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Anchorage Area Borough. 0f 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 1in Fiscal Year 1976 would

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

_SnSr* oy

Lee B. Jordan/1l1l0aa"rraian

Leslie F. Fetrow, 1st Vice Chairman
Ernest Brannon, 2nd Vice Chairmajx

Gene E. Merchant, Secretary

Robert C. Johnson, Asst. Sec.-Treasurer



PETITION FOR DETACHMENT OF THE CHUGIAK -EAGLE RIVER AREA FROM THE GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH

Petition No. » 6 A~

Page No. _ {

Printed Name Signature Residence Address Meiling Address Voter Reg. No.
A If? * 77/ A UA Po 3 °k 7o On'/a3U ¥
oo HJA 1311
O.— o0)/m '"AM ~Mrbro. M<ru-c P 0. Bm** ? o0 L oo4139/
~NOXEon
= P e OO0 Hi %s° i
-/ ) /AM SI* vr Sm>r7(/- X Je [/ /" tP/OrsS& S ¢ s d z /g™
L CHk (@~ "IM Vp V f& arA /sssm .#-00&7M00S ‘/
// (evA E .(Ofso?* iftyL s nnLD OO /7
/s™-b} Acl S /N, f~/] SkiSSSYLdO i Liu- B I d2~/ // H Pa& eX s/fA M S u oW 7 V5 /77
N0, 2 of-
( itAJI QY Sc)l iy A \I" L 12/0S S S /7~ y riijt 0<0
JLN\I & Tec g0 N , Cl (/Q <1Y& / \ tariff]JA xSrS~ m O So S rts /EL O e+e-2. ODNy?2n//
n N\ N\ S> /
$f&cs oSf/ /1) Ay -S-Lm// @ "M-/yl& 0'S) K C-Ls Ad./& / "6~ ~ Do 6 W'3-SIG7
t /vs'ferC 1% L/ 7 1s t $UAhAT4 bma $<M 73 7072<Cr [+ N AK.ffsTT 0 1WV/CO
A im gu>f/a m zw z/L Stvu Z/ >$ALUMA*s TfM L/IW A r s X fa-BdY iv3 BS.AS Q 1r<*dll 23
jO _/2U 42. tlofrcS Ar, 0OCh*&//\K A'V. "~ S6,7
—ts ( /-/WsiSfA-stS (U L s ~ ~ - /1 (O~DfP Irf/, i-COp Sa«T} 00 4 &3.132-
s 6
fAh///y /?. /s/r§fo Jir s riZtj] TpJt S\i/da~ f\.y Jittfjp  vfirsify-d djA'tfto™
T\\X.0 Y\ ,( Vt)S S K 1(rwW -> ~ VprinoO, \t) <b AUMWNAWYA $St~( A b | &cfajRv*EN Flil "OH)
/17?2/S . 872> SS ( AtcZS /A,bSJSKy’\’\//’\{’\l-i/s( A t7SAsSIPue~ SA  Q0G (~° 1N
S*A 1 /. eo T TTStf AA tty C £or~ts/y A  td- Ykv A~ A &y< <OV/Pi?FE
oo70 27 oV
yN /s& ryis SN T77staj /<m =0 p><IS L <S<m Z. N 79t TTtSfe



PETITION FOR DETACHMENT OF THE CHUGIAK -EAGLE RIVER AREA FROM THE GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH Petition No. V6 . fr.- PageNo.

Printed Name Signature Residence Address Mailing Address Voter Reg. No.

coft £ a s*1~cf £t 00 ~ | 2/50



PETITION FOR DETACHMENT OF THE CHUGIAK -EAGLE RIVER AREA FROM THE GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH Petition No. _JLg_A_ Page No. _ 3

Printed Name Signature Residence Address Mailing Address Voter Reg. No.



PEHHON FOR DETACHMENT OF THE CHUGIAK -EAGLE RIVER AREA FROM THE GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH Petition No. Z DA . Page No. __HI

Printed Name Signature Residence Address Mailing Address Voter Reg. No.



PETITION FOR DETACHMENT OF THE CHUGIAK -EAGLE RIVER AREA FROM THE GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH Petition No. 26 Q . Page No.

Printed Name Signature Residence Address Mailing Address Voter Reg. No.



REPORT TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF ALASKA ON THE

PETITION TO DETACH THE LAKE LOUISE AREA? FROM THE
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

Department of Community and Regional Affairs
Division of Local Government Assistance

September 9, 1982



I. INTRODUCTION

»

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough was incorporated on January 1, 1964
under the provisions of Chapter 52, SLA 1963, known as the
"Mandatory Borough Act". The Borough is comprised of
approximately 20,544 square miles and has an estimated population
of 19,123.

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough is the second largest in the State
(behind the North Slope Borough), with a land mass exceeding the
combined areas of the Haines Borough, Bristol Bay Borough, Kodiak
Island Borough, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, City and Borough of
Sitka, City and Borough of Juneau and the Municipality of
Anchorage. Although much of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough s
accessible by road, there are large areas which are remote and
inaccessible.

The area of Lake Louise is located in the extreme eastern portion
of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. The area is accessed by an 18
mile road leading from the Glenn Highway to the southern end of
Lake Louise. The community, based at the southern end of Lake
Louise, is approximately 136 highway miles from Palmer and 45
highway miles from Glennallen. The map at the end of this report
identifies the area proposed for detachment from the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

The majority of the Lake Louise residents are seasonally employed

during the summer months. The three lodges on the southern end
of Lake Louise provide the economic and population base for the
community. The majority of the land within the territory
proposed for detachment is owned by the State. The

Matanuska-Susitna Borough owns no land within the territory
proposed for detachment.

The Detition proposes to detach 432 square miles of territory

from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. The area proposed for
detachment comprises 2.10% of the Borough territory, and the Lake
Louise population (33) represents 0.17% of the Borough

population. Of the 432 square miles proposed for detachment, 216
square miles are uninhabited State land.

According to the Borough, there are 28 registered voters and 213

dwellings in the Lake Louise area. Most of these dwellings are
recreational in nature. There are 363 tax parcels in private
ownership in the Lake Louise area. The property tax to be
generated from the territory proposed for detachment during the
current fiscal year is aoproximately $37,485. The total assessed

valuation of the real and personal property at Lake Louise s
$6,941,700 or 0.67% of the total assessed value of the Borough
($1,037,000,000). The residents of the Lake Louise area contend
that they receive no Borough services. The Borough, however
does maintain a public landfill in the Lake Louise area and
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offers an educational program for Lake Louise students if they
choose to attend school in Glennallen. According to Paul
Holland, petitioners' representative, there were no children from
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
Scate 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 is going to
subdivide and distribute land in 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
squaie 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.

Il. 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 submi .ted to replace the withdrawn Legislative
Review detachment petition submitted on April 20, 1982. After
reviewing the current 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. in the Evergreen Lodge at Lake Louise.
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[11. STANDARDS FOR DETACHMENT FROM AN ORGANIZED BOROUGH

The following discussion outlines the considerations the Local
Boundary Commission must weigh according to statutes and
regulations in reaching a decision on the petition to detach the
Lake Louise area from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

WILL THE DETACHMENT BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE STATE, THE
LAKE LOUISE AREA AND THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH?
(19 AAC 10.230)

The issue of best interest must be addressed at each level before
an overall consensus can be achieved on this issue. It is
difficult to determine what effect the detachment of the Lake
Louise area would have upon the State as a whole.

It is fair to state that the Alaska Constitution anticipates that
the entire State would be divided into organized boroughs with
some areas of the State that could not economically support a
borough, becoming the unorganized borough. More than 26 years
have passed since the Constitution was ratified by the voters,
yet only 25 per cent of the area of the State is organized
through borough governments. In the past 18 years only one
borough (the North Slope Borough) has been established. No
boroughs have been formed in the past 10 years.

The borough form of government establishes a means of providing
local government for an area of the State which is culturally,

economically and geographically related. If the Lake Louise
territory was allowed to detach, it 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 Department
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 is characteristic of vast areas
within the eleven existing organized boroughs and unified
municipalities. If this area detaches it could set a precedent
that could readily be followed by similar areas. Such would have
a significant adverse effect on the State.

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 (0.67% ), which would negatively affect the
bonding capacity of the borough. As tne bonding ability of the
Borough is based wupon the level of taxable property, the
uncertain future of current boundaries could have a debilitating
effect upon the Borough's bond rating and capacity to issue
bonds. In addition, there are other regions within the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough that are in a similar situation to the
Lake Louise area and this detachment could, again, set a
precedent for future detachment proceedings from the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Therefore, it would not be possible
for the Borough to assure the bonding market of a consistent
future wvaluation.

The residents of the Lake Louise community feel that there are
definite benefits in detaching from the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough. Primarily they would not be paying taxes for services
which they feel are not received. Currently, 73% of the
Borough's areawide mill levy is for education, 2% for parks and
recreation, 3% for planning, 2% for civil engineering, 2% for
assessment and property management and 18% for other costs. The
residents of this area feel that the unorganized borough which
borders the Lake Louise lake system offers an opportunity to
continue living the same lifestyle without the burden of taxation
without reciprocal benefits. While the desire to avoid taxation
is readily appreciated, this approach ignores the potential for
growth following the State distribution of 2,635 parcels of land
in the Lake Louise area. When this growth does begin to occur
the need for borough areawide services (education, fire and
planning) will become evident.

ARE THE SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
POPULATION OF LAKE LOUISE SUBSTANTIALLY DIFFERENT OR IN CONFLICT
WITH THE REMAINDER OF THE POPULATION OF THE BOROUGH?

