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The Fairbanks North Star Borough also has a mix of other areawide powers—
hospital, transit, air quality, solid waste, civil defense, day care, fireworks control,
,md lioudng finance—in addition to those mentioned by the city manager, as well as
die mandatory planning and zoning, taxation, and education powers.

With fifteen total areawide powers of varying importance, Fairbanks has the
longest list of areawide powers among second-class boroughs. The others then
follow: Bristol Bay (10), Matanuska-Susitna (8), Ketchikan (6), Kodiak (5), and
Kenai Peninsula (4). Taken together with the rises in legal status and powers of the
four unified and home-rule boroughs (including the de facto unified North Slope
Borough), these increases represent substantial gains for borough governments that
began as alien institutions of limited powers.

A few of the second-class boroughs have also exnanded their non-areawide
powers, that is, powers exercised within the boroughs but only in the anas outside
city limits. Thus, Kenai Peninsula has non-nreawide port and harbor poweis; Kodiak
Island has parks and recreation; and Mat-Su has libraries, animal control, and solid
waste. Since these services are presumably available only to the non-city residents
(who also pay at least part of the bill through their mill rates), these are the borough
residents who have voted the non-areawide powers to the borough.

Service Areas

The greatest growth in service functions in most boroughs has occurred in
service areas. Service areas have tended to proliferate iri the unified boroughs of
Anchorage and Juneau as well as in most of the second-class boroughs. The services
most in demand through the service areas are road maintenance, fire protection, and
water and sewer utilities. Other service area functions include building safety, police
protection, and recreation (Anchorage); hospitals and emergency medical services
(Kenai Peninsula); and flood control (Mat-Su). Between 1970 and 1982, the num-
ber of service areas in the Mat-Su Borough increased from 4 to 32; in Anchorage
from 6 to 27; and in Fairbanks from 2 to 56. And in each of these places, whole
batches of new service areas -with their individual governing boards, mill rates, and
servicelpackages—are about <u be established,

Service area growth in one sense manifests a distinctive characteristic and
promise of borough government from the beginning—the ability to tailor service
packages and differential mill rates to individual communities within the larger
borough or municipal jurisdictions. At their best, service areas are vehicles of decen-
tralization, local autonomy, and representation in areawide government. On the
other hand, they can also “balkanize” the borough, bringing duplication, waste, and
conflict of service standards across areas. Thus, a Fairbanks North Star Borough
official fears that his borough “will have about 150 [service areas] in the next
10 years if something is not done.” Service areas will proliferate as “islands” with
borough assemblies “gerrymandering” their boundaries to satisfy localistic whims
and pressures.3 Similarly, a Kenai Peninsula Borough official points to separate and
overlapping service areas, widely varying mill rates and service standards, and a
grossly uneven distribution of the property tax resources on which the service areas
depend.4

So, if service areas can deliver on the promise of borough responsiveness
to local lifestyle and service demand variations, they can also thwart the equally
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touted borough government promises of services integration, efficiency, and equi}y,‘
This tension is bound to increase as borough populations and their service demands
continue to grow in what used to be called the borough “hinterlands.”

State Funding jil

Financially supporting all of this growth in borough areawide and service area™
functions are two main sources: increased local property values, which are subject to
borough property taxes, and major expansions in state funding of local governments,’
which began after Prudhoe Bay petiJeum revenues began to swell the state treasury.
Excluding most oil property values, assessed property values in Alaska’s boroughs
rose from $1.6 billion in 1967 to $15.8 billion in 1981, an increase of 8§88 percent.5.
With oil and gas properties included, and in the 1976-81 five-year period alone,
borough property value increases in urban Alaska ranged from a low of 78 percent in
Haines to 184 percent on the Kenai Peninsula, with the others falling between
110 percent (Fairbanks) and 163 percent (Juneau).6 With increases like these, local
governments have been able to reduce property tax rates without decreasing prop-
erty tax revenues. In fact, some state aids in recent years have been conditioned on
local property tax reductions.

Total state funding of all Alaska local governments soared from approximately
$30 million in 1967 to $200 million in 1976 to a phenomenal $1 billion in 1982 at
what may have been the peak of state oil revenue spending. About half this 1982
state aid was for schools. Between 1976 and 1981, just before the recent high point
of state revenues and spending, state funds to boroughs in urban Alaska increased
from about $500 to about $1,300 per capita.7

4

In the form of operating and capital grants for schools and general government,«
the increased state aids have done more to fuel growth in Alaska’s bosoughs and J
other local governments in recent years than any other single factor. Direct effects ;
of high levels of state funding have included increased local dependence on state ?
government, reductions of local pioperty tax mill rates, and major expansions in
local capital construction programs. Indirect effects of state money at the local level i
have also been important: increasing interest, group involvement in decisions about
how money will be spent, rising management pressures on local government, officials ’
and staffs, and growing concern about future financial capacities to maintain the
new facilities and support the higher service levels that state oil wealth has made
possible. We will discuss in detail these and other effects of state funding in chapters
6 and 7. A

Conflict and A commodation

At least temporarily, the distribution of state oil wealth to local governments
has helped ease tensions that have existed between boroughs, cities, and school
districts since the boroughs were established. In all of the second-class boroughs (and
in Anchorage, Juneau, and Sitka before unification) boroughs and the principal
cities within them have fought for contr )l of municipal powers, as noted earlier,
with cities gradually giving way if not withdrawing from the contest. But, given the
relative underdevelopment of Alaska local government, there was room in many
urban areas for all three types of public organizations—boroughs, cities, and school
districts—to expand activities for which substantial state funds were now available.
(In public organizational matters, as in private interest group activities, when an
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Outside of the local intergovernmental structure, in the community itself, state
money has also helped assuage some of the remaining anti-borough sentiment that
accomjanied borough formation in most places. As pointed out by one borough
official in Fairbanks, the “wealth factor” has changed attitudes in the borough; it
has helped shift one segment of local opinion from an anti-government, anti-tax
position to more of a pro-public services point of view.8

Boroughs and Cities . . .
Borough-city conflicts and anti-borough sentiment have not been altogether

eliminated, however. There are, of course, the inevitable tensions and rivalries—a
kind of natural political “background noise”—produced when two political jurisdic-
tions occupy the same territory. Two more specific, persisting areas of conflict in
the second-class boroughs have concerned (1) use of borough service areas;to block
or substitute for c:ty annexation and (2) borough control of planning and zoning
decisions on lands within the cities’ boundaries.

In constitutional intent, service areas were to be created and altered as needed
t fill service gaps between city and borough. They could, in principle, also be
eliminated after serving C.eir purpose. In practice, there has beer, g.cat incentive to
maintain service areas as relatively autonomous local units within the borough areas
outside city limits. Local groups have been able to establish and use service areas
not only to ensure more effective and responsive service delivery, but also to defend
against annexation by cities and to forestall areawide or non-areawide service pro-
grams and taxation by the borough. The protection of localism within the larger
borough structures is one of the positive values of the borough concept, and service
areas are an important means to that end. Yet we have also noted that, in serving
local interests, unchecked service area growth can contribute to inefficiencies

and inequities.

In the Kodiak Island Borough, a service area was established on the border of
the City of Kodiak in 1981 after the legislature, unr’ar pressure from local interests
in the proposed service area, rejected the Local Boundary Commission’s recommend-
ation to annex the area to the city. This action enabled the new service area resi-
dents to tap into city water and sewer services, forced the borough to assume
oversight responsit:!lliy for those water and sewer service extensions, and protected
service area residents from further regulation or taxation by the city.9 In the Ketch-
ikan Borough, on the other hand, the City of Ketchikan has adopted a policy of “no
services without annexation,” and so far has made it stick. (The two existing service
areas in the Ketchikan Borough are located some distance from the city’s borders
and do not represent blocks to or substitutes for annexation.)10

As a defensive weapon against city annexation, the service area has served
perhaps most effectively in the Kenai Peninsula Borough. There, for example, the
City of Soldotna is virtually surrounued by a fire district service area. Also, the City
of Kenai was thwarted in its proposed annexation in 1978-79 of an area near its
borders called Nikiski, which contains valuable oil and gas facilities. The local
residents succeeded in forming separate service areas, and their control of this
industrialized area permits them to enjoy low mill rates and high levels of service.
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They have thus kept this extremely valuable tax base from the city with its
larger population and public service demands.

Meanwhile, the Kenai Peninsula Borough, with its limited second-class powe
and low mill rates, chooses not to tap the oil and gas properties for higher levels o
tax revenues that the borough might spend in the City of Kenai and all other are-
of the borough. Since higher taxes would fall equally on all private property in th
borough, there is built-in local resistance to mill rates that would capture greate
revenues from the oil companies.

Similar borough-city differences exist in the case of planning and zonin
powers. One of the borough’ “exclusive” powers—powers that the cities withi
boroughs must give up when they are exercised by the borough—is planning an_
zoning. Cities, however, may retain advisory planning and zoning commissions and?
their own zoning adjustment boards (which may be the city councils themselves). In®
addition, where they have chosen to do so, cities have retained building and safety'
code authority.

The various forms of city-borough conflict over the planning and zoning5
powers are illustrated in several second-class boroughs. In the Kodiak Island Bor-’
ough, the borough assembly refused to delegate planning and zoning responsibilities']
(beyond the adjustment powers permitted in law) to the City of Kodiak, yet did notj
provide the borough’s planning department with staff and funds needed to admin-]
ister and enforce planning and zoning in the city.1l The result, according to the cityS
manager, is “incompetent” borough zoning in the city, with violations and variances!
being the norm. “Anyone who wants a [zoning] variance gets it.” 12

In the Kenai Peninsula Borough, where an assembly ordinance establishes urban’,
planning districts for the five cities, a Seward city official sees the borough admini-j
straticn as anti-zoning and accuses it of “gutting” the borough planning department, |
resulting in non-enforcement and frequent rezonings to lower standards.13 A top
Kena' city official agrees, stating only that the “borough is not active in planning
and zoning." 11

In the strongly development-oriented Mat-Su Borough, an official of the
long-established City of Palmer claims that, in the entire borough, only his city is
“doing any serious planning.” He also points out that Palmer was overruled by the
borough assembly when the city attempted to set standards in an area, subject to
future annexation, just beyond its borders.

Finally, a Fairbanks North Star Boro igh assemblyman observes that “planning
and zoning is the borough whipping boy,” ; n easy target for budget cuts. Unlike the
other cases mentioned, however, this redu .'tion in planning does not seem to bother
Fairbanks or North Pole city officials. As viewed by a borough planner, the division
of planning and zoning powers between the boroughs and the cities is an “awkward
arrangement, but not a problem.” 15

We have noted that the Alaska constitution writers’ response to the prospect of
borough-city differences and conflict was to place city council members on the
borough assembly. This structural device, they believed, would help ensure greater
cooperation between the two governments. The Borough Act of 1962 implemented
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ity of the borough population.16

This scheme led to continual struggles between city and non-city assembly
members over the precise application of the weighted vote and the definition of
"areawide.” After an inconclusive series of such city-borough confrontations, the
*hen-city of Juneau won favorable Alaska court rulings in the late 1960s against this
.pportionment and weighted voting scheme, based on U.S. Supreme Court one
:ierson-one vote rulings of that decade.l7 Similar disputes occurred in most of the
'tier boroughs. Then, in 1972, state voters approved an amendment to the consti-
nition that elim.nated the requirement for city representation on borough assem-
[ - ,nfSt -\O\Ig however, that the last of the second-class borough

Boroughs and School Districts
State constitution writers and lawmakers also sought structural and procedural

solutions to the long-standing conflict between general government and special
district school government. In a tradition certainly not unique to Alaska, school
district officials and professionals have sought and, almost everywhere, have largely
won autonomous special governmental authority, including their own electoral bases
and separate taxing and spending powers. This movement for school independence
was partially blocked in Alaska’s urban areas, however, when the independent school
districts were placed under the fiscal authority of borough assemblies.

