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concern to tne Commission, to municipalities proposing oounbary
cnanges e*o petitioners tor municipal rncorpotatror.. Cne
Federal Voting ftignts Act requires cnat an/ change which iv. recommenda ion the a =0A.ir:jn v territory to oh;

effects o: nas tne potential to affect voting rig.us test oe . co i
Clty J7 ajjjuj

precleared d/ tne U.S. Department of Justice. The

ramifications of tnis requirement, as it relates to -steers

concerning tne Local 3oundary Commission, are significant. IN THE MATTSK OF THE FEilI~ION )

Under provisions of tne Act, an/ and all municipal FOR ANNEXATION 3/ THE CIl. OF )

incorporations, dissolutions, Boundary cnanges, mergers and ANGOON, ALASKA, OF APPROXIMATELY)

consolidations are suogect to precleatance. some of tne 67 SO"JARE MILES. CONSISTING )

matters requiring t-eclearance mignt not oe immediately OF KOOTINOONDO HNLET INCLIDING )

identifiable as affecting voting rigots, sucn as tne annexation MITCHELL. EAVORITE AND )

of uninhabited territory contiguous to a municipality. F%NALKU bAYS KILLISNOO ISLAND, )

tne Act provides tnat tne Department of Justice nas 50 do/s ﬁsiiﬁgéoxNgFHgéngA¢NDIiéTBDING g

after rece.pt of a request for preclearance to oogect to tne NORTH ARM ’

proposed change. Significantly, during tne 6£)-day period, tne f

change may not oe enforced. "It is al30 not uncommon for tne

Department of Justice to notify a suomitting autnonty on or SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

near tne 60tn day subsequent to receipt of a request for

preclearance that additional information 1is required to enaole - - P

the Department of Justice to mane a final determination wiietner ggnﬁfﬁf?;n 7bf19§?pr;2?m§£:¥y oiwAn%%ersubngggd aco%iﬁgizﬂg fg;
0 grant preclearance. This is espeC|ally I|ﬁaly in tne case Xootznoowoo inlet, including Mitcnell, Favorite and Xanalku
§f major cpanges such as controversial annexations or municipal Days Killisnoo Island, a portion of raoie and Sand Islands and
fncorporations. It the Department of Justice requests Hood Day, including North Arm. Tne annexation was submitted

additional information, or if tne petitioningmunicipality pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of tne Alaska Statutes (i.e.

submlts supplemental information, a new Gojday review period the process wnicn requires concurrence from the State
begins on theday tne Department of Justice receives tne Legislature)

information.
The Local Boundary Commission conducted a nearing on cue

Adherence to tne requirements of }ne_Vqt|ng Rignts Act can tnus petition in Angoon on Novemoer 22, 1985. Members of tne
place extreme demands upon municipalities and others proposing Commission preseii” at tne nearing were Acting Cnairmdn Cnarles
virtually any action properly brouant oet"ore tne Commission. Dettiswortn. Davt .ianson and Bert Greist

The Commission maxes no specific recommendations to tne
Legislature in tnis regard, out nas determineo tnat tne

Legislature snojld be aware of tne issue. Opposition to tne proposed annexation was lodged oy several

property owners in tne Hood Bay area. These individuals
expressed a desire to remain in an unincorporated area and
contended that tney would accrue no measuraoie benefits as a
result of tne proposed annexation. Tney also stateo tnat tne
City would not oeneiit by annexing tne residents®™ property.
3riefs opposed to tne proposed annexation were also filed oy tne
Alaska Pulp Corporation and Snee Atika, Inc.

Tne Commission conducted a decisional session on tne petition 1in
Ancnorage on December 9, 1985. Present at tne decisional
session were Acting Chairman Cnarlas 3ectiswortn, Dave Hanson,
Jo Anderson and Dert Greist.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and otner evidence
considered oy the Commission included, but were not limited to,
tne petition and supporting oriefs of tne City of Angoon, oriefs
in opposition to tne annexation filed oy tne Alaska Pulp
Corporation and 3nee Atika, 1Inc., tne Report and Recommendation
of tne Department or Community and Regional Affairs and
testimony provided at tne Commission"s November 22, 1985



ORI January:

nearing. following its deiioerations on tnis nairer, c.-0 .oca.
Boundary Commission .nude tne following findings of facr:

1.

Tne petitioner and residents of tne top,tunny perceive a

neec to rontrol land wuse anu development of tne area
proposed for annexation in oroer tj monitor and
appropriately vregulate growrn, developnent and tounsr.
activities 1iIn tne area. Annexation of tne amended area
will afford tne City an opportunity to more efficiently
procect tne area“"s significant economic resources,

historical and cultural resources and tne livelihood of its
residents.

A demonstrated need exists for tne extension of municipal
services to tnose areas planned for development in tne near
future, particularly Kiilisnoo Island.

A road to Favorite aay across village corporation lands is
planned oy tne City to secure an additional water source.
The road would open up tne acea for additional nonesites, a
new dump site and a cemerecy. Tne petitioner has estimated
tnat cnirty additional nonesites will oe needed to
accommodate increased resident popalation.

The City of .Angoon oroides searcn and rescue operations
and related services 1i. tne area proposed for annexation.
However, tne City does not nave tne authority to provide
sjcn  services extraterritorially. If this territory vs
annexed, it will allow tne City to continue such activity
without tne present liaointies associated witn tne lack of
municipal gurisdiction.

In its delioerations, tne Commission noted tnat tne area
post lilsely to oe impacted oy development in tne near

future is “Kiilisnoo “island. " A suodivision containing
approximately fifty l-acre parcels exists on tne eastern
half of tne lsland. Anotner 190 acres 1is owned oy tne
village corporation. Tne City 1is not presently providing

services to this area, out is tne logical entity to provide
services as toe area develops.

Tae 660 feet of land immediately aoove the _,iean NIJN tide
line in cneMitcneli, Kanalxu and Favorite 3av area Iis
almost entirely owned oy tne Xootznoowuo Corporation. All
development on cnese lands are suoject to ?L 96-467, Alaska
national Interest lands Conservation Act (AMILCA) section
506.(a)(3)(C), wnicn strictly limits development and
activities on tnis land to ensure protection of suosistence
resoucces and 1Its uses.

Thearea of Hood 3ay is also an economically important
subsistence hunting and fishing area to tne people of

Angoon. Tne strong cultural linns to the area were pointed
out at toe puolic nearing on tne petition conducted oy tne
Commission on November 22, 1985. Specifically, testimony
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XI11. 1SSJZS TO 3T 3F.0JC.-iT 10 TH- ATTENTIO!I 3F JUS LEGIS1ATJKS

Tnere are two issues wmcn cne local Boundary Commission wisnes
to oring to ine attention of tne legislature. The first
relates to tne desireof certain residents of tne State to
dissolve their municipal governments in favor jf Native
governments. Tne second 1issue concerns tae impacts of tne
Federal Voting Rignts Act upon the state and its political
subdivisions on matters relating to local Boundary Commission
proceedings.

Dissolution of riunicigal governments

As was discusse3 in Section 1ill or>’this Report, last year tne
Local Boundary Commission denied a petition of residents of tne
City of Aklacnak for the dissolution of tneir municipal
government. It nas been reported tnat residents of a number of
other communities are also contemplating attempts to dissolve
their municipal governments.

While tne Commission denied tne petition for dissolution of tne
City of Akiachak, itwas sympathetic to tne desire of the
residents of Akiacnak for self-determination 1in that matter.
It was amply demonstrated to tne Commission tnat dissolution of
tne City of Akiacnak and the vesting of all 1local novernment
powers in tne Akiacnax |ISA Council was strongly desired oy many
of tne residents of tne community.

The petition was denied simply oecause tne present structjce/6f
State law concerning this matter would not permit rune
dissolution of tne City under tne current circumstances,/ Tne
Commission suspects that residents of Akiacnak may now/simply
ignore tneir municipal government.

The CommisSion oelieves tnat tnis circumstance posds several
significant puDlic policy questions wnicn encompass matters
which are far oevond cne cesponsioilities of tne iocai Boundary
Commission. The Commission does not advocate any particular
position in this matter, rather it oelievss tnat the matter
should be considered carefully oy tne Governor 3nd tne
Legislature.

Policy questions relating to this matter include the following:

< impacts of dissolution on ootii the State and tne
community;

< equitable delivery of puDlic services to unincorporated
communities;

0 civil rights of citizens of Alaska;

< distribution of assets and liaoilities of a municipal
government in tne event of dissolution; and

0 standards and procedures for dissolution.

Federal Voting Riants Act

The impact or tne Federal Voting Rignts Act jpon matters
wrought oefore the Local Boundary Commission is of particular

-A3-
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10.

11.

12.

11.

ToURRACSRBLER Y No. It

ndiC3;bu t-at acre iJs at t2* rfs:D2:i: of ti*e con.iunic*
arcv cp in -lojj Bay ar.J tnat tn« a: J 1is presenriy asec
erxtensiveiy oy roiAl¥inity ratstoiflcs. ~¥e ro».riza on also
tjeard iesllrcr.y 13&- tnerc 1is tica-d tor Lav em .rca.iaac
service® in tna 0Ody.

Tie petitioner indicated t.iat residents or tne 1idananity
desire tne City to regulate, to tne extent pcsstole,
development and tourist activity on tne Angoon Co.ipanity
Association !IAA: parcel in tne Hooc 3ay area and in t-e
general ."K::uiy si Hood 3-y. Annexation of tne territory
would provide tne- City aitn ir.e autnority to co so.

Tnrde land owners of tie Hood 3ay opposed tne
annexation petition. Tne undovnecs suDfflltted a ,jtter
tne Local 3oundsr/ -o-niss.on oogectini to tie annexation
contending tnat is notnim to oe gaineu oy tne annexation,
eitnec 0/ tne City or tne.” "vea. Tn-jte 1is one permanent
resident living 1in tnis are.”

Tne Kootcnoovoo Corporation, tne local village

corporation, owns approximately i?0 acres of r.i
Island md anotner 1,100 acre.; ad;a.!:-it to tne ccuM,u:;ty.
In addition, tnefe are five dative Allot,rents v;tnin tne

territory proposed ioc annexation. Tne 1.S. Forest service
Admiralty Monument 1is tne largivt land nnlder aitmn tne
area proposed ter annexation. Tne potential for v,ny

private lino transfers and tne prospect o: wupcoming A."iCSA
Uic) 1land conveyance- to residents ana tne City of Angoon
nave raised concern: vregarding future development cn
important cultural and suoslstence lands.

papulation of a portion of tne territory, specifically
Kitlisnoo Island and Favorite 3ay, may stem from growon of
tne City ceyond iti legal boundaries. Most of tne
territory proposed for annexation contains very steep
slopes and is fairly re...jte. Irovtn is more lixely to
occur on Kiilisnoo Island, vne growtn nay je attributed to
a "spilling over* of present City population and tne
availability of City services sucn sewer, water, police
and fire protection.

Portions of tne territory to oe annexed may oe valuaoie oy
reason of tneir suitability for prospective ucoa.l
purposes. Specifically, Kiilisnoo Island may oe suitable
for additional residential development. Tne IsLand 1is
immediately adjacent to tne present City limits, ano Iis
most liKeiy to receive City services 1in tne future.

mere are no otner municipalities in or near tne territory
proposed for annexation.

Tne City maintains tnat its volunteer tire department is in
tne position to provide service to tne Kiilisnoo Island
area. Tne City also states tnat it non currently serves
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

ana would vrespond witn City tire ejaipnent \Wnerever
feasiole to all lands proposed 1i0: annexation.

"ire service 1is provided oy tne Federal government for ail
Federal lands and for Kootrnoowoo corridor lands ir.
Mitchell, KanalKu and Favorite 3ays.

Tne City may oe called upon to provide emergency services
to Kiilisnoo Island, wnicn is adjacent to tne City and most
likely to develop. Tne City may also Be called upon to
provide searcn and rescue and police protection to tne
Kiilisnoo Haroor area.

Tne potential for private or puoiic development in tne
territory will determine tne need oy tne City of Angoon to
exercise municipal planning autnority. Tne City nas
indicated 1in its petition t.nat annexation of tne territory
will enaole tne City co plan for and control anticipated
development. Tne petitioner lists anticipated development
as a cold storage facility 1in Kiilisnoo Haroor, toilet
facilities at tne ferry terminal on Kiilisnoo Island, a
road to Favorite Day, a fisn natcnery in Favorite 3ay,
nomesite development on village corporation lands and tne
development of tourism ana recreation 1in Hood 3ay.

Local testimony at cne Commission®s puoiic nearing on
flovemoer 22, 1935 called for increased law enforcement
service to Favorite and Hood Days. Testimony was provided
indicating tnat tne City has tne capability to provide sucn
services to tne areas,

Anticipated development pressures on Kiilisnoo |Island may

creat a need for public services and facilities. Also,
cne p'oximity of tnis area to existing City services maxes
it m" t likely to develop in the near future. In addition,

a road and hatcnery may oe developed in tne Favorite Day
area.

Residents of Angoon testified at tne Novamoer 22, 1935
hearing tnat tney feel tne protection of tneir subsistence
resources, tneir livelinood and tneir way of 1life (wnicn
nas oeen a major viaole economy), and tneir cultural
Heritage are Valid puoiic purposes tnat would oe protected
througn cne annexation of tnis territory and suoseguent
land use controls that will 1lead to carefully planned and
reasonably regulated development.

The Com. ission finds tnat tne residential subdivision on
Kiilisnoo Island and development of tourist interests, such
as two lodges, may 1impacc tne cultural and suosisteuce
resources of tne entire Angoon community. Tne Commission
concucs tnat a valid puoiic purpose will oe served oy
annexation of tnis area.

January 22, 1986 HOUSE 4 SENATE JOINT No. 16
JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT
XI1.  RECOMMENDATION FOR THE DETACr.MCNT OF vV TOR: FROM THE

NORTH ELOPE 30ROUo:i

IN RE:

TH2 DETACHMENT FROM THE NORTH
SLOPE BOROUGH OF TERRI TORT
WITHIN AND ADJACENT TO THE
NAHA RESIGN

Included in tnis Report and incorporated 1in this recommendation
oy reference 1is a copy of the Commission®s formal Statement of
Decision regarding tne detacnment of territory from tne Nortn
Slope Borougn, along witn the Appendixes to tnat statement of
Decision which consist of a written summary of tne Commission®s
evaluation of each of the 15 factors considered 1in this matter
(labeled as "Appendix A") and a transcript of tnat portion of
the Commission®s decisional session when those factors were
evaluated and the <conclusions of tne Commission were made
(laoeled as ™"Appendix 3™). Because of tne voluminous nature of
tnis material it is included 1in tne oacx of tnis Report as
Section XIV, tne Appendix.

Tne Local Boundary Commission nereoy respectfully suomits its
recommendation to tne Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature for tne detacnment of tne territory from tne Nortn
Slope Borougn wnicn 1is descrioed in tne Novemoer 22, 1935
Petition of tne commissioner of tne Department of community and
Regional Affairs and wnicn is shown on the attacned map.

21-



Eloalold

rti

Itr

11

ow

to

Qo

]

<t

S

~"ROPOSED ANNEXATION
RECOMMENDED BOUNDARY-
M]»o
1<
EXISTING CITY « IM|

5. ™ u- D retu L fi 0 (i cj no r * c, 0

-5 c ¢l 3 1 i3 i.con.f O f ri (10 0 0 3 3T3
G M IS O v fit n <o ce U -G fi ft %o

Moo rmsci3 W% n ¥l i i)

G G 3 a & Al ? o o

morr G G U-s-g & r
frr- 3 vi> ' 1" &

3 m it rr M .n «*ft 1 . (A*l)ft
o u . <o " 0 11 o -

! G ° n 3 . G

e . [T
”" gn.;i ;%Qfsb,\ c ° Xﬂ n s
) 3 3 n - N -]

G o U " 3 . n :»\(/ i Fiads Y
fin "0 G W ¢ wWCAh« - . cl G- 278
Q3 G S “endd >8&s )

G It*< G.3 * g -%i|< oi,

M n G ., u o g =
ft G M o0 1 8a

H r
»1 O SﬂMI*O: I3 A . %Mi
S P o
u&m‘fﬂrvgﬂ- S7 . SW'G‘ H »
rt, G , uo " Dﬁ M-
(m G If " “5 °x a O0n G Ko
. s; c P » v 33 fi
o» M : . i
S§ o vy <+ =@ orrto s g %\
i 2oL 90 8 2.0 R S v 3
oA Lt a. 3, G > -
t ek 6% i o g 8T ac
: M U O fT 11 to X s. %0 a C@"v\
R B¢
« Sus = - > c,
R . G (f
» . 2
222 v n fi SRV
M0 4 oA > ﬂz & c. 0
- D - g T, 1) 3 o g
2
CT 03 am, . o *-1- 3 a ot
»* 00 VD It 3
ViM 10 c i i £ G « C§
e [} ii" t G C* »3 m ar.- 2
. ,th 0 RPN i< * s
r 0 0 .o
x> PO e D in - 2-%3 ;*E’Ja t 0
0% o u ow 3 ‘> Oi 3 s ' a Sk
0- 1 T ip U ol > x fo
lu Ll — 6 tp %~ °
[ k
sooreks M o3Me L .
. = 3
e fr fT rrP fTn T G it) 0
u3 3 3w * 0

& R b so.n 73
S 3 3 3*- 3 3 ‘1’L«1-" 73
: o 3y YisG i O G
TS AP XMRERE

e €13
SC41l IN NILt
.c 3
no3 3
M a Ci
< om
G 3
u
™
P G
VARE
»- Ci i
) it
1
n
3 a: 73
G »
—1-. G
D-»+ T
M i- G
-S o Vi in*
o o 3
M 0 E) Vi c
Ao U 6§
»-
8*2 ® 3,
--«LI 31— T Vi M
th V, > 3 =
»r I» >
G — 3 it 3 11
3a<SK a 3
Cl 2 »- o it
o
l ' G. -3
- = G
w =u
u- n
o<
» Mi
u ¢
0 .r rr
o u
ARV
a; w e G
G o*3 o *
n GiCi * 3 G
a < o M G.
o G o G »)
M M- 3 ft a
L) 3 G »e
79 «G G M v
0 > c
o G x ft nj o
c 3 6 G N oy
ft [o} <, G
G c
ul > < n ft
u. G G
< »—ri 3 rr >
t—mw a G G Vi

Vi
ol

»e
53

@0 >

Mi

XOwwc

1.1
o o
a. c
33 </
2 m

i
cn

A vNgPo
= . 3sP0x

UENB
Coe=



HOUSE & SENATE JOINT ., 1Qg6
No* 16 JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT o™Mar> '
Ro3E, C.3.M.J t.ience W to tne SW corner of Section 0,
-513, 3533, C.3..1.; taence to tae ME cornet of section ¥,
3518, 3633, :.3.v..; taence to tae MW cornet of Section 4,
3513, 3663, 3.3. M.; taenceM to tne ME corner or Section
33, :SGS, 356", C.R.M.; taence U to tae tlH corner or

Section 32, 3503, 3.63E, C.R.rt.; tnence Il to tae ME corner
of Section 19, I1SIS, 3633, C.H.il.; taence W to tne MW
corner of tne ME 1/4 of tne ME 1/4 of Section 23, 3605,
R67E, C.3 .M.; tnence s to tne MW corner of tne ME 1/4 or
tne ME 1/4 of Section 2, T51S, Ro7£, C.R.M.; taence W to
tne MW corner of section 2, T51S, 367S, C.R.M.; tae point
of beginning.

