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All Chat land Included in Che Greater Anchorage Area
Borough and lying northerly of the following line: commencing
in Knik Arm on die vest boundary of the Greater Anchorage Area
Borough and on the south boundary of Section 17, T14N, R3W,

S. M; thence east along the south boundary of sections 17, 16,

15, 14 and 13, T14N, R3W, S. M; thence east along the south
boundary of sections IB, 17, and 16, T14N, R2W, S. M; thence
south between sections 21 and 22, thence east along the south
boundary of sections 22, 23, and 24, T14N, R2W, S. M; thence
southeasterly to the southwest protracted corner of section 1,
T12N, R1W, S. M; thence southeasterly to the southwest protracted
corner of section 34, T12N, R2E, S. M; thence east along the
south boundaries of townships 12N, ranges 2E, 3E, 4E and 5E to

the east boundary of the Greater Anchorage Area Borough.

V. COMPOSITION AND APPORTIONMENT OF BOROUGH ASSEMBLY: The
borough assembly shall consist of seven members for the first
assembly following incorporation and until such time as the
raapportionment 1is accomplished under law. The assembly shall be
elected as follows: two members elected from Precinct 147; two
members from Precinct 148; and one member each from Precincts

149, 150 and 151 but voted on at large in all three precinct. A
mayor shall be elected at large. A school board consisting of

five members shall be elected at large.

VI. POWERS: The"proposed Chugiak - Eagle River Borough shall
exercise the areawide powers and duties prescribed by law,

(A.S 29.33.250) including assessment and collection of taxes,
education, planning, platting and zoning, sewers, health,
transportation, dog control, library; all areawide and non-area—
wide powers presently performed by the Greater Anchorage Area
Borough in the defined area to be incorporated; and any additional
areawide powers that may be required in accordance with AS 29.33.250,

Additional Areawide Powers.



Vil. MAPS, DOCUMENTS, AND OTHER INFORMATION:

Exhibit A - Legal description of boundaries and
map illustrating boundaries

Exhibit B - 1970 Census and esti: ate of population

Exhibit C - The assessed and estimated valuation of
all taxable property in the area proposed
for 1incorporation.

Exhibit D - The rate or rates at which real and personal
property are taxed in the area.

Exmbit E -Narrative on school program

Exhibit F -The amount and full explanation of any
outs tar ’-"ng bonded indebtedness for which
the are wholly or partially responsible.

Exhibit G - Affidavit of petitioners as to service of
petition upon municipalities in or
adjoining the area proposed for incorporation

Exhibit NI - Transitional inter-municipal agreements
Exhibit 1 - Affidavit of Petitioners as to sources of
information.
Exhibit J - Written brief supporting reasons
VIIT. SIGNATURE AND RESIDENT ADDRESS:

Whereas 2,658 persons in the proposed Chugiak -Eagle River
Borough voted in thelast general election, November 1974, the
following 15% or more petitioners hereby affix their signatures,
for the following purposes:

A. To indicate Lneir firm convictions in the allegations
of this petition and that the incorporation of the
proposed borough would be in the best interest of the
communities effected and in the best interest of the
State of Alaska as expressed in Article X, Section 3,
of the Constitution of the State:
BOROUGHS
SECTION 3. "The entire State shall be divided
into boroughs, organized or unorganized. They shall
be established in a manner and according to standards
provided by law. The standards shall include
population, geography, economy, transportation, and
other factors. Each borough shall embrace an area

and population with common interests to the maximum



degree possible. The legislature shall classify

boroughs and prescribe their powers and functions.

Mechods by which boroughs may be organized, incor—

porated, merged, consolidated, reclassified, or

dissolved shall be prescribed by law.

The petitioners submit:

1.

The population of the area is interrelated an

integrated as to its social, cultural, and

economic activities, and is large and stable

enough to support organized borough government.
The boundaries of the proposed borough conform
generally to natural geography and include all
areas necessary for full development of local
services.

The economy of the area includes the human and
financial resources capable of providing loccl
services; evaluation of an area®s economy
includes land use, property valuations, total
economic base, total personal income, resource
and commercial development, anticipated func—
tions, expenses, and income of the proposed
borough.

Land, water, and air transportation facilities
allow the communication and exchange necessary
for the development of integrated local govern—

ment .
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BEFORE THIL DEPAR
AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

IN RE THE DETACHMENT OF AUE
GREATER EACLE RIVER - CHUGIAK i
AREA FROM THE GREATER ANCHORAGE
AREA BOROUGH. )

PETITION FOR DETACHMENT

The undersigned qualified voters of the area to be
detached from the Greater Anchorage Area Borough petition the
Department of Community and Regional Affa® *s to initiate the
necessary and proper procedures pursuant to Title 19, Chapter
15, Article 2 of the Alaska Administrative Code (19 AAC 15.170-
15.270).

(1) The undersigned qualified voters represent more
than 10% of the qualified 4,130 voters residing in the area to

be detacned.

(2) The designee of the petitioners 1is:
Chugiak - Eagle River Borough Association
Chairman Lee B. Jordan
1st Vice Chairman Leslie F. Fetrow
2nd Vice Chairman Ernest Brannon
Secretary Gene E. Merchant
Asst. Secretary - Treasurer

Robert C. Johnson

The following are co-sponsors of the Petition:

Charles Graham Elaine Robinson
Delores Steeby Frances Atwater
Thomas Brewer Ray Stith

Ron Stephens Joe Kapella
Elsie Oberg Thillman Wallace
Robert Robinson Marianna Koehler
Galen Atwater Claire Muetz

The Chugiak - Eagle River Borough Association 1is an
unincorporated association of registered voters of the Chugiak -
Eagle River area.

The Chairman, Lee B. Jordan, mailing address P. 0. Box
700, Eagle River, Alaska, 99577, 1is designated as attorney-
in-fact to receive service, notice and all other correspondence

relating to the proceedings in behalf of the petitioners.



(3) The boundaries of the area to be detached, known
as the Chugiak - Eagle River area consisting of Fire Lake,
Birchwood, Peters Creek, Eklutna, Eagle River Valley, South
Fork, Chugirak and Eagle River, stated in the legal description
and illustrated by the map attached as Exhibit A are as
follows:

All that land included in the Greater Anchorage Area
Borough and lying northerly of the following line: commencing
in Knik Arm on the west boundary of the Greater Anchorage Area
Borough and on the south boundary of Section 17, T14N, R3W, S.M;
thence aast along the south boundary cf sections 17, 16, 15,

14 and 13, T14N, R3W, S.M; thence east along the south boundary

of sections 18, 17, and 16, T14N, R2W, S.M; thence south between
sections 21 and 22, thence east along the south boundary of
sections 22, 23, and 24, T14N, R2W, S.M; thence southeasterly

to the southwest protracted corner of section 1, T12M, R1W, S.M;
thence southeasterly to the southwest protracted corner of

section 34, T12N, R2E, S.M; thence east along the south boundaries
of townships 12N, ranges 2E, 3E, 4E and 5E to the east boundary

of the Greater Anchorage Area Borough.

(4) The 1970 Census of Population lists 5,832 persons
living in the Eagle River - Chugiak community.

The Greater Anchorage Area Borough publication,
Preliminary Comprehensive Development Plan, Volume 1, February
1973, states the following under the heading, "Population
Characteristics of Small Areas;”

"Certain communities have shown significant increases

in actual and relative population growth. Communities

that have grown at a faster rate than the Borough as

a whole ar_ Muldoon, Lake Otis, Sand Lake and Eagle

River - Chugiak.”™ (Emphasis added)

The same publication projects the population of the

Eagle River - Chugiak community as tabulated:



1970 5,332 (U.S. Census)

1975 10,010 (GAAB figures)
1930 12,063
1935 16,975
1390 23,524

The Chugiak - Eagle River Borough Association agrees
with the Greater Anchorage Area Borough that the estimated 1975
population is 10,010 based upon the data and evaluation listed
in the attached Exhibit B.

5) The quantity of land within the boundaries of the
area to be detached is approximately 53,200 acres or approximately

830 square miles. t

(6) The assessed value of all real and personal property
within the areato be detached is shown as follows in the Greater

Anchorage Area Borough Annual Budget, Fiscal Year 1975 - 1976;

i 1974 1975
Eagle Rivar 64,397,015 " 69,202,215
Chugiak 27,081,925 53,650,025
3alance. - Service Area 70 13,203,910 16,424,760
104,682,850 138,677,000

The foregoing assessed value 1is based on 1975 assessments.
Supporting data and evaluation is listed in detail in Exhibit C.
(7) The current(Fiscal Year 1375)rates at whichreal
and personal property are taxed in thearea to bedetached are

as follows:

Service Area Rate
Chugiak 12.445
Eagle River 13.445

Area outside service areas
12.045
(8) Based on a percentage of assessed value, it has
been determined that the area proposed for incorporation has an

obligation for 5.27003629% of the 1975 debt of the Greater



Anchorage Area Borough. O0f the total of $107,995,000 principal
and $56,131,791.09 interest-, the portion attributable to Chugiak
Eagle River totals $8,649,540 combined principal and interest.
Debt service for Chugiak - Eagle River in Fiscal Year 1976 would

be $560,960 less anticipated state contribution of $266,456.

Lee® B. Jofdan/" Qndrman

Leslie P. Fetrow, 1st Vice Chairman
Ernest Branuon, 2nd Vice Chairman

/ Gene E. Merchant, Secretary

Robert C. Johnson, Asst. Sec.-Treasurer
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offers an educational program for Lake Louise student"l if they
choose to attend school in Glennallen. According to Haul
Holland, petitioners®™ representative, there were no children frcm
Lake Louise attending the Glennallen school last year nor will
there be this year. There are only two children in Lake Louise
of school age. These students from Lake Louise have chosen a
home teaching option which is provided by the Borough and the
State of Alaska. The Borough also exercises planning on an
areawide basis. Although the effect of the planning activities
may not be readily apparent in Lake Louise, the prospect of
several thousand new land owners in the area (details below)
establishes the need for planning of future growth and
development in the Lake Louise area.