Still, we have noted that elected school boards and the school district bureau-
cracies they oversee retain much authority of their own and, in the period since
boroughs presumably “absorbed” the old independent districts, they have even
increased their control of school budgets, fiscal management, and school design and
construction activities. Perhaps most important, school interests early on persuaded
the state legislature to narrow the scope of the borough assemblies’ budget approval
authority to the local revenue share of the school budget only. 19 Thus, assemblies
are formally barred from line-item or even program-level review of school budgets
since the local revenue share, which may be as low as ten percent, will be subsumed
in much larger amounts of state and federal money.

This formal obstacle does not necessarily prevent borough assemblies, using the
leverage of the local dollar contribution, from attempting to influence school board
decisions, school programs, and even budget lineitems. Neither are school boards,
for their part, above the tactic of demanding local ransom to save popular programs
that might otherwise be jeopardized without the requested local financial support.
As one borough assemblyman commented, this leaves the assembly with “no author-
ity to say anything but yes.”20 It is this circumstance that leads participants on
both sides to characterize the assembly-school board relationship as a “chess game”
and, in the extreme, as a kind of stabilized “institutional war.” 21

Some exasperated borough officials favor severing the budgetary connection
with school districts, and demand that the state assume 100 percent financial
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responsibility for public education.22 Conversely, there is widespread sentiment,
though not a consensus, among school board members that school districts should
have total fiscal independence from boroughs and unified municipalities. In fact, as
the state has financed larger shares of public school budgets for both capital and
operating expenses, there has been less occasion for assembly-school board conflicts
over school budgets. State money, both for general government and for schools, has
in recent years kept property taxes down while school support has risen, with
school boards generally receiving all they have requested in local funds. As one
Fairbanks borough offic. al stated, “When the state provides the amount of [school]
support it does, there are no problems.” 23
r

The exceptional cas.- in 1982 was the school board president who complained
of a “bitter relationship” with the borough assembly and administration. Despite
high levels of state funds for the borough and the district, she commented that
borough leaders were engaging in fiscal “doomsday” talk and “painting a black
economic picture.” Thus, disputes about funding new school facilities and meeting a
current deficit in state funding were especially heated ones in her community.
Elsewhere, while the typical observation is that state dollars have tended to smooth
assembly-school board relationships, there is also growing apprehension about the
uncertain future of state funding as Prudhoe Bav oil revenues peak and decline.

I

Public education represents the largest single budget category in all boroughs
and unified municipalities. In second-class boroughs where education is the primary E
borough function (and other areawide powers tend to be few), there is greater @
assembly-school board competition in a restricted arena of decisionmaking centering |
on education. Where borough or municipal powers and expenditures cover a 8§
broader range, the competition may be less direct and intense. Thus, Anchorage,a B
unified municipality with a population several times larger than any other urban area
in Alaska (approximately 200,000 in 1982), is in a class by itself. The Anchorage *
assembly and school board tend to specialize within more highly differentiated
institutions of local government. Relationships between them tend as a result to br
more distant, formal, and “organizationally correct” than are relationships be-
tween their counterparts in the smaller second-class boroughs.

Urban and Regional Boroughs
|

We have referred several times above to differences between unified municipal-
ities, or combined city-boroughs, and second-class boroughs. Here, in an effort to
explain further how, why, and in what directions local golernment is changing in
urban Alaska, we will focus more directly on these two classes of local government
as distinct institutional forms, differentiating between their “urban” and “regional”
political geographies. Our general propositions are as follows:

1. Boroughs centered on dominant urban cores are likely to contain relatively
compact and homogeneous populations with similar preferences for public
services and similar orientations toward local government. These places,
therefore, are likely to merge the boroughs and cities into unified municipal-
ities or city-boroughs, or otherwise to integrate the activities of these two
governments in various practical ways.

2. In contrast, boroughs that cover extensive regions with dispersed settlements
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are likely to contain more diverse population groups with different service
preferences and orientations toward government. These places are more
likely to retain “separated” city and borough structures, and there is likely
to be a greater degree of conflict or tension among them.

If these propositions are correct, then the identities of unified and second-class
boroughs should be generally consistent with the foregoing descriptions of “urban”
,md "regional” boroughs. Table 4 lists the nine boroughs in urban Alaska (excluding
T.e rural boroughs of North Slope and Bristol Bay) in ascending order of size of
Their areas. Also listed are tho number of cities in each borough and some indicators
Jfpopulation concentration and settlement patterns.

The table shows that the unified boroughs of Anchoiage, Juneau, and Sitka are
generlly smaller in area, with somewhat more concentrated populations than most
of the second-class boroughs. In the Anchorage area, before unification, the popula-
tion tended to be concentrated in and around the City of Anchorage, with a small
cumber of people residing in three outlying incorporated areas. In the Juneau area,
the City of Juneau was dominant, although there was substantial growth in new
suburbs north of town and an intensely independent City of Douglasjust across the
Gastineau Channel. In the Sitka area, the population was highly concentrated in and

around the City of Sitka.

The second-class boroughs of Kodiak Island, Fairbanks, Kenai Peninsula, and
Matanuska-Susitna are larger in area, with generally more dispersed populations in
and outside of incorporated cities. On Kodiak Island, although the City of Kodiak is
clearly the population center, the five other incorporated cities are, in fact, widely
dispersed Native villages with socioeconomic and cultural characteristics that clearly
contrast with those of the island’s dominant city. The Fairbanks borough, despite its
size, appears to be something of an anomaly in this context since most of its popu-
lation is concentrated in and around the City of Fairbanks. The second- and third-
class boroughs of Ketchikan and Haines appear most inconsistent with our propo-
sitions. Both are relatively small in area with populations heavily coi. .entrated in
their urban core cities. Thus, local factors other than demography and settlement
patterns, which we have used to establish our urban-regional typology, are probably
more important explanatory factors in these places, as we will discuss further below.

Unn(Iel' glst%,a_t%ol%l{glgsture in 1967 authorized boroughs and the cities within them to
“unite to form a single unit of home rule local government.” 21 Since then, the
voters have approved unification in Juneau, Sitka, and Anchorage. As required by
law, the unification measurcs won by concurrent majorities in both city and non-
city areas of the boroughs. In Juneau, however, it required two tries—in 1969 and
1970—before the unification charter was adopted, and in Anchorage, it took three-
in 1970, 1971, and 1975. |In Sitka, the unification proposal was adopted its first

time around, in 1971.

The strongest opponents of unification in both the Juneau and Anchorage cases
were residents outside the dominant cities. Especially opposed were those in smaller
established or growing communities who feared absorption into and control by their
big-sister cities. In Juneau, the then-City of Douglas was a resolute opponent of
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Table 4. Population Characteristics of Boroughs, 1981

Borough or Percent Pop. Percent Pop. Percent Pop.
Unified Area Number in Major in Other Outside
Municipality (sg. miles) Population of Cities* City* Cities* Cities
Ketchikan 1,250 11,400 2 63% 3% 37%
Anchorage 1,880 181,000 4 37 a1 63
Haines 2,600 1,700 1 59 - 41
Juneau 3,100 21,000 2 45 9 46
Sitka *4,480 7,900 2 55 .6 44
Kodiak Island 5,400 9,900 6 62 10 28
Fairbanks 7,500 51,700 2 50 2 48
Kenai Peninsula 14,700 26,500 6 17 28 55
Mat-Su 20,500 19,100 3 12 13 75

‘Before unification in Anchorage, Juneau, and Sitka.

Source: Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs.
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unification, and the Douglas community harbors significant anti-Juneau sentiment
;0 this day. In Anchorage, the principal source of anti-unification and anti-
Anchorage sentiment was the Eagle River-Chugiak area, a rapidly growing bedroom
community several miles northeast of the old City of Anchorage.

Douglas residents voted two to one against unification of the Juneau area in
both 1969 and 1970, but because Douglas was an incorporated municipality, votes
from that community were combined with Juneau’s in a single tally of “city” votes
and thus were easily cancelled out. Residents of the unincorporated communities of
Eagle River and Chugiak voted nearly three to one against unification in the Anchor-
age area; however, in 1975, unlike in the elections of 1970 and 1971, the other
non-city votes for unification were sufficient to cancel the negative Eagle River-
Chugiak votes, carrying the election for unification.

In the Sitka area, only the very small (90 residents) Tlingit Indian village of
Port Alexander at the southern end of the borough sought to maintain its separation
from the then-City of Sitka.25 Otherwise, both city and non-city votes were deci-
sively for unification when the charter of the City and Borough of Sitka was
adopted in 1971. With its compact settlement pattern and relatively stable and
homogeneous population, Sitka stands out as one of the most coherent and inte-
grated communities in urban Alaska.

In each of these cases, the dominant cities were the strongest proponents of
unification; smaller incorporated or unincorporated settlements were most strongly
against, and rural areas of these boroughs were split variously in both directions.
Most voters in the core cities apparently believed that, given their electoral advan-
tage, they had little or nothing to lose from unification, could put an end to bor-
ough-city conflict and duplication, and perhaps gain some efficiencies. The fears of
many small community and rural residents were, typically, that they would lose
their identities, fall under city control, and be forced to pay higher taxes—in the
worst case, for services that city people, and not they, would get. 25 These continue
to be the sentiments of many non-city residents of both regional and urban bor-
oughs whenever the question of unification arises.

In Juneau and Anchorage, these fears were at least partially allayed through
provision of service areas with their own service levels and mill rates and election of
assembly members from separate districts within the borough-city area. 27 Sitka is
the exception among all boroughs or city-boroughs in these respects. Having little
use or desire for service areas in the first place, the residents of that community
eliminated the one service area it had when they adopted their unified city-borough
charter. Also, Sitka assembly members are elected at large.

In Sitka, then, legal unification of the old city and borough in effect ratified
the relative unity previously existing in the community itself. This was not so in
Juneau and Anchorage. The citizens of Douglas, in reaction to unification, tried
unsuccessfully to nullify the election in the courts; they lost their legal autonomy
and came under the electoral control of majorities in Juneau and elsewhere in the
new city-borough. Similarly, residents of the Eagle River-Chugiak area in Anchorage
were thwarted in their 1975 attempt to separate from the municipality and incor-
porate as a separate borough; they were legally absorbed into the new metropolitan
area municipality. But in neither case did these smaller communities entirely lose



their separate identities within the encompassing jurisdictions. In addition to the
service areas and assembly election districts noted above, Douglas has an advisory
committee to the city-borough, and Anchorage has a fledgling community council
(neighborhood association) system throughout the municipality, including Eagle
River-Chugiak. 28

Second-Class Boroughs

The values of decentralization and localism are still very much alive in unified
city-boroughs, despite their formally unified and centralized government structures.
In second-class boroughs, these values not only live but thrive. At the top of the list
of “localistic” or decentralized boroughs are Kenai Peninsula and Matanuska-
Susitna, each being a large, regional-type borough with many small incorporated and
unincorporated communities scattered widely over their extensive areas. Then comes
Kodiak Island. Its core city population is separated by long, roadless distances from
five Native villages, and city government is sometimes at odds with urban fringe resi-
dents just beyond city boundaries. The Fairbanks area, which looks a little more
“urban,” follows next. The independent-minded city of North Pole resists Fair-
banks' domination of the borough, and the unincorporated communities of Salcha,
Two Rivers, Fox, Esther, and Badger Road also have developed separate identities
within this loosely-knit borough. At the bottom of the list is Ketchikan, a place that
clearly qualifies as an “urban ” borough (see Table 4), and whore one might expect
to find, but presently does not, movement toward formal unification.29

The Kenai Peninsula and Mat-Su boroughs have institutionalized the diversity,
localism, and conflict prevalent in their areas. Each has a mix of cities (six on the
peninsula, three in Mat-Su) and unincorporated settlements (about a dozen apiece).
Having limited borough-wide powers, both rely heavily on service areas (eleven on
the peninsula; thirty-two in Mat-Su). Mat-Su, in addition, has advisory community
councils that represent four unincorporated communities at the borough level. Both
boroughs elect their assemblies from districts: on the peninsula, sixteen members
(the largest assembly or council in Alaska local government) are elected from four
districts; and in Mat-Su, seven members are elected, one each from seven districts.
Both places have also experienced serious efforts by dissident local area groups to
secede from the borough.