(19 AAC 10.230)

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has 20,544 square miles with a

population of 19,123, Within this immense area there is a
diversity of social, cultural and economic settings. More than
70 per cent 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 twenty years. There are no

indications that the residents of the Lake Louise community
differ substantially from the majority of Borough residents
residing in the rural areas of the Borough.
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IS THE GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OR CONFIGURATION OF THE TERRITORY
PRECLUDING THE PROVISION OF BOROUGH SERVICES PROVIDED OTHER AREAS
OF THE BOROUGH OR MAKING THE PROVISION OF BOROUGH SERVICES
IMPRACTICAL? (19 AAC 10.230)

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough currently levies an areawide mill

rate of 4.9 mills and a non-areawide mill rate of 0.5 mills. The
areawide functions are primarily concerned with the education,
school bond debt service, planning, land management and

taxation. The non-areawide functions are primarily concerned
with libraries, emergency medical services, solid waste disposal
and animal control. The geographic location of the Lake Louise
area and its small school age population make the provision of
education services to the community impractical at this time. As
there is no school in the Lake Louise area, all of the students
have opted for education correspondence courses. However, the
students do have a choice between the Borough administered
correspondence course or the State administered course. The
Borough is also willing to pay the Copper River Regional

Educational Attendance Area $2,180 for each child from the Lake
Louise area who chooses to attend school in the Glennallen
school. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has made arrangements with
the State of Alaska's Department of Education Student
Transportation Office for school bus transportation for Lake
Louise children who wish to attend the Glennallen school.

The remoteness and insignificant school aged population of Lake
Louise has, from a practical standpoint, limited Borough
services. However, that is not to say 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 service will encourage the area's growth.

[S THE LACK OF TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES PRECLUDING THE
COMMUNICATION AND EXCHANGE NECESSARY FOR RESPONSIVE AND
INTEGRATED LOCAL GOVERNMENT? (19 AAC 10.230)

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 the community relatively difficult. However, the community
of Lake Louise is accessible by road on a year-round basis. This
enables the community to receive scheduled mail service.
Therefore, it 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
responsive and integrated local government,.

5
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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 ill-served by a more .rban 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 L.ie 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 interests
of both groups will begin to merge.

There are no geographic configurations which preclude the

, ovision 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, it is 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 10.230. have not been met in the Lake Louise
petition to detach from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

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

The Department further recommends that the Local Boundary
Commission, in its annual report to the legislature, address the
issue and status of borough government throughout the State.
Particularly, there is 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 Borough

November 1, 1982

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

The related issues under examination are: the incorporation
proceedings of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and the rationale for
including the Lake Louise area while excluding the Cantwell and
Glennallen areas; whether the residents of the Lake Louise area were
aware of borough incorporation activities; and what, if any, boundary
changes have been made to the original Matanuska-Susitna Borough.
Another issue wunder 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
Matanuska-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 boundary 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 matter of direct application of boundary
determination provisions as contained in the Mandatory Borough Act.
For a comprehensive understanding of this action it is necessary to

follow the genesis of this aspect of the Mandatory Borough Act from
the Alaska State Constitution.
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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
qguestion and should be under some agency which can establish them

along the proper lines. They (boundaries) should not bhe 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 it 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.l 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 because:

“. . . The advantage of the method proposed, in 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 in 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 mandating 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.
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In formulating House Bill 90, Mr. Rader decided that defining a
borough as either metropolitan or regional in nature would be
detrimental. As a practical matter, a bill which provided ultimately
for 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 latitude.
Finally 1t 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 it 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
public 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, EOiteo by Ronald C. Cease and Jerome
R. Saroff, p. 106] That is, 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 considered toolarge and
in others too small. The areas concerned, however, had theoption 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 Borough 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 incorporation along the
lines provided by the LBC. They thus relinquished boundary
determination to the State Legislature.



C

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

"Palmer-Wasilla-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 "ascriptions
were too imprecise 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
jf 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 #7. The Alaska Constitutional
Convention established 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
incorporation?

It does appear that people in general were aware of incorporation

proceedings. In particular, residents in the Wasilla, 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 Borough 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 identified as residing within the Lake Louise area.

Have there been any boundary changes affecting Lake Louise subsequent
to incorporation of the Borough?

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.



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

Cantwell was not a part of "Palmer-Wasilla-Talkeetna Election

District #7" 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 recommended inclusion of the Cantwell area
in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. It was subsequently found that the
citizens of 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 Palmer on January 25,
1968 to consider whether the Cantwell area should 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 Cantwel
area would not exclude territory from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough
which was included prior to February 1, 1966. The LBC determined
that it would be in the best interest of Cantwell area citizens, the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough and the State of Alaska for the area to bhe
excluded from the 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. It was subsequently approved

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

Glennallen was excluded because it is located in an election district
outside the boundaries of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Election
District. Further, because it contained no special service districts
(public wutility 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 is 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 the 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 DNR.



The north end of Lake Louise, including CIliff Bay and Dog Bay has

heen patented to the State. Approximately 270 acres of this land

will be disposed this spring (1983). Tentative patent has been given
to the State for the west sides of Lake Louise and Lake Susitna. It
is anticipated that these lands will be patented to the State by the

end of November (1982)

Additionally, the State has received tentative patent to the lands
proposed for disposal on the east side of Lake Louise and Lake
Susitna. It is hoped that the State will receive patent to these
lands, within the next twelve months.
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STATF! OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Decision regarding tl
petition for the detachment
of the Lake Louise area
containing 432 jguare 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
Borough 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. in the

Evergreen Lodge at Lake Louise. Local Boundary Commission
members present were: Sheila Gallagher, Sigvald Strandberg,
Bert Greist, and Josephine Anderson. Testimony was presented

by Paul Holland, Petitioners' Representative, Gary Thurlow,
representing the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, and sixteen
additional speakers.

On January 8, 1983 in Juneau, Alaska, at 4:30 p.m. the
Commission held its decisic ,al meeting on the Lake Louise
detachment 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 State, the Lake Louise area, and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough.



The Borough form of government establishes the means
of providing local government for an area of the State
which is culturally, economically, and geographically

related. If the Lake Louise ter-itory was allowed to
detach, it would become part of the unorganized
borough. In essence, tne 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 is characteristic of
vast areas of the eleven existing organized boroughs
and unified municipalities. If 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 Loui ' area.

It would reduce the assessed value by $6,941,700 which
could negatively affect the bonding capacity of the
Borough.

The State of Alaska is 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, it s
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 is a diversity of social', 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

m 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
rural areas of the Borough.



3) The Matanuska-Susitna Borough currently levies an
areawide mill rate of 4.9 mills and nonareawide mill
rate of 0.5 mills. The areawide functions are
primarily concerned with the education, school bond
debt service, planning, land management and taxation.
The remoteness and insignificant school age population
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 the community relatively
difficult. However, the community of Lake Louise s
accessible by road on a year round basis. This
enables the community to receive scheduled mail
service. Therefore, it can bhe 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 wunorganized 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,
Decided on the 8th day of January, 1983,



STATE OF ALASKA LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

By:
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To: Local Boundary Commission
c/o0 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 THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

A PETITION
WITH LOCAL ACTION
Pursuant to the provisions of AS 44.47.557 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 detached, said
territory is marked in red ink on the map, all three exhibits are attached

hereto and are made a part hereof.

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

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

.J
POPULATION. The estimated number of residents within the area proposed for

detachment is 33 (thirty three).

ASSESSED VAXUATION. The estimated value of all real and personal property

located within the area proposed for detachment is as follows:



REAL PROPERTY $75,833,260.00
PERSONAL PROPERTY $103,440.00

TAXATION. The rate 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 'D" 1is a description and full explanation of
any outstandir.i 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
v/hich information contained within the petition and exhibits was acquired,
stating that an estimation of the kpulation 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 is desired and demonstrating that the standards for detachment, as

specified iIn 19 AAC 05.050-050, have been met. The exhibit is .attached hereto

and made part hereof.

SERVICE. Exhibit "G" 1s 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

f

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

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 voters

resident within the area proposed for detachment is 23 (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 rA*

PISESEMT BOUNDRIES OF THE MAT-SU 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 southto the S.W. corner of Gection 23,
T15N, R1E; thence east to the N.E. corner ofSection 25, T15N, RI1E; thence
south to the S.E. corner of T15N, R1E; thence east to the N.E. corner of T15M,
R12E; thence north to the N.E. corner of Section 24, TICSN, R12E; thence east
to the S.E. corner of T4S, R10W; Copper River Meridian, State of Alaska; thence
north to the N.W. corner of TIG, ROW, Copper River Meridian; thence westto the
S.W. corner of TIN, ROW, Copper River Meridian; thence north to theN.W. corner
of T4N, ROW, Copper River Meridian; thence west to the S.W. corner of T5N, ROW,
Copper River Meridian; thence north to the N.W. corner of TN, ROW, 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, ROW, Copper Ri”&X* Meridian;
thence west to the S.W. corner of TON, 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
N.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 T17S, R7W,
Fairbanks Meridian to its intersection with the easterly boundry of Mt. McKinley
National Patx; 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, T3IN, R14W, Seward Meridian, State of Alaska;
thence south to the S.E. corner of Section 33, T2IN, R14W, Seward Meridian;
Thence west to the N.E. corner of T30N, R20W, Seward Meridian; thence west
along the northerly line pf T30N, R20W, Seward Meridian to the intersection of
Longitude 153<= 00" 00°"W; thence south along Longitude 153< 00 00"*W to the

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



the N.E. corner of TUN, R12W, Seward Meridian; thence south to the N.W. corner
of T1IN, RilF<1, Seward Meridian; thence cast to the N.E. corner of TUN, RIOW,
Reward Meridian; thence south to the S.E. cornerof TUN, RIOW, Seward
Meridian, said corner being in Cook Inlet at Longitude 150" 50" 18""W, Latitude
BIn 10" 00"N; thence southeasterly to the S.E. corner of TUN, ROW, said
corner being iIn Cook Inlet at Longitude 150 45" 37"W, Latitude <= 04" 49"°N;
thence northeasterly to the N.E. corner of T12N, R7W, said corner being in Cook
Inlet at Longitude 150" 25" 01" WTf Latitude *3= .10 01"N; thence northeasterly
to the N.E. corner of Section 15, TUN, R4W, said corner being in Knik Arm at
Longitude 149(C 59" 07"W, Latitude 51= 13" 29"°N; thence northeasterly to the
corner of Section 35, T14N, R4W, said corner being in the Knik Arm at Longitude
149n 55" 31°*W; Latitude 51n 18" 41°°N; thence northeasterly to the N.W. corner
of Section 13, T15N, R3W, said corner being in Knik Arm at Longitude 149"
44745"W; Latitude 61723°52°°"N; thence northeasterly to the S.E. corner of
Section 12, TI16N, R1W, said corner being in Knik Armon the Seward Meridian;

thence east to the place of beginning.