According to the Borough, the State of Alaska 1s going to
subdivide and distribute land iIn the Lake Louise area in the
immediate future. An additional 2,635 parcels of land will be
transferred from State ownership to private ownership.

Therefore, there will likely be significant growth in the Lake
Louise area within the next several years. According to the
Alaska Department of Natural Resources, the State has classified
102.87 square miles of this territory for remote parcel
distribution. In the State fiscal year 1983, approximately 23.44
square miles of this land will be distributed in 30 acre

parcels. Additionally, 22.6 square miles of land around the lake
have been classified for subdivision disposal. Approximately
3,200 acres (5 square miles) will be distributed by the State
during fiscal years 1983 and 1984. These parcels will be 5 to 10
acre plots.

I1. PROCEEDINGS TO DATE

On July 29, 1982 the Department received the Lake Louise petition
to detach 432 square miles of territory from the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough by the "local action - election”™ process. This
petition was submitted to replace the withdrawn Legislative
Review detachment petition submitted on April 20, 1982. After
reviewing the currant petition for accuracy and completeness it
was forwarded to the Matanuska-Susitna Borough on August 6,

1982. In accordance with 19 AAC 10.640, the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough Assembly held a public review (August 17) of the petition
and returned the petition with the Borough®s Answering Brief to
the Department on August 20, 1982.

Proper notice has been given for the Local Boundary Commission®s
public hearing and decisional meeting on the Lake Louise
detachment petition. This hearing is scheduled for September 25,
1982 at 1:00 p.m. 1in the Evergreen Lodge at Lake Louise.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The detachment proposal has almost total support among the
residents of the Lake Louise community. The residents of this
area feel that they are paying an inequitable amount of Borough
taxes and are being i1ll-served by a more urban based Borough
government. To some degree, the concerns of the Lake Louise
residents are justified. Some areawide services provided by the
Borough to Lake Louise residents are not available at the same
level as those provided to the more populated and accessible
areas of the Borough.

However, as the Matunuska Susitna Borough continues to grow and
particularly the Lake Louise area begins to enter a development
phase, the commonality of social, cultural and economic iInterests
of both groups will begin to merge.

There are no geographic configurations which preclude the
provision of Borough services to the area, and there are
facilities which adequately allow proper communication between
the Lake Louise area and the Borough seat of government.

Further, 1t i1s apparent that the proposed detachment is not in
the best interests of the State or the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

In the Department®s view the standards for detachment as
prescribed in 19 AAC 1,0.230. have not been met in the Lake Louise
netition to detach from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

Therefore, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
recommends that the Local Boundary Commission deny tua detachment
proposal in the Lake Louise petition.

The Department further recommends that the Local Boundary
Commission, 1in its annual report to the legislature, address the
issue and status of borough government throughout the State.
Particularly, there i1s a need for a thorough review of the
inequitable burden for the payment of local services

(particularly education) which currently exists within organized
boroughs. Hopefully, this would encourage the State to develop a
means of resolving this longstanding inequity.
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Supplemental Report to the State of Alaska
Local Boundary Commission
on
The Proposed Detachment
of
Lake Louise
from
the Matanuska-Susitna 80 ough

November 1, 1982

Gn September 25, 1982 the Local Boundary Commission (LBC) conducted a
public hearing in the Lake Louise Evergreen Lodge. This gathering
addressed the proposed detachment of 432 square miles of territory
surrounding Lake Louise from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Several
Issues were raised by members of the public testifying before the

L3C. The Commission felt it could not make a decision on the
proposed detachment until additional information was provided to the
public and the LBC.

Toe related 1issues under examination are: the 1incorporation
proceedings of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and the rationale for
including the Lake Louise area while excluding the Cantwell and
GlennaJdien areas; whether the residents of the Lake Louise area were
aware of borough 1incorporation activities; and what, 1f any, boundary
changes have been made to the original Matanuska-Susitna Borough.
Another 1issue under discussion concerns the distribution of State

lands in or adjoining the Lake Louise territory proposed for
detachment. ;

The following section of this report poses the questions central to

these issues and reports the information obtained through research by
the Department.

Why was Lake Louise included in the original boundaries of the
MItanuska-Susitna Borough?

It Is evident that the Lake Louise area was included in the original
Borough as a result of compliance with the Mandatory Borough Act
(Chapter 52, Session Laws of Alaska 1963). This Act provided that
Election District 7 would be designated the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough. The eastern bnijndary of~Election District 7 fell east of
the Lake Louise area and therefore it was included as a result of
being within the Election District.

This action was a natter of direct application of boundary
determination provisions as contained in the Mandatory Borough Act.
Far 3 comprehensive understanding of this action it is necessary 10

follow the genesis of this aspect of the Mandatory Borough Act from
the Alaska State Constitution.



Article X of the Alaska Constitution provides for the creation of
local governments throughout the State. Under provisions of this
Article, all of Alaska was to be subdivided into boroughs (organized
and unorganized) based upon economic, geographic, social and
political factors. It further establishes the standards for the
determination of these boundary lines.

It was recognized by the framers of the Alaska Constitution that
establishing borough government boundaries was 'quite an important
question and should be ur.der some agency which can establish them
along the proper lines. They (boundaries) should not be left to the
local community; they should be established by a higher authority".
[Alaska Constitutional Convention, "Minutes of the Convention",
1955-56, January 19,, 1956 A.M. p. 14.] It is evident that i1t was the
intention of the Constitutional Convention to ensure that local
government boundaries should not, :In large part, be determined by the
local populace but by the State. Following this thinking, Section 12
of Article X of the Alaska Constitution requires that a "local
boundary commission or board" be established. "The commission or
board may consider any proposed local government boundary change.™
However, the ultimate authority for acceptance of such boundary
issues reviewed by the LBC would lie with the State Legislature.

As explained by the Alaska Supreme Court in Fairview Public Utility
District No,,I v. City of Anchorage, 368 P 2d 540 (Alaska .1962), the
drafters of Alaska’s Constitution gave broad control over local
government boundaries to the State oecause:

. The advantage of the method proposed, 1in the words of the
[convention®s local government] committee . . . lies in placing the
process at a level where area-wide or statewide needs can be taken
into account. By placing authority in this third party, (Local
Boundary Commission) arguments for and against the boundary change
can be analyzed objectively|[The Metropolitan Experiment 1in Alaska

- A Study of Borough Government, Edited by Ronald C. Cease and Jerome
R. Saroff, p. 139]

The 1961 State legislature created a borough incorporation deadline
by manaating that all school districts (nine) and public utility
districts (six) throughout the State could continue to function only
until July 1, 1963. Special districts, including school districts
and public utility districts, were to be absorbed into these
constitutional forms of government (boroughs).

Prior to the convening of the legislature in January, 1963,
Representative John L. Rader formulated in broad outline what he
thought to be the basic requirements of what would later become the
essence of the Mandatory Borough Act of 1963. Among the eleven basic
requirements of such a bill was one which is particularly germane to

this issue. The bill would need to provide for definite borough
boundaries.



In fj~.r.ulating H*use Bill 90, Mr. Rader decided that defining a
borc*jgh as either metropolitan or regional in nature would be
dEr.rimental. As a practical matter, s bill which provided ultimately
fo/r mandatory incorporation must state boundaries with precision. He
considered definitions in terms of mountain ranges, shorelines,

rivers and water sheds and in terms of longitude and i1atitude.

Finally it was decided that election district lines, which were
precise and known to everyone, would be used.

The bill did not force the immediate dissolution of existing school
and public utility districts but rather left 1t to the boroughs to
assimilate these units more or less at their convenience but with an
ultimate transfer date. Existing local government units would be

integrated into constitutional forms of government. If there was no
succeeding governmental entity the properties of school districts and
publ® : utility districts would revert to the State. "If . . . there

is no borough incorporated by local initiative in the populated areas
of the State then the bill would provide that the election district
lines in which the populations are located are the temporary borough
lines until adjusted . . [The Metropolitan Experiment in Alaska -
A Study of Borough Government, Eaitea by Ronald C. Cease and Jerome
R. Saroff, p. 106] Thar 1s, as an expedient for establishing
boroughs, election district boundaries were to be used as borough
boundaries.

The legislature passed the Mandatory Borough Act in 1963. The act
mandated the incorporation of boroughs, as of January 1, 1964 in eight
areas of the State containing public utility and independent school
districts. In some cases the districts were consideredtoolarge and
in others too small. The areas concerned, however, hadtheoption of
petitioning for incorporation and proposing borough boundaries in the
time remaining before the deadline. The LBC held public hearings and
reviewed local proposals. No agreement between the LBC and the local
populace could be reached on boundaries.

Residents of the affected areas were afforded the opportunity to
accept the boundaries proposed by the LBC through election. Local
option borough elections were held in the fall of 1963. Four local
option boroughs were established in the 1963 election under the
threat of mandatory incorporation. These were Ketchikan, Sitka,
Juneau and Kodiak Island. Borough incorporation election
propositions were defeated in the Anchorage, Fairbanks, Kenai
Peninsula and Matanuska-Susitna Borougn areas. These were
mandatorily incorporated on January 1, 1964.

Although given the opportunity to express opinions and suggestions
for borough boundaries, the voters within the area containing the
proposed Matanuska-Susitna Borough rejected 1incorporation along the
lines provided by the LBC. They thus relinquished boundary
determination to the State Legislature.



Accordingly the boundaries for the present Matanuska-Susitna Borough
were defined on January 1, 1964 as:

"Palmer-Wasiila-Talkeetna Election (District #7".

