound

P o p u l a t io n
1 6 ,6 0 1 .5 8

1 7 , 3 7 3 . 3 2

1 9 , 3 3 2 . 7 5
1 9 , 1 8 9 . 9 5
3 6 ,0 2 5.5 2

( 1 8 , 0 1 2 . 7 6 / s e a t )

3 7 , 4 1 4 . 2
( 1 8 , 7 0 7 . 1 / s e a t )

37,960 
( 1 8 , 9 8 0 / s e a t )

3 7 , 8 5 1 . 5
( 1 8 , 9 2 5 . 7 5 / s e a t )

3 6 ,6 6 0 .4  
( 1 8 , 3 3 0 . 2 / s e a t )

1 8 ,0 5 3 .5 7

3 6 , 5 0 1 . 1  
( 1 8 , 2 5 0 . 5 5 / s e a t )

1 8 , 3 3 7 . 9 2

P o p u l a t i o n
V a r i a n c e

-9.9%

- 5 . 7%

+4.9%

+4.2%

-2.2%

+ 1 .  5%

+ 3 .0 3 %

+2.7%

-  .5%

- 2 .0%

- .9%

- .4%

1 1 - 1 7



Name
P o p u l a t i o n

V a r i a n c e

M. ( 1 )  

N. . ( 1 )

S o u t h e a s t  A l a s k a

O the r  D i s t r i c t s

I n t e r i o r  R iv e r s - L o w e r  
Kuskokwim
B r i s t o l  B a y - A l e u t i a n  
T s la n d s - K o d ia k - E a s t  
A l a s k a  P e n i n s u l a

1 8 ,3 6 8 .4 7

1 8 , 7 5 0 . 0 1

- .3% 

+1.8%

TOTAL ADJUSTED POPULATION 368,420.29
( L e s s  Non-R esident  

M i l i t a r y  and Dependents)
Maximum O v e r p o p u la t io n  +4.9% 
Maximum U n d e rp o p u la t io n  -9.9%
T o t a l  Combined V a r i a n c e  14.8%
Maximum O v e r p o p u la t io n  
Maximum U n d erp o pu la t io n
T o t a l  Combined V a r i a n c e

+4.2%
2.2%

6.4%

D i s t r i c t  C 
D i s t r i c t  A

D i s t r i c t  D 
D i s t r i c t  E

♦These d i s t r i c t s  were r e v i s e d  in  o r d e r  t o  make c o r r e c t i o n s  t o  th e  
1981 Reapportionment P la n  in  a cc o rd a n c e  w i t h  S u p e r i o r  Court  Judge 
M i l to n  S o u t e r ' s  o r d e r  d a te d  O c to b e r  12 ,  1983, and i n c l u d e s  t e c h n i c a l  
c o r r e c t i o n s  made t o  th e  1980 ce n su s  d a t a .

n R1
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ANCHORAGE ELECTION DISTRICTS 
February 8, 1984

House D i s t r i c t s  
5 (A-B)
6, 7, 16 (A-B)
8 (A-B), 10 (A-B)
9 (A-B), 11 (A-B) 
12 (A-B), 13 (A-B) 
14 (A-B), 15 (A-B)

E (A-B) 
F (A-B) 
G (A-B) 
H (A-B) 
I (A-B)

11-21

These bounda r ie s  a re  a p p ro x im a te .