Tae Local Boundary commission nereoy vrespectfully submits its
recommendation to tne Second Session of tae Fourteentn
Legislature for tae annexation cf tne territory included 1in tne
aoove description and shown on the attached nap.

HOUSE & SENATE JOINT

January 22. 1956 JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT Mo. 16

west to a cclat 3 nautical miles norm of tae intersection
of tne west oounciry of 371S, R117W, S._M.;taeice souta 3
nautical _tiles to tae point of beginning.

containing ii5.S4 Sg. miles of land, aoie or less, and
93.56 sg. Biles of water, .tore or less for a total co,ruined
area of 214.4 sq. niles, more or less.

The Local Boundary Commission hereoy respectfully submits Its
recommendation to the Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature for the anne.tatior of tne territoryincluded in tne
above description and shown on tae attacned map.

-39.
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cne MaXusnin Valley. Altnougn cnese areas ,lay be

restricted to receiving emergency services tor :ine near

future due to tne cost of providing sucn ocner services as

water, seuer, and roads.
CONCLUSIONS Or LA))

Tnat tne standards estaolisneu in State Statutes and
Adnmistration Regulations are met oy part, out net all, of
the territory requested in tne otiginal petition.

The territory immediately adjacent to tne present
boundaries of tne City, tne wetland around Nateexin day,
Tabietop Mountain, a portion of tne MaKUshin Valley and
areas in and around Captains 3uy and UnalasXa 3ay neet tne
standards for annexation tc a sufficient degree to warrant
inclusion witnin the boundar.es of tne City. fills
territory comprises approximately 169 square miles.

STATEMENT 0Of 3SC1310.1

upon tne Findings of Fact and Conclusions ot Law st.it-d

above, IT IS ORDERED:

The annexation of approximately 1J9 square miles Ui
territuiy to tne City of Unaiasxa, as described 1in tne
amended petition of tne City of Unaiasxa, IS ncreoy
approved by the Local BounJary Commission. However, in
recognition of the historical and current wuse of tne
territory proposed for annexation for subsistence hunting
purposes, the Commission recommends or suggests tnat tne
City of UnalasXa not extend tne orohioition on the use of
firearms to this area.

That upon tacit approval of tne second Session of tae
Fourteenth Legislature, in accordance with tne provisions
of Article X, Section 12 of the State Constitution, tne
municipal boundaries of the City of UnalasXa snail oe as
follows:

Beginning at tne intersection of tne west uoundary of 171S,
R117W, Seward Meridian (S-M.) and tne mean nign tide line
of the Bering Sea; tnence soutn co cne proccacced ME cornet
of T725, R113W, S.M.; tnence west to tne MW corner of T72S,
R118W, S.M.; tnence soutn to tne SW corner of T72S, R118W,
S.M.; thence east to tne MW corner of section 1, T73S,
3119W, S.M.; tnence south to cne SW cornec of Section 13,
T73S, R119W, S.M.; tnence east to tne SS corner of Section
Id, T73S, H119W, S.H.; tnence soutn to tne SW corner of
T73S, R11BW, S.M.; tnence east to tne SS corner of tne WI/2
of Section 31, T73S, R117W, 3.M.; tnence in a norcneasterly
direction to tne SE corner of tne Wi/2 of Section 35, T72S,
K116W, S.H.; thence north to tne intersection of tne east
DOtdet of tne WI/2 of Section 23, T71S, RIlo"™W, S.M.; tnence
continuing north a distance of 3 nautical miles; tnence
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1 To0kuAL SUEbLEnERY

V. RE:d:i:z:zz:)dazijn ftr rns A:iNEXAr:3:i j- the 31.i-k?j
add: tuns :j the c;.-y ketch ika.T
IM THE matter ob the petition »
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF )
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF )
APPROXIMATELY 515,62 ACHES, )

DESCRIBED AS THE 3LH-XPU ADDITIONS ]

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On June 26, 19H5, Cne City of Ketcmxan petitioned foe me
annexation of approximately 515.62 acres continuous to tne City
and deacrioed as tne 3LM-KPU Additions, On Novepoer 24, 1935~

tne Local Boundary Commission neld a puoiic nearing in
Ketchikan on tne petition. T.ne petition was suomitted oursuanr
to Section 29.68.013(a) of tne AlaskaStatutes (i.e. tne

process wnicn requires concurrence from tne Legislature).

The majority of area proposed for annexation to tne City of
Ketchikan Is owned oy tne United states Bureau of Land
Management and tne City of Ketcmkan puoiic Utilities.
Annexation will permit tne City to provide needed urnan
services 111 an area wnoce orowtn 1is anticipated and cne City is
cne only logical entity to provide suer, services. Tne
territory 1is readily accessiole only via territory witnm tne
jurisdiction of the City of Ketchikan.

Tne territory is not wuroan in character. It is largely
undeveloped open space, witn tne exception of a sanitary
landfill and 1improvements raiated to tneXetcnixan municipal

water supply.

The territory will most pronaoly do in need of municipal
services as tne community confronts growtn caused oy tne
development and operation of tne U.S. Borax mine. Tne
petitioner maintains tnat tne City can provide services to tne
site more efficiently tnan any otnec municipality.

Tne petitionerasserts mat tnete 1is a reasonable iixeiinood

tnat tne territory will oecome furtner deveiopea in tne
foreseeaDle future. Tnis assertion is oasaa upon cne City"s
contention tnat tne urea contains tne surveyed rignt-of-way of
a proposed Dypass route linking tne eastern ana western

portions of tne City of Ketcnlxan; it contains lands 1identified
for disposal and residential development and it nas oeen
identified as a prooaole location forfuture development
related to operation of tne U.S. Boraxmolybdenum mine. Tne
petitioner maintains tnat it is prudent for tae City to prepare
for possiole settlement and uroan use of tne territory.

Tne Ketchikan Gateway Borougn nas expressed no oojection to tne
proposed annexation.

G-
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there exists no nead or demand for municipal services,
except ft* tne possioility of extending planning autnority.

Tne petitioner nas made no claim tnat tne welfare or safety
of residents of Unalaska 1is endangered oy any current or
prospective condition in tne territory pcuposed fur
annexation. However, at tne Commission”s nearing on
January 4, 1986, residents did testify to tr.e need for
control of dumpingof bilge water and garoage in the oays
in proximity to tne City. It is ceasonaole to conclude tne
City will need to impose some degree of control over tnis
activity 1in tnose oays jJust outside its jJurisdiction, sucn
as captains Bay and UnalasXa Bay.

The petitioner claims tnat tne potential for tne
development of geothermal energy resources exists twelve
miles west of UnalasXa at tae oase of at. daxusnin.
Availaole evidence indicates tnat tnis resource noids
potential for development into a feasiole wuillity tnat
could meet a suostantiai portion of tne community"s power
requirements. However, a formal feasiaility study of tne
potential development nas not yet Deen completed.
Development of tnis resource would require tne creation of
a transmission corridor oetween tne source and tne

community. It is likely tnat tne City will play a role in
the development of these energy resources, pernaps in tne
form of a wutilityenterprise. However, it would not oe

necessary for the area containing the geothermal resources
to be annexed in ordet for the City to participate in sucn
development of the resources.

Testimony received by the Commission at its January 4, 1935
hearing indicated that the geothermal project will not oe
operable for some time. Therefore, if tne territory 1in tne
vicinity of tne MakushinVolcano is not annexed at tnis
time, cne City of Jnalasxa retains tne option of developing
another petition to annex tne Makusnin Volcano area at a
later date.

The petitioner nas acknowledged tnat it does not routinely
provide services, otner than searcn and rescue and
emergency medical response, on an extraterritorial oasis.
Considering tnat only four individuals vreside wit.iin tne

vast territory proposed for annexation, it is not
reasonaole to conclude tnat tnese four 1individuals expect
to receive City services, Furtner, it is questionaola
wnether the City will oe aole to provide services to tne
four residents in tne territory. Even tnougn all cities

generally have tne function of providing an array of puoiic
services and facilities to tne resident population of tnat

City, tnere is a "threshold population™ or minimum
population size necessary to provide tne demand tnat
justifies that function. It is more likely that the City

will provide services to areas jJust outsioe tne present
City limits sucn as Captains 3ay, 3road Bay, Wide 3ay, and
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City services, ccaec man tnosa e.-ergency services
referenced psev.ously, are not presently provided ir. r-
territory proposed dot annexation, nor is ir,=re any
indication tnat seen services are eitner nu*ded or caired
oy individuals residing within t.ie territory. T-e
Cunaiasnxa Corporation also exoresseu concern rerirding me
rtea for extenoion of planning and coning authority over
sucii a remote territory.

Evidence indicates mat it is reasonaoie to expect tne City
sy be called upon to provide emergency services suer, as
fire, amDUlance and police to ootn oil rigs and floating
seafood processors mooted in tne oays and namur located in
tile immediate vicinity of tne City yet outside tne present
municipal Boundaries,

Floating processors are transient out locate primarily in
UnalasXa nay, Iliuliuk Bay, and Captains auy. tne
Commission found persuasive tne petitioner®s argument mat
the City of UnelasKa snouid oe empowered to exercise
control over tnese oays since the processors impact water
quality, require city services and use City famiities.
Dffsnors flsating processors are likely to impact me
community oy bringing in a transient laDor force wnicn
places demands on ootn emergency medical and local law
enforcement services.

The present land status of tne territory proposed to oe
annexed may innioit it from oemg developed immediately.
Again, much of tne land is owned oy tne dative
Corporation. Tne corporations have, far the most part,
received interim conveyance to tneir land selections. Tne
Ounalashka Corporation nas indicated tnat it nas no
immediate plans to open up Jland for development. Lands
owned Dy tne Ounalasnka Corporation that are in tne
immediate vicinity of tne existing City, nawever, would
more likely De developed oefore tne more remote areas if
the Corporation elects "to develop its land. It is unlikely
tnat these more remote areas will oe requiring or demanding
City services in tne near future.

Tne Commission finds tnat annexing tne land area aogacent

to Beaver Inlet and Haxusmn day merely to control
processors in tnese waters is not justified under tne guise
of "planning authority"” alone. me Alaska Coastal

Management Program (ACMP) provides cne City with an
alternative means for planning and regulating Jland wuse
within tne territory proposed for annexation. Under tne
ACM?, districts are authorized to develop a coastal
management program for their area of jurisdiction.
Districts include tirst-class cities sucn as cne City of
<Jnalaska and also Coastal Resource Service Areas.

The Commission rinds it is 1inappropriate for a municipal
government to annex vase amounts of territory 1in wnicn
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In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence consicerec
Dy tne Ccmmidsion included, out were not limited to, tne
petition of tne City of Xetcnixan, tne Report ana
Recommendation of tne Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at tne .iovemoer 24," Ixst

nearing. Alter due consideration, tne Commission finds tnat
tne area proposed for annexation conforms to several of tne
regulatory standards governing annexation. Tne extent to wnich

tnese standards are met is stated oelow.

1. The territory _.ill oe m need of municipal services if a
planned local land disposal and consequent residentia.
development occurs. Tr.o City of Xetcnixan can provide
necessary services to tne site more efficiently tnan any
otner municipality.

2. Tne healtn, welfare or safety or City residents eoulc
potentially oe -endangered if tne -atersned located witmn
tne area proposed for annexation were suDstantia.iy

uisturoeu. Tne referenced territory ic m close proximity
to residential areas, and tnis access poses increased
potential far i4re hazards in tne watersned and fa
vandalism to water service facilities. It is prudent £fo:

tne City of Xetcnixan extend police and fire protection
services to the territory.

3. Tnere is a reasonaale likellnood tnat future growtn and
development will occur within the territory and tnat
annexation of cne territory will enaole tne City to
prudently plan for and control tnat develooment pursuant to
[19 . .C 10.070( 5)]-

TOUCLUSIPMS Or LAW

Tne annexation of territory known as the BLM-KP"J Addition to
tne City of Xetcnixan, as descrioed intne petition of tne City
of Xetcnixan, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within the houndacies of the City of
Ketchikan.

STAVSC.SUT 3F decisi

Based upon tne Findings of Fact und Conclusions of Law stacej
aoove, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval oy tne Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature m accordance with tne provisionsof Article <
Section 12 of tne state Constitution, tne territory descrioed
Oelow shall oe annexed co tne City of Xetcnixan:

A parcel of land located 1in tne Ketcnikan Recording District
(K.R.D.), First Judicial District, State of Alaska, more
particularly oounded and descrioed as follows:
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Beginning at tne northernmost corner of Lot 2, 3licx 4,
U.S..“5.S. "63, a arass cap monument as snowr. or. plat 73-6,
K.a.D.; tnence northwesterly along t-e northern oounaary o: cne
Utica Lode Claim to tne NW corner of saidclaim as sr.own on tne
plat of tne Slain of Janes A, Davis, Mineral iurvey "63,
recorded May 7, 1304, Juneau Land District; tnence
southwesterly to tne ME corner of tne Coiuraoia Lode Claim;
tnence norcnwesterly to tne MW corner of tne Columbia Lode
Claim, tnis point being in common with tne western ooundary or
U.S.M.S. 769; thence northeasterly along said ooundary to tne
MW corner oi U.S.M.S. 769, tnis point aeing m common wit.i tne
MW corner of tne Cosmos Lode Clan; tnence soutneasterlv alone
tne nortn ocundary of U.S.M.S. 769 to its point of intersection
witn tne western ooundary or tne £ 1/i of tne MW i/4 oi
protracted section 19, T75S, 391c, Copper River Meridian (CRH);
tnence r.ortn to tne MW corner of tne £ 1/2 of tne MU i/4 of
protracted section 19, T7SS, HRIE, C.R.M.; tnence east to tne
ME corner of tne W 1/2 of tne ME 1i/4 of protracted section 19,
T75S, R91E, C.P.M.; thence soutn to tne northern ooundary line
of U.S.M.S. 76"; tnence soutneasterlv along said ooundary line
to its intersection witn tne nortn ooundary or tne .12 1/4 of
tne SE 1/4 of protracted section 19, T75S, R91S, C.R.M.

tnence east to tne MS <corner on tne SW 1/4 of protracted
section 20 T75S, R9I£, C.R.M.; tnence soitn to tne nort.neriy
boundary of J.S_M.S. 769; tnence southeasterly along said
boundary to tne NE corner of U.S. M.S. 764, tnis corner semg 1in
common witr. tne ME corner or tne Sterling Lode Claim; tnence
southwesterly along tne eastern ooundary of U.S.M.S. 769 to its
point of intersection witn tne east boundary of J.S.S. 1615

tnence no-tn to corner 5 or U.S.S. 2635 as shown on olat 77-42,

K.R.D.; tnence west to corner 4 or J.S.S. /.035; tnence nortn to
corner 3 of U.S.S. 2635; tnence west to corner 2 of U.S.S.
2635; tnence north to corner 1 of U.S.S. 2635; tnence

northeasterly to corner4d of U.S.S. 2435 according to tne
official government plat tnereof; tnence nortn rly along tne
centerline of tne Ketcftiitan CreeX to corner 3 of "J.S.S. 2435;
thence southwesterly to corner 2 of U.S.3. 2435; tn<=uce
southwesterly to the NE corner of Washington Lode claim; tner.ce
nnrtleasterly aiong tne northern ooundary of tne Washington,
Tusccrora, and Utica Claims tc tne point of beginning.

Tne ftral 3oundary Commission r.ersoy respectfully suomits Iits
recommendation to tne Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature for t.ie annexation of tne territory included m tne
aoove description and snown on tne attacned map.

glNT Januarv 22. 1PC6

January 22, 1986

not

HOUSE a SENATE JOINT
JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT No. 16

in need of municipal services and that toe present municipal

ocundanes of tne City of Jnalasxa contain areas wnicn are
suitable for development out not yet developed.

FCNDISBS OF FACT

Most of tne territory proposed for annexation 1is not
platted or neld for sale for residential or commercial
purposes. Tne territory proposed for annexation is vast
ana “remote and 1is largely undeveloped.

The population density of tne territory proposed for
annexation does not approximate tnat of tne territory
within tne present boundaries of tne City of Unalasxa. Tne
City"s petition indicates tnat four individuals reside
within the 1,294 square miles proposed for annexation. 2ne
Feculation density of tne territory proposed for annexation

0.0031 peoole per square mile. By comparison, 1,922
individuals re"side”witnin tne present boundaries of tne
City of Unalasxa (wnicn encompass approximately 25.4 square
miles). The population density within tne City 1is 75,7
persons per square mile.

The population oi tne ter.itory proposed for annexation
does not stem primarily rom actual growtn of the City

bevond its legalooundari ;. This is aue, in part, to tne
difficulty in developinc :je lands outside tne major river
valleys and relatively ac< rsa. nle oay areas. In add".cion,

a significant porti n of r..e territory proposed for
annexation 1is held r, the vi“iage Native corporation and is
not platted and available for purchase.

Portions of tne territory proposed for annexation may oe
valuable oy reason of tneir suitaoility for prospective
urban purposes, specifically, tne land areas around Broad
3ay, Wide Bay, NateeXin Bay, tne Maxusnin Valley, and
Sumners Bay may be suitaole for additional rural/low
density residential development. In addition, Captains 3ay
presently naroors processors and oil rigs. It is lixsly
that this activity will continue and even increase 1in tne
future.

The oetitloner has acXnowledged that tne City of Unalasxa
does not routinely provide services outside its corporate

limits. However, in 1934 tne City emergency medical
services staff responded to 56 marine calls. According to
the City of UnalasXa , the majority of tnese calls were to
vessels moored in nearby bays that are outside the City
limits. The City normally responds to marine calls by

transporting rescue and emergency medics", equipment to the
harbor tug so City personnel can undertaxe rescue and
emergency fire operations. Mucn of the demand on tne city
ambulance and fire services is from offsnore seafood
processors frequently anchored in Captains 3ay and parts of
UnalasXa Bay.