EXHIBIT 'D*

BONDED INDEBTEDNESS

The bonded indebtedness of the entire Matanuska-Susitna Borough at the present
time 1is $61,475,000.00. 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.



EXHIBIT "E"

AFFIDAVIT

DESCRIPTION OF BOUNDARIES: Information contained iIn 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 "C".

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

people living on Lake Louise and surronding waters on March,24tjn of 1982.

fLjI

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 the proposed 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 Borough 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 G

(six) Precinct 13 (thirteen).



EXHIBIT "F"

BRIEF

The social, cultural and economic characteristics of the population of Lake
Louise are substantially different and are in conflict with those of the
remainder of the population located inthe borough. There are no jobs available
on Lake Louise ana the people living there are - for the most part -
limited, if not fixed 1income. Over halfof the population are seasonally
employed and onequarter 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 is no communication system and no mail deliveries on Lake
Louise. There is no television and only one radio station that can be recieved
on the lake. The one radio station that can be recieved is from Glennallen, the
social and economic canter of the area. Glennallen is 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 in other areas of the borough would be
rendered 1impractical on Lake Louise. For example: The ambluance service
available at Glacier View School v/ould be of no use what so ever on Lake Louise
due to the lack of roads and the distances involved iIn 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

on



Palmer and of that 30 (thirty) miles 1is by water in 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 andOctober) 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 in operation, on the lake and there is a heavy influx of tourist In
the summer months. The area 1is used heavily for winter recreation as well.
Approximately 60% of the lakefrontage 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 1iIn any direction. The other
residents of the Mat-Su Borough are predominately urban and can recieve 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 et Evergreen
Lodge, mile 17 Lake Louise Road, Wolverine Lodge, mile 17 Lake Louise Road end
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.

Dated at Lake Louise, Alaska this 20tf 1 "=

Paul S. Holland



EXHIBIT "B"

BOUKDRIES 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 W; thence West to the S.W. corner of T9N, R9W; thence
north to the N.W. corner of TON, RS5W; thence East to the N.E. corner of TON,
R'dV; thence South to the S.E. corner of TON, R6W; thence East to the N.E. corner

of T8N, RGW; thence South to the S.E. corner of T5N, RoW; thence West to the

place of begining.
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Matanuska-Susitna Borough

BOX B. PALMER, ALASKA 99645 « PHONE 745-32»K
DEPARTMENT OF ASSESSMENT . ~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 for Lake Louise and
Tyone Lake areas (marked in red).

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

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

5. The 1982 assessed value of this area is: *
Real: $6,838,260 (actual); Personal: $103,440 (approx.)

6. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough does not 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 1 can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Steve Van Sant

Borough Assessor/ e
Land Management Director

cr

cc: John Musgrove
e Paul Holland
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Matanuslia-Susitna Borough

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

Vot fi w1

y i g DEPARTMENT OF EINANCE
\h\m*i/ ]

T = April 5, 1982

TO WHOM 1T MAY CONCERN:

This i1s to certify that the bonded indebtedness of the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough at the present time is $61,475,000. Attached is a debt schedule
effective July 1, 1982 as shown iIn our 1983 budget.

Walter Chappel
Controller

nm



Matanuska-Susitna Borough
funder department oeer seovice

SCHEDULE OF GENERAL OULICATION SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION BONDS
Balance Alter

Amount
"Issue Issued
1964 770,000
1971 Series E 1,500,000
1971 Series F 1,500,000
1973 Series A 4,000,000
1973 Series B 4,000,000
1973 Scries C 4,600,000
1974 Series A 6,900,000
1977 Series A 8,460,000
1978 Series A 20,860,000
1978 Series B 2,010,000
1981 Series 14,870,000
TOTALS 69,470,000
Wasilla Public
Salccy Bldg. 150,000
Lakes Fire
Service Area 500,000
TOTALS 650,000

This Payment
115,000
100,000

-0-
3,200,000
Z,700,000
3,250,000
6,000,000
7,000,000

19,525,000
1,880,000

* 14,665,000

58,435,000

100,000

457,813

557,813

| division

Principal
"Payment

55,000"
100,000
.300,000
200,000
200,000
250,000
200,000
300,000
700,000
65,001
205,000

2,575,000

5,000.
«15,876

20,876

f>

Interest”
Payment

6,413
9,400
15,300
183,400
181,500
252,825
409,900
423,700
1,368,325
128,620
2,107,500

5,086,883

5,638

24,244

29,882

Total
Pavnent

61,413
109,400
315,300
383,400
381,500
502,825
609,900
723,700,

2,068,325
193,620
2,312,500.

7,661,883

- 10,638

40,120

= 50,758



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

CORPORATION

February 10, 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 consider the
following written testimony regarding the proposed annexation to
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,
liquor 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 i1t is "“willing and able to
provide municipal services to all annexed areas" after
an annexation that will iIncrease 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 iIncreased 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 iIs not
equipped to handle a fire of that nature.

Heating Oil - Diesel - Gasoline « Jet Fuel



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.

Regardir™ 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 i1ntersection of two State-maintained roads. Unless
the City 1is proposing to plow our parking lot, this is
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
annexaton?

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 feel it is equitable to expect us to
support a 40 per cent 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 1Is an
Anchorage owner apparently concerned with subdividing into
smaller parcels for sales.



3)

If this area is annexed, who will represent us and our customers in
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 i1s behooves you to honor our request
for exclusion from this annexation.

Sincerely
INTERIOR ENERGY CORPORATION

Senior Vice President



&lag&a gptate ILegtelature

Senate

Committee on
Communitp anb Regional 0[ffairs(

Official Business

February 11, 1986 -- Rm 17, Capitol

Joint Senate/House C&RA Committee Meeting, Rep Goll,

Public Hearing on the North Slope Borough detachment

Senator Edna DeVries. Chairman

Members:
Senator Ferguson. Vico Chairman
Senator Coghilt
Senator Sturgulewski
Senator V. Fischer

Pouch Vv
Juneau. Alaska 99811

Chairing

issue

Teleconference sites on line for listening and comment:
Barrow, Kotzebue, Anaktuvuk Pass, Atgasuk, Nuigsut, Point
Hope, Point Lay, Wainwright, Tahatala (?), Fairbanks (at their

request), Wrangell (for LBC Member Jo Anderson)

---CONFERENCE MODERATOR REQUESTS TIME AT BEGINNING OF MEETING
TO POLL EACH SITE IN ORDER TO ASCERTAIN NUMBER OF PERSONS
WISHING TO TESTIFY -——- It is hoped that each person wishing

to testify will be able to in view of the fact

that tele—

conference bridge will be needed for another teleconference

at 5:30p; and further, teleconference Tfacilities are not
available for continuing this hearing tomorrow.
KBRW Radio, Barrow -- will be taping teleconference.

AGENDA
I. Public Hear ing

1. Committee Discussion/Action

Attached material:

1) Data on proposed Chugiak-Eagle River Borough

2) Data on petition for detachment from the Matanuska-Susitna

Borough
3) Ltr w/attached Resolution from City of Cordova

) Copy of Petition from North Slope Borough residents
5) Ltr from Interior Energy Corp 1in opposition to North Pole

annexat ion
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House of Representatives

Committee on
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(907) *165-4833

JOINT HOUSE/SENATE
COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES

Local Boundary Commission Decision
North Slope Borough Detachment
February 11, 1986
3:30 p.m.

AGENDA

Witnesses to Testify in Juneau:

Harold Curran, Chief Attorney
North Slope Borough

Dennis Roper, Special Assistant
Mayor®s Office North Slope Borough

Willie Hensley
NANA Corporation

Witness to Testify from Kotzebue:

Marie Green
Maniluk Corporation

Teleconference sites which may have testimony relating to
the North Slope Borough detachment decision:

Anaktuvuk Pass, Atgasuk, Barrow, Nuigsut, Point Hope,
Wainwright and Kotzebue.

Teleconference facilities are not available past 5:30 p.m.
this afternoon nor are they available Wednesday, February
12th. Testimony must be completed during the two hour
hearing today in order to be timely.

The Local Boundary Commission has requested the last 10
minutes of the hearing in order to present any position
summary or concluding testimony.



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

POUCH BH
~ JUNEA'), ALASKA 39811
»E1*T. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS PHONE: (907) 465-4707
c 949 E. 35TH AVEZNUE. SUITE 400
MUNICIPAL & REGIONAL ASSISTANCE DIVISION ﬁﬁg“gﬁﬁ%ﬁ{gﬂggg@ 99508
o PO, BOX 348
BETHEL, ALASKA 99559
February 10, 1986 PHONE: 1907) 543-3475
o PO.BOX 41
fydd NOME, ALASKA 9971
PHONE: (907) 443-545/
i V'®/** M PO, BOX 360
TRe_Honorable Edna DeVries 0 ESo0 B aska 0752
Chairman ] ) ) ) v PHONE: (907) 442-3675
Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee 6 1514 CUSHMAN STREET. ROOM 201
Pouch V FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
Juneau, AK 99811 PHONE: (907) 4527126
0 Bosoxmm1

ILLINGHAM. ALASKA 99576

Dear Senator DeVries: PHONE (407 843-2345

At the Joint House-Senate Community and Regional Affairs
Committees on February 4, certain members of the Committees
expressed an interest in the previous efforts to detach
territory from the former Greater Anchorage Area Borough to
create the Chugiak-Eagle River Borough. Interest was* also
expressed in the proposed detachment of Lake Louise from the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

As requested, I have enclosed copies of relevant documents
relating to these two actions. The documents consist of the
following:

< The April 15, 1975 State Supreme Court Opinion
determining that the formation of the Chugiak-Eagle
River Borough through a special act of  the
legislature 1is not valid because i1t was a special and
local act prohibited by Article 2, Section 19 of the
Constitution.