On the western side of the Kenai Peninsula, the residents of the North Kenai-
Nikiski area proposed in 1973 to secede from the Kenai Peninsula Borough and to
incorporate their own Nikiski Borough. This new borough would have encompassed
the oil and gas facilities that have provided the Kenai Peninsula Borough with half or
more of its local tax revenues. The Local Boundary Commission rejected the North
Ker.ai petition, as not in accord with borough standards. In 1982, leaders in this
same area, now organized as a service area within the borough, were considering
incorporation as a city, which would give them their own taxing and spending
powers.

On the eastern ‘side of the peninsula, City of Seward leaders in 1982 were
proposing secession from the borough and incorporation of a new separate borough.
The proposed borough, covering the northeastern quarter of the peninsula, would
include Seward and the unincorporated communities of Cooper Landing, Moose
Pass, and Hope. These places accounted for about 10 percent of the population of
the Kenai Peninsula Borough in 1982. According to Seward city officials active in
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the secession movement, the Kenai Peninsula Borough is too big, and is dominated
by North Kenai interests; they claim that borough officials neglect Seward and the
eastern side of the peninsula and discriminate against the area in allocating public

revenues.90

The thirty residents of Lake Louise, tucked away in the eastern corner of the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough and separated from most of the rest of the borough by
the Talkeetna Mountains, were also pressing toward secession from their borough in
1982. They claim that they receive too little in return for their property taxes .and
that they are too remote from the rest of the borough and too few to attract any
attention. What makes this case of more than local interest is that Lake Louise
residents also believe that they could save costs of public education by affiliating
with the Regional Education Attendance Area (REAA) serving the unincorporated
region just east of the borough border, where education is financed wholly by the

state.31

Added to Kodiak Island Borough’s division between urban white and rural
Native lifestyles is a further division between permanent residents and a seasonal
wave of cannery workers ard fishermen. The island’s U.S. Coast Guard station,
recently annexed to the city, constitutes another distinct social and geographic
enclave within this borough. Finally, residents just beyond the city’s borders success-
fully defended their separate status against a recent proposal to annex to the city.
So, despite the concentration of population in and around the City of Kodiak (more
than half of the island’s residents are within the city’s boundaries), the borough’s
second-class status seems consistent with the present realities of the island’s social,
political, and geographic divisions. We have already described how second-class
status helps protect local and separatist interests by limiting the borough’s areawide
powers, channeling operations through service areas, and requiring concurrent local
majorities to approve any significant changes in borough status or powers.

The population of the City of Fairbanks makes up barely half that of the entire
Fairbanks North Star Borough, and a city official observes that the city would “lose
clout” with unification. Some Fairbanks borough leaders suggest, however, that the
greatest resistance to unification, or even to borough activism, comes from the
borough’s rural residents and that there is a deep split, particularly between them
and a growing suburban population that wants more public services. According to
the mayor of the City of Fairbanks, “The greatest fear is the loss of rural
identity.” 32 And an official of the City of North Pole (1981 population 928),
perhaps mindful of her community’s autonomy within the Fairbanks Borough’s
second-class structure, observed simply that “The borough system works.” 33

Voters in the Fairbanks North Star Borough defeated a unification charter in
1973 and a proposal to establish a unification charter commission in 1978. More
recently, in 1981, a group of borough residents proposed that the borough declassify
itself to third-class status; they advanced the question to the ballot, but won support
from only about one-third of borough voters. In the late 1970s, residents of the
Salcha area southeast of Fairbanks proposed to secede from the borough. This
borough had more service areas (56) in 1982 than any other, with at least thirty
more “waiting to be established.”34 In general, the Fairbanks North Star Borough
exhibits an unusual degree of social and political fragmentation for an area with a

relatively strong central urban core.
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Of all the second-class boroughs, it is most difficult to identify underl
correlates of localism and borough-city separatism in Ketchikan. There are,
cally, the borough residents “up the road,” beyond the city’s limits, who want1
to do with city taxation and regulation. And there is the small Indian village
Saxman (1981 population 276), southeast of Ketchikan city, whose leaders hav
strong sense of that villages independent identity and who seek to reinforce”
legal-political autonomy as a Native village government. But nearly two-thirds of tM
borough’s population resides in the City of Ketchikan, and most of the remainder
near the city’s borders, have growing tastes for city services. Yet, in the late 1970"
Ketchikan voters rejected a proposition to establish a unification charter comnm-
sion, and the question of unification has never come to a vote in the borough. .df

Part of an explanation of Ketchikan’s deviance from the “urban” mod
may be that it has been one of the slowest growing boroughs, experiencing relative”®
few significant changes in local governmental needs or demands over the past decj
ade. Further, the merger of city and borough staffs in legal, fiscal management,
and planning offices may have helped defuse what little movement there was toward
formal unification of the two governments. Finally, these steps toward de facto
unification at the staff level, which might ultimately have spread to city-borougn’
mergers in other management areas, ended as merger advocates left office in both*
governments. This turnover of officials included a major shake-up of the borough*
assembly when a 1979 reapportionment ousted the majority of assembly member?,
who had held city council and assembly seats concurrently. In the next election, alt
eleven assembly seats were filled by outside-city residents, both reflecting and.
reinforcing the borough and city tendencies to go their separate ways. Significant*
change is not likely soon in Ketchikan’s two-level structure. According to one”
borough official, “the people are getting what they want” out of the separate"
borough and city governments—in. part because they are separate governments. 35 /(

Haines: The Third-Class 3orough

Probably because of its small size and relative isolation, the Haines area, at the
top of the southeastern panhandle, for several years avoided constitutional and.
statutory mandates for creation of borough government in areas containing inde-.
pendent school districts. But, by 1968, the extralegal existence of the HainesT
independent school district could no longer be ignored, and the legislature amended
the borough act to authorize third-class “school boroughs”—a goal long sought by
public education interests—specifically to legalize Haines’ special district govern-
ment. Thus, the third-class borough could have an assembly that would also be a
school board, and its areawide powers were limited to education and taxation.

Haines is the smallest of the boroughs in urban Alaska, with only 1,700 resi-
dents in 1981,1,000 of whom lived in the City of Haines. Although this small town
area is served by two layers of local government, city and borough, there is no
apparent local interest in merger or unification. The city meets urban service needs
and the borough provides educational programs with heavy financial support from
the state. Further, people in the non-city area can and do use service areas (in 1982,
there were four fire districts) which provide only the specific services authorized in
service area electidfis. According to the borough mayor, “We are the most flexible
form of government, a form that is under complete control by its citizens.” 36

Further reinforcing local preference for their thirc. -class status, the citizens of
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or their third-class status, the citizens of

;he Haines area have leveraged their power of public education to provide “educa-
mrnally related” community facilities: library, museum, tennis courts, cultural
epirating costs for these “educational facilities” under its generous public education
.rant programs. So, despite the position of the state Department of Community and
* ufticient areawide powers,37 the people of Haines seem satisfied with their struc-
ture. and many might even agree with their mayor’s expansive claim that it “is one
«i the best forms of local government yet devised.” 38

State Policies: Passive-Reactive

After their struggles with local groups during the borough formation period of
:he early and mid-1960s, state officials concerned with local affairs largely withdrew
from the local government arena in urban Alaska. Some noteworthy legislation was
passed in the late 1960s and early 1970s—authorizing unification (1967), establish-
;ng a state-local revenue sharing program (1970), and creating the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs (1972)—but consequent changes in Alaska’s local
government structure were either marginal or more the result of local than of state
initiatives. State administrative and legislative officials thus tended to respond and
react to local developments, as a flexible borough-city system evolved into the
various shapes described in the foregoing sections of this chapter.

In the 1970s, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs (DCRA)
increasingly turned its attention to rural Alaska—to its service needs and its frag-
mented and undeveloped local government institutions, and to the unfinished
constitutional task (as many saw it) of “organizing the unorganized borough.” In
this endeavor, DCRA officials were consistently thwarted by local political forces
vho opposed state intervention in local government organization matters, much as
their predecessors in the Local Affairs Agency had met strong local resistance in the
early days of borough formation in urban Alaska. The department, by 1982, oper-
ated with a budget of $100 million and had 200 employees—numbers many times
larger than the Local Affairs Agency ever saw or contemplated—but DCRA had not
yet solved, by the 1980s, the old problems of building a strong local government
constituency or of securing reliable politics! support from the governor and the
legislature.

The Local Boundary Commission, consistent with its own borough formation
experience, has adopted a conservative course in carrying out its responsibilities to
oversee local government boundary changes—incorporations, annexations, and
detachments or “secessions.” As one member of the commission observed, “We’re a
reactive agency . We usually decide on a case-by-case basis.” 39 The commission
responds to local problems and initiatives and, in doing so in urban areas, it generally
elets as a conservator of the existing system of borough government. In particular,
the commission tends to look very critically at proposed detachments or secessions
from boroughs (or from Regional Education Attendance Areas in rural Alaska),
taking care that local public service requirements and financial capacities are fully
accounted for. The commission hasyet to recommend favorably on any proposed
detachment of an afea from an organized borough. Most of its business concerns
relatively minor annexations. More than DCRA, the commission issubject to local
political pressures and to direction from the legislature, which can veto any of its
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decisions a*d has done so in several controversial annexation cases.

We earlier described at length the decentralizing, localistic forces withn
Alaska’s boroughs. These forces have, in struggle with certain centralizing fori
also within the boroughs and often centered in core cities, largely determined
present statuses of urban local governments and the distribution of local power?
Similar decentralizing, localistic forces exist at the state government level, and they
operate primarily through the legislature, which is essentially a statewide aggregate
of local interests. As such, the legislature undoubtedly helps to keep in check the
centralizing tendencies inherent in state agencies Jike DCRA and, to a lesser extentj
the boundary commission, which is itself constituted in part to represent local or
regional interests. Thus, after the borough system was established by the legislatur
with the Mandatory Borough Act of 1963, neither DCRA nor the commission hai
the mandate or resources to play other than relatively passive and reactive roles in
the intergovernmental system.

The strongest force in local government is state money: it expands services,
builds facilities, lowers mill rates, raises expectations, and creates competition
among local agencies and interest groups. When the level of state aid to local govern*
ments rises steeply, as it did in Alaska at the beginning of the 1980s, state money
forces local communities to make adjustments in the ways they do business. Just as
likely to force change as big increases in state money are big reductions, and that,
prospect caused apprehension among local officials when state petroleum reveni.es®
began to slack off in 1982-83. Thus, the future of Alaska’s local (and state) govern,
ments was, in some critical respects, as closely tied to the world price of oil as was
the future of the OPEC nations.