-35.
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-= AaiUMNE spatij.? fu= the annexa:.::i: ter s
ClIi mF JINALAHXA

:2i the maiter. of the petition >
FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF 1
JNALASKA, ALASKA OF )
APPROXIMATELY 1,29-1 SQUARE MILES,)
CONGISTINU OF A PORTION OF )
UNALASKA [INLAND, ArtAKNAK ISLAND, )
EJO ISLAND, HOG ISLAND, )
SEDANKA ISLAND AND THE TERRITORT )
THREE NAUTICAL KILSS SEAWARD OF 1
THESE 1SLANDS S

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On August 21, 1935, tne City of Unalasxa petitioned for cne
annexation of approximately 1,29-1 square rules of tern
contiguous tc tne City and descrioed as Unalasxa Island norr
Township 75 and tne 1islands of Sedanxa, Hog, Egg and Amawno*,
including the territory three nautical miles seaward from tnese
islands. On January <, .936, tne Local Houndary Concussion
conducted a public neacmg 1in Unalasxa on tne petition. Tne
petition was submitted pursuant to Section 29.63.010(a) of tne
Alaska Statures (i.e. tne process wnicn requires concurrence
fcom tne Legislature).

Tne majority of tne area proposed for annexation (approximately
60 per cent) is land, tne remainder is water. Tne petitioner
asserts that annexation will permit tne City to provide needed
urban services 1in an a.ea where growtn 1is anticipated and tne
City is the only logical entity to provide sucn services.

The territory 1is not uroan 1In cnaracter. It 1is largely
undeveloped and wuninhibited open space and wa_.r, witn a only
four residents, according to tne petitioner.

The petitioner asserts tnat tnere 1is a reasonable [lixelinood
that portions of tne territory will become further developed in

the foreseeable future. This assertion is cased upon tne City"s
belief that there 1is a oemand for vacant, developable land tc
meet the needs of tne oil -and oottonfisn industries, Tne

petitioner also referenced the interest of private sector
developers in cne commercial geotnermal potential of  tne
Makusnin Volcano area, w.hicn is located in tne area proposed for
annexation.

During tne course of its proceeaings, tne Commss.on considered
testimony, ootn written and oral, including tnat provided oy tne
Ounaiashka Corporation. Tne Ounalasnka Corporation, wnicn 1is a
primary land holder in tne area oroposec far annexation,
contended that mucn of the territory proposed for annexation is

%INT January 22. 1986
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HI "HE MATTER OF E:iE PETITION )

FOR ANNEXATION OY THE CITY OF )
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 0? )
APPROXIMATELY 53.609 ACHES .
CONSISTING OF THREE SEPARATE )

PARCELS, COLLECTIVELY DESCRIZED )

AS THE GIFSE-FUHUSETH-SPEAR 1
ADDITIONS )I

SUMMARY OF JROEOSSD ACTION

On June 26, 1935, tne City of Ketchikan petitioned for tnc-
annexation of tnr-e separate areas totalling approximately
53.509 acres of land contiguous to tne City. Tne referenced
petition was submitted ;Jtsuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of tne
Alaska statutes (i.e. tne process wnicn requires Legislative
concurrence)

Tne territory proposed fur annexation consists of tne three
parcels idu.".l1ifled and descrioed as follows and collectively
described as the Gisse-Purusetil-Spear Additions:

1. tne Furusetn Adcitien 1is in the nortnwest portion of tne
City adjacent tc the University Addition and consists of
2.679 acres;

2. the Spear Addition, 1in tne soutneast part of tne City, Iis
virtually surrounded oy property already witnin tne
boundaries of tne City and consists of 8.47 acres; and

3. the Gisse-Furusetn Addition, an approved suodivis®on plat
located near the Spear Addition, consists of 55.26 act-s.

The Furusetn Addit.on 1is undeveloped and t populated. The
Spear Addition is essentially one lot with a 3ingle-familv
dwelling, and it is almost entirely surrounded oy territory
within tne City limits. Tne Gtsse-Furusstn Adaitron is a
54 lot wundeveloped subdivision, platted 1in tne 1970°'s. The
Gisse-Furusetn Addition is accessiule oy tne Xetcnixan Lakes
Road, which also provides access to tne sanitary landfill.

The petitioner states that its motive for proposing tne
annexation 1is to prepare for anticipated community growtn and
to resolve questions over service delivery.

The Gisse-Furusetn Addition is accessible, platted land wnich
will ne suitaola for development as tne demand for nousing
increases in tne Xetcnixan vicinity. Tne Fuiusetn Addition is
undeveloped land wnicn would oe wnnlly surrounded oy tne City,
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oeccme even more important «it.i tne expansion of outsice
fishing vessels using tne Ut.Paul nacoor as a oase of
operations.

10. Tne City will likely require additional revenue co provide
oasic services in the maritime territory proposed for
annexation. If tr.is territory is anna: ad, tne City tan
collect a share of tne raw fisn tax revenues currently
collected oy tne State for operations within cne territory
proposed for annexation.

CONCLUSIONS 0? LAW

The annexation of territory described as tne torae mile
nautical perimeter surrounding St. Paul Island, Walrus |Island
and Otter |Island 1including Walrus Island and Otter Island to
the city of St. Paul, as proposed in the petition of tne City
of St. Paul, sufficiently® meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within the ooundaries of tne City or St. Paul.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon tne Findings oi Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approvai oy tne Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature under tne provisions oi Article < seccion 12 of tnel
State constitution, the jurisdictional ooundaries of tne City
of St. Paul shall oe as follows:

M1 of the territory contained witnin a tnree nautical
(geographical) mile perimeter andlying above the mean low
ewater line surrounding St. Paul Island, sea Lion Rocx, Walrus
Island and otter Island of the Prioilof Group at Latitude 57
10" N and Longitude 170 15* W.

The Local 3oundary Commission nereby respectfully suonits its
recommendation to the Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature for the annexation of tne territory included in tne
above description and shown on tne attacned map.
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if property owned oy tne University of Alaska is annexed oy tne
City. Tne annexation of tne University of Alaska®"s property
nas oeen requested oy University officials, and a petition for
annexation of tne property nas oeen approved Dy tne Commission
for suDmission to tne Second Session of cne Fourteenth
Legislature. The Furusetn Addition is adjacent to City streets
and residential development. Like tne Gisse-Furuseth Addition,
the Furuseth Addition will ae suitaole for development as tne
demand for housing 1increases in tne Xetcnixan vicinity. me
Furusetn Addiiio.. is an undevelopeu, unpopuiatec parcel
surrounded on tnree sides oy the proposed University Addition
annexation, and on tne tourtn side oy tne territory witnin tne
Ooundaries of tne City of Xetcnixan. It 1is conveniently
accessiDle only from territory within the municipal ooundaries
of the City of Xetcnixan.

The Spear Addition consists of a _"/2 acre lot containing a

single-family dwelling. The spear Addition is, for all
practical purposes, totally surrounded Oy territory already
within the City. Tne Spear family receives City water and

sewer service, access to its property over City streets, and
oenefits from City fire and police protection due to tne
proximity of its property to the existing Dour.daries of tne
City of XetcniKan.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
dv the Commission included, out were not limited to, tne
petition of the City of Ketchikan, tne Report and
Recommendation oi the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, tne opposing orief from Edward Xing on oenalf of tne
Furuseth Estate, and oral testimony provided at tne Hovemoer

24, 1985 nearing. After due consideration, the Commission
finds that all tnree areas proposed for annexation conform to
several oi tne regulatory standards governing annexation. Tne

extent to wnicn these standards are met is stated oelow.

1. Two of tne tnree areas are urban in cnaracter pursuant to
(19 AAC 10.070(a)(3)), Tne Gisse-Furusetn Addition is
judged to be urban 1in character principally oecause of its
status as an approved suDdivision plat and 1its potential
for residential development. Tne Spear addition 1is uroan
in character oecause it is presently wused for uroan
residential purposes.

2. All three areas are 1in need of municipal services whicn tne
City can provide more efficiently than another municipality

(19 AAC 10.070(a)(4)]- These services include municipal
sewer and water utilities, fire protection and police
protection. Of tne tnree areas, only tne Spear Addition

requires all of these services; tne Gisse-Furusetn Addition
requires only fire and police protection at tnis time.
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3. The Furusetn Addition will oe attractive for residential

development as tne demand for nousing Increases in tne
Ketcnikan vicinity, mere is a reasonable likelihood tnat
future growtn and development will occur witnin tne

territory and tnat annexation of tne territory will enaole
tne Cicy to plan for and control tnat development
119 AAC 10.070(a)(5)J,

4. Residents or property owners witnin tne territory receive or
may be reasonaoly expectedto receive, directly "or indirect
ly, the oenefit of city government wirnout commensurate
property tax contrioutions [19 AAC 10.070(a) (8))- Tnis is
particularly evident withrespect to tne Spear addition,
the residents of wnicn receive an entire range of casic
city services witnout a concomitant tax contrioution.

5. Further, the Commission considered tne request oy a
representative of the Furuseth estate to reject " cne
petition or to omit parcels owned in whole and in part oy
the Furusetn Estate. Tne Commission determined tnat r.ni3
request should not oe granted since the property in
question met the aoove-referenced standards for annexation.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The annexation of territory known as the Gisse-Furu3eth-Spear
Addition to the City of Ketcnikan, as described in the petition
of the City of Ketchikan, sufficiently meets standards for the
annexation of territory to warrant inclusion witnin tne
boundaries of tne City of Ketchikan.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon tne Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT 1S ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval oy the Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature in accordance witn tne provisions of Article
Section 11 of tne State Constitution, the territory described
below snaii be annexed to tne City of Ketcnikan:

Gisse-Furuseth Addition

That portion of U.S. Survey 2635, Kercnikan Recording District,
First Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly
oounded and described as follows:

3euinning at corner 7 of U.S. Survey 2635 as snown on
recorded plat 477-43, said corner being a 3.L.M.
nonu.ai t, and being in common with the eastern most
cornet of U.S. Survey 1381, tnis point being the point
of beginning:

tnence N-59 “41°00*-W a distance of 275.58 feet;
tnence M-31<01°00<E a distance of 438.83 feet;
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4. With respect to tne capabilities of otner municipalities to
provide these needed services, tne Commission noted tnat
the only otner municipality in tne area is tne City of St.
George," whicn 1is located approximately 40 miles soucneast
of St. Paul. This situation is particularly relevant witn
respect to 19 AAC 10.070(a)(4)-

5. Potential development in tne territory proposed for
annexation warrants tne provision of municipal planning
authority in tne territory, sufficient -evidence exists
tnat there will likely be continued development of ootn the
fisheries industry and offsnore oil 1industry witnin and
adjacent to the area proposed for annexation. Currently,
the bottom fis.ung industry 1is rapidly expanding 1in tne
Pribilof area.

6. In addition to tne development of tne onsnore fish
processing industry, tnere also exists tne potential for
increased offshore processing. It is reasonaois to

conclude tnat tne City will ootn desire and require control
over waters contiguous to tne existing municipal ooundaries
since processors 1impact water quality and utilize certain
City services and facilities. Offsnore floating processors
will likely 1impact tne community oy cringing 1in iarge
numDers of transient workers wno, in turn, place a demand
on both emergency medical and local law enforcement
services.

7. The City of St. Paul is currently a Coastal District

established wunder tne Alaska Coastal Management program
(ACMP). Under tne ACHP, districts are autnorized to
develop a coastal management program for their area of
jurisdiction. In the case of St. Paul, expansion of its

municioal boundaries seaward three nautical (geographical)
miles will extend the City"splanning 3urisdiction over
that territory. Presently, tne City only nas jurisdiction
for coastal management to tne shoreline.

8. A portion of the territory proposed for annexation 1is now
part of the Alaska Maritime National ililaiife Refuge ana 1is
protected by the Federal government. However, an extension
of tne City"s municipal ooundarias to include tnis area
would allow tne City to provide coastal management planning
to regulate 1impacts upon tne coascal resources contiguous
to the Refuge. Tne Refuge 1is 1identified oy tne Alaska
Department of Fisnand Game as part or the same coastal
Diopnysical area as St. Paul Island proper.

9,As previously stated, tne residents of Sc, Paul use tne
waters surrounding the Island for day fisneries operations

and subsistence activities. Because tnere are no U.S.
Coast Guard rescue facilities on or near St. Paul Island,
the City provides marine rescue services. If tne City is

co legally provide sucn services, the marine territory must
be within its municipal ooundaries. Ine service will
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ot tae proposed annexation. After reviewin®, tne testimony,
oriefs and otner material, tne Commission conducted a
decisional session on tne proposed annexation in Anchorage on
December 9, 1955,

FINDINGS Of FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
oy the Coraaission included, out ware notlimited to, the
petition and supporting oriefs of tne City or St. Paul, tne
Report and Recommendation of tne Department of Community and
Regional Affairs, tne opposing briefs from tne Aleut Community
of >St. Paul and tne Tanadu®"six corporation, oral testimony
provided at t.ie .iovemoer 24, 1935nearing and information

provided ay Community and Regional Affairs staff after
conducting an inforaational meeting in St. Paul on December 2,

1935. After due consideration, tne Commission finds tnat ail
three areas proposed for annexation conform to several of tne
regulatory standards governing annexation. Following its

deliberations on tnis matter, the 1local Boundary Commission
made tne following findings of fact:

1. The City of St. Paul is now working reward diversifying tne
community"s economy oy reducing its dependence upon tne
seal Harvesting industry and oroademnc tne economic case

of the community. To accomplisn tnis, tne City is
developing a port facility to promote local development or
the oottom fishing industry. St. Paul residents are
investing 1in small coats and fisning off tne coast of St.
Paul Island. In addition, numerous otner fisning boats and

floating processors are operating immediately off tne coast
of St. Paul Island in tne area proposed for annexation.

2. The City of St. Paul provides searcn and rescue operations
and related services to the waters contiguous to Iits

current municipal ooundaries. However, the City does not
have the autnority to provide such services
extraterritorially. If tnis territory 1is annexed, it will

allow the City to continue seen activity witnout tne
present liaoilities associated with tne lack of municipal

jurisdiction. Testimony provided Dy tne petitioner
indicated that tne City of St. Paul is involved 1in an
average of at least two searcn and rescue missions per
month. Tnus  tne nealth, welfare or safety of City

residents 1is endangered in the absence of sucn municipal
Jjurisdiction.

3. Tne City of St. Paul aiso provides potaole water to tne
floating processors and fisning ooats operating offsnore of

the 1island. As tne fisning 1industry grows 1in tne region,
the City of St. Paul will oe an increasingly important
municipal service. To accommodate anticipated impacts, tne

City is currently preparing to develop alternative potaale
water sources.
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tnence N-64 852 "00*-2
tnence :J-35820 "UO*-E
thence :i-7u<i: "00*-s
thence N-83<%6"0J8-S
tnence S-33842700,-E
tr.ence 3-59< la"dJ*-E
tnence 3-73<59700*-E
thence 11-29°21 "17*-W

distance of 63.26 feet;

distance of 31.51 feet;

distance of 34.13 feet;

distance of 73.15 feet;

distance of 74.66 feet;

distance of 57.46 feet;

distance of 129.34 feet;
distance of 309.00 feet;
tnence 11-47<=23"23* -W distance of 355.00 feet;
tnence N-6840144" -E distance of 352.94 feet;
tnence North a distance! Of 37.00 feet;

tnence :1-66=29 "31" -W a distance of 239.64 feet;
tnence Jest a distance of 126.00 feet;

tnence N-39<10°0d,-» a distance of 115.01 feet;
thence North a distance of 178,24 feet;

tnence East a distance of 1311.97 feet;

tnence South a distance of 147.13 feet:

tnence East a distance of 460.35 feet;

thence South a distance of 1623.60 feet;

tnence Jest a distance of 1453.63 feet to tne
beginning.

Do oL LY

Tne neremabove described parcel of land contains 55.26 acres,
more or less.

Spear Addition

That parcel of land Known as Tract A, U.S. Sarvey 2635,
Ketcnikan Recording District, First Judicial District, State of
Alaska, more particularly pounded and described as follows:

Beginning at corner 1 of U.S.S. 2635 according to tne official
government plat tnereof;

thence S-21<47"-W a distance of 34.65 feet;

thence East a distance of 116.94 feet;

thence S-23<Q0°00~ -W a distance of 140.69 feet;

thence H-59“34" -W a distance of 255.40 feet;

tnence N-79<-15"-E a distance Jf 174.24 feet to tne

point of Beginning.

The nereinabove described parcel of land contains 0.47 acres,
more or leis.

Furusetn Addition

Tne parcel of land known as Tract S, U.S. Survey 1229, as snown
on recorded plat 154-6, Ketcnixan Recording District, First
Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly oourded
and descrioed as follows:

Beginning at tne southeastern most corner of Tract S, said
corner oeing m common witn tne northeastern most corner of Lot
12A, Block 5, U.S. Survey 1229, tnis oeing tne point of
beginning;

-15-
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tnence ,Z239543" a distance of 299.33 :aec;

tnence North a distance of 15 feet;

tnence N-39<4a" -H a distance of 175.27 feet;

tnence along a curve concave to tne South, (HuJduneac
feet) an arc distance of 23.24 feet;

tnence along a curve concave to tne Nortn (Re?:us=3j
feet) an arc distance of 77,38 feet;

tnence N-B9C48" -W a distance of 100.42 feet;

tnence North a distance of 200.00 feet;

tnence S-89<48" -E a distance of 650.00 feet;

thence Soutn a distance of 200.00 feet to tne pornt of
oegmning.

The hereinaoove descrioed parcel of land contains 2,879 acres,
more or less.

The Local Boundary Commission nereov respectfully suomits its
recommendation to the Second Session ot tne Fourteenth
Legislature for the annexation of tne tecritocy included in tne
ahove description and snown on thn attacned map.

-16-

HOUSE * SENATE JOINT

anuary 22, 1986 JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT No. 16

RECDMMSNDAT ION FOR TH.. * Mf-IA71J1y IF TERM TORY TO 228
CI TV OF ST. PAJL

IN THE HATTER JF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF 1
sr. PAUL, ALASKA OF APPROXIMATELY)
194 SJUARE MILES CONSISTING OF )
OTTER ISLAND, WALRUS ISLAND AND )
THE TERRITORY THREE NAUTICAL )
MILES SEAWARD FROM THESE ISLANDS 5

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On July 11, 1935, tne City of St. Paul petitioned the state of
Aiaska for tne annexation of Otter |Island, Walrus Island and
tne territory tnree nautical (geograpnical) miles seaward from
these islands. The tot3l area of the territory proposed far
annexation is approximately 194 square miles, consisting of 193
square miles of water and 1 square mile of land. Tne
annexation was submitted pursuant to Section 29.63.010(a) of
tne Alaska Statutes (i.e. tne process wnicn requires
concurrence from the State Legislature).

On November 7, 1985, cne Commission neld a puoiic nearing on

the petition in St. Paul. cnairman Rooect Sder and
Commissioners Greist, Hanson and Bettiswortn participated m
tne nearing. Testimony was offered oy eleven individuals.