On February 1, 1966 the LBC recommended that the State Legislature
change the boundaries of the Matanuska-Susitna, Greater Anchorage
Area and the Kenai Peninsula Boroughs by describing them by metes and
bounds. Until this time the areas of election districts defining
these boroughs were described by means of river drainages, mountain
ridges and other general terms. It was felt that such descriptions
were too iImprecise to accurately define the corporate limits of
municipalities and such loosely defined boundaries may cause future
conflicts. It was the LBC"s opinion that conflicts could be avoided
if the borough boundaries were described by use of precise reference
points. It was at this time that the present eastern boundary of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough was described. To see how this compares to
the original Election District 7 boundary, see Exhibits "A" and "B".

It is clear then that the Lake Louise area of the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough was included in the Borough because it was located within the
boundaries of Election District 47. The Alaska Constitutional
Convention establisheo the magnitude of the importance of boundary
determination. The Alaska Constitution established the authority for
the legislature to provide boundary determination. The legislature
exercised this authority.

What was the level of public involvement in the Borough
Iincorporation?

It does appear that people in general were aware of incorporation
proceedings. In particular, residents in the Wasill*, Palmer and Bay
City areas were involved in public hearings and expression of opinion
regarding incorporation along the proposed borough boundaries. Upon
reviewing testimony presented at public hearings held in Anchorage,
Palmer and Wasilla on May 24 and 25, 1963 concerning the Captain Cook
Borough, Matanuska-Susitna 8orough and Lake George Borough proposals,
It can be determined that people were aware of the activities and
were holding local meetings to ascertain local opinion regarding
boundaries for borough incorporation. However, the testimony
presented at these meetings did not evidence any comment from
individuals 1identified as residing within the Lake Louise area.

Have there been any boundary_chanoes affecting Lake Louise subseauenL
to incorporation of the Borouqgn?

No subsequent changes to the eastern boundary of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough (with the exception of the 1966
redefinition of borough boundaries) have been made.



C (

Why was the Community of Cantwell excluded from the Matanuska-Susitna
Borougn?

Cantwell was not a part of "Palmer-Wasilla-Talkeetra Election
District it7" and therefore was not included within the original
boundaries of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. However, as a result of
the February 1, 1966 redescription of borough boundaries in terms of
metes and bounds, the LBC recommend®"’J i..elusion cf the Cantwell area
in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. It was subsequently found that the
citizens cf Cantwell did not have notice of the LBC hearing on June
26, 1965 regarding this recommendation. The LBC thus conducted a
hearing in Cantwell on July 26, 1967 and at ”~almer on January 25,
1968 to consider whether the Cantwell area s/iould remain in the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough. It was found that the citizens of
Cantwell and the officials of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough concurred
with the recommendation that the Cantwell area was inappropriately
included in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Exclusion of the Cantwel2.
area would not exclude territory from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough
which was included prior to February 1, 1966. The LBC determined
that 1t would be in the best interest of Cantwell area citizens, the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough and the State of Alaska for the area to be
excluded from «he Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Therefore, in
accordance with Article X, Section 12 of the Alaska State
Constitution, on January 31, 1968 the LBC transmitted to the Alaska
State Legislature for consideration the recommendation that the
boundaries of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough be changed to exclude the
Cantwell area. Tt was subsequently approved.

Why was Glennallen not included in the Matanuska-Susitna Borouch?

Glennallen v/as excluded because it is located in an election district
outside the boundaries of tho Matanuska-Susitna Borough Election
District. Further, because it contained no special service districts
(public utility or school districts), the Valdez-Cordova-Copper River
Valley area (assumed to include Glennallen) was not included in the
Mandatory Borough Act of 1963. No boroughs have since been
established in this part of Alaska.

What 1s occurring with the State land disposal in the Lake Louise
area?

According to Wayne Monday, Resource Manager with the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR), there will be a significant land disposal
effort in foe Lake Louise area during the next three years. The
acreage for disposal in the original report dated September 9, 1981
to the LBC on the Lake Louise Detachment accurately reflects the
intended land disposals planned by ONR.



The north end of Lake Louise, including Cliff Boy and Dog Bay has
beon patented to the State. Approximately 270 acres of this land
will Dbe disposed this spring (1983). Tentative patent has been given
to tne "Stauilt fcr the we* t sides of Lake Louise and Lake Susitna. |t
Is anticipated that these lands will be patented to the State py the
end of November (1982).

Additionally, the State has received tentative patent to the lands
proposed for disposal on the east si"P? of Lake Louise and Lake
Susitna. It i1s hoped that the State *ill receive patent to these
lands within the next twelve months.
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STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

STATEMENT OF" DECISION

Decision regarding the
petition for the detachment
of the Lake Louise area
containing 432 square miles
from the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough

On July 29, 1982 the Department received the Lake Louise
petition to detach 432 square miles of territory from the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

After reviewing the petition for accuracy and completeness it
was forwarded to the Matanuska-Susitna Borough on August 6,
1982. In accordance with 19 AAC 10.640, the Matanuska-Susitna
Boro;,/" Assembly held a public review (August 17) on the
petition and returned the petition with the Borough®s Answering
Brief to the Department on August 20, 1982.

Pursuant to proper notice the Local Boundary Commission held a
public hearing on the petition for the proposed detachment on
September 25, 1982. The hearing began at 1:00 p.m. 1in the
Evergreen Lodge at Lake Louise. Local Boundary Commission
members present were.: Sheila Gallagher, Sigvald Strandberg,
Bert Greist, ard Josephine Anderson. Testimony was presented
by Paul Holland, Petitioners®™ Representative, Gary Thurlow,
representing the Matanuska-Susitna Jorough, and sixteen
additional speakers.

On January 8, 1983 1in Juneau, Alaska, at 4:30 p.m. the
Commission held its decisional meeting on the Lake Louise
detachmerc petition. Local Boundary Commission members present

were: Sheila Gallagher, Bert Greist, Sigvald Strandberg, and
Charles Bettisworth.

Upon consideration of the Lake Louise petition to detach 432
square miles of territory from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough,
the September 9, 1982 Report of the Department, the November 1,
1982 Supplemental Report of the Department, and the testimony
presented at the public hearing, the Local Boundary Commission
hereby makes the following findings of fact:

1. The detachment of the Lake Louise area from the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough would not be in the best
interests of the Stats, the Lake Louise area, and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough.



2)

The Borough form of government establishes the means
of providing local government for an area of the State
which 1s culturally, economically, and geographically
related. If the Lake Louise territory was allowed to
detach, 1t would become part of the unorganized
borough. In essence, the detachment would remove a
portion of an organized borough which has been
functioning and providing services on a regional basis
for the past eighteen years. The Lake Louise area
would then become a part of the State®"s administrative
responsibility. Given the fact that the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough was formed by legislative
action, and that the removal of the Lake Louise area
would only transfer the responsibility of service
delivery to the State, the Commission finds no best
interest to be achieved for the State. Perhaps most
significant with respect to the issue of the State'"s
interest, the Lake Louise area 1is characteristic of
vast areas of the eleven existing organized boroughs
and unified municipalities. IT this area detaches it
could set a precedent that could readily be followed
by similar areas.

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough would be adversely
affected by the detachment of the Lake Louise area.
It would reduce the assessed value by $6,941,700 which

could negatively affect the bondirg capacity of the
Borough.

The State of Alaska 1s anticipating distributing 2,635
parcels of land in the Lake Louise area over the next
three years. With this potential for future growth
and development in the Lake Louise area, 1t is
possible that the community of Lake Louise will have
an increasing need for borough areawide services.

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has 20,544 square miles
with a population of 19,123. Within this immense area
there 1s a diversity of socials cultural and economic
settings. More than 70% of all borough residents live
outside the four largest communities (Palmer, Wasilla,
Houston and Talkeetna). The rural population of the
borough has many similarities in that it is
distributed along the road system, it experiences high
=unemployment and seasonal work, and has moved to the
rural areas of the Borough within the last 20 years.
There are no indications that the residents of the
Lake Louise community differ substantially from the
majority of the Borough residents residing in the
rurs.l areas of the Borough.



3) The Matanuska-Susitna Borough currently levies an
areawide mill rate of 4.9 mills and a nonareawide mill
rate of 0.5 mills. The areawide functions arw.
primarily concerned with the education, school bond
debt service, planning, land management and taxation.
The remoteness and insignificant school age popyjlation
of Lake Louise has, from a practical standpoint,,
limited Borough services. However, that is not to say
that with the future anticipated growth within the
Lake Louise area that the residents and future
“residents would not receive services commensurate with
the rest of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and the
potential for such services will encourage the area’s
growth.

4. Communications with the Lake Louise area are more
difficult than in many other areas of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough. The community has limited
telephone service in that it can only be reached
through a radio patch phone service in Anchorage.
This does make immediate communication between the
Borough government and tfe community relatively
difficult. However, the community of Lake Louise 1is
accessible by road on a year round basis. This
enables the community to receive scheduled mail
service. Therefore, 1t can be concluded that although
communication and transportation services to the Lake
Louise area are relatively difficult they do not
preclude the exchange necessary for response of an
integrated local government.