NOTES

AChapter 9 discusses the North Slope Borough in detail.

APersonal interview, city manager, Fairbanks, July 30,1982.
APersonal interview, borough staff official, Fairbanks, July 9,1982.
APersonal interview, borough staff official, Soldotna, July 21,1982.

NState of Alaska, Department of Community and Regional Affairs, Alaska Taxable,
1967, 1981. Including state-assessed oil and gas properties in the North Slope and
other boroughs, the total assessed property value in all eleven boroughs in 1981 was
$23.3 billion, for an increase of 1,356 percent over 1967.

®lbid.

?See Chapter 6 for a detailed discussion of state financing of local government in
Alaska.

“Personal interview, borough staff official, Fairbanks, July 7,1982.
“Personal interview, borough official, Kodiak, June 29,1982.
APersonal interview, city official, Ketchikan, July 17,1982.
~Personal interview, borough staff official, Kodiak, June 30,1982
APersonal interview, Kodiak, June 30,1982.

~Personal interview, Seward, July 26,1982.

Impersonal interview, Kenai, July 21,1982.
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“Personal interviews, borough and city officials, Fairbanks and North Pole, July
and August 1982.

1S Session Laws o f Alaska, Chapter 110, 1962. Also see Ronald C. Cease and
Jerome R. Saroff, “The Borough,"” in The Metropolitan Experiment in Alaska, ed.
by Cease and Saroff (New York: Praeger, 1968), pp. 45-40.

ACity ofJuneau vs. Greater Juneau Borough, Superior Court, Juneau, No. 65-317
(1968). Also see Joseph R. Henri, “The Juneau Experience,” in Metropolitan
Experiment, pp. 286-91.

I"The Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs finally stepped in to
reapportion the Kenai Peninsula assembly after efforts at the local level had failed. It
is still possible for city council members also to run for and hold seats on the bor-
ough assemblies, and vice-versa. They do this, however, through separate, legally
independent elections. In 1982, two members of the Fairbanks city council also sat
as members of the borough assembly. Further, a representative from the city of
North Pole also sat as a non-voting participant in Fairbanks-North Star Borough
assembly meetings.

I"See Donald M. Dafoe, “Education and the Borough: Autonomy,” in The Metro-
politan Experiment in Alaska, ed. by Ronald C. Cease and Jerome R. Saroff (New
York: Praeger, 1968), pp. 230-234.

-APersonal interview, borough assemblyman, Fairbanks, August 4,1982.

-AThe general references to local attitudes and reactions are based on numerous
interviews with borough and school district officials between May and August 1982.
Specific citations are noted where appropriate.

APersonal interviews, borough officials, Juneau, May 26 and June 14, 1982. This
position is shared by many others in urban Alaska, but a consensus has not yet
formed on this issue.

“~Personal interview, borough official, Fairbanks, July 7,1982.

24 Alaska Statutes, Section 29.68.240.

27In 1974, the Port Alexander villagers regained their separate status when the
Local Boundary Commission approved their separation from the Sitka City-Borough
and their incorporation as an independent second-class city.

2®See illustrative newspaper articles and editorials in Southeast Alaska Empire,
February 17, 18, 1970; and Anchorage Daily News and Anchorage Daily Times,
September 8, 10, 1975. Also, for detailed background on the Anchorage case, see
Paul H. VVangness, A History of the Unification of the City of Anchorage and the
Greater Anchorage Borough (Anchorage: Urban Observatory, November 1977).

2?In Juneau, assembly members are elected in an areawide vote, but they are
nominated from and reside in three districts—downtown Juneau, Douglas, and the
Mendenhall Valley area north of town.

28In 1982, voters in Eagle River-Chugiak rejected a proposal to extend municipal
building codes to their area, as did the residents of Giidwood, a small recreational
community in the southeast portion of the Anchorage municipality.

NAlthough legally a second-class borough, Bristol Bay is neither “urban” nor
“regional™ in our terms and is not included in the present analysis.

~Personal interviews, City of Seward officials, July 26,1982.

31Anchorage Daily News, May 2, 1982; Anchorage Times, September 20, i982.
Also see Chapter 10, for discussion of REAAs in rural Alaska.
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APersonal interview, Fairbanks, July 9,1982.
~Personal interview, North Pole, August 6,1982.
APersonal interview, borough official, Fairbanks, July 30,1982.

APersonal interview, Ketchikan, June 13, 1982. This discussion of
based primarily on personal interviews with state and local government
conducted in May and June 1982.

'"Letter from R.E. Henderson, mayor, Haines Borough, to Palmer
Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs, March 23,1981.

NAlaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs, “Position Paper
Third-Class Borough Form of Government,” February 25, 1981.

NLetter from Henderson to McCarter, March 27,1981.
APersonal interview, Fairbanks, August 20,1982.

40Sec Alaska Administrative Code, Title 19, Chapter 10.225-240 for
applied to proposed detachments from organized boroughs.
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Explanation of Fiscal Note:
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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. . SSB 1

This bill would convert all of the state % regional
educational attendance areas 1into third class boroughs and, 1in effect,
do away with the state"s unorganized borough.

Establishment of boroughs through a legislative act was upheld
by the Alaska Supreme Court in a 1964 case entitled Walters v. Cease.
Nonetheless, we anticipate some legal challenges to this proposed Act on

the part of existing school districts, cities, and residents of the
unorganized borough who, for a variety of reasons, may be unwilling to
give up their current independent status. There are, for instance,
cities that are attempting dissolution at this time, that are qlso
separate REAAs, and that would become third class boroughs under the
proposed Act. And there are, of course, many individuals who 1live in
the wunorganized borough to enjoy this 1independence, as a matter of
choice.

It is not possible to predict the level and complexity of the
litigation that may occur as a result of this bill, but there will be
some. The Department of Law 1is facing severe budget reductions 1in the
coming fiscal year. The general fund resources to deal with the sort of
legal disputes that may be <caused by this bill were vreduced by 15
percent 1in FY 87, and these resources face a further reduction of about
15 percent in FY 88. To the extent that the bill results in a
substantial body of new 1legal work it will be necessary to seek a
supplemental appropriation beginning in FY 88.
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POSITION PAPER

RE: SSHB 1 "An Act converting regional education
attendance areas into third <class boroughs; and providing for
an effective date.”

SPONSORS: Representatives Larson and Menard

Effects of the bill

Section 1 of the bill would require the formation of boroughs
(regional municipal governments) on July 1, 1989 in those areas
of the state which presently Jlack such structure. Currently,
organized boroughs exist in only one-third of the state, the
remaining two-thirds of the state would be directly affected by
this bill.

Such boroughs would be formed along the boundaries of regional
education attendance area (REAA) boundaries as they existed on
July 1, 1982. However, two or more such REAAs could combine to
form a borough under the bill.

The Dbill requires the Ilieutenant governor to conduct elections
for initial assembly members, comprised of seven individuals
elected at large.

Boroughs would still be permitted to form by initiative wunder
the current provisions of law prior to the effective date of
the bill, :

Section 2 of the bill provides that the Department of Education
shall oversee and assist in the transition from REAAs to
boroughs. The bill specifies that the assets, liabilities and

staff of the REAAs succeed to the newly formed boroughs.

Section 3 of the bill requires the division of legal services
of the Alaska Legislative Affairs Agency to prepare a
subsequent bill conforming current laws to the changes made by
the bill.

Sections 1 and 2 of the bill would not take effect wuntil the
subsequent Dbill provided by Section 3 takes effect. Other
provisions of the bill take effect immediately under the

provisions of AS 01.10.070(c).

21-P1LH
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Comments

DCRA favors the creation of a formal process to address local

government needs, structure and responsibilities (including
education) in the Unorganized Borough. The Department supports
the concept and inter.t of reviewing borough status as a
possible solution to local government problems in rural
Alaska. The Department believes SSHB 1 could be strengthened

if the following occurs:

(@9 That the bill referenced in SSHB 1 Section 3,

concerning broader local government needs and requirements
of the Unorganized Borough is developed in a manner which
DCRA believes <carefully and comprehensively addresses all
aspects of the proposed boroughs, not simply education; and

(2) DCRA is formally included in the process to develop a
future bill on local government structure in the
Unorganized Borough.

While the need to address local responsibility for education
may be one reason to mandate some form of borough government in
the Unorganized Borough, DCRA believes it is equally important

to consider how those boroughs will affect other local
government services and responsibilities. For example, how
will the quasi-local governmental services, which are currently
provided by state service areas (such as Coastal Resource
Service Areas) or through state contracts with regional
non-profit groups (such as public health assistance), be

affected?

DCRA wants to ensure that, even though the boroughs would, be

mandated in large part for educational purposes, they will have
the flexibility, resources and authority to address other
services and issues which are important to a region. The new
boroughs must be structured to enable them to address existing
problems and <concerns while taking into account the economic
realities which presently exist in the Unorganized Borough.
The prospect of organizing the two-thirds of the state which
lacks regional municipal government offers some exciting
prospects for improving the delivery of services to and the
qguality of life 1in these regions. DCRA is capable and prepared
to develop, or assist in the development of, legislation
affecting local government and is prepared to lead the effort

to draft the legislation required by Section 3, of this bill.

The Governor will soon introduce a bill to establish a Rural
Governance Council. This council would be ideally suited to
assist DCRA in addressing the broader local government aspects
of a bill to be drafted as directed by Section 3 of SSHB 1.



SSHB 1
March 26, 1987
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Therefore, DCRA recommends that Section 2 of SSHB 1 be amended
to add DCRA as an agency to assist and oversee the transition

to a :-'orough. It is further recommended that Section 3 of the
bill be amended to designate DCRA to participate in developing
legislation. If a Rural Governance Council is formed, then it

along with DCRA should be given the responsibility of
implementing Section 3.

Deadlines provided in Section 3., are tight but can be met if
full coi m'~ration and high priority are given to this =effort.
However deadlines in Sections 1(c) and 2 should be changed from
July 1, 1989, to at least July 1, 1990, or two years after

adoption of the bill mandated by Section 3. It will take at
least two years to allow dissemination of information, provide
for public input and implen je in

Alaska local government struc
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R E A A "s should not be
converted into boroughs

A bill has been introduced in the legislature that
would turn all Rural Educational Attendance Areas
(REAA?S) into thrid class boroughs by July 1,1989.

The bill is scheduled to be presented to the house
and senate rules 20 committees for introduction on
the firstday of the next legislative session

This is the move we all knew would come sooner
or later. The final elimination of unorganized areas
of the state into boroughs. The unorganized areas
are by far the largest geographically, the smallest in
population, and with the poorest economic poten-

tial.

Early on in this state’s history it was recognized
that basic education, public safety and health needs
would have to be met, and that the ability of the
vast, sparcely populated areas to pay for those
services was slim, and that much of the state's
wealth in oil, fisheries, timber and mining were
being drawn from the rural areas. Now it seems the
Mat-Vailey legislators intend to “ put the screws” to
the rural areas of the state, once more.

It’s hard to fathom why that area of the state
harbors such resentment for the other, more rural
portions of the state and why they resent the
subsistence life-style, rural education and public

safety.

“ -The other iegiy ators will have to guard against
that influence ar.d continue to recognize that the
largest portions of the state may continue to need
more than they can contribute right now. Economic
security will only come to the rural areas of the state
with proper development and education of our
young. The formation of boroughs will not hasten

that happening.

The bill is years premature and light years out in
left field as far as intent goes.