0 The subsequent Petition for the Detachment of the
Greater Chugiak-Eagle River Area from the Greater

Anchorage Area Borough and the Petition for the
Incorporation of the Proposed Chugiak-Eagle River
Borough.

< The Report of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs on the proposed detachment and
incorporation of the Chugiak-Eagle River Borough.

0 The March, 1976 Statement of Decision of the Local

Boundary  Commission rejecting the petition for
detachment of the Chugiak-Eagle River Area.

0 The June 7, 1982 Petition for the Detachment of the
Lake Louise Area from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

21-P4LH
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< The September 9, 1982 1initial report and the November
1, 1982 supplemental report of the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs on the petition for
the detachment of Lake Louise.

0 The January 9, 1983 Statement of Decision of the
Local Boundary Commission rejecting the petition for
detachment of Lake Louise.

IT you desire additional information, please advise me.

Sincerely

Marty Rutherford
Director

Enclosure



REPORT TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

PROPOSED DETACHMENT AND BOROUGH INCORPORATION OF THE CHUGIAK-EAGLE RIVER AREA

THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE

Ihe Local Boundary Commission has before it the question of whether the
detachment of the Chugiak Eagle-River area from Anchorage, and subsequent
Ircorporation as a second class borough, is iIn the best interest of the citizens
who reside in the area which is proposing detachment and incorporation, in the
best interest of the population of the remainder of Anchorage, and in the best

interest of the State.

The report to the Commission is based on the following standards, as cited

from the Alaska Constitution, Alaska Statutes, and the Alaska Administrative Code.



Alaska Constitution, Article X, Local Government

Section 1. The purpose of this article is to provide
for maximum local self-government with a minimum of local
gpvernmental units, and to prevent duplication of tax-
levying jurisdictions. A liberal construction shall be
given to the powers of local government units.

Section 2. All local government powers shall be vested
in boroughs and cities. The State may delegate taxing powers
to organized boroughs and cities only..

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 corrmon interests to the maximum
degree possible. The legislature shall classify boroughs

and prescribe their powers and functions. Methods by “which
boroughs my be organized, incorporated, merged, consolidated,
reclassified, or dissolved shall be prescribed by law.

Alaska Statutes, Title 29, Section 29.18.030, Organized Boroughs

An area may incorporate as an organized borough i1f it conforms
to the following standards:

(1) the population of the area is interrelated and
integrated as to its social, cultural, and economic
activities, and is large and stable enough to support
organized borough government;

(2) the boundaries of the proposed borough conform
generally to natural geography and include all areas
necessary for full development of local services;

(3) the economy of the area includes the human and
financial resources capable of providing local services;
evaluation of an area 3 economy includes land use, property
valuations, total economic base, total personal income,
resource and commercial development, anticipated functions,
expenses, and income of the proposed boroughs;

(4) land, water, and air transportation facilities allow
the corrmunication and exchange necessary for the develop—
ment of integrated local government.
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Alaska Administrative Code, Title 19, Section 15.230

REVIEW BY LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION, (@) The Lccal Boundary Commission
shall review the petition, all exhibits thereto,
the resolution and other pertinent data. Such review
shall be limited to the following factors:
(1) whether the detachment would be inimical
to the interests of the state or any municipal —
ity from which detachment of the territory is
sought;
(2) whether the territory proposed for detachment
is grossly disproportionate in size to the popul —
ation residing therein, provided, however, that
this provision shall not prohibit a detachment merely
because the area to be detached consists of or contains
uninhabited territory.

The major factors to be considered by the Commission, as spelled out in

the Constitution, Statutes, and Code, are as follows:
1. maximum local self-government with a minimum of local government units
2. prevention of duplication of tax-levying jurisdictions

3. interrelation and integration of an area 3 social, cultural, and economic
activities based on standards of population, geography, economy, transportation,

and any other relevant factors
contiguity of an area, or areas
5. health and safety, and the delivery of services
6. total impact on the proposed new borough and on the remaining borough

All of these factors must be considered within the framework of what will
be in the best interests of the State, and the communities involved in the detach—

ment. The detachment of the Eagle River-Chugiak community from Anchorage cannot
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be considered as a single, isolated incident in the State. Consideration should,
be given to the question of whether a precedent will be set by the decision nade
by the Cornussion. What total effect will the Conmission®s decision have on

local government in the State?

The Constitution calls for a ""minimum of local government units"™. The
major question then is whether the interests and needs of the Eagle River-Chugiak
area are so basically different from those of the rest of the Anchorage Borough
that creation of two boroughs, where one now exists, justifies maximizing "local
government units". The same question must be asked in contemplating the creation
of two tax-levying jurisdictions in an area where only one now exists. Is this
a "duplication of tax-levying jurisdiction” which it is the intent of the Consti—

tution to avoid in the State"s planning for local governments?

The next factor to be considered is whether the detachment of the Eagle River-
Chugiak community is justifiable because i1t iIs an area-which is interrelated and
integrated socially, culturally, and economically within its proposed boundaries.
Or is the interrelationship and integration, as required in the statutes, existent

between the Eagle River-Chugiak area and the remainder of Anchorage?

The basis for determination of the two factors of interrelationship and
intergration are population, geography, economy, transportation, and any other

relevant factors. The following data and discussion focus on these criteria.

Peculation

Population estimates as of April 1975
Present total of Anchorage 173,768

Proposed new borough 8,402



Comparison of the proposed new borough®s populatﬁon with the rest of the
boroughs in the State shows that the new borough would be larger in population
than five of the existing boroughs, and smaller than six of the existing boroughs.
A comparison with the Anchorage population is obvious, the proposed new borough

being a relatively small fraction of the total Anchorage population.

Using the Eagle River shopping center as the population center of the
proposed new borough, and downtown Anchorage as the nucleus of the entire area,
there is a distance of 15 miles between the two. The two areas are separated
by military land, but are not separated by any natural barriers such as unspanned
rivers or mountains. Therefore, in one sense the proposed new borough might be
considered non-contiguous to the rest of Anchorage because of the military land
lying between the two areas. On the other hand, the lack of natural barriers,
plus the Glenn Highway which joins the two areas, is an argument in favor of

contiguity" of the total municipality as it presently exists.

Although there are not other areas iIn Anchorage which are exactly comparable
in character to the Eagle River-Chugiak area, there are areas where distance from
the population center of Anchorage would be a stronger argument for non-contiguity.
Tne City of Girdwood is approximately 40 miles from downtown Anchorage, and the
community of Portage is approximately 50 miles from downtown Anchorage. However,
both of these communities are far smaller in population than the Eagle River-Chugiak

community.



Transportation |

As has been mentioned, the Glenn Highway joins the proposed new borough
and Anchorage. The State Highway Department is in the process of widening this
highway to four lanes, the entire distance between Eagle River-Chugiak and Anchorage,
because of the increasing volumes of traffic using the highway. The following
average daily traffic counts for 1974 have been obtained from the State Department

of Highways.

Glenn Highway weigh station (between Eagle River and the military base)
19,400 average daily trips

Muldoon Road and Glenn Highway (between the military base and Anchorage)
18,100 average daily trips

Mirror Lake on the Glenn Highway (between Eagle River-Chugiak and Palmer)

4,374 average daily inr'ips

The last figure was obtained to ascertain how many of the average daily
trips between Eagle River-Chugiak and Anchorage might be attributable to traffic
coming from beyond the Eagle River-Chugiak area. There was no way of determining
how many of the 4,374 average daily trips terminated in the Eagle River-Chugiak
area, and how many passed through into Anchorage. However, the traffic counts
taken at the other two points indicate a considerable amount of traffic between

Eagle River-Chugiak and Anchorage.

The other mode of transportation between the two areas, in addition to vehicles,
is by bus. The Anchorage Borough bus system includes a route between Eagle River
and Anchorage. During the weeks of April 14 through April 26, 1975, Anchorage
counted the number of passengers using the bus systsn. Following is the total
bus ridership during that two-week period.

Eagle River-Anchorage route 1,158

Total of all routes in Anchorage 33,392
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While bus ridership figures are not as indicative of intercourse between
the two areas as is the traffic counts; the figures do demonstrate that ridership
between Eagle River and Anchorage is fairly proportionate in relation to population.
Tne population of Eagle River-Chugiak is about 5% of the total Anchorage population.
Bus ridership between Eagle River and downtown Anchorage is approximately 3% % of the
total bus ridership for the Anchorage Borough. When it iIs taken into account that
the bus route does not extend beyond Eagle River to serve the Chugiak area, and
the fact that the Eagle River-Anchorage route is the longest bus route in the

Anchorage Borough, the relative closeness of the two percentages is surprising.
Economy

The assessed property evaluations for the 1975-1976 tax year are as follows:

Total present municipality of Anchorage % 2,785,686,960
Chugiak Service Area 53,049,995
Eagle River Service Area 70,648,490
Eagle River Landfill*" 10,89S,585

* The Eagle River landfill includes all the area outside the Chugiak Service

area and the Eagle River Service Area using the sanitary landfill.

The figures on assessed property evaluation sliov that the total evaluation
for the Eagle River-Chugiak area, which is $134,598,035, is a relatively small
portion of the total tax base of Anchorage. The tax base of Anchorage is large
enough so that it will not feel the loss ofthatportion based on theproperty
evaluations of the proposed new *borough. Thecrucial question iswhether the
Eagle River-Chugiak tax base i1s large enough to support necessary services withour
the support of the larger tax base of the entire Anchorage area as it presently

exists.



In addition to assessed property evaluations, consideration should be given
to where present and future monies which supply tax dollars are spent. A look
at the relatively undeveloped business corranunity in Eagle River-Chugiak, the
relatively highly developed business conmunity in the Anchorage area, and the
transportation between the two areas as shown by the traffic counts on the Glenn
Highway, would indicate that a large portion of the dollars earned and spent by
Eagle River-Chugiak residents are now, and will be for some tine in the future,

flowing into the Anchorage bowl area.