THEREFORE, the Commission hereby does not approve the petition
to detach the Lake Louise area containing 432 square miles of
territory from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and will recommend
against such action to the First Session of the Thirteenth
Legislature of the State of Alaska; and

THEREFORE, the Commission does recognize that there are areas
of the unorganized borough of the State that are receiving the
equivalent of municipal services without the responsibility of
local tax contributions. Additionally, there are remote areas
of the State"s organized boroughs that are assessed taxes for
the delivery of minimal services which in the unorganized
borough are paid for by the State; and

THEREFORE, the Commission recommends to the First Session of
the Thirteenth Legislature that it investigate the need for the
formation of borough governments in areas of the State that
have the economic base available to cover the cost of such
government.

pc'cided ON the sth day of January, 1983.
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To: Local Boundary Commission
c/o Department of Community
and Regional Affairs
Local Goverment Assistance Division
225 Cordova St. Bldg. B
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

IN THE MATTER OF DETACHMENT OF TERRITORY FROM TOE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

A PETITION
WITH LOCAL ACTION
Pursuant to the provisions of AS 44.47.567 and 19 AAC 05.050-050 and 19 AAC
15.170-300, Alaska Administrative Code, your petitioners, the undersigned,
respectfully petition to provide for the detachment of territory from the

Matanuska-Susitna Borough, State of Alaska.

DESCRIPTION OF BOUNDARIES: MAP . Exhibit "A"™ contains a detailed written
description of the boundaries of the borough from which the territory is to be
detached; Exhibit "B" contains a detailed written description of the proposed
boundaries of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough; Exhibit "C" is a map indicating the
boundaries of the borough from which the territory 1is to be detected, said
territory is marked 1in red 1ink on the map, all three exhibits are attached

hereto and are made a part hereof.

AREA. The quantity of lard contained within the borough proposed for detachment

is 432 (four hundred and thirty two) square miles.

1 .
POPULATION. The estimated number of vresidents within the area proposrd for

detachment is 33 (thirty three).

ASSESSED VALUATION. The estimated value of all real 3nd personal property

located within the area proposed for detachment is as follows:



REAL PROPERTY $<5,838,250.00
PERSONAL PROPERTY $103,440.00

TAXATION. The race at which taxes are levied by the borough is as follows:
REAL PROPERTY 7.22 MILLS

PERSONAL PROPERTY  7.22 MILLS
SALES TAX NONE

OUTSTANDING INDEBTEDNESS. Exhibt """ is a description and full explanation of
any outstanding indebtedness, bonded or otherwise, for which the area affected

is wholly or partially responsible. The exhibit is attached hereto and made

part hereof.

AFFIDAVIT. Exhibit "E: constitutes an affidavit indicating the source from
which information contained within the petition and exhibits was acquired,
stating that an estimation of the population within the area to be considered
for detachment was made, specifying the date when the estimate was made and
circumstances indicating its accuracy. The exhibit is attached hereto and made

part hereof.

BRIEF. Exhibit "F" 1is a "brief fully setting forth the reasons why the
detachment 1is desired and demonstrating that the standards for detachment, as

specified in 19 AAC 05.050-050, have been met. The exhibit is .attached hereco

and made part hereof.

SERVICE. Exhibit "G" 1is an affidavit stating that a copy of the petition and
brief together with accompanying exhibts, have been served, by certified mail,
upon the chief executive officer of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and further
stating that the petition, brief and all accompanying exhibits are available for
inspection by the general public at three specific locations during the hours of

9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., seven days per week.



PETITIONERS REPRESENTATIVE. The name and address of petitioners®™ representative
designated to recieve services, notice and all correspondence relating to

proceedings in behalf of this petition Iis:

Paul S. Holland

c:/o Evergreen Lodge
Star Route "C" Box 3867
via

Palmer, Alaska 99645

REGISTERED VOTERS. The number of persons who are currently registered votsrs

resident within the area proposed for detachment is 28 (twenty eight),,

WHEREFORE petitioners pray that the aforementioned territory be detached from
the Matanuska-Susitna Borough in accordance with the provisions of applicable

law.

DATED at Lake Louise, Alaska, this 7th day of June 1982.
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EXHIBIT "A"

PRESENT BCUNDRIES OF THE MAT-SJ BOROUGH
Beginning at the N.E. corner of Section 15, T.15N, R1E, Seward Meridian,
State of Alaska, said corner being at or approximately at the Alaska Railroad
Bridge over the Knik River; thence south to the S.W. corner of Section 23,
T15N, R1E; thence east to the N.E. corner ofSection 25, T1SN, RIE; thence
south to the S.E. corner of T15N, RIE; thence east to the N.E. corner of T15M,
R12E; thence north to the N.E. corner of Section 24, TI1GN, RL2E; thence east

to the S_.E. corner of iMS, R10W; Copper River Meridian, State of Alaska; thence

north to the N.W. corner of T1S, R9W, Copper River Meridian; thence westto the

S.W. corner of TIN, ROW, Copper River Meridian; thence north to the N.W. corner
of T4N, R9W, Copper River Meridian; thence west to the S.W. corner of T5N, R9W,
Copper River Meridian; thence north to the N.W. corner of T5N, R9W, Copper
River Meridian; thence east to the N.E. corner of T5N, R7W, Copper River
Meridian; thence north to the N.W. corner of T8N, R6W, Copper River Meridian;
thence west to the S.W. corner of PON, R5W, Copper River Meridian; thence north
to the N.W. corner of T12N, R5W, Copper River Meridian; thence west to the S.W.
corner of T13N, R7E, Copper River Meridian; thence north to the S.E. corner of
S.W. 1/4 of Section 32, T22S, R7E, Fairbanks Meridian, State of Alaska; thence
west to the S.W. corner of T22S, R7E, Fairbanks Meridian; thence north to the
M.W. corner of T17S, R7E, Fairbanks Meridian; thence west to the N.E. corner of
T17S, R7W, Fairbanks Meridian; thence west along the north line of TI7S, R7W,
Fairbanks Meridian ho its intersection with the easterly boundry of Mt, McKinley
National Park; thence southwesterly along the southerly boundary line of. Mt.
McKinley National Park to the southwesterly corner of said park; thence west to
the N.E. corner of Section 9, T31N, R14W, Seward Meridian, State of Alaska;
thence south to the S.F. corner of Section 33, T2IN, R14W, Seward Meridian;
Thence west to the N.E. corner of T20N, R2QW, Seward Meridian; thence west
along the northerly line pf T30N, R20W, Soward Meridian to the intersection of
Longitude 152~ 00~ CO""W; thence south along Longitude 153~ 00" 00""W to the

intersection of the north line of T15N, R21W, Seward Meridian; thance east to



the N.E. corner of TI5M, R12W, Seward Meridian; thence south to the N.W. corner

of T12N, RL.IV/, Seward Meridian; thence or.st to the N.E. corner ofT12N, R10W,

Seward Meridian; thence south to the S.E. corner of T13M, R10W, Seward
Meridian, said corner being in Cook Inlc-t c¢ Longitude 150" 58" 18" "W, Latitude
5In 10" 00"M; thence southeasterly to the S.E. corner of T12N, R9W, said
corner being in Cook Inlet at Longitude 150<= 45" 37* "W, Latitude <&l= 04" 49"N;
thence northeasterly to the N-E. corner of T12N, R7VJ, said corner being in Cook
Inlet at Longitude 15C~ 25 JIMW, Latitude 51~ 10" 01"M; thence northeasterly
to the N.E. corner of Section 15, T13N, R4W, said corner being in Knik Arm at
Longitude 149~ 59" 071"W, Latitude 61< 13* 29" *N; thence north.easterly to the
corner of Section 35, T.14N, R4V7, said corner being in the Knik Arm at Longitude
149= 551 31"K; Latitude 51= 18" 41"°N; thence northeasterly to the N.W. corner
of Section wu.3, T15N, R3W, said corner being 1in Knik Arm at Longitude 1497
44M5"W; Latitude 61723"52"°N; thence northeasterly to the S.E. corner of
Section 12, T15N, R1W, said corner being in Knik Armon the Seward Meridian;

thence east to the place of beginning.



EXHIBIT HD"

BONDED INDEBTEDNESS

The bonded indebtedness of the entire Matanuska-Susitna Borough at the present
time is 561,475,000.00. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has no way of defining
the indebtedness of any particular section of the borough. The registered
voters of the Lake Louise area have, historically, voted no on all bond

proposals by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

The total expenditures in the Lake Louise area since 1977 have been $23,515.09.
All of this money was spent on the Lake Louise landfill — which the borough has

no permit to operate.



DESCRIPTION OF BOUNDARIES: Information contained in Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "B"

and accompaning map Exhibit "C" was obtained from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

AREA: Information on the number of square miles in the territory to be detached

was obtained from the accompaning map Exhibit MCn.

POPULATION: I, Paul S. Holland, (undersigned) do swear that 1 enumerated the

people living on Lake Louise and surronding waters on Marchx24tdi of 1982.

ASSESSED VALUATION: Information on assessed valuation of real and personal
property in the proposed area to be detached was obtained from the

Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

TAXATION: Information on mill rate levied in theproposed area to be detached

was obtained from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

OUTSTANDING INDEBTEDNESS: The outstanding indebtedness of the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough 1is $61,475,000.00. A statement of total bonded indebtedness of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough signed by the Eorough Controller and a debt schedule

effedtive July 1, 1902 is attached attached hereto and made a part hereof.

REGISTERED VOTERS: The number of registered voters in the Lake Louise area was



taken from the State of Alaska Precinct Voter Registration List for District 5

(six) Precinct 13 (thirteen).



3RIEF

The social, cultural and economic characteristics of trie population of Lake
Louise are substantially different and are 1in conflict with those of the
remainder of the population located in the borough. There are no jobs available
on Lake Louise and the people living there are - for the most part - on a
limited, 1if not fixed income. Over half of the population are seasonally
employed and one quarter more are retired on a fixed income. Their primary mode
of transportation, during the seven months of winter, 1is by snowmachine and
during the remainder of the year by boat. The people living on Lake Louise and
the surrounding area are very dependant on fish and game for a major portion of
their food supply. The long distances to Anchorage and Palmer preclude the use
of fresh meat, vegitables and fruit on the average table. Most of the residents
of the area live away from the road system. A simple trip to town entails
starting a snowmachine and driving a few miles to the road and then starting an
automobile. There 1is no communication system and no mail deliveries on Lake
Louise. There 1is no television and only ore radio station that can be recieved
on the lake. The one radio station that can be recieved is from Glennallen, the
social and economic center of the area. Glennallen 1is a 100 mile round trip

from the lake.