The petitioner indicated tnat the proposed annexation is based
upon the following assertions:

That a need exists to enhance tne City"s tax oase oy expanding
its municipal ooundaries seaward so that raw fisn tax revenue
paid to the State oy floating fisn processors operating
immediately offsnore of St. Paul Island may De snared witn tne
City. Tnat a need exists to control cne impact wupon tne
Community of development oy tne fisning and oil exploration
enterprises on Walrus and Otter Islands and to control land use
and development through planning in a larger area.

During the .nearing, tne Commission received testimony tnat tne
Aleut Community of St. Paul Island (IRA) and tne Tanadusix
Corporation, tne major Jland nolder in tne area, oppose tne
proposed annexation.

The Commission considered Driers opposing tne proposed
annexation prepared on Dehalf of the Aleut Community of St.
Paul Island and a response to tne opposition orief filed by tne
City df St. Paul, in arriving at 1its decision, the Commission
also considered the Report and Recommendation of tne Department
of Community and Regional Affairs on the proposed annexation,
and an opinion oy tne Department of Law regarding t.ie
determination of the contiguity of Walrus Island in tne context
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RECOJM.SNDAni:! for the annexation of the fere::; je

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF )
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF 1
APPROXIMATELY 43.30 ACRES, )
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA ADDITION )

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On June 26, 1985, the City of Ketchikan petitioned foe the
annexation of approximately 48.30 acres contiguous to cne
City. On November 24, ."985, the Local Boundary Commission held
a puoiic nearing 1in Ketchikan on tne petition. The petition
was submitted pursuant to Section 29.63.010(a) of the Alaska
Statutes (i.e. tne process wnich requires concurrence from tne
Legislature).

Tne area proposed for annexation to tne City of Ketcnikan 1is
owned by the University of Alaska. A representative of the
University, Ketcnikan Community College Campus President Jonn
Menzie, offered testimony In support of tne proposed
annexation. Tne University also submitted a letter supporting
the proposed annexation. Tne petitioner nas asserted tnat
submission of the petition was predicated on assumptions that
the parcel 1is likely to undergo development and tnat tne City
of Ketchikan is the most logical municipality to provide needed
services to the site. Anticipated development 1is associated
with the proposed expansion of tne Ketchikan Community College
campus and the addition of dormitory nousing and additional
classroom space. The territory also contains a portion of tne
Ketcnikan by-pass route rignt-of-way, a proposed arterial
linking the east and west portions of tne City of Ketcnikan.

The City is not now providing services to the property, but is
tne logical entity to provide services as a need develops. The
City maintains a policy of providing services only witnin
nunicioal boundaries. The Ketcnikan Gateway aorougn provides
no special services to this area, except those wnich are
provided areawide to all residents of too 3orougn; planning and
zoning; taxation; education; and animal control

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, out were not limited to, tne
petition of tne City of Ketcnikan, tne Reporc and
Recommendation of tne Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at tne November 24, 1985
puoiic hearing in Ketcnikan. After due consideration, tne
Commission finds tnat tne area proposed for annexation conforms
to certain of the regulatory standards governing annexation.
Tne extent to wnicn tnese standards are met is stated oelow.
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Further, the Commission considered tnerequest oy cne IEC to
omit tne five acre parcel owned oy 1EC in Area «2. me

Commission determined tnat this request snould not oe granted
since tne five acres met tne same standards as tne remainder of
Area 42 and tnat tne parcel would oe surrounded on tnree sides
by territory witnin tne jurisdiction of tne City of Nortn Pole
if tne petition were amended to exclude tne referenced parcel.
The referenced parcel would also De geographically separated

from territory outside municipal jJurisdiction oy tne Thirtynile
Slougn,

Further, the Commission finds chat tneCity of North Pole is
capaole of extending and is willing to extend full municipal
services as defined oy 19 AAC 10.840(9). as sucn, annexation

pursuant to Section 29.63.010(a) of tne Alaska Statutes is
deemed the most appropriate procedure foe tnis ooundary
change.

On tne oasis of tne above findings, cne Commission approved
without modificationthe petition for annexation of
approximately 1.14 square miles oy the City of Nortn Pola.

The Commission hereoy respectfully suomlts its recommendation
to the Second session of tne Fourteentn Legislature for tne
annexation of tne territory descrioed in the City of North
Pole"s petition of June 10, 1985, and shown on the attached map.
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of feot iveness oS response so any sjci future emergencies
(provision or fire protection services on on extraterritorial
oasis is not autnorised ay tne Alaska statutes).

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at .ts findings, documents and evidence considered
oy the Commission included, out were not limited to, tne
petition of the city of Nortn Pole, tne Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, tne apposing orief from ISC, cne response orief from
tne City of Nortn Pole, tne petition oearing signatures of more
tnan 1,300 individuals opposed to tne annexation of iec’s
lousinesses and oral testimony provided at tne Octooer 26, 1935

nearing. After due consideration, the Commission finds tnat
all tnree areas proposed for annexation conform to several of
the regulatory standards governing annexation. The extent to

which these standards are met is stated oelow.

Each of t.ie tnree areas is uroan in character
(19 AAC 10.073(a)(3)]- Area fl is judged to oe uroan in
c.maracter principally oecause of its potential for
development. Area #2 is uroan in cnaractor because of Iits
existing development nortn of tne Horning Star Suodivision
and potential for development of the Horning Star
Suodivision. Area }3 is uroan in character Decause of its
extensive industiial development.

AlIl tnree areas are in need of municipal services wmcn
tne City can provide more efficiently tnan anotner
municipality (19 AAC 10.070(a)(4)]1, Tnese services
include municipal sewer and water utilities, fire
protection, police protection and road maintenance.

mere is a vreasonable likclinood tnat future growtn anu
development will occur witnin tne territory and tnat
annexation of the territory wili anaole tne City to olan
for and control tnat development 119 AAC 10.070(a)(5)].~

The healtn, welfare or safety of residents will likely oe
endangered oy the lack of sewer and water utilities since
the areas nave a hign water tools (19 AAC 10.070(6)]-
Furtner, tne fuel handling facility in Area ST poses a
potential puoiic danger.

Residents or property ownecs witnin tne territory receive
or may oe reasonaaly expected to receive, directly or
indirectly, the oenefit of city government witnout
commensurate property tax contributions
(19 AAC 10.070(3)). This is particularly evident in tne
extension of fire protection services.

Construction of an underpass of tne Richardson .iignway Iis
currently underway wnicn will more closely 1iinx Area 42
and tne areas within tne existini boundaries ot -.le Jitv
oi Nortn Pole.
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1. AnticipateA! development in tne area will generate tne need
for municipal services wr.icn tne City can provide 'or*
ef ficientljl tnan anotner municipality, pursuant to (13 AAC
10 .070(a) @)]1- Tnese services would include numcipa-
sewer and ster utilities and fire protection.

2. Tnere is @& reasonable Uxeliuood tnat future growtn and
developmen? will occur witnin tne territory and tnat
annexation ©Of tne territory will enaole tne City to plan
far and control tnat development pursuant to

(19 AAC 10 -070(a)(5)],

2. Tne Univer Sity of Alaska nas identified tne site for future
dormitory .mousing, and formally supports the proposed
annexation Tne Addition also aouts residential nousing
areas on tWo sides, and there are City streets and roads
wnich lead to the site,

CONCLUSIONS OF LAZ

The petition for annexation of territory Known as tne
University of Alaska Addition to tne City of ketcnikan, as
described in tne petition oi tne City of Ketcnikan,
>:ufficient 1y Mmeets standards foi annexation to wattant
inclusion witnin the ooundaries of tne City of KetcniKun.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
luove, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval oy cne Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature in accordance witn tne provisions of Article X
Section i2 of tne State Constitution, tne territory descrtoea
Oelow snail oe annexed to the City of Ketcnikan:

That portion of U.S. Sucvoy 1229, Ketcnikan Recording District,
First Judicial District, State oi Aiasna, more particularly
bounded and descrioed as follows:

3deginninc at Corner No. 2, tne noctneast corner of said U.S.
Survey 1229, tnence Soutn 1591.27 feet to cne true point o:

beginning:

tnence Nest a distanc - oi 1117,31 feet;
tnence Soutn a distance of 330.00 feet;
tnence West a distance or u37,/0 feet;
thence South a distance of 356.12 feet;
thence S-39723"-E a distance of 236.46 feet;
tnence S-0<12°-W a distance of 100.00 feet;
thence S-39043"-E a distance of 245,00 feet;
thence S-0<12"-W a distance of 440.00 feet;
tnence 5-89<43,-S a distance of 161.92 feet;
tnence Soutn a distance of 200.00 feet;
tnence S-39<4i"-S a distance of 36.21 feet;
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o X, oat:.: pm? whz yilIx.o-.or .0
tnence Nortn i oistitice or 103.0: fee”; “ir: j- top>: pole
tnence S-59<"45"-£ a sist".nce of 550,J0 feet;
t-.ence South a distance or 200.00 feet;
tnence S-0?*4tf"-Z a distance of 37.31 feet: SN.-.A4if Jr THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION
t.ience Noftn a distance of 1901.0~ feet to tne tree
point of neginr®.ing. On June 10, 19aS, trie City of Nortn Pole petitioned for tne
annexation of tnree separate areas totalling approximately
Tne heremabcvu described parcel of iono contains 43.30 acres, 729.6 acres (L.14 square miles) of land contiguous to tne
core or le33. City. Tne annexation proposal -"as made pursuant to Section
Article X Section 12 of tne State Constitution (i.e. tne
me Local Boundary Con.sission nereov respectfully suomits its process wnicn requires concurrence from cne State Legislature!.
recommendation to tne Second Session of tne rourteencn
Legislature tor tne annexation of t.ie territory mciuoeu in tne Tne first of tnese tnree separate areas, referreu to as
acove description and snown on tne atcacnod map. Area *1, 1is nortnwest af tne existing municipal ooundaries ar.c

is comprised of approximately 605 acres (3.95 square miles).
This territory consists primarily of wundeveloped parcels ot
land ranging in site from 5 to 110 acres. Testitlt, iv provided
to Cne Commission at 1its hearing conducted on tnis matter in
North Pole on October 26, 1955, indicated tnat a majority of
r.ne land owners n Area 31 support the proposed annexation.

The area vreferred to as Area |2 1is ea*t of tne existing
municipal ooundaries and 1is comprised of approximately 73 acres
(0.11 square miles). Area 32 contains tne doming Star
Subdivision and several parcels witn small easinesses nortn oi
the subdivision. Tne owner of tne subdivision supports tne
proposed annexation. However, tne Interior Energy Corporation
(I1EC), w.-.icn owns a number of businesses in t.us area, opposed
tne proposed annexation. IEC"s property Holdings 1in Area <2
include a snopping mall, truck stop and fuel sales facility.
In addition tosubmitting a arief opposing tne proposed
annexation, 1EC representatives offered considerable oral
testimony at the October 26 nearing on tne petition oy tne
Local Boundary Commission. The 1SC opposition orief requested
that the Commission deny the petition, "or alternatively, (deny
the petition) insofar as it applies to tne portion of proposed
Area 32 nortn of tne Horning Star Subdivision.*

During tne course of its delioeratior.s, tne Commission duly
considered tne orief jnd ocal testimony relating to tne
annexation of tnat portion of Area 32 owned oy IEC.

Tne area referreu to as Area 33 is soutn of tne existing
municipal ooundaries and contains approximately 51 acres
(3.03 square miles). Area 33 contains tne recently constructed

Petro Star refinery, tne owners of wnicn nave expressed support
for cne proposed annexation, both in writing to tne City of
Nortn Pole and in oral testimony oefore tne Commission. At tne
puoiic nearing on tr.e petition conducted oy tne Commission on
Octooer 26, 1955, a representative ot tne Petro Star refinery
testified concerning a recent fire at tne facility and tne need
for municipal fire protection at tne f_cility to maximize

.25-
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VI, RECOHMESDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF THE 2.S. COk3~
iJASDADD"™ UN TO THU CITY Of KETCHIKAN

li¢ THE MATTER Or THE PETITION 1
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF )
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF )
APPROXIMATELY 121.31 ACRES )
DESCRIBED AS THE U.S. COAST GUARD )
ADDITION 3

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On June 26, 1985, tne City of KetcnlKan petitioned foe tne
annexation oi approximately 121,31 acres contiguous to tne
City. Tne petition was suDmitted pursuant to section
29.63.010(a) of tne Alaska Statutes (i.e. tne process wnicn
requires Legislative concurrence).

51.24 acres of the 121.31 acres proposed for annexation to tne
City of Ketcnikan are currently witnin tne confines of tne U.S

Coast Guard Base 1in Ketcnikan. The remaining acreage consists
of coastal waters contiguous -.0 existing offsnore City of
Ketchikan municipal ooundarie. The existing City ooundaries
already encompass 9.23 acres ¢ tne Coast Guard Base"s total
60.47 acres. Tne 3ase contains a variety of facilities
including the Base Commander®s residence, dormitory nousing for
the 32 enlisted personnel, ouoy storage, munitions storage,
rifle range, equipment storage and vacant land. The annexation
would result in the addition of 32 residents to the City of
Ketchikan. The existing municipal ooundaries pass tnrougn tne

middle of a warehouse on the Base.

FINDINGS UP FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission 1included, but were not limited to, me
petition of th_ City of Ketchikan, tna Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at tne Novenoer 24, 1935

nearing. After due consideration, tne Commission finds tnat
the area proposed for annexation conforms to two of t.ie
regulatory standards governing annexation. Tne extent to whicn

these standards are met is stated oelow.

1. The area is urban in character pursuant to
(19 AAC 10.073(a)(3))- Tne Coast Guard Addition 1is judged
to be uroan in cnaracter principally because ol the status
of the most of tne area as “an operating Coast Guard
facility and the residence of 32 coast Guard personnel.

2. The area 1is in need of municipal services wnich tne City
can provide more efficiently than another municipality 119
AAC 10.070(a)(4)), Tnese services include municipal sewer
and water utilities and fire protection.
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CONCLUSIONS ,F -A."

Tne tem-tory proposed for annexation, known as tne Coast juaro
Addition, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within the ooundaries of tne City of
Ketcnikan. However, if approved as requested, tne proposed
annexation would create a 2.3 acre enclave outside tne
jurisdiction of tne City wnicn would oe nearly surrounded oy
territory witnin tne jurisdictional boundaries of tne City. It
is tne conclusion of tne Commission tnat such circumstances
would Ilikely cause difficulties 1in tne delivery of municipal

services. After "reviewing tne petition and conducting a
hearing on the proposed annexation, the Local Boundary
Commission concludes tnat tne boundaries of tne territory

proposed for annexation snail oe reducsd to 35.59 acres to
preclude the creation of tne enclave.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon tne Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT 1S ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval oy tne Second Less.on of tne Fourteenth
Legislature under tne provisions oi Article < Section 12 of tne
State Constitution, the territory descrioed oelow snail oe
annexed to the City of Ketcnikan:

A parcel of land within tne Ketcnikin Recording District, First
Judicial District, State of Alaskj, more particularly oounded
and described as follows:

Beginning at Corner 2 of U.S. Survey 1667 Ketcnikan
Lighthouse Reserve as shown on the official government
plat thereto;

thence S$-43<53"-e I. distance of 441,72 feet to tne true
point of beginning;

thence 5-43<56"-L adistance of 1702,52 ieet;

tnence S-4b<00"-W adistance of 1936.44 feet;

thence ;|-43c23*-Ww adistance of 1927,7j feet;

thence N-51<57"-£ a distance of 2149.14 feet; to tne
true point of beginning

The hereinabove described parcel contains 35.59 acres.
Tne Local Boundary Commission hereov respectfully suomits its
recommendation to tne Second Session of tne Fourteenth

Legislature for tne annexation of tne territory included in tne
aoove description and snown on tne attached map.
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1. PREFACE

Each year the Local Boundary Commission files a report with the
State Legislature. The report this year serves the. following
principal functions:

< To provide a summary of all of the actions taken by the
Local Boundary Commission during calendar vear 1985.

0 To submit for consideration to the Second Session of the
Fourteenth Legislature, recommendations of proposed
municipal boundary changes which require legislative
review pursuant to the provisions of Article X & 12 of
the State Constitution, AS 44 _.47.567(b)(2), and
AS 29.06.040. Specifically, this Report contains
recommendations for the annexation of territory to the
Cities of Angoon, Ketchikan, North Pole, St Paul, and
Unalaska, N well as a recommendation for detachment of
territory )Jm the North Slope Borough.

0 To bring to the attention of the Legislature issues
relating to: 1) the desire of certain residents to
dissolve their municipal governments 1in favor of Native
governments and 2) the 1impacts of the Federal Voting
Rights Act on matters relating to the Local Boundary
Commission proceedings.

This Report 1is respectfully submitted this 22nd day of January,
1986 .

STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

BY
Robert Eder, Chairman



OFFICIAL BUSINESS

Alaska g>tate legislature

Senate

. . PO BOXV
Office of tfje ~>ecretarp | CAPITOL BULDING
aAN 2 2 RECO '
January 22, 1986
MEMORANDUM TO: Senator DeVries, Chairman
Community and Refional Affairs
Committee
FROM: Peggy Mulligan,

Secretary of the Senate

Subject: Local Boundary Commission
proposed annexations

The President referred the annual Local Boudary Commission
report to your committee for possible action. Attached 1is the
letter accompanying the report.

According to the attached letter, you were sent a copy of the
report., from the Local Boundary Commissioner.

March 7 is the last day that the House and Senate could pass a

concurrent resolution to stop any of the annexations, (45 days
after receipt of the report) .

Pagus 13 - 56 of the report will appear in Joint House-Senate
Supplement No. 16 to today®s journal.
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BILL SHEFFIELD. GOVERNOR

WEFT. OF COJIMUJITV & KEGIO.VALAFFAIRS
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 9950

Members:

Robert Eder

Chairman

Josephine Anderson
First Judicial District

Bert Greist
Second Judicial District

Dave Hanson
Third Judicial District

Januar Yy 22 . 1986 Charles Bettisworth

Fourth Judicial District

The Honorable Don Bennett
Senate President

P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Bennett:

Enclosed 1is the Report to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature by the Alaska Local Boundary Commission.

The Report contains recommendations for the annexation of
territory to the <cities of Angoon, Ketchikan, North Pole,
St./Paul, and Unalaska, as well as a recommendation for
detachment of territory from the "North Slope Borough. Pursuant
to Article X 8 12 of the State Constitution, AS
44 _.47.567(b)(2), and AS 29.06.040, these recommended boundary
changes will become effective forty-five days from this date or
at the end of the Session, whichever is earlier, unless
disapproved by a concurrent resolution of the Legislature.