In turn, the larger tax base of Anchorage has helped provide bond monies for
construction of schools in the proposed new borough, and supplies a wide range of
services available to all Anchorage residents. In fact, according to information
gathered on the provision of various services, a higher level of some services Is
being provided to Eagle River-Chugiak residents than to other outlying areas
in Anchorage.

Eagle River is the only area lying outside the major population center of
Anchorage which has a health center for the residents of that area. The health
center provides a full range of services, including immunization, family planning,
and well baby clinics on a regular basis. The clinic is part of the areawide
health department, and is completely supported by areawide taxes.

Eagle River also has a library which is part of the non-areawide library
power of the Anchorage Borough, and is also completely supported by the entire
non-areawide tax base.

In contrast, the Rabbit Creek area, which is also a growing population center
outside of central Anchorage, has neither a health clinic nor a library.

Other services provided to the Eagle River-Chugiak area, under the areawide
powers of Anchorage, are the three basic services of schools, planning and zoning,
and assessment and collection of taxes, as well as transportation, dog control, *

solid waste management, and environmental protection.



Sewers and a treatment facility exist in the population center of Eagle
River under a sewer assessment dii.crict. The treatment facility is a lagoon
wiiich has the capacity of serving 100 people. There are about 1.,100 people

now being served, so the facility is operating almost at capacity.

In the last legislative session $100,000 was appropriated for planning and
design to expand the system. The Anchorage Department of Public Works is, at

this writing, interviewing consultants to perform the planning and design work.

Water in Eagle River-Chugiak is supplied from individual wells, and several
snail, private water systems, as it is in all areas of Anchorage outside of the

major population center.

Two fire service areas provide fire protection to the population centers

of Eagle River and Chugiak, respectively.

Formation of a service area for the provision of police protection was
defeated at the polls iIn 1974. The residents have been able to work out an
agreement with the Alaska State Troopers to provide "a level of service to the
Eagle River-Chugiak area which is more concentrated than that afforded other
areas of the State.”” (Coopers and Lybrand, Profiles of Alternative Municipalities

for the Eagle River-Chugiak Area - P.26)

In summary, the basic services which are areawide, or non-areawide powers
of Anchorage, are now being provided to the Eagle River-Chugiak area. Additional
services are being provided, as in the case of fire protection and sewers, when

the residents are willing to increase their taxes in order to pay for them.
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Summary of Eagle River-Chugiak Service Area Elections”

October 4, 2966- fire protection, Eagle River and Chugiak- failed
July 30, 1968- fire protection, Chugiak- passed

January 28, 1969- fire protection, Eagle River- passed

Octoaer 5, 1971- roads and drainage, Eagle River- failed

October 2, 1973- parks and recreation, Eagle River and Chugiak- failed

March 12, 1974- police protection, Eagle River and Chugiak- failed

The question of delivery of services is directly tied to an area 3 economy,
and 1ts willingness to support necessary services. Consideration of this question
rests on the Conmission®s judgment as to whether the Eagle River-Chugiak area
tax base will be able to support mandatory functions (schools, planning and zoning,
assessment and taxation). Further, consideration must be given to whether the
new borough will be able to support additional municipal services and functions
such as health services and facilities, public safety, street and road maintenance,

libraries, and other areawide, or non-areawide, functions.
OTHER FACTORS

Other factors to be considered include the status of land and water resources.
Patented trust land, belonging to Anchorage, totalling 2,328 acres will lie within
the boundries of the proposed new borough. Most of this land i1s being used for
parks and recreation, with the exception of 192 acres at Fire Lake which is also
being used for gravel extraction and sanitary landfill. The loss of these lands
by Anchorage serves to reduce considerably the municipality®s total patented land.
Anchorage®s total patented acreage, at this point, is 3,745. This figure includes
the 2,328 acres which will lie within the boundaries of the new borough, thus
reducing Anchorage 3 total patented acreage to 1,417 acres if the new borough is

formed.
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The implications of the loss of this acreage is that Anchorage will need

to look for other lands to meet its park and recreational needs. This iIs going
to be difficult because of the shortage of available and useable lands now avail—

able i1n the Anchorage Eowl.

A similar situation exists regarding future need in the Anchorage area for
additional water supplies. A report prepared by Tryck, Nyman, Hayes for The
City of Anchorage Water Utility and Central Alaska Utility, pinpoints the Eagle
Pdver as the most economical source to meet future water requirements for the
Anchorage area. The Federal Power Commission has withdrawn most of the Eagle
River, and surrounding lands, for use as a future water resource. In the future,
when this water resource will be needed, application will be made to the Federal
Power Commission for its use. The problem as stated by Frank Nyman of Tryck, Nyman
and Hayes regarding the proposed formation of another local government, will be
that two local governments will be competing for permits to control the Eagle

River water source.

A further complication concerning water sources occurs between hvo local
governments 1f agreement cannot be reached relative to water uses. Title 29

addresses this question as follows:

29.48.037 (b) A municipality may adopt
ordinances to protect its water supply
and watershed and may enforce then out—
side its boundaries. Before this power
may be exercised within the boundaries

of another municipality, the approval of
that municipality must be given by ordin—
ance. This section applies to general

law and home rule municipalities.

A hypothetical case in point might be a situation where Anchorage applies
to the Federal Power Commission for a permit to divert water from the Eagle
River for use in the Anchorage area. The Federal Power Commission issues the

permit to Anchorage. The Eagle River lies within the boundaries of the Eagle
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River-Chugiak Borough, thereby making it impossiblgw}or Anchorage to procede
with the permitted use unless allowed to do so, by ordinance, by the Eagle

River-Chugiak Borough.

Considering the above mentioned facts concerning land and water resources,
and their implications for Anchorage, 1t is respectfully propased that if the

Conmission makes the determination in favor of detachment, and borough incorpor—

ation, the following be required.

1. passage of an ordinance by the new borough giving approval to

Anchorage for use of the Eagle River as a future water resource

2. a requirement that alb park lands presently belong to Anchorage
and lying within the boundaries of the new borough, be held in

perpetuity as park land.

Assets and Labilities

In addition to the above proposals, a discussion, and recomnendations,
concerning the division of assets and liabilities is offered for Commission

consideration 1in the event a decision is made favoring detachment and incor—

poration.

In the event of detachment Conmission responsibility is fixed upon (1) an
allocation of the assets and liabilities of Anchorage®hich "nay be due the
Chugiak-Eagle River Borough on the basis of powers assumed and exercised by the
latter, and (2) the division of the assets and liabilities of the respective
areas during the transitional year, that is, an allocation of the assets and

liabilities during adjustment proceedings.

Involvement of the Local Boundary Commission in such an equitable settle—

ment 1s without precedent in the State of Alaska. No regulations have been
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adopted by the Commission describing a method Qy which to undertake the division

o

of assets and liabilities.

In the absence of Commission-adopted regulations, a body of state law
and lack of precedent within the State, the Department has endeavored to review
asset and liability apportionment schemes in other state jurisdictions. Our
research was conducted primarily to determine whether there is some form of
commonality in the allocation schemes adopted by other states. We believe the
identification of such schemes might serve to identify a comprehensive scheme

for adjustment and assignment of assets andliabilities in Alaska.

Boundary adjustment poses a most critical question - "What is to bedone with
the indebtedness and property of the entity which is losing territory in order to
adjust for 1ts loss?" Citing the Harvard Law Review; Four general approaches

nave been tried in other legislation.

(1) No indebtedness changes are effected and the financial status quo 1
maintained. This solution is cormon in incorporation legislation. California
and North Carolina, for example, require nochanges. But it can also be found
occasionally in annexation and detachment. This is a highly unrealistic anoroach
which will have two possible results. Whether great unfairness will result "from
the decreased tax base and continued indebtedness, or needed boundary adjustments

will not be effected because undue financial burdens are likely to result.

(2) The second approach is to base allocations of" indebtedness upon a form—
ula which can be applied unswervingly in each case. For example, in Indiana
the municipality shall be liable upon annexation or incorporation for "so much
of such indebtedness of such civil townships in proportion that the assessed
valuation of property in such..._territory is to the valuation of all proDerty

in such townships...prior to the (boundary adjustment)... .The aporoach iIs a Derfect
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solution in the normal case; but too often extﬁaneous factors arise, such as the
degree of amortization, the ability of the territory"s residents to continue
to use the facilities for which the indebtedness was incurred, the provisions
of bonds limiting assignments, the existence of presently-contracted future oblig—
ations, and the degree to which the facility for which the indebtedness was incur—
red is revenue-producing. (Factors such as inflation impact, depreciation, facility
acquisition cost and a multitude of variables could be contended with.) Such
occurrences make a formula unattractive since it will too often produce Inequities
which can be avoided by a more flexible system. Further, the addition of variables
into some formula incorporating such variables may well be so costly as to negate

the benefit of adopting such formula.

(©)) The third method is to require the territory to continue to be liable for
all prior indebtedness and to be subject to municipal indebtedness only if it is
incurred in the period after the boundary adjustment. Such a system is usual in
detachment legislation, but it can be found in other contexts. It has not been
widely adopted probably because of the administrative difficulties which would
tend to result when different parts of the municipality are taxed at different
rates by different entities. Further, political, and perhaps debt ceiling, prob—
lems might arise whenever the municipality wished to impose higher tax rates for
new improvements since various areas would lave different tax rates. Differing
assessment practices might further complicate the situation. In addition, a
problem might arise as to whether land should be assessed for the purpose of the
old township tax on the basis of improvements made after the territory became par c
of the municipality, or on the value at the time of the boundary adjustment. Thus
if a scheme can be established to eliminate overlapping tax jurisdiction, it would
be 1mpossible not to overlap tax jurisdictions in the case at hand. (This method
may violate the State 3Constitutional provision under Article X Section | "duplic—

ation of tax-levying jurisdictions”™ as cited on Pg. 2.)
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(()) The fourth method seems to be the mos™t acceptable. A general standard
is prescribed as to how the allocation should be carried out and seme board or
oourt is empowered to adjust indebtedness in light of that standard. In this
case the Local Boundary Commission is assigned a role similar to other Conmissions,
committees or bodies in other states. For example, iIn Virginia on incorporation
the standard for the court®s allocation is "just. I In Ohio, upon incorporation the
oounty probate court must make a “proper" allocation of indebtedness and funds.
In Minnesota, the Municipal Commission apportions indebtedness upon incorporation,

annexation, and detachment on the basis of what is "just and equitable."