The geographic location of Lake Louise makes it extremely impractical if
not impossible for the Matanuska-Susitna Borough to provide any of the services
that are recieved on a regular basis in other parts of the borough. Most
services that have been implemented 1in other areas of the borough would be
rendered impractical on Lake Louise. For example: The ambluance service
available at Glacier View School would be of no use what so ever on Lake Louise
due to the lack of roads and the distances involved 1in transportation to the
hospital. Aircraft are currently being used for medivac purposes. It is 170

(one hundred and seventy) miles from the north end of the Lake Louise system to

21 -



Palmer and of£ that 20 (thirty) miles is by water 1in the summer and ice in the
winter. The people of Lake Louise are extremely dependant on the weather.
There are two months of the year (May and October) when people living away from

the road are cut off from all sources of transportation - due to the ice.

The people of Lake Louise and the surrounding area are guides, trappers,
seasonal construction workers and commercial fishermen. There are three lodges,
currently 1in operation, on the la and there 1is a heavy influx of tourist 1in
the summer months. The area is used heavily for winter recreation as well.
Approximately 60% of the lake frontage on Lake Louise is privately owned - the
publically owned land is mostly state owned. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough owns
no land on the lake. The area proposed for detatchment, may, at first glance,
appear disproportionate to the number of people living on the Lake Louise
system, however, we would like the commission to consider the isolation of this
small area of the Mat-Su Borough and it"s unique difference from the rest of the
borough. There are no borough residents living outside the boundaries of the
proposed area for detachment within 30 miles 1in any direction. The other
residents of the Mat-Su Borough are predominately urban and can recitve the

services that the borough provides quite easily.



EXHIBIT "G"

AFFIDAVIT

A copy of this petition and brief together with the accompanying exhibits
has been served on the cheif executive officer of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough

by certified mail (copy of certified mail reciept is attached).

A copy of this petition has been posted for public inspection at Evergreen
Lodge, mile 17 Lake Louise Road, Wolverine Lodge, mile 17 Lake Louise Road and
Lake Louise Lodge, mile 17 Lake Louise Road. These copies are available for

public inspection from 9:00 a.m. till 5:00 p.m., seven days per week.



EXHIBIT "B"

BOUNDRIES OF THE PROPOSED AREA TO BE WITHDRAWN FROM THE MAT-SU BOROUGH

Begining at: N.W. corner of T 5 N, R 9 W, Copper River Meridian, State of
Alaska, said corner being at or approximately at S Lake; thence North to the
N.W. corner of T 8 N, R 9 vi; thence West to the S.W. corner of T9N, R9W; thence
north to the N.W. corner of T9N, RSW; thence East to the N.E. corner of TON,
R5W; thence South to the S.E. corner of T9N, R6W; thence East to the N.E. corner

of T8N, ».<8l; thence South to the S.E. corner of T3N, RoW; thence West to the

place of begining.
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Mataimtu-Susitna Borough

BOX B. PAI.LMER. ALASKA 99645 » PHONE 745-azZ”~K

DEPARTMENT OF ASSESS...ENT ~801

April 5, 1982

Mr. Jim Sanders, LGS

Department of Community and
Regional Affairs

Division of Local Government
Assistance

225 Cordova, Building B

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Sanders: 1

As per your and Mr. Paul Holland"s request, the following information
represents the answers to questions forwarded to me.

1. Enclosure of Borough Map.

2. Enclosure of Legal Description forlLake Louise and
Tyona Lake areas (marked in red).

3. The 1981 mill rate for the area was 7.22 mills. The
anticipated mill rate for 1982 is 5.9 mills. C-y

4. Enclosure of bonded indebtedness statement of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough sibned by the Borough Controller.

5. The 1982 assessed valLue of this area 1is:
Real: $6,838,260 actual); Personal: $103,470 (approx.)

6. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough doesnot have any land
holdings or other assets within the Lake Louise and
Tyone Lake area described.

I believe this answers all the questions that were forwarded to me, and
if | can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Steve Van Sant
Borough Assessor/ =
Land Management Director

cr

cc: John Musgrove
=Paul Holland



Matanuska-Susitna Borough

BOX B. PALMER. ALASKA 99645 +« PHONE 745-4801

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

April 5, 1982

TO VHMIT MY CONCER

This is to certify that the bonded indebtedness of the Majanuska-Susitna
Borough at the present time is $61,475,000. Attached is a debt schedule
effective July 1, 1982 as shown in our 1983 budget.

" alter Chappel
. ontroIFer u



Matanuska-Susitna Borough
coneer OEPAtMENt seer cenee . AIVISION budg

SCHEDULE OF CEN"ERAL OULICATIOU SCHOOL CONSTmCTIOH BONDS

Amount Balance After Principal Interest* Total
" Issue Issued This Payment “Payment Payment Payment
1964 770,000 115,000 55,000" 6,413 61.413
1971 Series E 1,500,000 100,000 100,000 9,400 109,400
1971 Series F 1,500,000 -0- .300,000 15,300 315,300
1973 Series A 4,000,000 3,200,000 200,000 183,400 383,400
1973 Series B 4,000,000 2.,700,000 200,000 181,500 381,500
1973 Series C 4,600,000 3,250,000 250,000 252,825 502,825
1974 Series A 6,900,000 6,000,000 200,000 409,900 609,900
1977 Series A 8,460,000 _ 7,000,000 300,000 423,700 723,700,
1978 Series A 20,860,000 19,525,000 700,000 1,368,325 2,068,325
1978 Series B 2,010,000 1,880,000 65,000 128,620 193,620
1931 Series 14,870,000 m14,665,000 205,000 2,107,500 2,312,500, =
TOTALS. 69,470,000 " 58,435,000 2,575,000 5,086,883 7,661,883
L*asilla Puollc
Safety Bldg. 150,000 100,000 = 5,000. 5,638 10,638
Lakes Fire
Service Area 500,000 457,813 =15,876 24,244 40,120
TITAL* 650,000 557,913 20,376 29,882 = 50,758



Mayor
Erling T. %ohansen

Council Members
Joa G undtrton
Law L Cochran

R. L Van Brocklin
Dick Borer
Don Narranca
K o llli Hanricha

City Manager
Richard J Le%and

Acting City Clerk
D. Lynda™Plant

Box 1210 602 Railroad Avenue
Cordova, Alaska 99574
Phone: (907) 424-3237

or 424-3238

“The Friendly CityZl

January 10, 1986

Senator Edna DeVries
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator DeVries:

Please be advised that at their regular meeting of 1/6/86,
the Mayor and City Council of Cordova took action to adopt
the attached Resolution 86-1. The intent of this resolution
is to express the City of Cordova's support for the North
Star Borough®"s efforts to protect its boundary.

While v? respect the issues being raised on both sides of the
argument with regard to the Nana Corporation®s interest, our
purpose is to support the larger concept of boundary
protection. The specific economics of the Nana Region and

the North Star Borough will need to be settled by the parties.
It is the Council"s feeling that the ability for the State to
indiscriminately amend municipal boundaries flies in the face
of municipal government and our responsibilities co our
residents.

We have to count on your efforts to protect the ability
of the local entity to maintain its own boundary.

RICEARD J. LELAND
City Manager

Enclosure



RESOLUTION 86-1

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH®S EFFORTS TO
PROTECT ITS BOUNDARIES

WHEREAS, the Commissioner of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs has petitioned the Local Boundary Commission
to alter the North Slope Borough®s boundaries, and

WHEREAS, the voter®"s of the North Slope Borough rejected a
proposition to petition the Local Boundary Commission to alter
the Borough®"s boundaries, and

WHEREAS, such action by the State to alter a municipality”"s
boundary without its assent could have a tremendous detrimental
impact on the fiscal viability and governmental integrity of
all municipalities in Alaska, and

WHEREAS, such action will set a precedent which will have far

reaching detrimental impacts on all municipalities in Alaska,

NCW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Cordova City Council urges
the Local Boundary Commission not to approve the boundary change
requested by the Commissioner of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 6 DAY OF January , 1986.

Mayor ,Erising T. .~dhansen



Petition to Residents of the
North Slope Borough

We, the undersigned residents of the North Slope Borough, do strongly oppose any effort or
attempt by the State of Alaska to remove lands from the North Slope Borough without the
approval of our local government and people of said borough.

Inigsruutinat North Slope Borough-m Inunisa

Uvagut ativut aglaktavut uumuna magpigaamun inuuniaqtuaguviuta North Slope Borough-mi

akilligsrupiagatagikput State of Alaska ilannagsiniagpan North Slope Borough-m
ivigaumaginaunnagu Kavamanatalu inunisaiu taaptuma Borough-m.