Before such a bill gains speed, the state needs to
seriously look at how well the RE A A ’s are working,
and then determine if boroughs along the same or
combined boundaries have any chance of working.
And above all, the public in the rural areas needs to
be consulted about the concept and its alternatives.
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ESTIMATED VALUE OF REGIONAL EDUCATION ATTENDANCE AREAS

Methodology

The object of this task was to estimate the value of privately owned
property in each of the Regional Education Attendance Areas

taxable
(REAA)

in the State. Given the existing time constraints,

we

believed the best approach to estimating those values was through
formula-calculation. The basic procedure we adopted is as follows:

1.

10.

Arrange communities by REAA.
Develop regional parcel/population ratios (PPR).

Apply PPR ratios to populations to estimate total
privately owned parcels in REAA.'s.

Develop ratios of tax exempt restricted deeds to
Native-owned parcels.

Apply ratios to privately owned parcels to estimate
taxable parcels.

Develop statewide average per parcel full value (APPFV).
Apply APPFV to estimated tax Ible parcels.

Add nontypical taxable improvement values (such as <cold
storage facilities, canneries, mills, etc.) in
appropriate communities.

/
Sum by REAA to estimate full taxable value of unorganized
borough by REAA.

Add pipeline values to appropriate REAA's.

If interested parties have questions <c¢.r comments in regard to
project, they are invited to contact our office.

O ffice

of the State Assessor

P.O. Box BH

Juneau,
Phone:

AK 99811
(907) 465-4730

this
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Alaska ~tatc 3Ccgialatur?2

Pouch V
. Stale Capitol
House ofRepresentatives Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

AANNOUNCEMMENT

To: District J Constituents \y " -/

From: Representative Henr Spr.inger,NCIha.irman _
House Community and Regional Affairs Committe

Date: April 22, 1988

Subject: HB 1 Boroughs & Local Governance

The problem with the creation of boroughs and the general
subject of Iocal_dgovernance.has received state wide
attention, as evidenced during the hearings on we 1. Due to
public demand, the House Community and Regional Affairs
(HCRA) Committee has made an unusual effort to involve the
concerned parties and citizens,

Six meetings including four state wide teleconferences were
held, position papers and research reports were mailed out
to over 1000 participants and the Dept, of Community and
Regional Affairs (DCRA) has made their report available on a
broad basis. In addition, Representative Ron Larson, the
P“tnt]e sponsor of HB 1, has mailed similar numbers of

etters.

The question of local governance and creation of boroughs in
unorganized areas of the State will be the subject of
discussion in the years to come and consequently will
generate a lot of controversy and debate. | believe that
the time is not right to face such an issue through
legislative mandate.

As a result of the public hearing process and at the strong

urging of SENATOR JACK coGHILL and REPRESENTATIVE DICK
shuLtz, this bill will remain in the House CRA Committee.

Your participation and interest is much appreciated.
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Senator Jack Coghill Representative Dick Shultz



Senator Joftn  Gfack) Cogfjill

JUlatfka &tate Hegtelature
Box V
Juneau. Alaska 008 11
(007) 465-4707

Box 55028
North Pole Alaska 00705
(007) 486-0862
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Springer,

FROM: Senator Jack Coghill

RE: Constituent letter

Date.l April 18, 1988

Per your request here is a of the name and addresses of the

people within our district who are concerned with the HB1l issue.



Representative Dick Shultz

Alaska State House of Representatives

P.0.Box V e Juneau, Alaska 99811

Home: P.O.Box 487 e Tok, Alaska 99780
MEMORANDUM

- (907)465-4940

Member
House Resources Committee

T0: Representative Henry Springer hﬁ?:gf 118
FROM: Representative Dick Shultz

DATE: March 30, 1988

RE: HB 1

ECEE S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S I S S

As per your request,
names and newspapers
in House Bill 1:

The Delta Paper
P.0. Box 988
Delta Junction 99737
Copper Valley Views
HC60 Box 229

Copper Center 99573
Mukluk News

Box 96

Tok, Alaska 99780

Anderson Advocate
P.0O. Box 3134
Anderson 99744

Valley Courier
P.0O. Box 28
Healy 99743

Copper River Country Journal
P.O. Box 336

Glennallen 99588

Bob Niebrugge
"/ Box 365

Glennallen 99588

the following
in my district that were very

individual
interested

is a list of

Carl Bandy
P.0O. Box 944
Delta Junction 99737
Duste Bonin
P.0O. Box 126
Copper Center 99573
Armeda Bulard

P.0O. Box 87
Cantwell 99729
Mike Coombs
P.0.”Bo"x 325
Nenana 99760

John Dailey
Mile 260 Parks Highv/ay
Healy 99743

Gerald Moberg
Drawer 280
Healy 99743
Peggy Sutton
SR Box 298

Copper Center 99573



v

Jim Frey,-Sr".
General Delivery
Slana 99586

Bob Packard
4852 Becky Lane
Delta Junction

Bill Miller
PO Box 262
Dot Lake 99737
Bill Elmore
PO Box 145
~Eagle 99783
Jeanne Spitler
PO Box 556
Northway 99764
Louis Waitt

Box 437
Nenana 99760
Becky McTaggart
PO E 3X 930
Delta Junction

99737

99737

~JTolC ™

Duncan MaclLean
General Delivery
Mentasta 99780

Frederic Ready
PO Box 131
Delta Junction 99737
Roger Dunbar

PO Box 143

Eagle 99783

Glen Marunde
PO Box 192
99780

C.D. McCurry
HC 60 Box 333
Copper Center 99573
Lolita Valcq

Mile 261 Parks Hwy
Healy 99743

Rosemary Maher
General Delivery
Northway 99764



Alaska ~"tatc Hkgtslature

Pouch V .
Stale Capitol

House of Representatives Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833

Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

February 26, 1988

Ms. Sue Gullufsen, Manager
Division of Public Services
Legislative Affairs Agency
P.0O. Box Y

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: LIOs an£/"800" Number
Dear Ms.~rGullufsen:

The House Community and Regional Affairs Committee recently
had occasion to use the toll free "300" number in conjunction
with several teleconferences. The process worked so well, 1
would offer encouragement to anyone else to try 1it, especially
when dealing with remote areas without access to LI0Os or VTSs.
We had numerous positive responses to this added capability
(although the man calling from the telephone booth in Nenana
was hard pressed to call it a "teleconference"). The only
drawback stemmed from people having to hang up after
testifying to free up the limited number of lines. They
wanted to be able to listen to the whole thing. In their
favor was the fact that they could "listen™ the entire time
they were holding, waiting to testify. As always, the
assistance and cooperation of the LI'0O moderators was
excellent.

Let me take this opportunity to thank you and your entire
staff (state wide) for their dedication, hard work, high
quality performance and most of all, for their caring. It is
always a pleasure working with them. Their work 1is very much
appreciated.

Sincerely,

Martha Fischbach
Committee Secretary



Al aska intake ~legislature

Pouch V
i Stale Capitol
House of Representatives Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional AJ'fairs

A NNOUNCEMENT
To: All Interested Parties

From: Representative Henry Springer, Chairman
Community and Regional Affairs Committee

Subject: 2d SSHB 1 - Organization of the Unorganized Borough
Date: February 2, 1988

The House Community and Regional Affairs Committee (HCRA) will
be taking statewide testimony on 2d SSHB 1 via teleconference
on Wednesday, February 17, 1988 and Wednesday, February 24,
1988, from 3:00 - 4:30 p.m. Participation will be possible
through selected Legislative Information Offices (LIOs) or
from anywhere in the state with telephone capability.

Testimony from the eastern half of the state (Parks Highway
and eastward) will be heard on February 17th. Testimony from
the western half of the state (west of the Parks Highway) will
be heard on February 24th.

Witnesses may give testimony either from the LIOs listed below

or by calling toll free 800-478-8353. The entire meeting can
be heard from the LIO sites. Individual call-ins are asked to
hang up after giving their testimony to make the phone line
available for other people. This will allow for maximum
participation from anywhere in the state. Copies of the typed
minutes or tapes are available upon request. For tape

duplicates, please send two (2) good quality, blank 90 minute
cassette tapes for each meeting of which you would like a

copy.
The following LIO sites will be on-line as specified:

February 17, 1988 - Parks Hwy and east - 3:00 to 4:30 p.m.

Anchorage Delta Fairbanks Glennallen
Juneau Kenai Ketchikan Mat-Su
Petersburg Sitka Valdez

Or call toll free 800-478-8353

February 24, 1988 - West of Parks Hwy - 3:00 to 4:30 p.m.

Anchorage Barrow Bethel Dillinghanm
Fairbanks Juneau Kodiak Kotzebue
Nome Or call toll free 800-478-8353

Written testimony may be sent to HCRA at the above address.
For more information, please call HCRA at 465-4833.



Alaska 8>tate Skgislature

Pouch V
. Slate Capitol
House ofRepresentatives Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs
A NNOUNCEMENT

To: Mayors of Municipalities and Villages
Regional Native Corporations
REAA Presidents and Superintendents

From: Representative Henry Springer, Chairman
House Community and Regional A ffairs Committee

Date: March 31, 1988
Subject: TV Program on HB 1 Boroughs & Local Governance

The problem with the creation of boroughs and the general subject of
local governance has received state wide attention, as evidenced
during the hearings on HB 1. Due to public demand, the House
Community and Regional Affairs (HCRA) Committee has made an unusual
effort to involve the concerned parties and citizens.

Six meetings including four state wide teleconferences were held,
position papers and research reports were mailed out to over 1000
participants and the Dept, of Community and Regional A ffairs (DCRA)
has made their report available on a broad basis. In addition,
Representative Ron Larson has mailed similar numbers of letters.

It became obvious from the testimony gathered by the HCRA Committee
that an educational process on the issues generated by HB 1 and its
Sponsor Substitutes was in order. Therefore, as Chairman of the
HCRA Committee, | have arx-anged to provide a TV PROGRAM with
discussion on this subject.

Representative Ron Larson, prime sponsor of "HB 1," presents a
supporting view, Representative Al Adams presents an opposing view,
Deputy Commissioner of DCRA, Marty Rutherford, explains the
functions of the DCRA and Boundary Commission and | am the Moderator
for this TV program.

RATNET will air this production on April 20th, 1988. at 8:00 p.m.
throughout rural areas. I would appreciate it if you would make an
effort to inform the local people so they can be informed on this
important subject.

As a result of the public hearing process and at the strong urging
of SENATOR JACK COGHILL and REPRESENTATIVE DICK SHULTZ, this bill
will remain in the House CRA Committee.

Your participation and interest is much appreciated.



January 31, 1988

TO:

FROM:

Re:

H~ w N

Rep. Henry Springer, Chairman, HCRA

David C. Harrison, P. A., HCRA

Addresses that will be sent a copy of 2dSSHB 1 and
related material.

All REAA School Board Presidents

All REAA School Superintendents

13 Regional Native Corporations andPresidents

AlIl municipalities that receive revenue sharing funds
from the State of Alaska.



DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ] 5900 EAST TUDOR ROAD

DIVISION OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS OPERATIONS / anchorage. ai>ska 99507-1296
/ 907-269-5744

February 22, 1988 %

Henry Springer, Representative
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V, State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Springer:

The RATNET Council has accepted your proposal for a one-hour
program on HB1, Organization of the Unorganized Borough.

The Council 1looks forward to seeing this program in mid to late
March.

Sincerely,

Isaac Kayutak, President
RATNET

Division of Telecommunications
5900 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507



Al aska i»tatc SiegtHlature

Pouch V
. State Capitol
House ofRepresentatives Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

February 16, 1988

Mr. JIsaac Kayutalc, President

Rural Alaska Television Network (RATNET)
Division of Telecommunications

5900 E. Tudor Rd.

Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Re: Request for Broadcast time - Organization of the
Unorganized Borough, 2d SSHB 1

Dear Mr. Kayutak:

The House Community and Regional Affairs Commintee has been holding
hearings for a year now on the subject of borough formation ("HB 1") in
the state. It is a matter of great interest, significance and consequence
to all Alaskans. Responses and questions throughout the state clearly
show a need for information dissemination, discussion and education on the
subject. In my opinion, the RATNET network would be the most effective
and appropriate method of reaching the public on this 1issue.

Because of the importance of this issue, 1| am currently planning on
producing a 45-60 minute tape for television, using a panel discussion
format with a moderator and two panelists, representing opposing

viewpoints, focusing on the educational aspect. The target audience would
be the statewide viewing audience. Public television stations in
communities without RATNET are also being contacted for airing time. The

tape would be done by a Juneau television station, for viewing during an
evening in March.

Please consider this my request for broadcast time for the above described

production. I will be available via teleconference to answer any
questions you may have (February 18, 3:00-3:30 p.m.). Because this is
still in the planning stages, there is a fair degree of flexibility on
many aspects. I look forward to talking with you on the 18th. Enclosed

are some materials sent out statewide on the subject of borough formation
and an analysis on the current version, 2d SSHB 1.

Sincerely,

Chairman

Enclosures



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
CONTRACT BETWEEN

LEADERSHIP OF THE ALASKA
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

AND

THE_ALASKA 13 CORPORATION
2700 EAST TUDOR ROAD
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99507

CONTRACT AMOUNT: $845.00

The parties to this agreement, made and entered into this 117 day of
March,1988, are the Leadership of the House of Representatives,
hereinafter referred to as the "Agency," and The Alaska 13 Corporation,
2700 East Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska 99507, an Alaska Corporation,
hereinafter referred to as the "Contractor.”

THEPURPOSE =~ OF  THIS AGREEMENT is to provide . to the House of
Representatives the production of a one-hour video tape on borou%h
formation in the State if Alaska during the second regular session of the
15th Alaska State Legislature.

IT IS THEREFORE MUTUALLY AGREED THAT:
CLAUSE | - STATEMENT OF WORK:

(A) Alaska Television Network, the operating division of the
Contractor, shall perform the work required by this contract
rimarily using KJUD, *which is owned by the Contractor, The
ontractor shall .produce a one-hour ‘videofor a scheduled
program, five VHS video tape copies, and 1 VHS video tape master
for security, relating to House Bill 1, a bill dealing with
borough formation in the State of Alaska. Production date and
time ‘will be scheduled in advance between the Agency and the
Contractor for a date no later than March 31, 1988.

(B) The Agency will meet withthe Contractor at the Contractor's
studio prior to production for purposes of preparing character
]qenerated information, graphics, and other necessary materials.
he Agency will s_uPpIy the persons who will be in the video and
the props that will bé used in the video.

Page 1 of 4



(C) The master tape shall meet the technical standards suitable for
use by RATNET and other <commercial and/or public stations, and
will be delivered to the Agency no Jlater than two days after

production.
CLAUSE Il - PROJECT DIRECTOR
The Project Director will be Representative Heinrich Springer.
CLAUSE 111 - COPYRIGHTS

The Agency retains all rights and copyrights to the tape produced, the VHS
video tape copies, and the video tape master. The Contractor may not
reproduce, excerpt, sell, or otherwise use all or any part of the tapes
produced under this contract unless approved in writing by the Procurement
Officer.

CLAUSE 1V - PERIOD AND DATES OF PERFORMANCE

(A) The work wunder this contract shall be performed from March 1,
1988 through March 31, 1988.

(B) This contract may be terminated by the Agency for any reason
upon a five (5) day written notice to the Contractor delivered
to the address specified on page 1.

CLAUSE V - COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT

(A) For the work specified in this contract the Contractor shall be
compensated Eight Hundred Forty-Five and No/100 Dollars
($845.00) on completion of the video production.

(€D) Payment shall be made by the Agency within 90 days after
completion of the work and receipt of a proper billing. If
a payment is not made within this period, the Agency shall
pay interest on the unpaid balance of the billing at the
rate of 1.5 percent per month from th. date the payment 1is
due to the date the payment is made. A payment is
considered made on the date it 1is personally delivered or
mailed to the Contractor.

(2) The billing must be approved by the Procurement Officer
before it may be paid.

(B) Total payments under this <contract shall not exceed Eight
Hundred Forty-Five and No/100 Dollars ($845.00).

Page 2 of 4



CLAUSE VI - COSTS

Except as otherwise indicated in Clause | (B), office space, equipment,
supplies, clerical support, and other expenses that are necessary for the
Contractor to carry out the Contractor®s obligations under this contract
shall be supplied by the Contractor at no cost to the Agency.

CLAUSE VIl - RECORDS AND AUDITS

The Contractor shall accurately maintain those records that may be
required by the Procurement Officer. The records are subject to
inspection by the Procurement Officer at Zll reasonable times.

CLAUSE VIIlI - ASSIGNMENT

This assignment of this contract is subject to sec. 160 of the
Legislature®s Procurement Procedures.

CLAUSE IX - WORKERS®™ COMPENSATION

During the 1life of this contract, the Contractor shall provide and
maintain for all employees of the Contractor engaged in work under this
contract, workers®" compensation insurance as required by AS 23.30. The

Contractor shall require any subcontractor to provide and maintain
workers® compensation insurance for its employees.

CLAUSE X - CERTIFICATION

Execution of this contract by the Legislative Affairs Agency Executive
Director or his designee hereby constitutes a certification that funds
have been appropriated and encumbered for the amount of this contract.

CLAUSE XI - INDEMNIFICATION

The Contractor shall indemnify, save harmless, and defend the Agency, its
officers, agents and employees fromliability of any nature or kind,
including costs and expenses, for or on account of any and all legal
actions or claims of any character whatsoever resulting from 1injuries or
damages sustained by any person or persons or property as a result of the
negligence of the Consultant relating to the Contractor"s performance of
this contract.

CLAUSE X1l - DEFAULT
In case of default of the Contractor, for any reason whatever, the Agency
may procure the services from other sources and hold the Contractor

responsible for any excess cost occasioned thereby, and the defaulting
contractor may be held liable for incidental and/or consequential damages.

Page 3 of 4



CLAUSE X111 - MODIFICATION AND PREVIOUS AGREEMENTS

This agreement contains all the terms and conditions agreed upon by the
parties. No other understandln?s, oral or otherwise, regarding the
subject matter of this agreement shall be deemed to exist or to bind
either of the parties to this agreement. This contract may not be
modified unless in writing and signed by all parties to the contract, and
authorized by the Agency.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this agreement on the
dated indicated below.

CONTRACTOR
THE ALASKA 13 CORPORATION LEADERSHIP OF THE ALASKA
TAX ID NO.: 92-0040013 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

BUSINESS LIC. NO. 018347

Speaker, House Of Representatives
Procurement O fficer

ACCEPTED: CERTIFYING AUTHORITY:

WARREN W. ENDICOTT
Executive Director
Legislative Affairs Agency

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Division of Legal Services

Page 4 of 4



STATE OF ALASKA
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
PROCUREMENT PROCEDURES FORM

AUTHORIZATION OF CONTRACT/PURCHASE

in the amount

was authorized

Committee

signature

whose

ON (Dflrrh , 1988, a contract

(DATE)
between T h o AlAsEA *3 OnrpQTQiiQn

(CONTRACTOR/VENDOR)

and {bvsp UendPrsKup

(LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 1leadership, division)
of 9 H”~DO for the purpose of

(AMOUNT)
p (DESCRIPTION OF WORK)
by: (1) A majority of the

signatures appear below, or

(2) The Senate President or House Speaker whose
below, or
(3) The Chair of the Finance or Rules Committee

appears below.
SIGNED VA SIGNED
TITLE ~ TITLE]
DATED k DATED
SIGNED SIGNED
TITLE TITLE
DATED DATED
SIGNED SIGNED,
TITLE TITLEj
DATED DATED

January 1, 1988

whose

appears

signature



SERVICES, SUPPLIES, EQUIPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION

Contracts. other than professional services contracts, in the amount of
$5,000 or more, and purchases in the amount of $5,000 or more, must be
authorized by the required persons and this authorization must be attached
to the contract or purchase document.

The perrons required to authorize a contract/purchase for a specific
committee or funding source are listed below.

(1) FINANCE OR RULES COMMITTEE
Requires majority of the committee members approval.

(2) HOUSE LEADERSHIP FUNDS
Authorized by the Speaker of the House.

(3) SENATE LEADERSHIP FUNDS
Authorized by the President of the Senate.

(4) OTHER THAN FINANCE OR RULES COMMITTEE
Authorized by the majority of the committee.

(5) LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
Authorized by the majority of the Legislative Council.

(6) LEGISLATIVE FINANCE OR BUDGET AND AUDIT
Authorized by majority of the members of the Budget and Audit
Committee.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONTRACT

Professional services contract. or amendments to contracts must be
authorized by the required persons and this authorization must be attached
to the contract.

The persons required to authorize a professional services contract for a
specific committee or funding source are listed below.

(1) FINANCE OR RULES COMMITTEE
Under $25,000 requires- the chair of the committee. Over $25,000
requires majority of the committee members approval.

(2) HOUSE LEADERSHIP FUNDS
Authorized by the Speaker of the House.

(3) SENATE LEADERSHIP FUNDS
Authorized by the President of the Senate.

4) OTHER THAN FINANCE 1R RULES COMMITTEE
Authorized by the t jority of the committee,

(5) LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
Authorized by the majority of the Legislative Council.

(6) LEGISLATIVE FINANCE OR BUDGET AND AUDIT
Authorized by majority of the members of LB&A Committee.

January 1, 1988



Alaska £>tatc IGegtalaturc

Pouch V
. Slate Capitol
House of Representatives Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

February 9, 1988

Mr. Thomas Mays
HC 60 Box 303
Copper Center, Alaska 99573

Re: Borough Formation
Dear Mr. Mays:

Thank you for your letter regarding your concerns about
borough formation.

Much of the discussion about local governance has come about
through the introduction of "HB 1" providing for the
incorporation or annexation of all areas in the unorganized
borough. Subsequent sponsor substitute "2d SSHB 1" has been
before the House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
(HCRA) with hearings on local governance in process since
March of 1987. Currently there are two teleconferences
scheduled, with comments from your area planned for

February 17, 1988 (see enclosed announcement).

In 1987, the Alaska Legislature directed the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs (DCRA) to "examine the issues
of forming regional municipal governments in the Unorganized
Borough and report back to the legislature by January 1,
1988." The DCRA provided the legislature with a report,
"Regional Government Study,"” as required.

It is the position of the Chairman of HCRA to provide fair and

impartial hearing on bills assigned to the committee. This
will continue to be done. We welcome any and all testimony on
this issue. Thank you again for sharing your concerns.

Sincerely,

Chairman

Enclosure

HI
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Pouch V
I_tlm f - State Capitol
of Rayesatanes Juneay, Alnske 90811
(907) 4654333

Committee on
Community & Regional Affairs

February 19, 1988

Ms. Jan Eagle, Clerk

City of Tenakee Springs

P.O. Box 542

Tenakee Springs, Alaska 99841

Re: Requested Information
Dear Ms. Eagle:

Enclosed you will find the information which you requested
from the House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
through Rep. Ben Grussendorf's office on February 19, 1988.
This consists of a copy of the audio tape and the typed
minutes of the February 17th teleconference on "HB 1."

Thank you for your interest. If you have questions or need

further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
t

Sincerely,

Martha Fischbach
Committee Secretary

Enclosures



REPRESENTATIVE . i WHI INJUNEAU
BEN GRUSSENDORF Alaska "tate ffiegislatarc JUNEAUIF.Q%ALEQA Q0B11

AB5-3B2A

R 0. Box 925

SITKA, ALASKA 99035 f%} 4650720
(907) 747-BASB

RULES COMMITTEE
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

OSTRICT 3
ELFTJCOVE
PELICAN
House of tSepresentattues
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE
M EMORANDUM
TO: Rep. Henri Springer
Chairman
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
FROM: Rep. Ben Grussendorf
DATE: February 19, 1988
RE: Minutes of your committee®s hearing of HB 1 on

February 17, 1988

The Clerk of the City of Tenakee Springs has requested a copy of the
taped recording of the hearing and a copy of the transcript. Tenakee

does not have a teleconference set and was very interested 1in

hearing what other people were thinking about forming a borough. |
am enclosing a blank 90 minute tape. Jan®s address is:

Jan Eagle

Clerk

P.0. Box 542
Tenakee Springs, Alaska 99841

Thank you very much.
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.I: - State Capitol
House of Ryaesatanes Juneay, Alska 99811
(907)465-4833

Committee on
Community & Regional Affairs

March 1, 1988

Mr. Raymond R. Menaker
P. 0. Box 118
Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear Mr. Menaker:

Your letter of 25 February 1988, relating to 2nd SSHB 1, was
received and has been distributed to the Community and Regional
Affairs Committee members. Your comments and reflections on the
history and development of the Haines Borough was very intersting

and instructive.

We appreciate your letter and the time you spent to provide us with
additional perspectives on local government. Your letter will be

kept as part of the record of 2nd SSHB 1.



RAYMOND R. MENAKER POST OFFICE BOX 11S
25 February 1988

Rep. Henry Springer, Chairman

House Committee on Community & Regional Affairs
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

surn B g
Re: 2nd SSHB 1:

Dear Rep. Springer:

I am serving ny ninth year as a member of the Haines Borough
Assembly/School Board, and have lived in Alaska since territorial days.
I have watched municipal government in the state change in that time,
and am prompted to comment on the proposed changes in the Unorganized
Borough in HB 1 and its substitutes. | have read the minutes of the
teleconferences of 29 January and 17 February, as well as House CRA
staff report of 12 December and the DCRA Regional Government Study of
January 1988.

It seems anomalous to me that no further consideration is being given to
using the third class borough as the vehicle for change in the
unorganized borough. The third class borough has been in existence since
1968, has operated successfully since then, and is financially solvent.
The Haines Borough is the only third class borough; its origin is
unique; its existence has disturbed the folks in DCRA (and its
predecessor Local Affairs Agency) since its inception; it has provided
what the local people have wanted since its inception; and it has been
relegated to remaining unique by being grandfathered when the
Legislature in its wisdom declared no further third class boroughs would
be formed.

Because the Haines Independent School District was the only such
district that was eliminated from the original mandatory borough act of
the 1960s (by some legislative horse-trading), the Haines area was the
only one with an independent school district that was not forced to
become a borough. A local committee (of which 1 was a member) advocated
creating a first class borough by local option, which was overwhelmingly
defeated at the polls. Two further attempts to create a second class
borough were also defeated. The local people, particularly those who
lived outside the first class City of Haines, did not want mandatory
planning and zoning, but were more than willing to pay taxes to maintain
the schools of the area. The Haines Independent School District
disappeared 1 July 1964 to be replaced by the Haines-Port Chilkoot
Special School District authorized under a 1930s law that was still on
the books from territorial days. When the education laws were
recodified, Haines lost its statutory power to tax as a special school
district, the schools closed for a week, and confusion reigned. A short
period of city school operation followed, and the Legislature came to
the rescue by passing a third class borough law Wlich the local folks
requested. Haines became a third class borough with the support and



active participation of those who had been most vehemently opposed to
borough status because of the mandatory requirement for areawide
planning, platting and zoning.

Many people in this borough have long advocated borough power to plan,
plat and zone, and the law governing third class boroughs was eventually
changed to permit using that power only after approval by vote of the
entire borough electorate, and only in service areas created for that
purpose. One such service area is in the process of formation now.

The third class borough is the simplest form of municipal government. It
ought to be the ideal form with which to begin organizing an unorganized
community. People with no experience in municipal government will have
had experience operating schools through REAAs. Areas with widely
separated communities will well understand an areawide school district.
In a third class borough, residents will easily understand taxation that
applies to the school district. Assessment for taxation will be new, but
should not be difficult to understand. These are the only areawide
powers that the newly organized third class borough has, and probably
needs. |If there is need for planning, platting and zoning, the provision
exists for its exercise (though not areawide), and if the area includes
a first class city, that city already has the planning, platting and
zoning power which need not necessarily be applied to more rural areas
until the need is expressed.

There is much to be said for home rule boroughs, but for areas where
there has been no community organization, it seems to me imhat a
relatively simple, cut-and-dried general law borovgh organization--the
third class borough--would be more desirable than a home rule
arrangement which requires mandatory planning.- platting and zoning. Any
borough can upgrade when the need is felt. Starting off with a third
class borough should be inexpensive: the school board and borough
assembly are combined, office staff can consist of a clerk and perhaps
an assessor, although for starters an outside assessor can be contracted
to do the initial and even yearly follow-up work.

In some respects, having the state write the home rule charter for the
local people to accept is not the same as having the local people write
the charter, which is the main value of the home rule charter. What you
are really doing is re-inventing the wheel. The requirements of the
state mandated charter are the requirements set down in Title 29 for
third class boroughs except that tho state is mandating planning,
platting and zoning in the home rule charter while the third class
borough makes that power available in service areas when people want it.

It is true that with a home rule charter one can set up special
requirements regarding taxation and other matters, but | suspect that
deciding on such special aspects will be better handled after an area
has had some experience in municipal government.

I think your committee wou' be wise to look more carefully again at the
third class borough, even jugh many planners look aghast at it. It
works.



| appreciate your having taken enough time to read these remarks and
hope they will help in your committee’s deliberations. 1 should be happy
to respond at greater length if there are questions about the operation
of the Haines Borough.

Sincerely yours,.

copies to: Rep. Peter Goll
Sen. Dick Eliason
Rep. Ron Larson
Rep.Curt Menard
Rep. Dave Donley
Rep. Bette Cato
Rep. Virginia Collins
Rep. Adelheid Herrmann
Rep. Jim Zawacki



January 14, 1988

Representative Henry Springer
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Springer:

I have been looking at SSHB 1 and would like you to consider several
suggestions that you may find worthwhile. lam not sure that the transition
amount of $600,000.00 for funding newly formed boroughs for the purpose

of defraying the cost of transition to borough government is realistic today.

lam not sure when that figure was adopted but it seems fair to request that
amore appropriate amount would be $1,200,000.00 after looking at the time
that has passed and the erosion of the value of the dollar. I believe that the
amount of $600,000.00 in the sixties was a huge amount but is not much
today. You also have to remember that most of the unorganized borough is in

rural Alaska which has a higher cost of doing business than urban areas.

I believe that an increase to $1,200,000.00 would create more of an
incentive to form new boroughs and it would help if the three period of
assistance be increased as well. The larger amount of transition funds
would be in line with the reals costs of setting up a borough. A longer
transition time frame would make it clear that the State was not

abandoning the newly formed boroughs.

Finally, itwould make me feel more comfortable if you could expand the
scope of the powers of the boroughs formed under this bill to include all the
powers that are available to boroughs under State law. Itwould be more
acceptable if you gave the Unorganized Borough an expanded set of options
to choose from rather than the most expensive burden of providing funds for

education.

Sincerely,

cc: Rep. Herrmann. Sen. Zharoff, Rep. Larson
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House of Rgaresartainves Y, Ak G811
(907) 4654833

Committee on
Community & Regional Affairs

February 11, 1988

Mr. Jim Filip, City Manager

City of Yakutat

P.O. Box 6

Yakutat, Alaska 99689

Re: 2d SSHB 1, Organization of the Unorganized Borough

Dear Mr. Filip:

Thank you for contacting my office (Feb. 5 telecon, Feb. 9
letter) re%ardlng your concerns on "HB 1." | assure you it
has never been my intent nor the sponsor's intent to withhold
information from anyone wanting it. As | am sure you are
aware, the logistics of our state make communications
difficult, more so than we all would like; however, every
attempt has been made to keep the public appraised of the
discussions, within the physical and budgetary constraints we
presently operate under.

Your suggestions for statewide covera%e of a Committee meeting
television or teleconference have been investigated. The
t of most statewide coverage is prohibitive ($20,000 to
,000+). While additional teleconferences are planned,
unteer Legislative Information Office (LIO) sites are not
ays possible (moderators not available). The Rural Alaska
elevision Network does not reach all affected areas, but I am
ursing the possibility of a telecast over public television
tations.

—oHw

=

As of this date, the Committee, mam{ legislators, and the
Department of Community =»nd Regional Affairs have presented
the subject of "HB 1" th*"gh public meetings, reports and
correspondence at Committee hearings, local community
meetings, Mayors conventions, Alaska Municipal League
convention, Alaska Federation of Natives convention,
municipalities, REAA superintendents and school board
presidents, native corporations and others.

With two other committees of referral and several more
hearings in the Community and Regional Affairs Committee, |
assure you that the State is neither finished with its
deliberations and hearings nor jamming the bill down anyone's
throat. Both organlzed and unorganized areas will be "on
line" through LIOs at the upcoming teleconferences (Feb. 17 &



Mr. Jim Filip -2 - February 8, 1988

24) as they have in the past. As you know, exact copies of
the testimony (tapes) are available, as well as the detailed
minutes, upon request.

Borough formation is a concept that needs wide discussion and
whatever you could do to widen and encoura?e that discussion
in your own community would be of great value. All _
communications directed to my office are a matter of public
record/testimony. At this time, virtually all of the volume
of responses received by the Committee has been opposed to the
concept of borough formation.

Thank you again for expressing your views and concerns and
making suggestions for improved communication on this
important 1ssue. The tapes you sent will be duplicated and
returned to you per your request, as will the minutes. Please
feel free to contact me or my staff (465-4833) for any other
information or assistance.

Sincerely,

Chairman

cc: Rep. Ron Larson
Marty Rutherford, Director, MRAD, DCRA
Jim Plasman, Deputy Director, MRAD, DCRA
Dan Bockhorst, LBC Supv., MRAD, DCRA

filip.mmf



2/5/88

Henry,

Jim Filip, City Mgr for City of Yakutat, called on 2/5/88.
(Box 6, City of Yakutat, Yakutat, AK 99689, 784-3323)

He is opposed to HB 1. He is also opposed to the obvious
lockout of communities in the unorganized borough to at least
listening access to Committee hearings on HB 1 (mentioned
Yakutat, Fort Yukon and Galena). He found it interesting that
all the teleconference (T/C) sites chosen for our hearings
just happened to be in organized boroughs. (Another plot
against the unorganized areas.) He requested that we open
hearings up to at least "listen only" capabilities in al
areas (unorganized borough) that would be affected. He also
suggested televised coverage of the hearing. He wanted to
know exactly what was being said by the Committee. He has
requested copies of the transcripts of T/C and tape copies.

Attached is a resgonse to his concerns. He agreed thatcopies
of the tapes of the testimony were adequate interms of

hearing exactly what was said. | asked him toput his

concerns and ideas in writing and send them toyou, as well as
encourage others to do the same.