This draft adopts this fourth method and uses "fairness and equity" as its
basic standard, but is more specific in that it requires consideration of the
interests of the groups most directly affected. The determination is made in
light of the burdens and benefits resulting from the boundary adjustments as a
whole and n~t just in light of-the financial considerations. Thus the detriments
of the other allocation methods- unfairness, bars to boundary adjustment, inability
to adjust to situations outside the norm, and multiplicity of governments taxing
in the territory-are all avoided. Without exception where other state laws address
the question of dividing assets and liabilities between public concerns, in an
attempt to be "fair and equitable,” those state legislatures have adopted statutory

criteria based on the concept of "a just proportion of existing debt and assets."

The formula for determining the pro rata share in division of liabilities and
non-fixed assets are many and vary with specific circumstances. However, in general,
the "just" proportion of existing debt to be assumed by a municipality is the ratio
the assessed taxable value in the entire district prior to separation. The perc—

entage figure so obtained is then applied to the total amount of existing debt

for which the new municipality shares responsibility in the provision of services.
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In addition to pro rata debt assumption anq non-fixed assets assumption,
in some jurisdictions a new municipality would also pay for a share of the value
of public improvements contained within the new area. However, in the absence of
state law requiring payment for public improvements from the new municipality to the
former municipality-, payment would not likely be upheld in a judicial proceeding.
As challenged (Norfolk County v. City of Portsmouth 124 Va. 639,659,98 SC. 755,

761-762.)

Whenever compensation for existing public improvements has been allowed,
(always by legislative action) the basis for compensation has been the valuation

of the improvement.

In the State of liinnesota, state law proscribes that public improvements
and/or real property are jointly owned between municipalities after detachment.
Each municipality 3 interest in properties is proportional to their assessed

valuation at the time of separation.

In the State of New Jersey, state law proscribes that any public improvements
and/or real property shall be and remain the property of the municipality in
whose limits the property lies after separation, and any indebtedness then existing
which has been incurred for or on account of the property shall become the indebted—

ness of the municipality within whose limits the property lies.

The Department would recommend that the Division of fixed assets and assignable
liabilities (public improvements, and real property) be effected by using the

method proscribed under New Jersey law.

The overriding advantage of adopting a method such as proscribed In New
Jersey for fixed property division is that no fixed assets and incidental debt
remain in mutual contest between municipalities and the question is forever

settled.
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The Department recomnends for Eoundary Conmission consideration that:

1. The "just and equitable” formula most frequently used in other state

jurisdictions be used. 1.e.

Total assessed taxable value of Chugiak-Eagle River
Total assessed taxable value of the Anchorage Area

equals

Pro rata share of Chugiak-Eagle River debt and non-fixed
assets

The percentage figure so obtained would be applied to all fund balances of
Anchorage--for which Chugiak-Eagle River has vested financial interest. The
percentage attributable to Chugiak-Eagle River of the fund balance would

become payable to Chugiak-Eagle River from Anchorage.

Funds held by Anchorage that are the funds of a"service area: that, will lie.within
the boundaries of Chugiak-Eagle River become the assets of Chugiak-Eagle

River.

c) Chugiak-E*agle River shall receive from Anchorage a cash payment equal to the

pro rata percentage of value of all non-fixed assets owned by Anchorage
on the date of detachment for which Chugiak-Eagle River has vested interest.
The determination of value of non-fixed assets may be made by an aporaisal

of non-fixed properties.
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d) Chugiak-Eagle River Eorough accepts a pro rata share of all incidental
debt of Anchorage not associated with fixed or real property for which
Chugiak-Eagle River has vested interest. The amount of the debt associated
therewith and assignable to Chugiak-Eagle River shall be paid by cash from

Chugiak-Eagle River to the Anchorage Area.

e) All fixed assets (public improvements on real property) shall become and
remain the property of the borough in which they lie. All debts associated
with fixed assets shall become the debt of the borough in whose territory

the fixed assets lie.

1.) The new borough would be ordered to pass an ordinance
giving approval and permission to the Anchorage area

to use Eagle River as a possible future water resource.

2.) All lands designated park lands presently belonging to
Anchorage,~lying within the boundaries of the proposed
new borough, would be restricted to the status of park

lands

On the basis of the foregoing Anchorage area and petitioners in the Chugiak-
Eagle River Area would place before the Commission their respective claims to
assets and liabilities. The Conmission would be required to arbitrate settlement

based on respective argument.

The Conmission would need to determine a possible date for which detachment

would be effected, so that the formula proposed could be uniformly applied.
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Harold S. ABRAMS et al.. Appellants,
v,
STATE of Alaska et al, Appellees,
v,
Lee B. JORDAN, Mayor of the Second Class

Borough In the Eagle Rlver-Chuglak
Area, et al, Appellees.

Leo B. JORDAN, Mayor of the Second Class
Borough in the Eagle River-Chugiak
Area, et al., Cross-Appollants,

v,

Harold S. ARRAMO et al., Cross-Appellees.
Nos. 24C7, 2418.

Supreme Court of Alaska.

April 15, 1975,

Action was instituted to determine va-
lidity of formation of the Eagle River-
Chugiak Borough. The Superior Court,
Third Judicial District, Anchorage District,
Eben H. Lewis. J., upheld validity of the
borough and appeal was taken. The Su-
preme Court, Connor, J., held that statute
pertaining to the organization of the Eagle
River-Chugiak Borough was special and lo-
cal in nature; that nothing in nature of
the Eagle River-Chugiak area justified de-
parture from general law scheme of incor-
porating new boroughs and, therefore, the
statute pertaining to creation of the bor-
ough contravened constitutional prohibition
against passage of local or special acts
when a general act can be made applica-
ble; and that constitutional provision re-
quiring division of state into boroughs did
not grant power to enact special and local
laws creating boroughs notwithstanding the
Prohibition against passage of local or spe-
cial acts.

Reversed and remanded.

Erwin and Fitzgerald, J]., did not par-
ticipate.

% Statutes <5=>T1()

Legislative act may affect only one of
a few areas and yet relate to a matter of
statewide concern

and common interest

and, thus, not constitute a local or special
act within constitutional prohibition against
such acts. Const, art. 2, § 19.

2. Statutes <5=77(1)

In determining whether a legislative
act is a local or special act within constitu-
tional prohibition against such acts, ulti-
mate question is whether the act is reason-
ably related to a matter of common interest
to the whole state. Const, art. 2, § 19.

3. Statutes <S=76(2)

Statute pertaining to organization of
Eagle River-Chugiak Borough constituted
both special and local
constitutional

legislation within
prohibition against passage
of local or special acts if a general act can
be made applicable. Laws 1974, c. 145;
AS 29.18.030 et seq.; Const, art. 2, § 19.

4. Statutes 076(2)

Nothing in nature of Eagle River-
Chugiak area justified departure from gen-
eral law scheme of incorporating new bor-
oughs; thus, special and local legislation
pertaining to organization of the Eagle
River-Chugiak Borough violated constitu-
tional prohibition against passage of a lo-
cal or special act when a general act can
be made applicable. Laws 1974, c. 145;
AS 29.18.030 et seq.; Const, art. 2, § 19.

5. Statutes <5=76(2)

Constitutional provision requiring divi-
sion of state into boroughs and giving leg-
islature broad power over methods by
which boroughs may be organized, incorpo-
rated oi dissolved did not empower legisla-
ture to enact special or local laws pertain-
ing to organization of boroughs despite
constitutional prohibition against passage
of local and special acts when general acts
can be made applicable. Laws 1974, c.
145; AS 29.18.030 et seq.; Const, art. 2, §
19; art. 10, § 3.

6. Statutes ©=76(1)

Constitutional prohibition against en-
actment of a local or special act if a gen-
eral act can be m«Jc applicable governs
exercise of all legislative powers expressly
granted by other portions of the Constitu-
tion. Const, art. 2, § 19.
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7. Constitutional Law €=>15

Different provisions of Constitution
should be read so as to avoid conflict
whenever possible.

George A. Dickson & John Hedland, Da-
vid Engles of Rice, Hoppner, Blair & Hed-
iand, Anchorage, for appellants in 2407.

Gerald L. Sharp, City-Borough Atty., Ju-
neau, amicus curiae for appellants in No.
2407.

William F. Tull, Palmer, amicus curiae
on behalf of Mat-Su Borough.

John Ken Norman & Gary Thurlow, An-
chorage, amicus curiae on behalf of Great-
er Anchorage Area Borough.

Charles Cianston & Vernon L. Snow, of
Gallagher, Snow & Cranston, Anchorage,
for appellees in 2407; Cross-Appellants in
2418.

Peter Argetsinger, Asst. Atty. Gen., An-
chorage, Avrum Gross, Atty. Gen., Juneau,
for State of Alaska.

OPINION
Before RABINOWITZ, C. J.,, CON-
NOR and BOOCHEVER, JJ., and DI-

MOND, J. Pro Tern.

CONNOR, Justice.

This appeal and cross-appeal present the
question of whether the formation of the
Eagle River-Chugiak Borough was validly
accomplished under the Alaska Constitu-
tion. At the center of the conflict are two
constitutional provisions:

“The legislature shall pass no local or
special act if a general act can be made
applicable. Whether a general act can
be made applicable shall be subject to ju-
dicial determination. Local acts necessi-
tating appropriations by a political sub-
division may not become effective unless
approved by a majority of the qualified
voters voting thereon in the subdivision
affected." Alaska Const., art. Il, § 19.