Anafcttivuk Psst

JaCChAhOOOK
Hatty K. Hugo
G&tart urcom
Benamin Hopaon
AllarT. Pwnatk
Rabaoca Hugo
Paul Hugo

Vent Lir»otn

B on

Jennyl.. _
Rhcda Ahgook
Hoty Siemmmona
Cecilia IXr.g

Eton Hugo
Dototfry Hopaon
Reteoca Medane
Sutan Hugo
NattaPancak
Dimy Hugo Sr.
Bety Maiaana
UzawaHMMral
Raymond Panaak
TVnodry Ahgook

J | B .
e RtWiana
Lany

R.c.nEfco
LMtn Iﬁl aWt
Honey
Victor MaMena
Lana Kritdnya
Greca Ekak
Hanrv Hugo
Rodnay Ruilano
EHzabtth Patkotak
Cyrui Moklana
Oram Scaannan
Dim Thorton
BtvartyHugo
Anna P Hugo
Noah Ahgool
Jamai M. Nagaak
Marta Partook
Oorcal Hugo
Effe Lincoln
Chrtj P. Hugo
Eltradn Angook
John RuKand
Jany Slkvayugak
O iid Bai
Bill Michaal
Tom Voat
Room Norrta
Judy Ahgook
Winona Burrow
Stan Morry
Oram Funk
Patrick Hugo
Joanua Furfino
Slava Wolla
Laura Tickat
Thomaa K. Gordon
Ban Ahgook
Elraboth Panaak
Jamaa Ahgook
Maxine Morry
Non Taalak
MarTna Mony
Lu'u Simpaon
Earl Willama
Dora Nukaplgak
SMrtoy Ahgook
Don Meklana
Ruth Rutiand
Taraaa TKW i
Scott Szymd
Minne Srymd
Jamaa R. Luka
Tarry Slkvayjgak
Rogar Thoraon
Margarat Gordc.i
Palnck Mekipna
Richard J.igook
Angia Negoak
Aiica Ahgook
Rad Mony
Ada Lincoln
Sarah Tobuk
Anna Nagaak
Rhoda Kaaak
Gaorgr O. Panaak
Eatho- Hugo
Mark Vosa
Boot o GilOart
Jack Noma
Vickro Panaak
Ltnna Gail Funk
Zacnanaa Hugo
Suaia Panaak
Phillip Angook
Rilay 'Aomy
Dona Hugo
Jonn Tld»u.t
Marylyn Gordon
Eiiiaoain Ahgook
Saran Kunaknana
Chartaa Ramaay
Laura Kunaknana
Maryann Angook
Joa Mekiana
Olrve Morry

Bomtoo Ipalook
ComaAa SoveKk
Chartaa Ahgook
Kan Eliott

Bat* P. Gordon
fh'cé Vjoroor
Joe Szymd
Maty Ahgook
Jack Ahgook
Mary Mardan*
Ada Hugo

Aigaauk
Johnny Ahnguuk
Herman KJpnak

Tommr Shugkjk
Park Can

E taM h Howngawonh

MkaShugkrk
Oecabe Crutcher
Calao Ntyukok
Wafler Akp*
Perry Kignafc
Thomaa Brower Jr.
Joann Hopaon
Daniel Smkh
TonySoaook
BaNilGgnak
Donna Carr
MaryOundanton
Jaaaph Akpik
Luryrrj

Thomaa Kanayurtk
Mary Kay BodMiah
H artal Akpik
Jamaa ADen

Jim Nonoft
Thomaa ma Sr.
Margarat Ahngaauk
Chrta Bordeaux
Robart AAs*
AkeoAkpfc

Batty Kigrak
Ruthhmnofl
Clara Suaook
DarayShugluk
Garald Kanayunk
Judy Scaalaa
Frad Kanayunk
Judy Scaalaa
PawKippl

Gaorgianna Simmondi

Sam K. Hopaon

Kaktovlk

MarySooiu
Nathan Gordon
Monta Paaraon
Elmar Browdar
Gary!

Maria Solomon
Gaorga Tagarook
Lcrtn Ahiart
Lilian Akootchcok
Thcmaa Panningonna
Gacrga Kabek
Mik red Raxtord
Edwin) Rtxlord
Mary Ann Gordon
Inaj. Gordon

Bfify ‘Gordon
MoPyOlogak
NoraAgiak

Diana Akootchook
Anabed Coioman
Joaaphoopt.
Norman AJehanna
Gaorga Agiak
Banny Akootchook
Chartaa W. Brower
Payna Brower
Carolyn l'aaraor
Linda Browder
Robart G. Harding
Laonard Solomon
Duane Dentate
EvaK. Ahlira
Itaac Akocthcok
Danlal Akknotchook
Noraen Agitk
Harman Raxtord
Parry AkooLhook
Freddie Alahanna
M. Akootchook
Eunica Simrra
Evalyn Gordon
Jamaa Lampa
Sandri Lamp*
Al.ce Agtak
NalaonSoplu
MUdrad Atohama
Mary T. Akooachoolt
Nancy Sonaala
Ednasoplu

Laura Gitkmn
Kally Tagarook
Sandrt Lawrtnca
Gaorga Gatov,n
Tommy 0. Gordon
Gtroy Stavana
Sulla Akootchook
Mary S. Akustchook
Retacca Jamaa
Russall Tagarook
Maria Raxtord

George AJeeciiook
John Tepnruek

Gian Chandaar
Francaa Lampa
Suaan Gordon
Laonard Atootchoc*
Annia Sopiu

Ethel Gordon
Harmcn Adharma
Roy Akootchook

Nulgtwt

Annie Lampa
Cora Tateafc
Suala Nukapigriji
Jaanaaa Bowara
CtMBumnaa

Ira Kunaknana
WakarOyagik
Oorcaa Nukaptnfc
Louiaa IOHcri

APt rarl

JoyOyagjST J
Annia T. A*an
Am okjKfci*
Baaala Ercttook
Roy H. Katakoak
Alloa Wood#
ZachartahAkmakr*
Maggie Hopaon
Emma fkok
Vk>vn Kaaak
Namlri F

r

Sarah Kunaknana
TomTVi((a
BrtanDaxtar
Phirilp Maaulaak
Rhoda Barman
Joltn Ahnu; Lana
Trreaa Hco in
Ahtungomtuk
Etfxrard Nufcti igak

Orotrar Michw | Hopaon

KormanLamra
RLth8la*-:.
NarmiaWooda
JImT. Aden
Thomar Napagaair
Gaorga Swak
Margaret Tagoaaak
Halan Kaaak
Margona Ahrwpkina
Thomaa Shaw
Ronald Ahvakana
Diana Daxter
Lydia Sovahk
Bamra Tingla
Hannah Pauaannu
Haatat Gartta
Ruthar NiAapigak
Loiaa Akrviana
Paul KWck
Bertha 8Wak
Lloyd Ipalook

Job Wooda

Harriet Kaaak
AHoe Ipalook

TuMa
Joa Nukapigak
Pt. Hop®

Gaorga Wngik
EBJah Rock Sr.
Rax Allan Rock Sr.
Frank Lana
Luka Koonook St.
EvalynHickaa
Ethel Booahu
Jack 8haefter
Angakna Koonook
Roehon
TonyHIght*
Solomon KHwuk
Mabel Hank

JVincant

i Nashookpuk

mOvtok

DaroldTuckMd
Rax Tunoytuk Jr.
Robert Dinka
RoyKoonuk
Ramona Rock
Emily Lane

* k-

ChartaaMutdord
Laurta Kngk
Carokyn Koonook
Rcaibrda Raxtord
Carol Ortnk
laaak.Acungana
Nick Hark

JoaO ldtttk
Emaat Frankaon
Ronald Ovtok Sr.
John Long Sr.
laaaa Wind Il
Raymond Ston#
XvtdSkma

Judy N-xh
Donrin baddand
Clamant Frankacn
Sarah Wngu
BamardHaah
Maudi

Norr.-Jh Omnlk
Atari KBgruk
Pablct Anungaira
McnaB.

Diana

Nick timothy

Wofcmrigtrt

Ida Pan*!
Dnld Bodtwi Sa -
WMa Badlian
MeaaneMook
AndrawEkak
Judy Bagartn
Ta(Mr9agtwn
Jcack raB nk
yrva r,in
W iw L
CoraM ap
Qraoa Ahrigatak
hiay Nayaldk
Monla Kagak
Laaaa Avaoganna
Gaorga Patluxak
Abbey Ungudrok
Marta Petkotak
‘Wamar Aaogaak
Baeva Segevan
U *a KJtoak
Wayna Bodhah
Grata Tagarook
Arthur Sagavan
BByAkplk
Nannie Bodkah
Jim Avaoganna
Hamah
Kay F. Kagak
Akna Baditah
IP m Mngaok
Max Akplk
Jaocto Kagak
Alan ANatook
Chartaa Nayaklk
Frank Baatar
Davtd Bodtiah

Barrow

Jimmy E. Ningaok Sr.

Johnny Akootchook
Joaapft Naahaknlk
Rabacca Hopaon
Mary Avaoganna
Eloonor R Oyagak
EXTulda

Jim Alan

Johnny Elavgak Jr.
Rita M. Okpaaha
Etta Ekatook
Gaoroana Ocmktuk
EaMalaevtit
Jamaa H. Scaalai
Bavarty M. Ahgeak
Gladya Nungaaak
Tma Kaieak

Mabel Pangto
Daniel Freitu

El Vainer

Robart Lozano
PatTyion

WWam Kaieak
Kevin Rlelty
Larry Okomailuk
Jaanatta Hopaon
Margaret Opto
HanyOkpikSr.
Harry Mailer
Stanley Brower
Jo”a Brower
Qu-, u "kakok

Dora E. Inuuraq

Joanene Ahtuangartrak

Clannca E. Itta
Clara P. Segevan
Patrick J. Ncpaon
Robart Meroer
PJ.FWty
Ricardo Vaapuoz
Jim Padation
8ien

David Baongertner
Clarence Solomon
Abei Akpik
WUardP.Neekok
EUaenMaO een
Robart Edaardaan

Raymond P. Maaulaak
Harvey Mongoytk
Mcmhal Ah.akina
VaraK.

aorglafiw; Fiopaon
Mabla Kaieak
Gingar Sagenna
Emma Tuna

AlJan A. Numnik
Virglna Oyagak
JoahuaOkpitJr.
Sarart ddn

Loia Maoaaat
Lucy Hopaon
Martha Stewart
RaxOkakok
Dabbia M. Neyaklk
FradBartr

Parry K. Okpaaha
Mike Murphy
Vaiane R. 7ukla
Emory Hopaon
Eknar Avaaagk
Lacy Warden
Jamee Matumeak
Howard Kittick
Alfred R. Hopaon
Blaan Boakoaky
Marla L. SSmmonda
Tarry Kanayunk
laabal H. Brower
Irena Itta.