Just for future reference, | looked into costs of "statewide"
coverage...

Maxim'im number of teleconference lines available at one time
statewide would be 80. With approximately 150 communities in
the unorganized borough, it would take two teleconferences to
cover them all. One one-and-a-half hour teleconference with
80 lines would cost approx. $18,000. Two would be $36,000,
Witq.the disadvantage that they would not all hear the same
meeting.

Television coverage would be at least $20,000 plus production
costs. That would pipe it into the 174 Earth Stations in the
state. Public television would cover 265 communities (some
overlap with earth station communities) but would have to be
okayed by the RATNET board of 13 people

Martha



HB 10 1988

CITY of YAKUTAT
P.0. BOX 6
Yakutat, Alaska 99689
(907) 784-3323

February 9,

Representative Henry Springer, Chairman
Community and Regional Affairs Committee
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Springer:

| would like to take this OBP_ortunity to object to the
géoposed procedure for taking public oral testimony on 2d
HB 1.

~The basis for my objection is that as it is arranged,
individuals such as myself cannot listen to the entire
hearing on a real-time basis without travelling to a
Legislative Information Office.

Since the work you are doing is important, and since |
feel you have an obligation to provide the broadest possible
access to these hearings, | hope you will provide access on
a Illlsten-only basis to all volunteer teleconference sites as
well.

_ Alternatively, | think someone on your staff should
investigate using the Rural Alaska Television Network to
broadcast the audio portion of the hearings which would
reach areas which are directly affected by this legislation.

For our record | am requesting copies of typed minutes
as they are available, and | am enclosing six 90-minute
cassette tapes, for your use in making copies of the verbal
record, and to be returned to me as promptly as possible.

Thank you for making this service available.
Sincerely,
The City

ames R. Fi*fip
City Manager

S +/*



Senator Dick Eliason w/o Encl.
Representative Peter Goll w/o Encl.
Representative Larson w/o Encl.



Alaska £>tate Hegislature
Pouch v
House of Ryaresariatives e, A S5BL1
(907) 465-1833

Committee on
Community & Regional Affairs

May 2, 1938

r. James R. Filip
Ity Manager

ity of Yakutat

.0. Box 6

akutat, Alaska 99689

Re: Returned tapes

Dear Mr. Filip:

Enclosed please find the remaining xour blank cassette tapes
which you originally sent for duplication of "HB 1" Community
and Regional Affairs meetings. here were no further meetings
on this bill by our Committee this session.

As you know, Chairman Springer feels that the issue(s)

involved in this legislation need more discussion and in
and cqnseguentIK, he has decided to keep 2d SSHB 1 in th
Committee for the rest of the session.

put
e

I hope.¥ou had a chance to view the video Eroductiqn.on "HB 1"
on April 20, 1988, over RATNET (Rural Alaska Television _
Network?. For your information, a VHS copy of that production
Is available on a loan basis, UPOH request, from the

Committee. Please contact me it you would like further
information on it.

Sincerely,

Martha Fischbach
Committee Secretary

Enclosure (4 blank 90 minute audio cassettes)
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CITY of YAKUTAT
P.0. BOX 6
Yakutat, Alaska 99689"
(907) 784-3323

YAKUTAT
February 9, 1988

Representative Henry Springer, Chairman
Community and Regional Affairs Committee

P.0O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Springer:

| would like to take this oBPprtunity to object to the
proposed procedure for taking public oral testimony on 2d
SSHB 1.

The basis for my ob%ection Is that as it is arranged,
individuals such as myself cannot listen to the entire
hearing on a real-time basis without travelling to a
Legislative Information Office.

Since the work you are doing is important, and since |
feel you have an obligation to provide the broadest possible
access to these hearings, | hope you will provide access on
a listen-only basis to all volunteer teleconference sites as

well.

Alternatively, | think someone on your staff should
investigate using the Rural Alaska Television Network to
broadcast the audio portion of the hearings which would
reach areas which are directly affected by this legislation.

For our record | am requesting copies of typed minutes
as they are available, and | am enclosing six 90-minute
cassette tapes, for your use in making copies of the verbal
record, and to be returned to me as promptly as possible.

Thank you for making this service available.

By TRy



Alaska &tatf 2jEgt«laturt
House of Reresartatives ()

Committee on
Community & Regional Affairs

March 25, 1988

Mr. Anthony T. Nakazawa _
Community Development Program Coordinator
Cooperative Extension Service

University of Alaska

2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 123
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4143

Re: Local Government Program Video

Thank you for providing a copy of the "Local Government
Program" video tape from your library, for our review. Your
interest and willingness in ﬁarﬂcipqting in the subject of
local governance is very much appreciated.

Because of the format we used, we were not able to incorporate
any of Your footage in our production. However, much of the
material in your video is pertinent to the subject we are
dealing with, and now knowin% of its existence, | will be able
to adygse people of its availability and encourage them to
view it.

We anticipate airing the production we have done between

March 31 and April 15, 1988, on RATNET. If you are interested
in viewing it or would like other information, please give me
a call at 465-4833. Thanks again for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Martha Fischhach
Committee Secretary
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_ State Capito
‘ineau, Alaska 99811

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska "9811

House oi Representatives

Committee on Community & Regional Affairs

February 5, 1988

Mr. Jim Filip, City Manager
City of Yakutat

P.0. Box 6

Yakutat, Alaska 99689

Dear Mr. Filip:

Thank you for your interest in "HB 1" and expressing
your concerns. I have advised Rep. Springer of them.

In view of your interest, | though you would also

be interested in the minutes of the first public

hearing on the current version of "HB 1", now the

second Sponsor Substitute for House Bill 1, (2d SSHB 1).

A copy of them 1is enclosed.

Sincerely,

Martha Fischbach

Enclosure



Alaska ~tatc 1Gegtslaturie

House of Ryaesataines

Committee on
Community & Regional Affairs

February 29, 1988

Ms. Ruth Merculieff, City Clerk
City of St. Paul

Pouch j.

St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660

Re: Request for Minutes
Dear Ms. Merculieff:

Pouch Vv
Slate Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

(007) 465483

Per your request to the House Community and Regional

Affairs Committee, you will find enclosed a copy of the

minutes from the February 24, 1988 teleconference on "HB 1."

[f | can be of further assistance to you,

hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

M artha Fischbach

Committee Secretary

Enclosure

please do not



Al aska S>tate legislature

House of Rgresaiaines

Committee on
Community & Regional A/fairs

Ms. Cheryl Jerabk
P.O. Box 108
Aniak, Alaska 99557

Per your request to the House Community and

Pouch Vv
Stale Capito!
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833

Regional

Affairs Committee, you will find enclosed a copy of the

Martha Fischbach



Alaska 8>tate legislature
Pouch v
House of Ryoresariatives neal, Al Sgets
(907) 4654833

Committee on
Community & Region IAffairs

February 29, 1988

City of Kake
P.O. Box 128
Kake, * iska 99830

Attn:  Bill Cheney
Re: Request for Minutes
Dear Mr. Cheney:

Per your request to the House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee, you will find enclosed a copy of the
minutes from the February 24, 1988 teleconference on "HB 1."

If | can be of further assistance to you, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

M artha Fischbach

Committee Secretary

Enclosure



House of Rgaesataives

Committee on
Community & Regional Affairs

February 29, 1988

City Manager

99689
e. Request for Minutes
Dear Mr. Filip:

Pouch v
Slate Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833

Per your request to the House Community and Regional

Affairs Committee, you will find enclosed a copy of the

minutes f om the February 24,
If 1 can be of further assistance to you,
me.

hesitate to contact

Sincerely,

M artha Fischbach

Committee Secretary

Enclosure

1988 teleconference on

"HB 1."

please do not



Alaska 8>tatc legislature
HoLse of Rgresatainves BT

) (907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

February 29, 1988

Clty of Toglak

ToglaEOXA?aska 99678

Attn: Marie Pavian, City Clerk
Re: Request for Minutes

Dear Ms. Pavian:

Per your request to the House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee, you will find enclosed a copy of the
minutes from the February 24, 1938 teleconference on "HB 1."

If | can be of further assistance to you, please do not
hesitate to contact me

Sincerely,

Martha Fischbach

Committee Secretary

Enclosure



Alaska 1 tate legislature
House of Ryxesariaines e

_ (907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

ANNOUNCEMENT

To: District J Constituents Jy ~ -/

From: Representative Henry Springer, Chairman .
House Community and Regional Affairs Comm'itte

Date: March 31, 1988

Subject: HB 1 Boroughs Local Governance

The problem with the creation of boroughs and the general
subject of Iocal_(?overnance.has received state wide
attention, as evidenced during the hearings on HB 1. Due to
public demand, the House Community and Regional Affairs
(HCRA) Committee has made an unusual effort to involve the
concerned parties and citizens.

Six meetings including four state wide teleconferences were
held, position papers and research reports were mailed out
to over 1000 participants and the Dept, of Community and
Regional Affairs (DCRA) has made their report available on a
broad basis. In addition, Representative Ron Larson, the
Prlme sponsor of HB 1, has mailed similar numbers of

etters.

The question of local governance and creation of boroughs in
unorganized areas of the State will be the subject of
discussion in the years to come and consequently will
generate a lot of controversy and debate. | helieve that
the time is not right to face such an issue through
legislative mandate.

blic hearing process and at the strong
}|< COGHILL and REPRESENTATIVE DICK

As a result of the XCU
i1l remain in the House CRA Committee.

urging of SENATOR J
SHULTZ, this bill wil

Your participation and interest is much appreciated.



Alaska "tate Sjcgislature
House of Ryaesatatives T

) (907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

February 29, 1988

Mr. Larry Strunk, City Administrator
General Delivery

City of Quinhagak

Quinhagak, Alaska 99655

Re: Request for Minutes

Dear Mr. Strunk:

Per your request to the House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee, you will find enclosed a copy of the
minutes from the February 24, 1988 teleconference on "HB 1."

If | can be of further assistance to you, please do not
hesitate to contact me

Sincerely,

M artha Fischbach

Committee Secretary

Enclosure



Alaska S>tatc MMegislature

House of Rgaresataines
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4833
Committee on

Community & Regional Affairs

February 29, 1988

Mr. David Shaw
P.O. Box 377

Nenana, Alaska 99760

Re: Request for Minutes
Dear Mr. Shaw:

Per your request to the House Community and Regional
Affairs Committee, you will find enclosed a copy of the
minutes from the February 24, 1988 teleconference on "HB 1.

If 1 can be of further assistance to you, please do not
hesitate to contact me
Sincerely,

y% udL.
Martha Fischbach

Committee Secretary

Enclosure



X XXX XXXX* Xt X it XX XX XKE XXX XXX XX XXX XX XXX XX XX XX XXXXXX

X X
X DELIVER TO: LHSCMMF *
Vi #
# X
X ORIGINAL X
x CREATED: 11724737 TIME: 11:56 X
X SUBJECT: AFN RESPONSE *
X PRINT DATE: 11724787 TIME: 11:58 #
X X
XXXXXXXXXXXIXXXXXXXXIXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XX XXX XXX
DAVID

GEORGE ERVIN, FROM THE AFN CALLED. HE IS REAL RESPONSIVE TO YOUR

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION AND WOULD LIKE YOU TO ATTEND THEIR BOARD
OF DIRECTORS MEETING (FOR REGIONAL NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS) ON

DEC. 7. THE FULL BOARD IS MEETING ON DECEMBER 8. HE IS TRYING

TO REACH YOU. IF HE DOESN"T, PLEASE CALL HIM AT 274-3611

MARTHA