In addition, the Report provides: 1) a synopsis of the role and
function of the Local Boundary Commission, 2) an executive
summary of all of the actions taken by the Commission during
calendar year 1985 and 3) a statement of 1issues which the
Commission wishes to bring to the attention of the Legislature.



The Honorable Don Bennett
January 22, 1986
Page 2

Each year, the Local Boundary Commission attends a joint
hearing of the Community and Regional Affairs Committees of the
House and Senate to discuss the annual report of the
Commission. We look forward to meeting with those Committees
at their convenience.

Sincerely

Chairman

cc with attachment:
Tne Honorable Bill Sheffield
Governor

SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
The Honorable Edna DeVries, Chairman
The Honorable Frank R. Ferguson, Vice Chairman
The Honorable John B. ™"Jack"™ Coghill
The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
The Honorable Vic Fischer
Yvonne Alford, Staff (with 2 cbpies of the Report)

Members of the Local Boundary Commission

The Honorable Emil Notci, Commissioner
Department of Community and Regional Affairs



THIS ACKNOWLEDGES RECEIPT OF THE "REPORT TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE"™ SUBMITTED BY THE STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION WITHIN THE FIRST 10 DAYS OF THE
SESSION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE X SECTION

12 OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION, AS 44 _47.567(b)(2) AND AS
29.06.040.

RECEIVED: JANUARY 22, 1906

TIME: yyoanny



1. BACKGROUND

ROLE OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

Delegates to the State Constitutional Convention recognized

that the establishment and revision of local government
boundaries should ©primarily be the responsibility of the
State. To carry out this responsibility, the delegates

provided 1in Article X 8 12 of the State Constitution that,

A  local boundary commission or board shall be
established by law in the executive branch of the

state government. The commission or board may
consider any proposed Jlocal government boundary
change. It may present proposed <changes to the
legislature during the first ten days of any
regular session. The change shall become
effective forty-five days after presentation or at
the end of the session, whichever is earlier,
unless disapproved by a resolution concurred 1in by
a majority of the members of each house. The

commission or board, subject to law, may establish
procedures whereby boundaries may be adjusted by
local action.

Subsequent enactments of law granted powers and duties to the
Local Boundary Commission regarding the adjustment of
jurisdictional boundaries of municipalities, as well as the
formation, merger, <consolidation and dissolution of municipal
governments. Powers and duties of the Commission specifically
include the following:

< to make studies of municipal government boundary problems
[AS 44_.47.567(a) () 1;

0 to hold hearings and act wupon proposals for changing
jurisdictional boundaries of municipal governments
[AS 44_.47.567(a)(3) and AS 29.06.040];

< to hold hearings and act upon petitions for the
incorporation of cities and boroughs (AS 29.05.010-210);

0 to hold hearings and act upon petitions for the merger or

consolidation of two or more municipal governments
(AS 29.06.090-170); and

0 to hold hearings and act upon petitions for the
dissolution of municipal governments (AS 29.06.450-530).

COMPOSITION OF THE COMMISSION

The Local Boundary Commission consists of five members. One
member is appointed by the Governor from each of the four
Judicial Districts of the state. The fifth member, who serves
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as Chairman of the Commission, is appointed by the Governor
from the state at-large. Members of the Commission serve
without compensation and are appointed to serve staggered five
year terms.

The current members of the Commission are:

0 Robert Eoer, Chairman, serving at-large (current term
expires January 31, 1987);

0 Charles Bettisworth, Vice Chairman, serving from the Fourth
Judicial District (current term expires January 31, 1990);

0 Josephine Anderson, serving from the First Judicial District
(current term expires January 31, 1986);

0 Bert Greist, serving from the Second Judicial District
(current term expires January 31, 1989); and

0 David Hanson, serving from the Third Judicial

District (current term expires January 31, 1988),

TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT TO THE COMMISSION

The Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs,
Division of Municipal and Regional Assistance, provides
technical and administrative support to the Commission. Such
support includes the following principal responsibilities:

0 providing assistance to prospective petitioners who wish to
bring actions before the Local Boundary Commission;

0 reviewing the form and content of petitions which have been
filed with the Commission to determine compliance with
applicable laws and regulations;

0 analyzing proposed actions and preparing formal reports and
recommendations to the Local Boundary Commission; and

0 providing general technical and administrative support,
including drafting findings of fact, conclusions of law and
statements of decision following Commission action;
providing public notice of all proceedings; preparing
minutes of all meetings; et cetera.

SYNOPSIS OF PROCEDURES

The following provides a brief summary of the procedures and
different types of actions which may be brought before the
Commission. Details concerning the procedures may be obtained
by reviewing the statutes and administrative regulations
referenced in this synopsis.

Formation of Municipal Governments:
City and borough governments are incorporated wunder
the provisions of State laws and administrative
regulations. The Local Boundary Commission must
judge each incorporation proposal using standards
established in those laws and regulations.



Examples of standards for incorporation of cities
include the following: suitable size and stability
of population, an economy which includes the human

and financial resources necessaryto provide

municipal services, and a need for local
government. Examples of standards for incorporation
of Dboroughs include the following: a socially,
culturally and economically interrelated and
integrated population; jurisdictional boundaries

which conform to natural geography; an economy which
includes the human and financial resources necessary
to provide municipal services; and transportation
facilities which allow the communication and
exchange necessary for the development of integrated
borough government.

IT the Commission approves a petition for the
incorporation of a municipal government, the
Lieutenant Governor™s Office conducts an election on
the proposed incorporation. A majority of the
registered voters residing within the territory
proposed for incorporation and voting on the 1issue
must approve the proposedincorporation before it

may be effected.

Further information concerning the procedures and
standards which govern the incorporation of a city
or borough may be obtained by referring to the
statutes and regulations listed below:

0 standards for 1incorporation of a city -
AS 29.05.010-020 and 19 AAC 10.010-030;
0 standards for incorporation of a borough -
AS 29.05.030 and 19 AAC 10.160-180; and
< procedures for incorporation of cities and
boroughs -
AS 29.05.060 and 19 AAC 10.325-440.

Municipal Boundary Changes:
The Local Boundary Commission examines proposed
annexations and detachments using standards
established by administrative regulations.

Examples of standards for annexation include the
following: whether the territory proposed for
annexation is totally surrounded by the
municipality; whether the territory 1is owned by the
municipality; whether the territory is urban in
character; whether the territory is in need of
municipal services; whether there is a likelihood
that future growth and development will occur 1in the
territory; whether the health, welfare and safety of
residents is endangered by developments in the
territory; whether annexation of the territory 1is
necessary to extend adequate service to vresidents
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within the existing boundaries of the municipality;
whether residents or property owners in the
territory vreceive or expect to vreceive municipal
services without commensurate tax contributions.

Standards for detachment include a determination
that the proposed detachment is in the best
interests of the State, the territory proposed for
detachment and the municipality affected.

Annexations and detachments may be accomplished
through either of two general processes, the Local
Action process or the Legislative Review process.
Each of these processes 1is explained below.

Local Action
Municipal boundary changes carried out wunder the
Local Action process require approval of both the
Local Boundary Commission and a majority of the

voters, or in certain instances all of the
property owners and voters, 1in the territory which
comprises the proposed boundary change. There are

four distinct methods by which municipal boundary
changes may be effected wunder the Local Action
process. The following 1is a discussion of these
methods.

1. Annexation or Detachment by Election.
A petition may be presented to the Commission
for the annexation or detachment of an area to
be subject to an election. If the Commission
approves the petition, the action does not
take effect unless the proposed boundary
change 1is approved by a majority vote of the
residents of the territory affected.

2. Annexation of Municipally-owned Property.
Property which 1is owned by a municipality and
which adjoins its present boundaries may be
annexed by ordinance without voter approval.
The annexation becomes effective with the
approval of the Local Boundary Commission.

3. Annexation Upon Petition by All of the Resident
Registered Voters and Property Owners
An area adjoining a municipality may be
annexed 1if all of the property owners and all
of the registered voters who reside within the
territory petition the governing body for the
boundary change. The annexation becomes
effective through the adoption of an ordinance
by the governing body of the municipality and
the approval of the Local Boundary Commission.



4. Step Annexation
An annexation petition may seek for annexation
to take effect gradually over a period not to
exceed Ffive years. If the Commission approves
a petition for step annexation, the proposed
annexation must also be approved by a majority
of the voters in the affected area.

Legislative Review
Boundary changes under this process require the
approval of the Local Boundary Commission and the

State Legislature. If the Commission approves a
petition for a municipal boundary change wunder the
Legislative Review process,the Commission must

submit a formal recommendation for the boundary
change to the Legislature during the first ten days

of a regular session. That recommendation is then
subject to legislative veto within 45 days from the
date it is submitted. Ifnot rejected by the

legislature during the 45 day review period, the
boundary change becomes effective.

The Legislative Review process 1is typically used
where circumstances do not 1lend themselves to the
initiation of municipal boundary changes through the
Local Action process. Such circumstances may
include the following.

0 If it would be impractical to seek annexation of
territory through the Local Action process. For
example, territory proposed for annexation may
be uninhabited and may be owned by a substantial
number of individuals, several of whom may be
unknown. Thus, the matter could not be decided
at an election nor would it be practical to
obtain the approval of each of the property
owners.

0 If the interests of certain parties may not be
adequately protected through the Local Action
process. For example, one resident registered
voter could theoretically seek the annexation or
detachment under the Local Action Election
method of his/her property consisting of a
quarter-acre, and could seek the simultaneous
annexation or detachment of an adjacent
unpopulated 160 acre parcel of land. Such
circumstances would 1likely be considered unfair
to the owner(s) of the adjacent 160 acres.
Thus, the Commission could compel consideration
of the proposed municipal boundary change
through the Legislative Review method.

< 1f there is a compelling public need for a
boundary change, but there is uncertainty
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whether a majority of residents in the territory
affected would support the proposed ooundary
change.

This 1last circumstance 1is, unquestionaDly, the most

controversial of the various processes and
circumstances surrounding municipal ooundary
changes. However, as was addressed earlier, the

provisions of Article X g 12 of tne State
Constitution were establisned to accommodate this
very type of situation.

Decisions of tne Alaska Supreme Court confirm tne
constitutional principle associated with Article X 3
12 of the State Constitution without exception. In
Fairview Puoiic Utility Dist. No. 1 v. City of
Anchorage, 368 P.2d 540 (Alasxa 1962), tne Supreme
Court stated that, "An examination of the relevant
minutes of [the constitutional proceedings] shows
clearly the concept that was in mind when the local
boundary commission was being considered: that
local political decisions do not usually —create
proper boundaries and that boundaries should be
established at the state level." Id. at 543. The
court concluded, "The subject of .- municipal
boundaries 1is legitimately the concern of the state
as a whole, and not just that of the local
community._" Id. at 546.

Further information <concerning the procedures and
standards wnich govern the annexation and detacnment
of territory to a municipality may be obtained by
referring to the statutes and regulations listed
below:

0 standards for annexation to cities -

19 AAC 10.065-090;
0 standards for detacnment from cities and unified
municipalities -
19 AAC 10.95-120;

0 standards for annexation to organized borougns -
19 AAC 10.185-220;

0 standards for detachment from organized boroughs
19 AAC 10.225-250;

0 procedures for ooundary changes by Local Action -
AS 29.06.040(c), AS 44.47.567(a)(4), 19 AAC
10.630-730 and 19 AAC 10.735-790; and

0 procedures for boundary changes by Legislative

Review -
Article X 8 12 of the State Constitution,
AS 44 _.47.567(b)(2), AS 29.06.040(h) and

19 AAC 10.450-620.

Dissolution of Municipal Governments:
The Local Boundary Commission examines proposed
dissolutions of municipal governments using
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standards and procedures established by Jlaw and
administrative regulations.

Standards for the dissolution of municipal
governments include the following: whether the
municipality is free of debt, whether it still meets
the standards for incorporation or whether the
municipality still exercises municipal powers.

ITf the proposed dissolution of a municipality 1is
approved by the Local Boundary Commission, it may
not be effected unless approved by a vote of the
residents of the municipality or by the Legislature,
depending on the particular process used.

Further information concerning the procedures and
standards which govern the dissolution of a
municipality may be obtained by referring to the
statutes and regulations listed below:
0 standards for dissolution of a city -
AS 29.06.470 and 19 AAC 10.130-150;
0 standards for dissolution of a borough -
19 AAC 10.260-280; and
0 procedures for dissolution of a municipality -
AS 29.06.450-530.

Consolidation or Merger of Municipal Governments

The Local Boundary Commission examines proposals for
consolidation of municipalities (the creation of a
new municipality from the union of two or more
existing municipalities) and for the merger of
municipalities (the absorption of one municipality
by another existing municipality) wusing a standard
and the procedures established by law and
administrative regulations.

The standard for the merger or consolidation of
municipalities 1is whether the successor municipality
meets the standards for incorporation.

Further information <concerning the procedures and
standards which govern the consolidation or merger
of municipalities may be obtained by referring to
the statutes and regulations listed below:
0 standards for merger of municipalities -
19 AAC 10.290-300;
0 standards for consolidation of municipalities -
19 AAC 10.310-320;
0 procedures for merger or consolidation -
AS 29.06.090-170 and 19 AAC 10.800-810.



. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES OF THE LOCAL
BOUNDARY COMMISSION DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1985

The following is a summary of the petitions for municipal
incorporation, dissolution and boundary <change brought before
the Commission in calendar year 1985.

MUNICIPAL INCORPORATIONS

Nabesna (Election District 6)

Residents of Nabesna petitioned for incorporation of a city
of the second class. The area proposed for incorporation
encompassed approximately 258.7 square miles. After
carefully considering the matter, the Commission denied the
petition on the basis that the standards for incorporation
had not been met. The size and stability of the population
(approximately 36 individuals, several of whom were
part-time residents), as well as the very limited economic
base of the community were the principal concerns of the
Commission.

Betties (Election District 24)

The Commission®s Report to the First Session of the
Fourteenth Legislature noted that the Commission had
approved (with amended boundaries) the petition for the
incorporation of Betties in 1984. The proposed
incorporation was approved by the voters on June 25, 1985.
Requisite approval of the U.S. Justice Department under the
provisions of the Federal Voting Rights Act was granted
several months later.

In December, 1985, the City of Betties became the 158th
existing municipal government organized under the Jlaws of
the State of Alaska.

DISSOLUTIONS

City of Akiachak (Election District 25)
Residents of the City of Akiachak ©petitioned for the

dissolution of their city government. After carefully
considering the matter, the Commission denied the
petition. While the Commission was wunderstanding of the

desires of the residents of Akiachak to dissolve their
municipal government 1in favor of government by their IRA
Council, present laws and regulations do not permit
dissolution on the basis of such circumstances.

Issues relating to the proposed dissolution of municipal
governments under these and similar circumstances are
discussed in greater detail in Section XIIl of this Report.

BOUNDARY CHANGES - LOCAL ACTION

City of Fairbanks (Election District 20)
The Local Boundary Commission approved the petition of the
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City of Fairbanks for the annexation of the King Industrial
Park, comprising approximately 9.1 acres. The annexation
was undertaken at the request of all of the property owners
in the territory proposed for annexation.

The Local Boundary Commission also approved a petition for
annexation by welection of the Wiedeman-King Subdivision,
comprising approximately 83 acres. However, the proposed
annexation was rejected by the voters and, accordingly,
will not be effected.

City of Wasilla (Election District 16)

The Local Boundary Commission approved the petition for the
annexation of the Mission Hills Subdivision, comprised of
approximately 16.7 acres. The annexation was undertaken at
the request of all of the property owners and resident
registered voters 1in the territory proposed for annexation.

The Local Boundary Commission also approved the petition of
the City of Wasilla for the annexation of the Cottonwood
Creek Mall and surrounding territory comprising a total of
265.91 acres. This annexation was undertaken at the
request of all of the property owners and resident
registered voters in the territory proposed for annexation.

City of Galena (Election District 24)

The Local Boundary Commission approved the petition of the
City of Galena for the annexation of approximately 533
acres of municipally owned property.

City of Klawock (Election District 02)
The Local Boundary Commission approved the petition for the
annexation of a newly constructed shopping center
comprising approximately 6.52 acres. The annexation was
undertaken at the request of all of the property owners 1in
the territory proposed for annexation.

City of Kodiak (Election District 27)
The Local Boundary Commission approved a petition for

annexation by election of the following areas: the
Southeast Addition No. 2, Hospital Subdivision, Mission
Lake Subdivision and the unsurveyed portion of Mission
Lake, including property owned by the Women American
Baptist Mission; totalling approximately 81.3 acres (0.1271
square miles). The matter 1is scheduled to be voted upon by

the residents of the territory proposed for annexation 1in
April, 1986.

BOUNDARY CHANGES, LEGISLATIVE REVIEW

City of Angoon (Election District 02)

The City of Ang”n petitioned for the annexation of
territories in the ~reas of Kiilisnoo Island, Favorite Bay,
Michael Bay and Hood Bay comprising approximately 87 square
miles. After carefully applying the standards for
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annexation to cities, the Commission determined that only a
portion of the requested territory should be annexed to the
City. The Commission approved the annexation of
approximately 30.14 square miles. Details of the territory
proposed for annexation, including a map of the area
involved and the Commission®s Findings of Fact and
Statement of Decision, are contained in the formal
recommendation for the annexation cf this territory found
in Section IV of this Report.

City of Ketchikan (Election District 01)
The City of Ketchikan submitted separate petitions for the
annexation of the following four areas:

BLM-KPU Additions (515.62 acres);

Gisse-Furuseth-Spear Additions (58.609 acres);

University of Alaska Addition (48.30 acres); and

U.S. Coast Guard Addition (121.31 acres).

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

Details of the territories proposed for annexation,
including maps of the areas involved and the Commission®s
Findings of Fact and Statements of Decision, are contained
in the formal vrecommendation for the annexation of these
territories found in this Report as follows:

BLM-KPU Additions - Section V;

Gisse-Furuseth-Spear Additions - Section VI;

University of Alaska Addition - Section VII; and

U.S. Coast Guard Addition - Section VIII.

City of North Pole (Election District 18)

The Local Boundary Commission approved the petition of the
City of North Pole for the annexation of three separate
parcels totalling approximately 1.14 square miles. Details
of the territory proposed for annexation, 1including a map
of the area involved and the Commission®s Findings of Fact
and Statement of Decision, are contained in the formal
recommendation for the annexation of this territory found
in Section IX of this Report.

City of St. Paul (Election District 26)

The Local Boundary Commission approved the petition of the
City of St. Paul for the annexation of the surrounding
Islands of Otter and Walrus, Sea Lion Rock and the adjacent
waters; totalling approximately 194 square miles. Details
of the territory proposed for annexation, including a map
of area involved and the Commission®s Findings of Fact and
Statement of Decision, are contained in the formal
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recommendation for the annexation of this territory found
in Section X of this Report.

City of Unalaska (Election District 26)

The City of Unalaska petitioned for the

of Unalaska Island and surrounding territories totalling
approximately 1,294 square miles. After carefully applying
the standards for annexation to cities, the Commission
determined that only a portion of the requested territory
should be annexed to the City. The Commission approved the
annexation of approximately 189 square miles. Details of
the territory proposed for annexation, including a map of
the area involved and the Commission®s Findings of Fact and
Statement of Decision, are contained in the formal
recommendation for the annexation of this territory found
in Section Xl of this Report.

North Slope Borough (Election District 22)

Residents of the NANA R ion have proposed to form a
borough. The petition folL _.he detachment of approximately
3,298 square miles from the North Slope Borough was
initiated in order to provide an adequate tax base for the
proposed Northwest Arctic Borough. The territory proposed
for detachment consists of the land within the NANA
Regional Corporation boundaries, 1including the Red Dog zinc
mine sSite. The Department ofCommunity and Regional
Affairs acted as petitioner in this matter because there
was no other qualified entity which was willing to initiate
the action. The detachment was sought on the ~condition
that the boundary change not take effect unless and until a
borough was formed in the NANA Region.

The Local Boundary Commission approved the petition for
detachment without modification. Details of the territory
proposed for annexation, 1including a map ofarea involved
and the Commission®s Findings of Fact and Statement of
Decision, are contained in the formal vrecommendation for
the annexation of this territory found 1in Section XIl of
this Report.
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1v. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY THE
CITY OF ANGOON

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION

FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF
ANGOON, ALASKA, OF APPROXIMATELY)
87 SQUARE MILES, CONSISTING

OF KOOTZNOOWOO INLET INCLUDING
MITCHELL, FAVORITE AND

KANALKU BAYS, KILLISNOO ISLAND,

A PORTION OF TABLE AND SAND
ISLANDS AND HOOD BAY, INCLUDING
NORTH ARM

tin
“if

o o\ N\ o/ o/

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On August 7, 1985, the City of Angoon submitted a petition ror

annexation of approximately 87 square miles, consisting o€
Kootznoowoo Inlet, including Mitchell, Favorite and Kanalku
Bays, Kiilisnoo Island, a portion of Taola and Sand Islands and
Hood Bay, including North Arm. Tne annexation was submitted
pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of tne Alaska Statutes (i.e.
the process wnicn requires concurrence from the State

Legislature) .

The Local Boundary Commission conducted a nearing on tne
petition in Angoon on Novemoer 22, 1985. Members of the
Commission present at the nearing were Acting Chairman Charles
Bettisworth, Dave Hanson and Bert Greist.

Opposition to the proposed annexation was lodged oy several
property owners in tne Hood Bay area. These individuals
expressed a desire to vremain in an unincorporated area and
contended that they would accrue no measurable benefits as a
result of tne proposed annexation. Tney also stated tnac the
City would not oenefit by annexing tne residents” property.
Briefs opposed to the proposed annexation were also filed oy tne
Alaska Pulp Corporation and snee Atika, Inc.

The Commission conducted a decisional session on the petition 1in
Anchorage on December 9, 1985. Present at tne decisional
session were Acting Chairman Charles Bettisworth, Dave Hanson,
Jo Anderson and Bert Greist.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and otner evidence
considered by the Commission 1included, but were not Ilimited to,
tne petition and supporting oriefs of tne City of Angoon, briefs
in opposition to tne annexation filed oy the Alaska Pulp
Corporation and Snee Atika, 1Inc., the Report and Recommendation
of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs and
testimony provided at the Commission®s Novemoer 22, 1985
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hearing. Following 1its deliberations on chis matter, tne Lodal
Boundary Commission made the following findings of fact:

1.

Tne petitioner and residents of tne community perceive a
need to control land use and development of tne area

proposed for annexation in order to monitor and
appropriately regulate growtn, development and tourism
activities in tne area. Annexation of the amended area
will afford the City an opportunity to more efficiently
protect tne area’s significant economic resources,

historical and cultural resources and tne livelihood of its
residents.

A demonstrated need exists for tne extension of municipal
services to tnose areas planned for development in tne near
future, particularly Kiilisnoo Island.

A road to Favorite Bay across village corporation Jlands 1is
planned oy tne City to secure an additional water source.
The road would open up tne area for additional homesites, a
new dump site and a cemetery. The petitioner has estimated
that tnirty additional homesites will oe needed to
accommodate 1increased resident population.

The City of Angoon provides searcn and rescue operations
and related services 1in tne area proposed for annexation.
However, the City does not have the authority to provide
sucn services extraterritorially. If tnis territory s
annexed, it will allow the City to continue such activity
without the present liabilities associated witn tne lacx of
municipal jurisdiction.

In its deliberations, the Commission noted tnat tne area
most likely to oe impacted oy development in the near
future is Kiilisnoo Island. A subdivision containing
approximately fifty 1l-acre parcels exists on the -eastern
half of the Island. Another 190 acres 1is owned oy the
village corporation. Tne City 1is not presently providing

services to this area, but 1is the logical entity to provide
services as the area develops.

The 660 feet of land immediately above the mean hign tide
line in tne Mitcnell, Kanalxu and Favorite Bay area Iis
almost entirely owned oy tne Kootsnoowoo Corporation. All
development on tnese lands are subject to PL 96-487, Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) Section
506.(a) (3)(C), which strictly limits development and
activities on this land to ensure protection of subsistence
resources and 1its uses.

The area of Hood Bay 1is also an economically 1important
subsistence hunting and fishing area to the ©people of

Angoon. The strong cultural linxs to the area were pointed
out at the public hearing on tne petition conducted oy the
Commission on November 22, 1985. Specifically, testimony



10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

indicated tna*~ some 30% of tne residents of tne community
grew up in Hood Bay and tnat tne area 1is presently used
extensively Dy community residents. Tne Commission also
heard testimony that tnere is need for law enforcement
services 1in the bay.

Tne petitioner indicated that vresidents of tne community
desire the City to regulate, to the extent possible,
development and tourist activity on the Angoon Community
Association (IRA) parcel in tne Hood 3ay area and in the
general vicinity of Hood Bay. Annexation of tne territory
would provide the City witn tne authority to do so.

Three land owners of tne Hood Bay area opposed the
annexation petition. Tne Jlandowners submitted a letter to
tne Local Boundary Commission objecting to tne annexation
contending tnat 1is nothing to be gained oy tne annexation,
either by the City or themselves. There 1is one permanent
resident living in this area.

The Kootznoowoo Corporation, tne local village Native
corporation, owns approximately 190 acres of Kiilisnoo
Island and another 3,300 acres adjacent to tne community.
In addition, tnere are five Native Allotments within the

territory proposed for annexation. The U.S. Forest Service
Admiralty Monument 1is tne largest Jland holder witnin the
area proposed for annexation. The potential for many

private 1land transfers and the prospect of upcoming ANCSA
14(c) 1land conveyances to residents and the City of Angoon
have raised concerns regarding future development on
important cultural and subsistence lands.

The population of a portion of the territory, specifically
Kiilisnoo Inland and Favorite Bay, may stem from growtn of
the City beyond its legal boundaries. Host of tne
territory proposed for annexation contains very steep
slopes and is fairly remote. Growth is more likely to
occur on Kiilisnoo Island. The growtn may be attriouted to
a "spilling over” of present City population and tne
availability of City services sucn as sewer, water, police
and fire protection.

Portions of the territory to be annexed may oe valuabl
reason of tneir suitability for prospective uroan
purposes. opecifically, Kiilisnoo |Island may oe suitable
for additional residential development. Tne Island is
immediately adjacent to the present City limits, and 1is
most likely to receive City services in the future.

There are no other municipalities 1in or near tne territory
proposed for annexation.

The City maintains that its volunteer fire department 1is in
the position to provide service to the Kiilisnoo Island
area. The City also states that it now currently serves
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and would respond witn City fire equipment wnerever
feasible to all lands proposed for annexation.

15. Fire service is provided by the Federal government for all
Federal lands and for Kootznoowoo corridor lands in
Mitchell, Kanalku and Favorite Bays.

16. The City may be called upon to provide emergency services
to Kiilisnoo Island, which 1is adjacent to tne City and most
likely to develop. The City may also be called upon to
provide search and rescue and police protection to tne
Kiilisnoo Haroor area.

17. Tne potential for private or puDlic development in the
territory will determine tne need Dy the City of Angoon to
exercise municipal planning authority. Tne City nas
indicated in its petition that annexation of the territory
will enable the City to plan for and control anticipated
development. The petitioner lists anticipated development
as a cold storage facility 1in Kiilisnoo Haroor, toilet
facilities at the ferry terminal on Kiilisnoo Island, a
road to Favorite Bay, a fish natcnery in Favorite 3ay,
homesite development on village corporation lands and tne
development of tourism and recreation in Hood 3ay.

18. Local testimony at the Commission®s puoiic hearing on
November 22, 1985 called for increased law enforcement
service to Favorite and Hood Bays. Testimony was provided
indicating that the City has tne capaoility to provide sucn
services to the areas.

19. Anticipated development pressures on Kiilisnoo Island may
create a need Tfor public services and Tfacilities. Also,
the proximity of this area to existing City services maxes
it most likely to develop in the near future. In addition,
a road and hatchery may oe developed 1in tne Favorite 3ay
area.

20. Residents of Angoon testified at tne Novemoer 22, 1985
hearing that they feel the protection of their suosistence
resources, their livelihood and tneir way of [life (which
has oeen a major viaole economy), and their cultural
heritage are valid public purposes tnat would oe protected
through the annexation of tnis territory and subsequent
land use controls that will 1lead to carefully planned and
reasonably regulated development.

21. The Commission finds that tne residential subdivision on
Kiilisnoo Island and development of tourist interests, such
as two lodges, may 1impact the cultural and suosistence
resources of the entire Angoon community. The Commission
concurs that a valid puoiic purpose will be served oy
annexation of this area.
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22.

23.

Based

Only a portion of tne territory proposed for annexation is
reasonaoly likely weitner to demand or to receive City
services, particularly emergency medical and fire services
and police protection, in tne near future. Tnis area Iis
known as Kitlisnoo Island and Kitlisnoo Haroor, tne
private landholdings in the Hood Bay area and tne Favorite
Bay area.

Tnere is a reasonable 1likelinood tnat future growtn and
development will occur 1in the vicinity of Angoon. However,
the Commission anticipates tnat tnat tnis development will
be limited to Kiilisnoo Island, Kiilisnoo Harbor, Hood 3ay,
and Favorite Bay.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Applying the standards for annexation, only a portion of
the area proposed for annexation can oe justified for
inclusion within the ooundaries of tne City of Angoon.
This territory 1includes that area generally described as
Kiilisnoo Island, Kiilisnoo Haroor, Favorite 3ay, Hood Bay
and the lands south and west of tne existing municipal
boundaries of the City of Angoon. The area encompasses
approximately 30.14 square miles.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law seated

above, IT 1S ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval of tne Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature under the provisions of Article X, Section 12
of the State Constitution, tne municipal ooundaries of tne
City of Angoon shall oe as follows:

Beginning at tne NW corner Section 2, T51S, RS73, Copper
River Meridian (C.R.M.); thence S to tne SW ~corner of
Section 11, T51S, R67S, C.R.M.; thence E to tne SE corner
of Section 7, T51S, R58E, C.R.M.; thence S to the SW corner
of Section 20, T51S, R68E, C.R.M_; tnence E to tne SE
corner of Section 20, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence S to the
SW corner of Section 28, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence S to
the SE corner of Section 28, T51S, R68E, C.R.M.; thence S
to the SW corner of tne NW 1/4 of Section 10, T52S, Ro”"E,
C.R.M.; thence E to tne center of Hood Bay; tnence
meandering in an easterly direction along tne center of
Hood Bay to the center of North Arm of Hood Bay; thence
meandering in a northeasterly direction along the center of
North Arm of Hood Bay to a point with 1its intersection with
the east boundary of Section 5, T52S, R69E, C.R.M.; thence
N to the ME corner of Section 5, T52S, R69S, C.R.M.; thence
W to the NW corner of Section 2, T523, R68E, C.R.M.; tnence
M co tne NE corner of Section22, T51S, RG68E, C.R.M.;
thence E to tne SE corner of Section 13, T51S, R53E,
C.R.M.; thence N to tne NE corner of Section 12, T51S,
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RS8E, thence W to tne NW corner of Section 10,
TtlS, RS8S, C.R.M.; tnence N totne NE corner of Section 4,

T51S, R68E, thence W totne NW corner of Section 4,
T51S, R58E, C.R.M.; tnence N to tne NE <corner of Section
32, T50S, R68S, C.R.M_; tnence W to tne NWcorner of
Section 32, T50S, R68E, C.R.M.; tnence N to tne NE corner
of Section 19, T5US, RodE, C.R.M.; thence W to cne NW
corner of tne NE 1/4 of tne NE 1/4 of Section 23, 1505,
R67S, C.R.M.; tnence S to tne NW corner of tne NE 1/4 of
the NE 1/4 of Section 2, T51S, Ro7£,C.R.M.; tnence W to
the NW corner of Section 2, T51S, R67E, C.R.M.; tne poi.nc

of oeginning.

The Local Boundary Commission nereoy vrespectfully suomics ics
recommendation to tne Second Session of tne Fourteentn
Legislature for the annexation of tne territory 1included in tne
above description and shown on the attached map.
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V. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF THE BLM-KPU
ADDITIONS TO THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION )
FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF )
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF )
APPROXIMATELY 515.62 ACRES, )
DESCRIBED AS THE BLM-KPU ADDITIONS)

)

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On June 26, 1985, tne City of Ketchikan petitioned for tne
annexation of approximately 515.62 acres contiguous to tne City
and described as tne BLM-KPU Additions.On Novemoer 24, 1985,
the Local B-undary Commission held apuoiic nearing in
Ketchikan on the petition. The petition was suomitted pursuant
to Section 29.68.010(a) of the Alaska Statutes (i.e. tne
process wnich requires concurrence Tfrom tne Legislature).

The majority of area proposed for annexation to tne City of
Ketchikan is owned by the UnitedStates Bureau of Land
Management and tne City of Ketcnikan Public Utilities.
Annexation will permit the City to provide needed urban
services 1in an area where growtn 1is anticipated and the City is
the only logical entity to provide sucn services. The
territory 1is vreadily accessible only via territory witnin the
jurisdiction of the City of Ketchikan.

The territory is not urban in cnaracter. It is largely
undeveloped open space, with tne exception of a sanitary
landfill and 1improvements related to tne Ketchixan municipal

water supply.

The territory will most probaoly be in need of municipal
services as the community confronts growtn caused by tne
development and operation of the U.S. Borax mine. Tne
petitioner maintains tnat the City can provide services to the
site more efficiently than any other municipality.

The petitioner asserts tnat there is a vreasonaole likelihood
that the territory will Decome further developed in the
foreseeable future. Tnis assertion is cased wupon tne City"s
contention tnat the area contains tne surveyed rignt-of-way of
a proposed oypass route linking tne eastern and western
portions of tne City of Ketcnikan; it contains lands 1identified
for disposal and residential development and it has been
identified as a probable location for fULure development
related to operation of the U.S. Borax molybdenum mine. The
petitioner maintains that it is prudent for tne City to prepare
for possiole settlement and urban use of tne territory.

The Ketchikan Gateway Borougn has expressed no objection to tne
proposed annexation.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered

by the Commission included, but were not limited to, the
petition of the City of Ketcnikan, the Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at tne Novemoer 24, 1985
hearing. After due <consideration, the Commission finds that
the area proposed for annexation <conforms to several of tne
regulatory standards governing annexation. The extent to which

these standards are met 1is stated below.

1. The territory will oe in need of municipal services 1if a
planned local land disposal and consequent residential
development occurs. The City of Ketcnikan can provide
necessary services to the site more efficiently tnan any
other municipality.

2. The healtn, welfare or safety of City residents could
potentially be endangered if tne watersned Jlocated witnin
the area proposed for annexation were suostantially

disturoed. The referenced territory 1is in close proximity
to residential areas, and this access poses increased
potential for fire hazards in the watershed and for
vandalism to water service facilities. It is prudent for

the City of Ketchikan extend police and fire protection
services to the territory.

3. There is a reasonable 1likelinood tnat future growtn and
development will occur within the territory and that
annexation of the territory will enaole tne City to
prudently plan for and control that development pursuant to
[19 AAC 10.070(5)]1-

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The annexation of territory known as the BLM-KPU Addition to
tne City of Ketcnikan, as descrioed 1in tne petition of tne City
of Ketchikan, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within the boundaries of the City of
Ketchikan.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based wupon tne Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT 1S ORDERED;

Upon tacit approval oy the Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature in accordance witn tne provisions of Article X
Section 12 of tne State Constitution, tne territory described
below shall oe annexed to the City of Ketchikan;

A parcel of 1land 1located 1in the Ketcnikan Recording District
(K.R.D.), First Judicial District, State of Alaska, more
particularly bounded and described as follows:
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C

eginning at the northernmost corner of Lot 2, Block 4,
.S.M.S. 769 , a orass cap monument as snown on plat 73-8,
K.R.D.; thence nortnwesterly along tne nortnern ooundary of the
Utica Lode Claim to the NW corner of said claim as shown on the
plat of the Claim of James A. Davis, Mineral Survey 769,
recorded May 7, 1904, Juneau Land District; thence
southwesterly to the NE corner of the ColumDia Lode Claim;
thence northwesterly to tne NW <corner of the Columbia Lode
Claim, this point being 1in common witn the western ooundary of
U.S.M.S. 769; thence northeasterly along said boundary to tne
NW corner of U.S.M.S. 769, this point being 1in common with the
NW corner of the Cosmos Lode Claim; tnence southeasterly along
tne north ooundary of U.S.M.S. 769 to its point of intersection
with the western boundary of tne E 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of
protracted section 19, T75S, R91S, Copper River Meridian (CRM);
thence nortn to the NW corner of the E 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of
protracted section 19, T75S, R91E, C.R.M.; thence east to the
ME corner of the W 1/2 of the ME 1/4 of protracted section 19,
T75S, R91E, C.R.M.; thence south to the nortnern ooundary line
of U.S.M.S. 769; thence southeasterly along said boundary line
to its intersection witn tne north boundary of tneNE 1/4 of
the SE 1/4 of protracted section 19, T75S, RO1E, C.R.M.;
thence east to the NE corner of tne SW 1/4 of protracted
section 20 T75S, R91E, C.R.M.; tnence south to tne northerly
boundary of U.S.M.S. 769; tnence southeasterly along said
boundary to the NE corner of U.S.M.S. 769, this corner being 1in
common witn tne NE corner of tne Sterling Lode Claim; thence
southwesterly along the eastern Doundary of U.S.M.S. 769 to 1its
point of 1intersection witn tne east boundary of U.S.S. 2635;
thence north to corner 5 of U.S.S. 2635 as shown on plat 77-43,
K.R.D.; thence west to corner 4 of U.S.S. 2535; thence nortn to
corner 3 of U.S.S. 2635; thence west to corner 2o0of U.S.S.
2635; thence north to corner 1 of U.S.S. 2635; thence
northeasterly to corner 4 of U.S.S. 2435 according to the
official government plat thereof; tnence northerly along the
centerline of the Ketchikan Creek to corner 3 of U.S.S. 2435;
thence southwesterly to corner 2 of U.S.S. 2435; tnence
southwesterly to the NE corner of Washington Lode Claim; thence
northeasterly along tne northern boundary of tne Washington,
Tuscarorct, and Utica Claims to the point of beginning.

The Local Boundary Commission hereoy respectfully suomits 1its
recommendation to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature for tne annexation of tne territory 1included 1in tne
above description and shown on the attached map.
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VI. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF THE
GISSE-FURUSETH-SPEAR ADDITIONS TO THE CITY OF
KETCHIKAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION
FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF
APPROXIMATELY 58.609 ACRES
CONSISTING OF THREE SEPARATE
PARCELS, COLLECTIVELY DESCRI3ED
AS"THE GISSE-FURUSETH-SPEAR
ADDITIONS

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On June 26, 1985, tne City of Ketchikan petitioned for the
annexation of three separate areas totalling approximately
58.609 acrer of 1land contiguous to the City. The referenced
petition was submitted pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of tne
Alaska Statutes (i.e. tne process wnich vrequires Legislative
concurrence).

The territory proposed for annexation consists of the three
parcels identified and descrioed as follows and <collectively
descrioed as the Gisse-Furuseth-Spear Additions:

1. the Furusetn Addition 1is 1in the northwest portion of tne
City adjacent to the University Addition and consists of
2.879 acres;

2. the Spear Addition, in the southeast part of the City, 1is
virtually surrounded oy property already within the
boundaries of the City and consists of d.47 acres; and

3. the Gisse-Furuseth Addition, an approved suodivision plat
located near the Spear Addition, consists of 55.26 acres.

The Furusetn Addition is wundeveloped and unpopulated. The
Spear Addition is essentially one lot with a single-family
dwelling, and it 1is almost entirely surrounded Dy territory
within the City Jlimits. Tne Gisse-Furuseth Addition is a
54 1ot wundeveloped suodivision, platted 1in the 1970°"s. The
Gisse-Furuseth Addition is accessible oy tne Ketchikan Lakes
Road, which also provides access to tne sanitary landfill.

The petitioner stares that its motive for proposing tne
annexation 1is to prepare for anticipated community growth and
to resolve questions over service delivery.

The Gisse-Furuseth Addition 1is accessible, platted 1land wnich
will be suitable for development as tne demand for nousing
increases 1in the Ketchikan vicinity. Tne Furusetn Addition is

undeveloped land which would be wholly surrounded b the City,
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if property owned by tne University of Alaska 1is annexed oy the
City. The annexation of tne University of Alaska®"s property
has been requested oy University officials, and a petition for
annexation of tne property has oeen approved by tne Commission
for submission to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature. The Furusetn Addition is adjacent co City streets
and residential development. Like tne Gisse-Furuseth Addition,
the Furuseth Addition will oe suitaole for development as tne
demand for housing 1increases in tne Ketchikan vicinity. fne
Furuseth Addition is an undeveloped, unpopulated parcel
surrounded on tnree sides oy the proposed University Addition
annexation, and on tne fourth side Dy tne territory witnin tne
boundaries of tne City of Ketchikan. It is conveniently
accessiDle only from territory witnin the municipal ooundaries
of the City of Ketchikan.

The Spear Addition consists of a 1/2 acre lot containing a

single-family dwelling. The Spear Addition is, for all
practical purposes, totally surrounded by territory already
within the City. The Spear family receives City water and
sewer service, access to its property over City streets, and
benefits from City fire and police protection due to the

proximity of 1its property to the existing ooundaries of tne
City of Ketchikan.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its Tfindings, documents and evidence considered
Dy the Commission included, out were not limited to, the
petition of theCity of Ketchikan, tne Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, tne opposing orief from Edward King on oenalf of the
Furuseth Estate, and oral testimony provided at the Novemoer

24, 1985 hearing. After due consideration, the Commission
finds that all three areas proposed for annexation conform to
several of tne regulatory standards governing annexation. Tne

extent to which these standards are met is stated oelow.

1. Two of tne tnree areas are urban 1in cnaracter pursuant to
[19 AAC 10.070(a)(3)].- The Gisse-Furusetn Addition is
judged to be uroan 1in character principally oecause of its
status as an approved suodivision plat and its potential
for residential development. The Spear addition 1is wurban
in character because it is presently used for urban
residential purposes.

2. All three areas are in need of municipal services whicn tne
City can provide more efficiently than another municipality
[19 AAC 10.070(a)(4)], These services include municipal
sewer and water utilities, fire protection and police
protection. 0f the tnree areas, only tne Spear Addition
requires all of these services; the Gisse-Furuseth Addition
requires only fire and police protection at tnis time.



3. The Furuseth Addition will be attractive for residential
development as the demand for nousing increases 1in tne

Ketchikan vicinity. Tnere 1is a reasonaole likelihood tnat
future growth and development will occur within tne
territory and tnat annexation of the territory will enaole
the City to plan for and control thac. development

[19 AAC 10.070(a)(5)]-

4. Residents or property owners witnin tne territory receive or
may De reasonably expectedto receive, directly or indirect
ly, the oenefit of city government witnout commensurate
property tax contriDUtions [19 AAC 10.070(a)(3)]- Tnis 1Is
particularly evident withrespect to tne Spear addition,
the residents of wnicn receive an entire range of Dasic
city services without a concomitant tax contriDUtion.

5. Further, the Commission considered tne request by a

representative of the Furuseth estate to reject the
petition or to omit parcels owned in whole and 1in part by
tne Furusetn Estate. The Commission determined tnat this

request should not oe granted since the property in
question met the above-referenced standards for annexation.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The annexation of territory known as the Gisse-Furuseth-Spear
Addition to the City of Ketchikan, as described 1in the petition
of the City of Ketchikan, sufficiently meets standards for the
annexation of territory to warrant inclusion witnin cne
boundaries of the City of Ketchikan.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based wupon tne Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT IS ORDERED: -

Upon tacit approval by the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature in accordance with tne provisions of Article A
Section 12 of the State Constitution, the territory descrioed
below snail oe annexed to the City of Ketcnikan;

Gisse-Furuseth Addition

That portion of U.S. Survey 2635, Ketcnikan Recording Discrict,
First Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly
bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at corner 7 of U.S. Survey 2635 as snown on
recorded plat #77-43, said corner being a 3.L.M.
monument, and being 1in common with the eastern most
corner of U.S. Survey 1381, tnis point being the point
of beginning;

thence N-59<41100"-W a distance of 275.88 feet;
thence N-31<01100"-E a distance of 438.88 feet;
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distance of 60. 26 feet;
distance of 81. oi feet;
thence N-7U<22700" -E distance of 84. 19 feet;
tnence N-83<56"00" -Ei distance of 78. 15 feet;

tnence N-64<52"00" H a
a
a
a
thence S-38<42"00n-E a distance of 74. 86 feet;
a
a
a
a

tnence N-85<26100" -E

thence S-59018 100" -E distance of 57. 4b feet;
thence S-73<59,00n-E distance of 129 .34 feet
thence N-29<21"17" -W distance of 309 .00 feet
thence N-47<23123" -W distance of 355 .00 feet
thence N-6040"44" -E a distance of 352 .94 feet
thence North a distance of 87.00 feet;

thence 11-66<29 "31" -W a distance of 239 .64 feet
thence West a distance of 126.0G feet;

thence N-39010"00"-W a distance of 115 .01 feet
thence North a distance of 178.24 feet;

tnence East a distance of 1311.97 feet;

thence South a distance of 147.18 feet;

thence East a distance of 460.35 feet;

thence South a distance of 1623.60 feet;

tnence Nest a distance of 1483.68 feet to tne point of
beginning.

The hereinabove descrioed parcel of land contains 55.26 acres,
more or less.

Spear Addition

That parcel of land known as Tract A, U.sS. Survey 2635,
Ketchikan Recording District, First Judicial District, State of
Alaska, more particularly bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at corner 1 of U.S.S. 2535 according to the official
government plat thereof;

thence S-21<47"-W a distance of 34.65 feet;

thence East a distance of 116.94 feet;

thence S-23<00700n -W a distance of 140.89 feet;

thence N-59J34" -W a distance of 255.40 feet;

thence N-79<-15"-E a distance of 174.24 feet to the

point of beginning.

The hereinabove described parcel of land contains 0.47 acres,
more or less.

Furuseth Addition

The parcel of land known as Tract E, U.S. Survey 1229, as snown
on recorded plat #84-6, Ketcnikan Recording District, First
Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly oounded
and described as follows:

Beginning at the southeastern most corner of Tract E, said
corner being in common with the nortneastern most corner of Lot
12A, Block 6, U.sS. Survey 1229, this being the point of
beginning;
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thence N-39<43" -W a distance of 299.83 feet;

thence Nortn a distance of 15 feet;

thence N-89<43- -W a distance of 175.27 feet;

thence along a curve concave to tne South, (Radius=30
feet) an arc distance of 23.2 ~ feet;

thence along a curve concave to the North (Radius=30
feet) an arc distance of 77.38 feet;

thence N-89<48" -W a distance of 100.42 feet;

thence North a distance of 200.00 feet;

thence S-89<43" -E a distance of 650.00 feet;

thence South a distance of 200.00 feet to the point of
oeginning.

The hereinaoove descrioed parcel of land contains 2.879 acres,
more or less.

The Local 3oundary Commission nereoy respectfully suomits its
recommendation to the Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature for the annexation of the territory included in tne
above description and shown on the attacned map.
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VII. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
ALASKA ADDITION TO THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION
FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF
APPROXIMATELY 43.30 ACRES,
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA ADDITION

o’ o/ o\ S

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On June 26, 1985, the City of Ketchikan petitioned for the
annexation of approximately 48.30 acres contiguous to the
City. On November 24, 1985, the Local Boundary Commission held
a public hearing 1in Ketchikan on the petition. The petition
was submitted pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of the Alaska
Statutes (i.e. tne process wnich requires concurrence from tne
Legislature)

The area proposed for annexation to tne Cicy of Ketchikan 1is
owned by the University of Alaska. A representative of the
University, Ketchikan Community College Campus President Jonn
Menzie, offered testimony in support of the proposed
annexation. The University also submitted a letter supporting
the proposed annexation. The petitioner nas asserted tnat
submission of the petition was predicated on assumptions that
the parcel 1is likely to undergo development and tnat tne City
of Ketchikan 1is the most logical municipality to provide needed
services to the site. Anticipated development 1is associated
with the proposed expansion of tne Ketchikan Community College
campus and the addition of dormitory housing and additional
classroom space. The territory also contains a portion of tne
Ketchikan by-pass route right-of-way, a proposed arterial
linking the east and west portions of the City of Ketcnikan.

The City 1is not now providing services to the property, but 1is

the logical entity to provide services as a need develops. The
City maintains a policy of providing services only within
municipal boundaries. The Ketchikan Gateway Borough provides

no special services to this area, except those which are
provided areawide to all residents of tne Borough: planning and
zoning; taxation; education; and animal control.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at 1its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, out were not limited to, the
petition of the City of Ketcnikan, the Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at tne Novemoer 24, 1985
public hearing in Ketcnikan. After due consideration, the
Commission finds that the area proposed for annexation conforms
to certain of the vregulatory standards governing annexation.
The extent to whicn these standards are met is stated oelow.



1. Anticipated development 1in the area will generate the need

for municipal services wnich the City can provide more
efficiently than another municipality, pursuant to [19 AAC
10.070(Ca)(4)]- These services would include municipal

sewer and water utilities and fire protection.

2. There 1is a reasonaole likelinood tnat future growtn and
development will occur within the territory and tnat
annexation of the territory will enaole tne City to plan
for andcontrol that development pursuant to
[19 AAC 10 .070 (a)(5) 1.

3. The University of Alaska has identified tne site for future

dormitory housing, and formally supports the proposed
annexation. Tne Addition also aouts residential nousing
areas on two sides, and there are City streets and roads

which lead to the site.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The petition for annexationof territory known as the
University of Alaska Addition to tne City of Ketcnikan, as
descrioed in the petition of tne Cityof Ketcnikan,

sufficiently meets standards for annexation to warrant

inclusion within the boundaries of tne City of Ketcnikan.
STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT 1S ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval by tne Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature in accordance wicn tne provisions of Article X
Section 12 of the State Constitution, tne territory descrioed
below shall be annexed to the City of Ketcnikan:

That portion of U.S. Survey 1229, Ketchikan Recording District,
First Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly
bounded and descrioed as follows:

Beginning at Corner No. 2, the northeast corner of said U.S.
Survey 1229, thence South 1591.27 feet to the true point of
beginning:

thence West a distance of 1117.31 feet;
thence South a distance of 300.00 feet;
thence West a distance of 297.70 feet;
thence South a distance of 856.12 feet;
thence 3-89<43"-E a distance of 236.46 feet;
thence S-0<12"-W a distance of 100.00 feet;
thence S-89<48"-E a distance of 245.00 feet;
thence S-0<12"-W a distance of 440.00 feet;
thence S~89<48"-E a distance of 161.92 feet;
thence Soutn a distance of 200.00 feet;
thence S-89<43"-E a distance of 86.21 feet;



tnence North a distance of 200.00 feet;

thence S-89<48"-E a distance of 650.00 feet;

thence Soutn a distance of 200.00 feet;

thence S-89<48"-2 a distance of 37.31 feet;

thence North a distance of 1901 .07 feet to tne true
point of beginning.

The hereinabove descrioed parcel of land contains 48.30 acres,
more or less.

The Local 3oundary Commission hereby respectfully suomits its
recommendation to the Second Session of tne Fourteenth
Legislature for tne annexation of tne territory inciuoed in tne
above description and shown on tne attached map.
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VITL. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF THE U.S. COAST
GUARD ADDITION TO THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION

FOR ANNEXATION BY THE CITY OF
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA OF
APPROXIMATELY 121.31 ACRES
DESCRIBED AS THE U.S. COAST GUARD
ADDITION

SUMMARY OF P tOPOSSD ACTION

On June 26, 1985, tne Citv of Ketcnikan petitioned foe tne
annexation of approximately 121.31 acres contiguous to tne
City. Tne petition was submitted pursuant to Section
29.68.019(a) of the Alaska Statutes (i.e. the process which
requires Legislative concurrence).

51.24 acres of the 121.31 acres proposed for annexation to tne
City of Ketchikan are currently witnin tne confines of tne U.S.

Coast Guard Base 1in Ketcnikan. The remaining acreage consists
of <coastal waters contiguous to existing offshore City of
Ketchikan municipal boundaries. The existing City Dcundaries
already encompass 9.23 acres of the Coast Guard Base®"s total
60.47 acres. The Base contains a variety of facilities
including the Base Commander®s residence, dormitory housing for
the 32 enlisted personnel, buoy storage, munitions storage,
rifle range, equipment storage and vacant land. The annexation
would result in the addition of 32 residents to the City of
Ketchikan. The existing municipal ooundaries pass tnrough the

middle of a warehouse on the Base.

FINDINGS OF FACT 1
In arriving at 1its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, but were not Ilimited to, tne
petition of the City of Ketchikan, tne Report and

Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs and oral testimony provided at the November 24, 1985

hearing. ..fter due consideration, tne Commission finds tnac
the area proposed for annexation conforms to two of tne
regulatory standards governing annexation. The extent to which

these standards are met is stated oelow.

1. The area is uroan in character pursuant to
(19 AAC 10.070(a)(3)1- The Coast Guard Addition 1is judged
to be wurban in character principally oecause of the status
of the most of the area as an operating Coast Guard
facility and the residence of 32 Coast Guara personnel.

2. The area 1is in need of municipal services which the City
can provide more efficiently than another municipality [19
AAC 10.070(a)(4)]- These services 1include municipal sewer
and water utilities and fire protection.

-34-



CONCLUSIONS OF LAN

The territory proposed for annexation, known as the Coast Guard
Addition, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion within the boundaries of the City of

Ketchikan. However, if approved as requested, the proposed
annexation would create a 2.3 acre enclave outside tne
jurisdiction of the City which would be nearly surrounded by
territory within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City. It

is the <conclusion of the Commission tnat such ~circumstances
would [likely cause difficulties in tne delivery of municipal
services. After reviewing tne petition and conducting a
hearing on the proposed annexation, the Local Boundary
Commission concludes that tne boundaries of the territory
proposed for annexation shall be reduced to 35.59 acres to
preclude the creation of the enclave.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based wupon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval oy the Second Session of +tne Fourteenth
Legislature under tne provisions of Article X Section 12 of tne
State Constitution, the territory described oelow snail oe
annexed to the City of Ketchikan:

A parcel of land within the Ketchikan Recording District, First
Judicial District, State of Alaska, more particularly bounded
and described as follows:

Beginning at Corner 2 of U.S. Survey 1667 Ketchikan
Lighthouse Reserve as shown on the official government
plat thereto;

thence S-43<53"-E a distance of 441 .72 feet to tne true
point of beginning;

thence S-43<53"-E adistance o0of1702.52 feet;

thence S-46<00"-W adistance o0f 1986.44 feet;

thence N-48<28"-W adistance o0f 1927.73 feet;

thence N-51<57,-E a distance of 2149.14 feet; to the
true point of beginning

The hereinabove described parcel contains 85.59 acres.
The Local Boundary Commission hereby vrespectfully suomits 1its
recommendation to the Second Session of the Fourteenth

Legislature for the annexation of the territory included in tne
above description and shown on the attacned map.
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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION

On Jane 10, 1985, the City of North Pole petitioned for the
annexation of three separate areas totalling approximately
729.6 acres (1.14 square miles) of land <contiguous to the
City. The annexation proposal was made pursuant toSection
Article X Section 12 of the State Constitution (i.e. the
process which requires concurrence from the State Legislature).

The first of tnese tnree separate areas, referred to as
Area #1, is northwest of tne existing municipal ooundaries and
is comprised of approximately 605 acres (0.95 square miles).
This territory consists primarily of undeveloped parcels of
land ranging 1in size from 5 to 110 acres. Testimony provided
to the Commission at 1its hearing conducted on tnis matter in
North Pole on October 26, 1985, indicated that a majority of
the land owners 1in Area #1 support the proposed annexation, n

The area referred to as( Area #2) 1i|” east Aof tne existing
municipal ooundaries and iss-<"Mfj>irfed of approximately 73 acres
(0.11 square miles). Area 42 contains tne Morning Star
Subdivision and several parcels witn small ousinesses nortn oi
the subdivision. The owner of tne suodivision supports tne
proposed annexation. However, the 1interior Energy Corporation
(1EC), which owns a number of ousinesses 1in tnis area, opposed
tne proposed annexation. IEC"s property Holdings in Area #2

include a shopping mall, truck stop and fuel sales facility.
In addition to submitting a orief opposing tne proposed

annexation, IEC representatives offered considerable oral
testimony at the October 26 hearing on the petition oy the
Local Boundary Commission. The IEC opposition brief requested

that the Commission deny the petition, "or alternatively, (deny
the petition) insofar as it applies to the portion of proposed
Area #2 north of the Morning Star Subdivision."”

During the <course of 1its deliberations, tne Commission duly
considered the Dbrief and oral testimony relating to tne
annexation of tnat portion of Area #2 owned by ISC.

The area referred to as Area #3 is soutn of tne existing
municipal boundaries and contains approximately 51 acres
(0.08 square miles). Area #3 contains the recently constructed
Petro Star refinery, the owners of wnich have expressed support
for the proposed annexation, both in writing to tne City of
North Pole and in oral testimony oefore the Commission. At the
public nearing on the petition conducted by tne Commission on
October 26, 1985, a representative of tne Petro Star refinery
testified concerning a recent fire at tne facility and tne need
for municipal fire protection at tne facility to maximize
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effectiveness of response to any sucn future emergencies
(provision of fire protection servicas on an extraterritorial
Dasis 1is not authorized oy the Alaska statutes).

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, out were not limited to, tne
petition of the City of North Pole, the Report and
Recommendation of the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs, the opposing orief from IEC, the response Drief fronm
the City of North Pole, the petition bearing signatures of more
than 1,300 individuals opposed to the annexation of I1EC"s
businesses and oral testimony provided at tne October 26, 1985

hearing. After due <consideration, the Commission finds tnat
all tnree areas proposed for annexation conform to several of
the regulatory standards governing annexation. The extent to

which these standards are met 1is stated oelow.

< Each of the three areas is uroan in character
[19 AAC 10.070(a)(3)1]1- Area #1 is judged to be wurban in
character principally because of its potential for
development. Area #2 1is urban in cnaracter oecause of its
existing development north of tne Morning Star Suodivision
andpotential for development of the Morning Star
Suodivision. Area #3 1is urban in character Decause of 1its
extensive industrial development.

0 All tnreeareas are in need of municipal services wnicn
the City can provide more efficiently than anotner
municipality [19 AAC 10.070(a)(4)].- These services
include municipal sewer and water utilities, fire

protection, police protection and road maintenance.

0 There 1is a reasonable likelihood tnat future growtn and
development will occur within the territory and that
annexation of the territory will enaole tne City to plan
for and control that development [19 AAC 10.070(a)(5)].

0 The health, welfare or safety of residents will Ilikely oe
endangered by the lack of sewer and water utilities since
the areas nave a high water table [i9 AAC 10 .070(6)]-
Further, the fuel handling facility 1in Area #2 poses a
potential public danger.

0 Residents or property owners within the territory receive
or may De reasonably expected to receive, directly or
indirectly, the Denefit of city government without
commensurate property tax contrioutions
[19 AAC 10.070(8)]- This 1is particularly evident in the
extension of fire protection services.

0 Construction of an underpass of tne P.icnardson Highway 1is
currently underway wnicn will more closely 1link Area #2
and tne areas within tne existing ooundaries of tne City
of Nortn Pole.
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Further, the Commission considered tne vrequest by tne IEC to
omit the five acre parcel owned oy IEC in Area #2. The
Commission determinedthat this request should not oe granted
since the five acres met the same standards as tne remainder of
Area #2 and tnat the parcel would oe surrounded on three sides
by territory witnin tne jurisdiction of tne City of Nortn Pole
if tne petition were amended to exclude the referenced parcel.
The referenced parcel would also be geograpnically separated
from territory outside municipal jurisdiction oy tne Tnircymile
Slough.

Further, the Commission finds that tne City of North Pole is
capable of extending and iswilling to extend full municipal
services as defined oy 19 AAC 10.840(9). As sucn, annexation
pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of the Alaska Statutes 1is
deemed the most appropriate procedure for this ooundary

change.

On the oasis of the above findings, tne Commission approved
without modification the petition for annexation of
approximately 1.14 square miles oy the City of North Pole.

The Commission hereby respectfully submits 1its recommendation
to the Second Session of the Fourteentn Legislature for the
annexation of tne territorydescrioed in the City of North
Pole"s petition of June 10, 1985, and shown on the attacned map.
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CITY OF ST. PAUL

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION

FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF )
ST. PAUL, ALASKA OF APPROXIMATELY)
194 SQUARE MILES CONSISTING OF )
OTTER ISLAND, WALRUS [ISLAND AND )
THE TERRITORY THREE NAUTICAL )
MILES SEAWARD FROM THESE ISLANDS )

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On July 11, 1935, the City of St. Paul petitioned the State of
Alaska for the annexation of Otter Island, Walrus Island and
the territory three nautical (geographical) miles seaward from
these islands. The total area of the territory proposed for
annexation is approximately 194 square miles, consisting of 193
square miles of water and 1 square mile of land. The
annexation was submitted pursuant to Section 29.68.010(a) of
the Alaska statutes (i.e. the process which requires
concurrence from the State Legislature).

On November 7, 1985, the Commission neld a public hearing on

the petition in St. Paul . Chairman Robert Eder and
Commissioners Greist, Hanson and Bettisworth participated in
the hearing. Testimony was offered by eleven individuals.

The petitioner indicated tnat the proposed annexacion 1is based
upon the following assertions:

That a need exists to enhance the City"s tax oase by expanding
its municipal boundaries seaward so that raw fish tax revenue
paid to the State oy Tfloating fish processors operating
immediately offshore of St. Paul Island may be snared witn tne
City. That a need e-ists to control tne impact upon cne
Community of development by tne fishing and oil exploration
enterprises on Walrus and Otter Islands and to control 1land use
and development through planning in a larger area.

During the hearing, tne Commission received testimony that the
Aleut Community of St. Paul Istland (IRA) and the Tanadusix
Corporation, the major land holder in the area, oppose the
proposed annexation.

The Commission considered oriefs opposing tne proposed
annexation prepared on behalf of the Aleut Community of St.
Paul 1Island and a response to tne opposition orief filed by the
City of St. Paul. In arriving at 1its decision, the Commission
also considered the Report and Recommendation of the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs on the proposed annexation,
and an opinion oy the Department of Law regarding the
determination of the contiguity of Walrus Island in the context
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of the proposed annexation. After reviewing the testimony,
briefs and otner material, the Commission conducted a
decisional session on the proposed annexation in Anchorage on
December 9, 1985.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In arriving at 1its findings, documents and evidence considered
by the Commission included, but were not limited to, tne
petition and supporting oriefs of the ity of St. Paul, tne
Report and Recommendation of the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs, the opposingbriefs from tne Aleut Community
of St. Paul and the Tanadusix Corporation, oral testimony
provided at the Novemoer 24,. 1985 nearing and 1information
provided by Community and Regional Affairs staff an"ter
conducting an informational meeting 1in St. Paul on Decembei. 2,

1985. After due consideration, tne Commission finds that all
three areas proposed ror annexation conform to several of tne
regulatory standards governing annexation. Following its

delioerations on this matter, the Local Boundary Commission
made the following findings of fact:

1. The City of St. Paul 1is now working toward diversifying tne
community®s economy oy reducing 1its dependence upon the
seal harvesting industry and broadening tne economic base

of the community. To accomplisn this, the City is
developing a port facility to promote local development of
the bottom fishing industry. St. Paul residents are
investing in small ooats and fishing off the coast of St.
Paul Island. In addition, numerous other fishing ooats and

floating processors are operating immediately off the coast
of St. Paul Island in the area proposed for annexation.

2. The City of St. Paul provides searcn and rescue operations
and related services to the waters contiguous to its
current municipal ooundaries. However, the City does not
have the authority to provide such services
extraterritorially. IfT tnis territory 1is annexed, it will
allow the City to continue sucn activity without tne
present liabilities associated with the Jlack of municipal
jurisdiction. Testimony provided by the petitioner
indicated that tne City of St. Paul is 1involved 1in an
average of at least two search and rescue missions per
month. Tnus the health, welfare or safety of City
residents 1is endangered 1in the aosence of sucn municipal
jurisdiction.

3. The City of St. Paul also provides potable water to tne
floating processors and fishing boats operating offshore of

the Island. As the fisning 1industry grows in the region,
the City of St. Paul will De an increasingly important
municipal service. To accommodate anticipated 1impacts, the

City is currently preparing to develop alternative potable
water sources.
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With respect to the capabilities of other municipalities to
provide these needed services, tne Commission noted that
the only other municipality in the area is tne City of St.
George, wnicn 1is located approximately 40 miles southeast
of St. Paul. This situation is particularly relevant witn
respect to 19 AAC 10.070(a)(4).

Potential development in theterritory proposed for
annexation warrants ti.- provision of municipal planning
authority in the territory. Sufficient evidence exists

that there will Ilikely be continued development of ootn the
fisheries industry and offsnore oil industry witnin and
adjacent to the area proposed for annexation. Currently,
the bottom fisning industry 1is rapidly expanding 1in tne
Pribilof area.

In addition to the development of tne onsnore fisn
processing industry, there also exists tne potential for
increased offsnoreprocessing. It is reasonaoie to
conclude that the City will both desire and require control
over waters contiguous to tne existing municipal ooundaries
since processors impact water quality and utilize <certain
City services and facilities. Offshore floating processors
will likely impact tne community by cringing in large
numbers of transient workers who, in turn, place a demand
on ootli emergency medical and local law enforcement
services.

The City of St. Paul is currently a Coastal District
established wunder the Alaska Coastal Management Program

(ACMP) . Under tne ACMP,districts are authorized to
develop a coastal management program for their area of
jurisdiction. In the case of St. Paul, expa "ion of 1its
municipal boundaries seaward three nautical * phical)
miles will extend the City"s planning juri on over
that territory. Presently, the City only nas jurisdiction

for coastal management to the shore)ine.

A portion of the territory proposed for annexation 1is now
part of the Alaska Maritime Nation*1 Wildlife Refuge and is
protected by the Federal goveri However, an extension
of the City"s municipal boundaries to include tnis area
would allow tne City to provide coastal management planning
to regulate impacts wupon tne coastal vresources contiguous
to the Refuge. The Refuge 1is identified by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game as part of the same coastal
biophysical area as St. Paul Island proper.

As previously stated, tne residents of Sr.. Paul wuse tne
waters surrounding the Island for day fisneries operations
and subsistence activities. Because tnere are no U.S.
Coast Guard rescue facilities on or near St. Paul Island,
the City provides marine rescue services. If tne City is
to legally provide such services, the marine territory must
be within its municipal ooundaries. The service will



oscoine even more 1important with the expansion of outside
fishing vessels wusing tne St. Paul naroor as a oase of
operations.

10. The City will 1likely require additional revenue to provide
basic services in the maritime territory proposed for
annexation. If this territory 1is annexed, the City can
collect a share of the vraw fish tax vrevenues currently
collected by the State for operations within the territory
proposed for annexation.

CONCLUSIONS 0? LAW

The annexation of territory described as tne three iaile
nautical perimeter surrounding St. Paul Island, Walrus Island
and Otter Island 1including “Walrus Island and Otter |Island to
the City of St. Paul, as proposed 1in the petition of the City
of St. Paul, sufficiently meets standards for annexation to
warrant inclusion witnin the ooundaries of tne City of St. Paul.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

Based wupon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law stated
above, IT IS ORDERED:

Upon tacit approval oy tne Second Session of the Fourteench
Legislature under the provisions of Article X Section 12 of tne
State Constitution, the jJurisdictional ooundaries of tne City
of St. Paul shall be as follows:

All of the territory contained witnin a tnree nautical
(geographical) mile perimeter and 1lying above the mean low
water line surrounding St. Paul Island, Sea Lion Rock, Walrus
Island and Otter Island of the Prioilof Group at Latitude 57°
10 N and Longitude 170= 15" W.

The Local 3oundary Commission hereby respectfully suomits 1its
recommendation to the Second Session of the Fourteenth
Legislature for the annexation of the territory included in tne
above description and shown on the attached map.
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XI. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY TO THE
CITY OF UNALASKA

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION
FOR ANNEXATION 3Y THE CITY OF
UNALASKA, ALASKA OF
APPROXIMATELY 1,294 SQUARE MILES
CONSISTING OF A PORTION OF
UNALASKA [ISLAND, AMAKNAK [ISLAND,
EGG ISLAND, HOG ISLAND,

SEDANKA ISLAND AND THE TERRITORY
THREE NAUTICAL MILES SSANARD OF
THESE [ISLANDS

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

On Augi.st 21, 1935, tne City of Unalaska petitioned for tne
annexation of approximately 1,294 square miles of territory
contiguous to the City and descrioed as Unalaska Island nortn of
Township 75 and the 1islands of Sedanka, Hog, Egg and Amaxnax,
including the territory three nautical miles seaward from these
islands. On January 4, 1936, tne Local Boundary Commission
conducted a puoiic hearing 1in Unalaska on the petition. Tne
petition was submitted pursuant to Section 29.63.010(a) of tne
Alaska Statutes (i.e. tne process whicn requires concurrence
from the Legislature)

The majority of the area proposed for annexation (approximately
60 per <cent) is land, the vremainder 1is water. The petitioner
asserts that annexation will permit tne City to provide needed
urban services in anarea where growtn 1is anticipated and tne
City is the only logical entity to provide sucn services.

The territory isnot uroanin cnaracter. It is largely
undeveloped and wuninhabited open space and water, witn a only
four residents, according to the petitioner.

The petitioner asserts that there is a vreasonaole likelinood
that portions of the territory will become further developed in
the foreseeaole future. This assertion is oased upon tne City"s
belief that there isa demand for vacant, developable land to
meet the needs of the oil and oottomfish industries. The
petitioner also referenced the interest of private sector
developers in the commercial geotnermal potential of tne
Makusnin Volcano area, which 1is located in the area proposed for
annexation.

During tne course of 1its proceedings, tne Commission considered
testimony, botn written and oral, 1including tnat provided oy tne
Ounalashka Corporation. The Ounalasnka Corporation, wnich 1is a
primary land holder in the area proposed for annexation,
contended that much of the territory proposed for annexation is



not in need of municipal services and that t.he present municipal
boundaries of the City of Unalaska contain areas wnicn are
suitable for development but not yet developed.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Most of the territory proposed for annexation is not
platted or held for sale for residential or commercial
purposes. The territory proposed for annexation 1is vast

and remote and 1is largely undeveloped.

2. The population density of the territory proposed for
annexation does not approximate tnat of tne territory
within the present boundaries of the City of Unalaska. The
City"s petition indicates that four individuals reside

within the 1,294 square miles proposed for annexation. The
population density of the territory proposed for annexation
is 0.0031 people per square mile. By comparison, 1,922

individuals reside within the present ooundaries of tne
City of Unalaska (which encompass approximately 25.4 square
miles). The population density within the City 1is 75.7
persons per square mile.

3. The population of tne territory proposed for annexation
does not stem primarily from actual growth of the City
beyond its legal ooundaries. This is due, in part, to tne
difficulty in developing the lands outside tne major river
valleys and relatively accessible oay areas. In addition,
a significant portion of the territory proposed for
annexation 1is held oy the village Native corporation and 1is
not platted and available for purchase.

4. Portions of the territory proposed for annexation may be
valuable by reason of their suitaoility for prospective
urban purposes. Specifically, tne land areas around Broad

Bay, VJide Bay, Nateekin Bay, tne Makushin Valley, and
Summers Bay may be suitable for additional rural/low

density residential development. In addition, Captains 3ay
presently haroors processors and oil rigs. It is likely
that this activity will continue and even increase 1in tne
future.

5. The petitioner has acknowledged that tne City of Unalaska
does not routinely provide services outside its corporate
limits. However, in 1984 the City emergency medical
services staff responded to 56 marine calls. According to

the City of Unalaska , the majority of tnese calls were to
vessels moored 1in nearby bays that are outside the City
limits. The City normally responds to marine calls by
transporting rescue and emergency medical equipment to the
harbor tug so City personnel can undertake rescue and
emergency fire operations. Much of the demand on the City
ambulance and fire services is from offsnore seafood
processors frequently anchored in Captains 3ay and parts of
Unalaska Bay.



10.

11.

City services, other than those emergency services
referenced previously, are not presently provided 1in the
territory proposed for annexation, nor is tnere any
indication that sucn services are either needed or desired
by individuals residing witnin tne territory. The
Ounalashka Corporation also expressed concern regarding tne
need for extension of planning and zoning autnority over
such a remote territory.

Evidence indicates that it is reasonable to expect the City
may be called upon to provide emergency services sucn as
fire, ambulance and police to both oil rigs and floating
seafood processors moored in the oays and haroor 1located 1in
the immediate vicinity of tne City yet outside the present
municipal boundaries.

Floating processors are transient but locate primarily 1in
Unalaska Bay, Iliuliuk 3ay, and Captains Bay. The
Commission found persuasive tne petitioner™s argument that
the City of Unalaska should be empowered to exercise
control over these bays since the processors 1impact water
quality, require City services and wuse City facilities.
Offshore floating processors are likely to impact tne
community by bringing in a transient Jlabor force which
places demands on both emergency medical and local law
enforcement services.

The present 1land status of the territory proposed to oe
annexed may inhibit it from oeing developed 1immediately.
Again, much of the land is owned by the Native
Corporation. The corporations have, for the most part,
received 1interim conveyance to their Jland selections. The
Ounalashka Corporation has indicated that it has no
immediate plans to open wup land for development. Lands
owned by the Ounalashka Corporation that are in the
immediate vicinity of the existing City, nov/ever, would
more Jlikely be developed before tne more remote areas if
the Corporation elects to develop 1its land. It is unlikely
that these more remote areas will be requiring or demanding
City services in the near future.

The Commission finds tnat annexing the Jland area adjacent
to Beaver Inlet and Makusnin Bay merely to control
processors in these waters 1is not justified under the guise
of "planning autnority” alone. The Alaska Coastal
Management Program (ACMP) provides the City with an
alternative means for planning and regulating land use

within the territory proposed for annexation. Under the
ACMP, districts are authorized to develop a coastal
management program for their area of jurisdiction.

Districts include first-class cities such as the City of
Unalaska and also Coastal Resource Service Areas.

The Commission finds it 1is 1inappropriate for a municipal
government to annex vast amounts of territory 1in which
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