Suaia M. Nungasuk
Linda J. Hopaon
Lilian Nagaak
Clara E. Kaieak
LudUaAdama
Ginger L. Altyakak

Van E. Edwardaen
Bamica Okpaaha

Dorothy M. Edwardaen

Roee Ahtuangaruak
Donald Nueunginyi
GlannEdwaida

WkUamC. Ida
Harold N-:.geauk
CartE. Huaaay
Emily Ipalook
Emliu H. Guaco
Michaal Stotta
Claudia Jeckaon
JanyHu.Ingaworth
Thomaa Akootchook
Marta Liaboume
AtoartDrtgga
Okvtr Ahngaauk
JarenDuBeau
Gaorga Saganna
Doraan Ahmaogak
CHtford A. Danlata
Margarat Oyegak
Eunice Lecvin
Mildred Akpik
Jerry Coodio
Davkj S. Fauaka
John F. Aiken
Goorgt Adama
Antnony Keaier
Margarat Panigao

Juanita Ipalook
Kaatar Segevan
PatWright

X Hﬁaon

DoromyKHbaar
Mary I. Ahkivgak
Shairy Hopaon
Curda Hopaon
Karta Koiaah
Dorcai Stine

Ron Naikak
EIlUAhkngak
Da»y Edwardaon
Mary Jan# Brower
NodAuay

Bertha Leavitt
Roae Ahnagaauk
Kcnaq Brower
Racaccr Adama
Tawi i Taylor
Mam Naanoalook
Emm Mongoyak
David A. Millar
Ronak) Ningaok
David Wabar

David Hopaon

nunaninnik,

Frsdarick Rica
Amok) Brtrwer Jr.
Vara weiams
Patiy Aamodt
Connie M. Flaehel
Dixie Figrtna
Carolina Ahkrviana
Herman Krgnak Sr.

Davtd Slona Sr.
Nolan Solomon
Chartaa Janaaon
Darren Eiaerhower
Brad Kratar
Laonard Felder
Kathleen N. Damna
HughS. Padrotak
JafTN.Ahkh tak
Roland Toovo
Forraat 0. Oiamaun
Harai Pabiey

Johnny Leavitt
Lloyd Panigao
Pairtck Okpaaha Jr.
Lnvt* 8rover
George Burnell
Lucy Broun

Cora Anaad

Clayton Lambecht

= Hahey 8nxm
Wayne T. Bodflah
Gragg Tagarook
Arthur Segevan
Gena AgtMuk

' L. Marta Bodflah

Carolyn Akpik
Francaa Hopaon
AtoartDrtgga Jr.
Alan Uptcooun
Lao Attungowruk
wiaia Tukrook
Danna Young
Karan Patmftf
Crtaawr Lampa Jr.
Stave Palmar
AAceNeekok
Bay K. NaahoaJcook
BMBar «t>
Savk) Anmaogak
Ban Frantz

Rita Faidar
Edith Naahoatook
Marti T. Hamlin
Alired Letvitt
Salty J. Brewer
K.L Smith
Marta Naakok
Prica E. Brower
RayKalayiuk

W llam Solomon
Terry Jonea

Thomaa Simmonda Sr.

Grant Ktonak
Carotyn Ktooa
Jamaa Anaalt

Donald Tookak
Luka Kagak
Jacob Kagak
Allan Ahlook
Chartaa NayaJdk
Abraham Kagak
Hanna Ekak
Homer BodfKh
Nancy Lam
Chartia Tuckhaid
Kale Pataraon
AmyNukap”ak
Ban Naakok
RuthPtkok
Jacob StakarJr.
loria Eaarword
NaiiMtron
Roata Alkan

Roy Hugo
TVnSood

Evalyn Oonovm
Edna Ipalook
IdaE. Ahgaaan
Artana Nugtena
Amok) Brower Sr.
Thomaa C. Brower lIl
Lenny C. Land*
MaroMe Nagaak
Harry Brower Jr.
BobL Caatoa
Richard WMlama
01 Solcmon Sr.
Ed Burnell Jr.
Anna Jack
Manna Ipalook
Slevan Harme

Lorraine Danner
Franklin Ahaoak
CoraDngga

Grace Anaahugak
Elaanor Sodden
Slava Ungudruk
‘Woodrow Avaoganna
Samuel Simmonda
Nannie Kagak
Joanna Naakok
Belay Stalker
Anne Martin
Harriel Tukrook
Danny Pikok
Eamer Tuckfiek)
Bin Tracy

Emily Ani.ngowruk
Martha Tikrook



P.O. Box 447 « Fairbanks, Alaska 99707 =« (907)456-1312

M ERERGY

CORPORATION

February 1C, 1986

The Honorable Edna DeVries
Chairperson

Senate Community and Regional
Affairs Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Ms. DeVries:

Because we were not given an opportunity to testify during your
February 6th teleconference hearing, we ask that you considei the
following written testimony regarding the proposed annexation ho
the City of North Pole.

For your reference, Interior Energy Corporation (IEC) owns

approximately five acres of land within Are #2. On that property
we have developed a shopping mall, grocery store, service station,
liguor store and bulk fuel storage facility. We respectfully

request you amend the boundaries of the annexation to exclude Area
#2 from the proposal for the Following reasons:

1 - We specifically located outside the city limits of the
small town of North Pole in order not to subject our
customers to municipal sales tax, for which they receive
no services.

2 ~ In the responding brief, the City of North Pole
acknowledges declining oil revenues and federal shared
revenue but states that it is "willing and able to
provide municipal services to all annexed areas"™ after
an annexation that will increase the size of the City by
40 per cent. The City also states that "sales tax
revenue will replace revenue lost from other sources”
because "the residents of North Pole are strongly opposed
to increased property taxes".

Of the three areas to be annexed, Area #2 is the only
area that will provide sales tax revenue to the City of
North Pole at this time.

3 - The Boundary Commission states that all areas are in need
of municipal services. We disagree. Our fire protection
is presently provided by the nearby North Star Fire
Department. In the unlikely event of a fire in our bulk
fuel storage facility , the City of North Pole is not
equipped to handle a fire of that nature.

Heating Oil « Diesel 0 Jasoline <« Jet Fuel
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The City, in its responding brief, expresses a concern for
IEC"s fire insurance premiums. With all due respect,what
we pay for fire insurance should not be a concern of the
City of North Pole.

Regarding sewer and water, IEC has gone to considerable
expense to provide its own water and septic systems and
does not require these services from the City of North
Pole.

Regarding road maintenance services, we are located at
the intersection of two State-maintained roads. Unless
the City is proposing to plow our parking lot, this 1is
not a service we will require.

The Boundary Commission in its Findings of Fact states
that "the City can provide (municipal services) more
efficiently than another municipality.” We would like

to see the data which supports this claim. With a
reported population of just over 1000 the 1985 budget for
North Pole is over $5,000,000.00.

The Commission states that "the fuel handling facility in
area #2 poses a potential public danger.”™ How will
incorporation into the City of North Pole change this?
What does the Boundary Commission foresee occurring after
annexcton?

Finally, as non-resident property owners (we live 1in
Fairbanks) we are ineligible to vote in North Pole
elections, have no representation on the City Council
and have absolutely no say in any future bonded
indebtedness the City may incur. We will, however, be
forced to support the city through property and sales
taxes.

We (and the 1300 individuals who signed an opposition
petition) do not Eiel it is equitable to expect us to
support a 40 per nt expansion of the City of North Pole
and feel we were included in the annexation solely for the
purpose of broadening the City"s tax base. The only
Property owner in Area #2 to agree to the annexation is an
Anchorage owner apparently concerned with subdividing into
smaller parcels for sales.
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IfT this area is annexed, who will represent us and our customers 1in
exchange for the taxes we will provide for the City of North Pole?
IT the Legislature cannot insure against the proposed taxation
without representation, then is behooves you to honor our request
for exclusion fromi this annexation.

Sincerely
INTERIOR ENERGY CORPORATION

Ms. Sunny Carpenter
Senior Vice President



House and Community & Regional Affairs
Attn; Peter Goll

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

FROM: Tony R. Susook Jr.
SUBJ: Red Dog Mine Testimony given on February 11, 1986

My name 1is Tony R. Susook Jr.. 1 am a representative of the City of
Atgasuk, a resident of Atgasuk, Alaska which is within the boundaries of
the North Slope Borough. 1 am also a shareholder of the NANA Regional
Corporation born and raised in Kotzebue. 1 have lived in Atgasuk
approximently ten (10) years.

I would like to Thank-you for taking your time to hear our concerns
regarding the detachment of properties from the North Slope Borough that
was analyzed well by the Local Boundary Commission when it approved the
borough boundaries back in 1972.

First of all.., 1 would like for you to note is that the State of Alaska
should have given more time for the residents of the North Slope Borough
to prepare on this very important issue. We share the States goal of
promoting Local government but we and many others are concerned about the
amount of time that was given to us to prepare for this border-line
shuffling.

Secondly.., as you are already aware of the size and population of the
North Slope Borough. According to the Economic Profile which was published
by the North Slope Borough Planning Department, the 1985 population for
the North Slope Borough as of July 1, 1985 was 8,308.

Out of eleven communities that exist within the North Slope Borougi only
two communities were selected as places to hear testimony to the Alaska
Local Boundary Commission regarding this 1issue. Although we do have the
telecommunication system, many residents of the North Slope Borough will
lose out or already have losed out on giving their testimony but time agaij
plays an important role with this whole issue and to me, doing a rush

job on this issue might come to making too many mistakes on making your
judgements and I"m sure that this is not the intent of the State of Alaska
to try to hurt one region or the other by making simple mistakes for not
taking more time to discuss and anylize the 1issues at hand.