“The entire State shall be divided into

boroughs, organized or unorganized.
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They shall be established in a manner
and according to standards provided by
law. The standards shall include popula-
tion, geography, economy, transportation,
and other factors. Each borough shall
embrace an area and population with
common interests to the maximum de-
gree possible. The legislature shall clas-
sify boroughs and prescribe their powers
and functions. Methods by which bor-
oughs may be organized, incorporated,
merged, consolidated, reclassified, or dis-

solved shall be prescribed by law.
Alaska Const., art. X, § 3.
Appellants assert that the prohibition

against local or special acts renders invalid
Ch. 145 SLA 1974 by which the Eagle Riv-
er-Chugiak Borough was organized. They
argue that the legislature created a bor-
ough by a local or special law when a gen-
eral law could have been made applicable,
and that the “general law" constitutional
provision controls the operation of legisla-
tive power under art. X, 8 3, of the Alaska
Constitution. They conclude, ther ‘fore,
that Ch. 145 SLA 1974 is unconstitutional
and that the borough created by the legis-
lature is invalid.

Appellees support the validity of the bor-
ough by arguing that the legislative act
was not local or special legislation, that
even if it was local or special legislation
the constitutional prohibition does not ap-
ply because a general law cannot be made
applicable to the particular subject matter
of the legislative act, and that the legisla-
ture possesses independent power under
art. X, § 3, of the Alaska Constitution,
apart from the provisions of art. Il, § 19,
to create the Eagle River-Chugiak Bor-
ough.

The Eagle River-Chugiak area extends
from the northeast limits of the City of
Anchorage to the Knik River Bridge, and
comprises about 738 square miles, slightly
less than one-half of the total area of the
Greater Anchorage Area Borough as it
previously existed. It is located wholly
within what was the Greater Anchorage

e .
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Area Borough. The area has a population
of about 8,500 persons, about 2.500 of
whom live in what is regarded as the com-
munity of Eagle River. There arc no cit-
Eagie River lies about 3.7 miles from the
ies of any statutory class within the area,
corporate limits of the City of Anchorage
and about 13 miles from downtown An-
chorage. The area is largely residential in
land use and most or its work force is em-
ployed within what has been the Greater
Anchc.-age Area Borough.

In 1974 the legislature passed Ch. 145
SLA 1974, which became law without the
governor’s approval. The act provided for
an election concurrent with the next state-
wide election following its passage, to be
conducted solely within the Eagle River-
Chugiak area, on the question of whether
the area should be incorporated as a sec-
ond class borough. If a majority voted
“no” in the first election, the act provided
for a subsequent election in which the vot-
ers would decide whether the area should
be incorporated as a second class city.
The election on borough incorporation took
place on August 27, 1974, and the proposi-
tion passed by a vote of 1,233 to 979. Un-
der the terms of the act. the area then be-
came incorporated.

The act required the Local Boundary
Commission to hold a public hearing before
the election, and to review the boundaries
set forth in tne act after the election. Ad-
ditionally, the Commission was required to
promulgate a plan of apportionment, after
which the Lieutenant Governor was re-
quired to, and did, on December 3, 1974,
conduct an election for municipal officers.1

. Other transitional steps include a determi-
nation hy the Local Boundary Commission,
subAect to éudlmal review, of the allocation
of debts and assets between the new horough
and the Greater Anchorage Area Borough,
and written notice by the new borough of
its intention to assume its Bowers. hese
steps have not been taken, but the act re-
quires that the new horough assume its
powers no later than the end of the current
fiscal year, i. e, June 30. 1075. In the mean-
time the Greater Anchorage Area Borough

Prior to the enactment of Ch, 145 SLA
1974 there existed, and still exists, a com-
prehensive statutory system ior the incor-
poration of boroughs, including those to be
established within the boundaries of bor-
oughs already in existence.2 The general
law scheme for organizing a borough con-
sists of a petition to the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs, a review
of that petition for form by the Depart-
ment, public hearings by the Local Bound-
ary Commission, and a decision by the
Commission as to whether the standards
set out in the statutes have been met. In
the event of favorable Commission action,
an election can be held within the area
proposed for incorporation. When a new
borough is to be created within an existing
one, both a new incorporation and a
change in existing boundaries must occur,
and the action must be approved at an
election within the new borough. The ac-
tion may also be conditioned upon electoral
approval within the existing borough, and
it must be submitted to the legislature.

Appellants brought an action on October
30, 1974, seeking to have Ch. 145 SLA
1974 declared unconstitutional and void
and seeking to have enforcement of that
statute enjoined. On November 22, 1974,
appeliants sought a preliminary injunction
against conducting the election for munici-
pal officers which was scheduled for De-
cember 3, 1974. On November 27, 1974,
the superior court entered a tsmporary re-
straining order which allowed the election
to proceed but prohibited ccrtiiication of
the results pending a further hearing.
That further hearing was held on Decem-

must continue to assess and collect taxes in
the new horough until that date, and allo-
cate to the new borou%h an amount to be
determined by the Local Boundary Commis-
sion, subject to judicial review. “Under the
act the Greater Anchorage Area Borough
has been prohibited from ftransferring assets
or authorizing bonded indebtedness in the
new borough since September 12, 1074.

2. Sec AS 20.13.030 et seq.
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her 20, 1974. On December 20. 1974. oral
argument was presented to the superior
court, and that court entered a declaratory
judgment to the effect that Ch. 143 SLA
1974 was local and special legislation, but
was not violative of art. I, § 19, of the
Alaska Constitution. Appellants filed this
appeal on December 23. 1974, and were
granted a stay pending the decision of the
appeal. This court also entered an order
expediting the appeal because the questions
presented obviously should be decided
promptly for the benefit of the affected
governmental entities and the public.

[1] The first question is whether Ch.
145 SLA 1974 is a local or special act.
Our previous opinions in Boucher v. Eng-
strom, 52S P.2d 456 (Alaska 1974), and
W alters v. Cease, 304 P.2d 670 (Alaska
1964), provide background for the resolu-
tion of this question. In Walters v. Cease,
we held that the Mandatory Borough Act,
Ch. 52 SLA 1963, was local and special
legislation, and that it could not constitu-
tionally be submitted to the voters for
adoption by referendum.3 In Boucher v.
Engstrom, we held that an initiative to re-
locate the state capital did not amount to
special or local legislation, and thus could
be placed upon the ballot. We observed
that legislation “ors not become "local”
merely because it operates only on a limit-
ed number of geographical areas rather
than on a statewide geographical basis. A
legislative act may affect only one of a
few areas and yet relate to a matter of
statewide concern or common interest.
Boucher v. Engstrom, supra, 523 P.2d at
461-62.

[2] Boucher v. Engstrom does repre-
sent a retrenchment on the definition of

3. Alaska Constitution, art. X1, § 7, provides:
"The initiative shall not be used to dedi-

cate revenues, make or repeal appropria-
tions. create courts, detine the jurisdiction

of courts or prescribe their rules, or enact
local or special legislation. The referen-
dum shall' not be applied to dedications
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"local" found in Walters v, Cease. But
the ultimate question is whether a legisla-
tive act. attacked as "local” or “special”, is
reasonably related to a matter of common
interest to the whole state.4

[3] In the case at bar it appears thj.t

Ch. 145 SLA 1974 is both special and local
legislation. The act provides a method of
creating a new borough which is peculiar
to the locality where it is applicable. The
subject matter can hardly be said to be of
statewide interest or impact.

Specifically, the operation and scope of
the act ate: limited to the Greater Anchor-
age Area Borough. The act creates law
which affects only the governmental struc-
ture of the Greater Anchorage Area Bor-
ough and the Eagle River-Chugiak area
lying within it. It can have no effect upon
any other part of the state. It purports to
create a new local government, and does so
without regard to the general statutory
provisions that prescribe the method that
otherwise governs the creation of new lo-
cal governmental entities from existing
ones. In our opinion the legislation is
clearly special and local in nature.

[4] This brings us to the next question.
Appellees argue that even if Ch. 145 SLA
1974 is a local or special act, it is permissi-
ble legislation. The Alaska Constitution
forbids local or special acts only "if a gen-
eral act can be made applicable.” Whether
a general act can be made applicable is
subject to judicial determination. We find
AS 9.18.030 et seq. to be an applicable
general law.

Appellees argue that the Eagle River-
Chugiak area is unique and that this justir
fies the special treatment given to it by the
legislature. The trial court found that the

of revenue, to appropriations, to local or
special legislation, or to lawu necessary
for the immediate preservation of the pub-
lic peace, health, nr safety."

4. Boucher v. Engstrom, 528 P22d 458, 463
(Alaska 1074).
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Eagle River area has a separate identity,
that it has been a distinct community in
the Anchorage bowl, and that it is the only
large “exurban™ community in Alaska.
Appellees point out additionally that the
area is separated from the rest of the
Greater Anchorage Area Borough by the
Chugach Mountains, the Chugach State
Park, and by military reservations. A ma-
jority of the electorate of the area has vot-
ed against a unified Greater Anchorage
Area Borough and against extension of
areawide power by the borough over the
area.

We do not find this justification persua-
sive. Numerous other localities within or-
ganized boroughs can also claim to be
unique in certain respects. Examples come
readily to mind.

Douglas, with a 1970 population of 1,243,
located on an island across from the state
capital, can claim to be distinct, providing
a largely residential community for persons
working in the- capital city. Historically
Douglas was a city proudly separate from
Juneau. Similarly, it could be claimed that
College, with a 1970 population of 3,434, is
the only community surrounding the cen-
tral state university. Nearly every neigh-
borhood or locality within an existing bor-
ough can assert some peculiarity or charac-
teristic which distinguishes it from the rest
of the borough. |If this is all that is need-
ed to justify a departure from general law,
then the legislature could, by special act,
create many new boroughs out of old ones
on an ad hoc basis. We do not think this
is what the framers of our constitution
intended.5

We find nothing in the nature of the
Eagle River-Chugiak area which justifies a
departure from the general law scheme of

5. Accord, State v. Hodgson, 183 Kan. 272,
326 P.2d 752. 762 $:1953): sec also Albu-
querque Met. Arroyo Flood Control Author|t%
\figg\f)mbume’ 74" N.M. 487, 394 P.2d 90

6. Accord, People v. Western Air Lines. 42
Cal.2d 021, 268 Pid 723, 732 (1954), appeal

Alum Rep. 531-535 P.ZtS— 13

incorporating a new borough. Those un-
usual aspects which appellees have ascribed
to the area present no insurmountable bar-
riers to creating a new borough by follow-
ing the pi icedures set forth in AS 29.18.-
030 et seq. Therefore, we hold that Ch.
145 SLA 1974 contravenes the provisions
of art. 1l. 8 19, oi the Alaska Constitution.