2.1 million acres of territory, including the Red Dog Mine and other
valuable mineral properties are presently at stake and if this detachment
pulls through from detaching some properties from the North Slope Borough,
the State®"s petition will 1increase the tax burden on the North Slope
Borough residents and taxpayers, but not only that, the State"s petition
will also threaten the future economic development of the North Slope

Boro agh.

I believe that the NANA officials are in need for the revenues from the
proposed Red Dog Mine to use as a tax base to try and form a new borough,
but the North Slope Borough has already been in existence for about

14 years and has an accumulated debt est"- ted to exceed $1 billion dollars
Our Borough residents are torn between loyalities to their own people,
neighbors and relatives and economic necessity.

The tax revere-e from the proposed Red Dog Mine operation are needed 1in
order to deal with the present problems and future problems that may
arise within the different department of the North Slope Borough.



Continue, Red Dog Mine

As you are aware that the oil revenues are declining every year and the
proposed budget includes only $5.1 million of the Borough®"s $44 million
requested for 1987.

Capital Improvement expenditures have been projected at $21.4 million for
fiscal year 1985/86, an 82% decrease from CIP expenditures of $116.5
million in 1984/85, an estimated 89% decrease from $203.1 million in 1983/
84. With these figures, again taken from the NSB Profile . I would like to
state at this time that Atgasuk 1is considered economically disadvantaged
at this time.

I also feel that if the detachment be approved, our problems are just
beginning regarding border-line shuffling because this same problem may
arise with our other neighbors such as the Doyon Region.

My last statement 1 would like to bring out at this time is about
Representative Albert Adams and Senator Frank Ferguson who are represent—
atives of the people of this- jurisdiction and also shareholders of the
NANA Regional Corporation. 1 would like both representatives to consider
the resolution that was drafted up by the City of Atgasuk on disapproving
the detachment of any territory from the North Slope Borough.

Thank-you for taking my testimony at this time and whatever the outcome

of this hearing is, we are trying to cooperate with our neighbors to the
South and we are hopeful that you, as the Alaska State Legistlators

reach some agreement and not try to h);rt any region, especially the North
Slope Borough. My vote is to keep the North Slope Borough boundaries as

it now stands.

Atgasuk, Alaska 99791
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January 24, 1986

To all interested parties

(see attached distribution list)

RE: ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN

GISSE-FURUSETH-SPEAR ADDITIONS

Attached 1is a copy of the formal
Local Boundary Commission approving,
petition of the City of Ketchikan
above-referenced territory.

v/ithout modificat
for the

On January 22, 1986, the Local Boundary Commission
its recommendation
State Legislature.
boundary change
presentation or
earlier, unless

majority of the

state law

will become

provides that the
effective "45
at the end of the session,
disapproved bya resolution concurred
members of eachhouse™.

The House and Senate Community and Regional

Statement of Decision

annexation

POPOH BH
JUT AU, ALASKA <9811
PHONE. (907) 465-4707

949 E 36TH AVENUE, SUITE 400
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99508
PHONE: (907) 561-8586

PO. BOX 348
BETHEL. ALASKA 99559
PHONE: (907) 543-3475

PO. BOX 41
NOME, ALASKA 99762
PHONE: (907) 443-5457

PO. BOX 280
KOTZEBUE, ALASKA 99752
PHONE: (907) 442-3675

1514 CUSHMAN STREET. ROOM 201

FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
PHONE: (907) 452-7126

PO. BOX 10041
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576
PHONE: (907) 842-2245

of the
ion, the
of the

submitted
for the annexation of this territory to the
recommended
days
whichever

after
is

in by a

Affairs Committees

are scheduled to jointly consider this and other municipal
boundary changes recommended by the Commission on February 4,

6 and 7. The Committees are scheduled to meet in the
afternoon on each of those days at 3:00 p.m. andwill continue
through 4:30 p.nm. of each day. The February 4 meeting will be
limited to discussions between the Committees and the Local
Boundary Commission. The meetings of February 6 and 7 are
intended for public input on. the matters. The meetings will

be held in the House Community and Regional Affairsl Committee
Chambers, Room #17 on the first floor of the Capitol Building

in Juneau. Representative Peter Goll, Chairman of the House
Community and Regional Affairs Committee, has indicated that
teleconference hearings may be held on certain of the boundary
change proposals, depending on the desire of the communities
involved.

Altogether.. the Committees will consider nine separate
recommendations for municipal boundary <changes. A brief
summary of those recommended boundary changes 1is attached for

your information. No schedule has yet been established by the
House and Senato Community and Regional Affairs Committees for
consideration of specific recommended boundary changes during

the meetings on February 6 and 7.
21-P4LH



To all interested parties

RE: ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN AL
GISSE-FURUSETH-SPEAR ADDITIONS

January 24, 1986

Page two

If you have an interest in discussing this recommended
boundary change with the Legislature, 1 ask you to notify the
Chairpersons of either Committee at the address and/or
telephone number listed below:

The Honorable Edna DeVries The Honorable Peter Goll

Chairperson Chairperson

Senate Community and Regional House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee Affairs Committee

Pouch V Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811 Juneau, Alaska 99811

(telephone: 465-4989) (telephone: 465-4925)

This letter 1is being sent to all parties which we believe may

have an 1interest 1in this matter. The names and addresses of

these parties are shown on the attached distribution list. If

you are aware of others who may be interested in these
proceedings, please advise us in order that we may contact
them regarding these upcoming meetings. Also, 1if you intend
to make a presentation at this meeting, we would appreciate
being advised of such.

Sincerely,

Marty Rutherford
Director



SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE REVIEW
MUNICIPAL BOUNDARY CHANGE RECOMMENDATIONS
SUBMITTED TO THE SECOND SESSION OF THE
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE

City of Angoon (Election District 02)
The City of Angoon petitioned for the annexation of
territories in the areas of Killisnoo Island, Favorite Bay,
Michael Bay and Hood Bay comprising approximately 87 square
miles. After carefully applying the standards for
annexation to cities, the Commission determined that only a
portion of the requested territory should be annexed to the

City. The Commission approved the annexation of
approximately 30.14 square miles. A map of the area
approved for annexation by the Local Boundary Commission 1is
attached.

City of Ketchikan (Election District 01)
The City of Ketchikan submitted separate petitions for the
annexation of the following four areas:
BLM-KPU Additions (515.62 acres);
Gisse-Furuseth-Spear Additions (58.609 acres);
University of Alaska Ad_ition (48.30 acres); and
U.S. Coast Guard Addition (121.31 acres).

The Commission approved, without modification, the
petitions for the annexation of the Gisse-Furuseth-Spear
Additions, the University of Alaska Addition and the BLM -
KPU Additions. The territory proposed for annexation as
the U.S. Coast Guard Addition was judged to be excessive.
Therefore, the Commission reduced the boundaries of that
particular annexation proposal and subsequently approved
the petition. A map of the areas approved for annexation
by the Local Boundary Commission is attached.

City of North Pole (Election District 18)
The Local Boundary Commission approved, without
modification, the petition of the City of North Pole for
the annexation of three separate parcels totalling

approximately 1.14 square miles. A map of the areas
approved for annexation by the Local Boundary Commission 1is
attached.

City of St. Paul (Election District 26)
The Local Boundary Commission approved, without
modification, the petition of the City of St. Paul for the
annexation of the surrounding Islands of Otter and Walrus,
Sea Lion Rock and the adjacent waters; totalling
approximately 194 square miles. A map of the area approved
for annexation by the Local Boundary Commission is attached.



City of Unalaska (Election District 26)

The City of Unalaska petitioned for the annexation of much
of Unalaska Island and surrounding territories totalling
approximately 1,294 square miles. After carefully applying
the standards for annexation to cities, the Commission
determined that only a portion of the requested territory
should be annexed to the City. The Commission approved the
annexation of approximately 189 square miles. A map of the
area approved for annexation by the Local Boundary
Commission is attached.

North Slope Borough (Election District 22)

Residents of the NANA Region have proposed to form a
borough. The petition for the detachment of approximately
3,298 square miles from the North Slope Borough was
initiated in order to provide an adequate tax base for the
proposed Northwest Arctic Borough. The territory proposed
for detachment consists of the land within the NANA
Regional Corporation boundaries, including the Red Dog zinc
mine site. The Department of Community and Regional
Affairs acted as petitioner in this matter because there
was no other qualified entity which was willing to initiate
the action. The detachment was sought on the <condition
that the boundary change not take effect unless and until a
borough was formed in the NANA Region. The Local Boundary
Commission approved the petition for detachment without
modification. A map of the area approved for annexation by
the Local Boundary Commission 1is attached.
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DISTRIBUTION LIST
LETTER REGARDING LEGISLATIVE REVIEW ANNEXATION
CITY OF KETCHIKAN: GISSE-FURUSETH-SPEAR ADDITIONS

The Honorable Edna DeVries

Chairperson

Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

The Honorable Peter Goll

Chairperson

House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

The Honorable Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
State Senator

District A

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

The Honorable Robin L. Taylor
State Representative

District 1-A

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

The Honorable John Sund
State Representative
District 1-B

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

The Honorable Bob Eder

Chairman
Local Boundary Commission
XXXXX

Valdez, Alaska XXXXX

The Honorable C. B. Bettisworth
Vice Chairman

Local Boundary Commission

XXXXX

Fairbanks, Alaska XXXXX

The Honorable Josephine Anderson
Local Boundary Commission Member
XXXXX

Wrangell, Alaska XXXXX

The Honorable Bert Greist

Local Boundary Commission Member
XXXXX

Anchorage, Alaska XXXXX