IV.

[5] Finally, appellees urge that under
Art. X, 8 3, of the Alaska Constitution the
legislature is given broad power over the
methods by wh h boroughs may be organ-
ized, incorporated, or dissolved. From
this, it is argued, the legislature derives
power to enact such laws as Ch. 145 SLA
1974 despite the prohibition of art. Il, § 19,
of the Alaska Constitution.

[6] But Art. Il, 8 19, governs the exer-
cise of all legislative powers expressly
granted by other portions of the constitu-
tion. There is no intimation in its lan-
guage or in the articles concerning local
government which would create an excep-
tion to this prohibition against local or spe-
cial laws.

[7] It is an undisputed maxim of con-
stitutional construction that different pro-
visions of the document shall be read so as
to avoid conflict whenever possible. Thus,
“[wjhenever possible, all provisions should
be given effect, and each interpreted in
light of the others, so as to reconcile them,
if possible, and to render none nugatory."
Lemon v. Bossier Parish School Board,
240 F.Supp. 743, 744 (W.D.La.l965).« We
have carefully read the debates and discus-
sions during Alaska's constitutional con-
vention as they relate to the import of art.

dismissed. 348 U.S. 859, 75 S.CJ. 87. 99
L.£d. 677; Cooper Motors v. Board of Coun-
ty Commissioners, 131 Colo. 78, 279 P.2d
885. 6S8 (1955F2: Lotting v. Cordell. 197
Old. 360, 172 P22d 397, 399 (1946).
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I, 8§ 19, and art. X.7 We find nothing
in these discussions which would indicate
that art. X, § 3, was intended to operate as
an exception to the “general law" rule of
rt. 11, 8§ 19. Indeed, if every grant of
power were read as an exception to the
“general law" provision, that provision
would be rendered wholly nugatory in its
effect.

We conclude that nothing in the leal ffil
government articles of the Alaska Comb* 1a5j[
tution overrides the prohibit.jn of art. H, £-5
§ 19.

Having found the questioned act innl® " A
we reverse the judgment below and re-
mand for the entry of a judgment in favor7
of appehants.

7, See Const.Conv.Min. pp. *'60-70, 1774.1824-27, 276S-71 (Jan. 10-25,1D56).

gl



LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

In re the petition for detachment
of the Chugiak-Eagle River area
from the Greater Anchorage Area
Borough, and the petition for
incorporation of a second class
borough in the Chugiak-Eagle River
area.

STATEMENT OF DECISION
Whereas, in July, 1975, petitions requesting detachment from the
Greater Anchorage Area Borough and subsequent incorporation
of a second class Chugiak-Eagle River Borough were submitted
to the Department of Community and Regional Affairs in
accordance with Title 29 of the Alaska Statutes; and
Whereas, the Department in September, 1975, found the petitions
in the proper form with the requisite-content and
accompanying exhibits; and -
Whereas, upon receipt of the sufficient petition the Local Boundary
Commission scheduled a public hearing with notice as
prescribed by law; and
Whereas, the Lo x ~  jary Commission held a public hearing at
the Chugiak High School on October 29, 1975; and
Whereas, the Local Boundary Commission held a public decisional
meeting iIn Anchorage on December 11, 1975, to review
the record of the Chugiak-Eagle River petitions;
Now, therefore, the Local Boundary Commission makes the following
findings of fact and enters its decision pursuant thereto:
(€@)) The proposed petition fails to meet statutory and
regulatory standards for detachment and incorporation contained iIn
AS 29.18.030 and AAC 19.15.230 in that the area is an integral part

of the municipality of Anchorage culturally, socially and economically.



€) The Glenn Highway, which will ultimately be
four-lane between Anchorage and Eagle River joins
the two areas. Traffic counts obtained from the
State Department of Highways were submitted to the
Commission and reflect that between Eagle River and
the Glenn Highway entrances to the Fort Richardson
military installation there were 19,400 average
daily trip®, and between Muldoon Road and Anchorage
there were 18,100 average daily trips. These figures
indicate a great deal of traffic between Ancnorage
and Eagle River-Chugiak.
((0)) In addition to private transportation, Tfigures
from the Anchorage Municipal transit system regarding
the Eagle River-Anchorage route indicate that in two
weeks iIn 1975, 1158 persons-rode the bus between
Eagle River and Anchorage. Testimony was introduced
at the hearing which indicates that many persons in
the Eagle River area work and shop in Anchorage. The
traffic figures bear this out. The area is in fact an
"exurban® area or a "bedroom community®™ of Anchorage.
© The proposed borough further reflects its bedroom
status in that there are almost no social or cultural
activity centers in the area. The testimony on record
reflects that many residents of Eagle River-Chugiak
come to Anchorage for movies, theatre, music and other
"activities of a like nature. This further reinforces
the iIntegration of the area with Anchorage.
@ There are no natural boundaries separating the area from
the remainder of the Anchorage municipality. There is a distance of 15
miles between the downtown Anchorage area and the population center of

the proposed borough. The only barrier is one of land use, the military



military r*i:>ervaLiuii Ib iiul @ uuirit;r. in uuuinun, uie uitifm riiynway
runs through the military reservation joining the two areas, furthering
the fact of contiguity of the two areas.

(@) The detachment will be inimical to the interest of the
State in that the constitutional mandate of a minimum of local government
units and tax levying jurisdictions would be violated. The Commission
finds that the entire Anchorage area is an integrated area and that the
existing borough embraces an area and population with common interests
to the maximum degree possible as required by the Constitution.

The record does not reflect that the interests and needs
of the Eagle River-Chugiak area differ sufficie. My fTrom metropolitan
Anchorage to create a separate borough.

(4 The area is not stable enough to support organized
borough government in that the Eagle River-Chugiak tax base is not
large enough to support necessary services without the support of
the larger tax base of the entire Anchorage area. This is based upon
the following facts submitted to the Commission.

@ The assessed valuation for the 1975-6 tax year 1is
$134,598,035. The population is 8,402. As previously
held, the area is a bedroom community of Anchorage with
little business development in the Eagle River-Chugiak
area. The Eagle River area receives schools, planning
and zoning, tax assessment and collection, animal control,
sewers, health protection and transportation services
from the Anchorage Municipality. The larger tax base
of Anchorage has helped provide bond monies for schools

.."-in the area. Higher levels of some services are being
provided to Eagle River-Chugiak residents than to other
areas of Anchorage, i.e., health center ana library.

() Under the budgets prepared by the then Chugiak-Eagle

River Borough, the tax rates would have been 18.96 mills



(Lu<jl<* 1Uver) ond t/.20 mlll*. (Cliutjlak) as compared

to the current rates of 12.61 mills and 11.40 mills,
Eany resident: of the area testified to their belief
that the area could not afford a separate government,

© A review of Chugiak-Eagle River Service Areas
elections since 1966 reflects that only 2 issues
passed, Tire protection for Eagle River and Chugiak,
whereas, the residents turned down an earlier fire
issue, roads and drainage, parks and recreation, and
as late as March 1974, police protection. The
Commission construes these facts as indicating an
unwillingness and/or inability to support needed
municipal functions.

(5) The Eagle River-Chugiak area is guaranteed representation
on the assembly of the Municipality of Anchorage and the charter of the
new unified government provides for the creation of Community Councils.

(6) The Service Area concept provided for in Alaska Statutes
is retained in the new charter and affords the residents of the Eagle
River-Chugiak area an opportunity to request the addition of new
services or to increase the level of existing services in the area.

(7) There have been no significant changes other than increase
in population in the area since iIncorporation under the provisions of
Chapter 52 SLA 1963, and accordingly, the Commission finds there is no
Justification for modifying the original boundaries of the Greater
Anchorage Area Borough set by the Legislature.

The Commission is aware of the Goat Creek Detachment,
the conformance of the Greater Anchorage Area Borough boundaries to
metes and bounds description and the correction to the southern

boundary description of the Greater Anchorage Area Borough.

In accordance with the above findings, the Local Boundary Commission
rejects the detachment petition and therefore does not
consider the petition for incorporation of the proposed

borough as that issue is moot.
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Dated at Anchorage, Alaska, this 15th day of March, 1976.

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

Approved:

s/
Josephine Anderson

£/
Oliver Leavitt

Dissent:

s/
Gary Ackerman




BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF COM?UNITY

AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

IN RE THE INCORPORATION OF

THE PROPOSED NEW CHUGIAK - EAGLE
RIVER BOROUGH WHICH INCORPORATES
THE GREATER CHUGIAK - EAGLE RIVER
AREA DETACHED FROM THE GREATER
ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH.

AN\

PETITION FOR INCORPORATION AS A BOROUGH OF THESECOND  CLASS
The undersigned qualified voters ofthearea to be In—
corporated petition the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs to initiate the necessary and proper procedures pur—
suant to Title 29, Chapter 18, Article 2 of the Alaska Statutes
(AS 29.10.050 - 29.18.150), to accomplish the following.
I. PETITIONERS: The c"esignee of the petitioners 1is:
Chugiak - Eagle River Borough Association

Chairman Lee B. Jordg”

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 .. e Ray Stith

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

The mailing address is P. 0. Box 700, Eagle River, Alaska,
99577.
I1. CLASS: The petitioners seek to incorporate a borough of
the second class.
I11. NAME:" The name of the proposed borough shall be the
Chugiak - Eagle River Borough.
IV. BOUNDARIES: The boundaries of the proposed borough, more
particularly stated and illustrated by the map attached as

Exhibit A are as follows:



