
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES APPLICABLE
TO THE TREASURY DIVISION,
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE,

STATE OF ALASKA

•  •  •  •  •  •  •  •  •  •  •  •  •  •

                                                                                                                                                                                          
Apendix ZN 02/22/2000 1:30 PM

J:\DEBBIEM\INV-BOOK\NEWEST\2-99 edition\4app-zn v 1.3.doc

APPENDIX ZN

Court Ruling Regarding National Petroleum Reserve Revenue
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V. hui18l!386 
STATE OF ALASKA, WILLIAM SHEFFIELD,) 
Governor of Alaska, MARY NORDALE, ) 
Commirrsioner, Department Of ) 8y.~,Dsp"tY 
Revenue, State of Alarka, .' s; :.<c: ,,I 

Defendants. 
) ,; ‘ ., i '* 

,_,: ),+L No. lJD-85-2634 Civil 

SUMMARY ORDER 

Plaintiffs move for summary judgment on their 

complaint for declaratory ralief. Specifically, they seek a 

judicial declaration that the defendants (hereinafter, the 

State) have violated the term8 of P.L. 96-514 (42 U.S.C. 6508) 

by (a) failing to segregate funds received from the federal 

government, (b) failing to establish a system by which political 

subdivisions jmpacted by oil and gas development in the National 

Petroleum Reserve - Alaska (hereinafter, NPR-A) could apply for 

or receive funds to impacted rubdivisions on a priority basis as 

required by the federal law and (c) appropriating those funds to 

the general use of the State of Alarka. (Plaintiffs alterna- 

tively seek parallel declaratory relief on the basis of breach 

of fiduciary duty to administer a trust created by P.L. 96-514.) 

Plaintiffs additionally seek a ..declaration that ch. 94, SLA 

1984, requires all funds (past or future) received by the State 

from the federal government under P.L. 96-514 to be placed,,+n’* 

special revenue fund and made available for appropriation by the :, 
legislature under a system which complies with the requfrementr 

of P.L. 96-514. Lastly,' plaintiffs seek injunctive relief 

(a) requiring the State to regregate and account for all fkdr , 
received under P.L. 96-514 and to administer those funds in 

,; 
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accordance with law and lb) prohibiting the State from expending ‘. __i I 1 ( I. _. ‘.i’ ‘ .+ 
any P.L. 96-514 revenues (past, or future) until a system ii 

“3 . ,__I :: 1 _‘_,i )‘_ ? 1’ &“, 

established for ‘awful administration’*‘and’ disposition of’ eau& 

funds. 
~, y+g&k$;~ :. * _._ ,,:p * i, 

‘.!s..~: .I ,I : ,,_’ :,g‘ .,. ,.‘ _i. .rp ’ y j ,:, ): _. : 
.*.*: 

The State has filed a cross-motion for summary judg- .I 
msnt, arguing first that the’plaintiffa’ complaint does not 1 
state a cause of action. The State arquea to this result from 

its conclusion that P.L. 96-514 imposes no judicially enforce- 

able conditions on Alaska’s receipt of NPR-A revenues. 

Additionally, the State argues (a) that the plaintiff municipal- 

ities have no xight to share in NPR-A revenues in advance of 

actual commercial production from NPR-A# (b) that the State is 

entitled to deposit a portion of NPR-A revenues directly into 

the Alaska Permanent Fund upon receipt; (c) that the State is 

under no obligation to adopt specific procedures whereby 

political subdivisions may apply for and receive NPR-A fund81 

(d) that plaintiffs’ delay in bringing this action bars their 

claims for relief as to moneys already expended by the State: 

(a) that any State obligation with respect to NPR-A funds should 

be deemed satisfied through the aharinq of state revenues with 

the plaintiff municipalities under other programat and (f) that 

ch. 94, SLA 1984, does not affect NPR-A revenues which were 

received and spent by the State prior to the date on which that 

law became effective. 

The parties havb both’requbrted expedited handling of 

this motion. Oral argument was heard onb week aftex the 

briefing was completed. In order to avoid furthbr delay’ in 

been 
The six-week period during which this case has 

heldlinder advisement coincides aLmoat exactly with’ the 
period durinq which the underaiqded has been the only l uperiot 
court judge present in ituneau. i. . ) . . , .j.>i f” 
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above i8rrUes are 6et out, below, #in rummary fa&ion. 

1. Mand: Lo ry Duty Reqarding Allocation of NPR-A Revenuer.' 

A. P.L. 96-415,provider that half of all receipt8 

from sales, rentals, bonuoe8 and royaltie on leare8 pertaining 

to land8 in the National Petroleum Reserve - Alarka shall be 

paid by the federal governmen; to': the State of Alarka “for 
* -* ~ ; .:,,. ,.~_,i c ~ 

(a) planning, (b) con8truction;“ maintenance and operation of 

essential public facilitier , and (c) other nececraary provi8ion8 

of public service." In the allocation of such fundr, the 

federal act establishes a mandatory duty on the State of Ala8ka 

to "give priority to use [of NPR-A funds] by subdivirionr of the 

state most directly or oeverely impacted by development af oil 

and gas leased under [P.L. 96-5141." . 

B. The duty imposed by P.L. 96-514 ultimately fall8 

upon the Alaska Legislature (because it has the spending power), 

and it includes the duties to examine the claimed need8 of 

subdivision8 arising from oil and ga8 development impactr, to 

evaluate them and, if the claimed needs are found to exist, to 

rank them in order of priority , and to meet or rati8fy them out 

of NPR-A revenues. 

C. The duty set out above may be met through exi8t- 

ing entities and the budget review proce88; it i8 not nece88ary 

that a new apparatus be created to receive NPR-A clafm8. 

2. When the Duty Arises. ,' 
The duty arise8 upon the commencement of any ‘develop- 

mant" of the nubject tractr. Becau8e “development’ include8 
i 

"any step taken in the”‘&arch for , . . 
,_ 

hydrocarb&rm (a8 well 

as capture, production and marketing of rrame), it i8 clear that 

the duty arises well before actual commercial. production and 

exi8t8 at lea& a8 early a8 when te8t well8 are being drilled. 

Of courre, in evaluating Chim8d impaCt need8, and in 
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commercial production which may result and it8 likely pace@ etc. '. _I, ., 
3. Automatic Deposit into Permanent Fund. 

The State cannot, consistent with its obligations . 
under P.L. 96-514, automatically'~epotait~ SOQ (or any amount) of 

all NPR-A revenues into the Alpski Permanent Fund. Such action .' . , ,. ,,. ,r : 
clearly contravenes the mandatory duty' placed on the State by 

the very law which authorizes payments to the State (since such 

payments are made on the condition that the State 'give priority 

to use [of such funds] by subdivisions of the state most 

directly or severely impacted* by the developments of leased 

lands). Rather than a direct deporit to the permanent fund, the 

State must first reaoit to the process referred to in Parts 1-B 

and 1-C above to examine the claimed needa of impacted rubdivi- 

siona and to rank any found to exist. Because the language of 

the federal act is so broad concerning the allowable objects of 

state expenditure of NPR-A funds ("other necessary provisions of 

public service"), it is conceivable that an allocation of NPR-A 

revenue8 to the permanent fund might be allowable after the 

State complies with the mandatory duty imposed on it to evaluate 

needs and establish priorities. " But thin difficult qua&ion 

need not be resolved now, for on the undisputed facts before the 

court the State has made nb effort at all to meet the duty 

imposed upon it. The automatic deposita into the permanent fund 

clearly violate the federal law. i' 
4. Plaintiffa' Delay in Filing Lawsuit, ., 1 

By virtue of their delay in bringing this action, 

plaintiffs are barred from obtaining relief as to any mo,:ey? 

already Fpended by the State. Because the State is under a ‘ 
duty under federal law to undertake an evaluative process to' 
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taken place in 1982 and 1983 b if&‘rxampl@) i“ the State’ would ‘d& 
._ ,,,,, ( ,.” ‘ ‘C’,FAO , : ~ ‘I. i. ” * t .P7? 

prejudiced by an order now’reqiiring it to place into a speciai 

fund monies which have been expended for other purposes and an 

order requiring it to make allocation8 baaed on a ryrtem of 

priotitiea which cannot be recreated. There is no bar, however, 

as to those funds which have been, placed in the NPR-A reserve 
2 . . i 

account since 1984, and there is‘ ‘no bar “ar to those funda 

deposited directly into the Permanent Fund. 

5. Satisfaction. 

Summary judgment on this defense is denied. Even 

assuming that the amount of development-related impact needs of 

the plaintiffs for the period 1981 - 1985 could somehow be known 

by this court without formal legislative determination under the 
,.. 

process mandated by the federal act, there would remain factual 

matters in dispute. The court, however, adopt8 the position of 

the State that it may show satisfaction to the extent that it 

shows that a given appropriation to plaintiffs was for needr 

arising out of oil and gas development-related impacta. 

6. Ch. 94, SLA 1984. 

Having determined that federal law imposer a mandatory 

duty upon the State as net out above, it is unnecesmary to 

consider whether atate law too forbids the practice8 complained 

of here by plaintiffs. Under the supremacy claure of the 

federal constitution, federal law controla. whether ch. 94, SLA 
6 / 

1984, al80 requires, an a matter of state law,’ that which ,.,__ 
P.L. 96-514 requires thereford need not bi decided. .‘) ,) li 

CONCLUSION 

Having reached the above conolonionr, the. court 
‘; <ii 

declares the right6 of the parties and.orders ar follows: ‘,:’ 

/I 
,’ 
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(2) The State has violated P.L. 96-514 by ,appropriating NP , jl, ‘ ’ *,,< ,-” .*a I’*. , * ~ , “ep il: :. I ,( .A 
fundr to the general’ use of the State of Alaska bithoyt, 

> x. 

(3 

(4 

giving priority to those uses epecified in P.L. 96-514. ,, ; 

The State is required to segregate and account for all 

funds received under P.L. 96-514, other than those already 

expended. 

The State ia required to administer funds received under 

P.L. 96-514 in such a way that it gives priority to the use 

of such funds by subdivisions most directly or severely 

impacted by development of oil and gas leased under 

P.L. 96-514. 

(5) As to the defense of satisfaction, that matter must be 

reserved for trial on the factual issue whether any appro- 

priationr to plaintiff8 during the yearm,+ in question were 

for needs arising from impacts related to oil and gas 

development. 

The matter will be scheduled for trial at counsel’8 

requeut upon the filing of a proposed scheduling order signed by 

all parties, or a scheduling conference will be set if counrel 

are unable to agree upon a schedule for trial. “) 
:.~ 3 

XT IS SO ORDERED. 
!, 

4F : ? 
DONE at Juneau, Alarka, this -day of March, 1986.(:!; 

. . a,^, “8 \ ..! 
h4&* J(, cz+2&aq l ,’ . 

Walter L. Carpenetj? 
Superior Court Judge 

CERTIFICATION 
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CITY OF BARROW, 
CITY OF WAINWRIGBT, and 
NORTH SLOPR BORCUGR, 
, “,. 

of Alaska, MARY NCRDALE, ) ,‘- 
Commissioner, Dept. of 

.;_I ” 
Revenue, State of Alaska, l c 

Defendants. ; Case No. 1311-85-2634 Civil ” \ 
I 

STIPULATION REGARDING PAYMENT OF GRANTS 

To implement thi; ’ court’ 8 Summary Order."" dated 

March 18, 1986, the Alaska Legislature passed CSSB 491(Fin) 

which provides a process by which municipalities may apply for 

grants to alleviate impacts from federal oil and gas leasing in 

the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (“NPRA”). To satisfy the 

retrospective obligation of defendant State of Alaska (“the 

state”), the parties anticipated that the legislature would ap- 

propriate an amount of funds equal to the shared NPRA revenuea . . 
deposited in the Permanent Fund (approximately $24,317,000) and 

the Public School Fund (approximately $182,000), together with 

the funds remaining in the NPRA Special Revenue Fund (approxi- 

mately $2,400,000). 

However CSHB 491(Fin) passed with a’$24,499,400 fiscal 

note, corresponding to the NPRA shared revenues deposited in the 
) ,1 7,; 

Permanent Fund and the Public School Fund, -an amount which then 

was appropriated to the Department of 'Community and Regional 

Affairs in CCSHB 500 (page 106, line 8). Not included in the 

appropriation was the approximately $2,400,000 remaining in ‘the 

NPRA Special Revenue Fund. Instead, 82,155,OOO of that amount 

was appropriated directly for a residential care, alcohol and 

drug treatment center in Barrow, & HCS CSSB 171(Fin) 

(page 31, line 9). 



IT U STIPULATED that thi :“$2,155,000’~‘. in: XC? Cg+ 1,. .,. < ” ‘i 5; ‘, 
171 (Fin) for a residential car;,!’ al’cohol~‘&d’ drug tr&aent &i 

ter in Barrow my $b’i, C& 
..‘:l, j’. 

U.S.C. s 6508, mada dire 
r‘P*L* ‘96-5Wj 6 j-,,\‘,,“’ ., ‘. 
ture and creditec 

against the $24,499,400 appropriation to the Department of Corn-- 

munity and Regional Affair8 in CCSHB SOO(page 106, line 8). 

DATED I 13. /4S6 

GROSS b BURKE : ‘y HAROLD M. BROWN 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

BY~ Avrum M. Groan 
Counsel for the horth Slope j j Counsel for Defendant 

Borou h, 
and C f 

City of Wainwright State of Alaska 
ty of Nuiqaut 

CITY OF BARROW ,- 
.I ; -8, 

By*&-.--‘&.ti& 

Counse? foFe:he%yai b ‘i” Barrow 



CITY OF. NUIQSIT, and Nl- -.--_ 
BOROUGH , : ,..:, i 1 

STATE OF ALASKA, WI'LI&.,f s&FIELD, ' j 
Governor of Alaska, MARY NORDATX- ’ 
COUXUiSSiOner. DeDartment of 

,';:i 

:o use [of NPRA funds] by subdivisions of the state 

Stephen C. Cowper and Hugh Malone, hereby stipulate as ‘: :;y*.g 

followst$$ ,( _,i 
1. y ’ 

In P.L. 96-514 (42 U.S.C. 5 6508), the United ,:’ 
“\’ I 

States Congress authorized, &xnpetW.ve oil and gas leasing in!::;!. $2 &“J!‘ 4 the National Petroleum R;;?ww;;-Aia;;a’, (,,,,,,,) ( and provideiu.!fi 

/’ ,+$,s that half of all receipts f&n sales, rentals, bonuses and roy-‘$? 
\ ,,.‘.?> alties received from such leasing activity shall be paid by the’;;, 

Federal government to the State of Alaska “for (a) planning,.,( 
:onstruction, 

*.,:;:, :. J,~&&y&!p’l~ p-!,,. 
‘.‘bperation *’ of :i essential’ ~~~~~.,~~~~~~~~~~~, ;‘,:“ ;, ., ,; ((, :: :..,$.,. 1, *, ‘I pub1 

Facilities, i 
I**. ~ i *i;’ 1 > saryprovisions ‘: of, public s “-I :‘, ; 

rice. ” .* $f”, 
In the allocation of those funds, the federal Act ‘% 

‘, ‘“;.,;3 
.mposed an obligation on the State of Alaska to “give priority 



direct lp or 

,‘leased under” 

(‘1986, the state received,.‘,~&F?$o~ 

9.. . 

various times, portions’ the”, funds receivedi from’ the * ~federa . x 
government under the federal 1 Act&era * deposited,;i,:in’. the ) +&,&,,,, 3 : .“..;p I- ‘V,., ,. I,.,. ~i”.l;&b+,‘> genera 

J’ ~j~~,$ ?,.K’d ‘. 
fund, the Permanent Fund,’ Ithe :Pub& School Fun&’ ‘and the NP 

‘I_ &&; ,~,~~~~~.~~ I ./9’/. :: 
Special Revenue Fund &&b&h&, in., cb,?,,, 94, Su’ 1984 i 9 “‘f%‘@$ 

‘*“*v’I _, .:. , ;q;, 
3. On 

,$..,,‘:~~~.,::,~~~*~~~~~~,~~~. ji t, 
November ,.27 ;$1985’;“‘; plaintiff municipalitie ,ii ,. ,a, -$.- ,* 

brought suit against the state and state defendants, alleging ‘t; .’ 
that the state had not established a process for giving a prior-:; ,*:;,:, P*., 
ity in allocation of the received,, funds to subdivisions mooting 

directly or severely ‘impacted by.: the federal leasing activity.‘;’ !, :v” ‘I: ,:li;&$; ; y “.’ _ ,,/_ ,$Ff. . 5 w,~~:i: i ,,. 
On March 18, 1986, the Superior, Court, Firet”Judicial District,‘!: jl 2..+. ,.,“, 
agreed with plaintiffs and ‘entered ‘-,.a Summary Order (1) holding: / x 
that the state had violated the federal Act by failing to estab6 ,, 
lish a system by which political subdivisions impacted by ,,oil$ 

.I. 
and gas development in NPRA could apply for and receive funds on 

a priority basis and by a priority basis and by .” .” appropria appropria NPRA funds to the general. NPRA funds to the general. ,, . ,, . , ;:>. , ;:>. ;$‘~ ;$‘~ 
use of the state without givi use of the state without givi ,,, -,~ _,,,*, $y to those uses specified i$ ,,, -,~ _,,,*, $y to those uses specified i$ 

.,p,*:* . .,p,*:* . 
in the federal Act, in the federal Act, 

r i:lqy$@, r i:lqy$@, 
(2) requiring”‘the state to segregate ‘and’@ (2) requiring”‘the state to segregate ‘and’@ _, -,i _, -,i I* 5,*’ I* 5,*’ 

account for all funds received under the federal Act (other than’ 

thoae which had already ,,been expended) , ,. and ,*(3) requiring th *,, I h I’*, ,. :’ 
state to administer funds received under the federal Act in a 

way that gives priority,to the use of such funds by subdivisions /*/. 



ible to 

other us 

leasing 

mulgated 

receive grants 

e being made df 
ac.ivity under 

emergency regulations which have subsequently bie$$ ;,, _I.,._j I’ H* 
adopted as permanent ..reg ‘::;QgI;::.,; 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska; 

prescribe procedures by which political subdivisions of the ., ~ :; li” f.?’ 
,~:JL, j 

state may apply for grants to ,alleviate adverse impact from’:’ 

federal leasing activity under” the : federal Act, and the 
$fi< 

br0-e V,,.’ 
cedurea by which the department will adjudicate those applicai$ 

‘::,:, ,_ Ij 
tions. 

(,,._, “” :... : ,i ;‘, ,_ ‘., ‘5 2,y 
a_. ,” ‘,,.,.’ ,+, :“ 

,,? ‘., ” 
6. In ch, 129,. ‘SLA, the legislature appropriated’: 

$24,499,400.00 f rom the NPRA Special Revenue Fund to the Depart-;: 

ment of Community and,Regional Affairs for the PurDose of makin.“‘ 

grants under the federa 

scribed in Paragraph S a 

ment announced grants, 

ceived by the state under the 

stipulation between the parties, a $2,1SS,OOO.O0 appropriation 
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‘I 
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10 

11 

late to dismissal of all rcmalning claims in this action, sub- 

ject only to ally further prr>r:codi.ng~ which may be nccessory 

7. By promulgating the regulation:; f(lund :lt 19 :uIC 

50 and receiving and ildjudicating grant applications under those 

regulations with respect LL\ tunds rccer~ed under tl\c fcder~l Act 

as of Juno 30, 1986, the St;lt.tl of A~;IsIc~~ ha:; ti;~t~sfi.eJ its obli- 

pation under the federal Act ;cr,d the Superior Court’s Sl:mmary 

Order of Narch 18, 1986. Accordingly, the partics hereby stipu- 

13 ', 8. ‘i’hc: p;;rtics cxprcssly W~ICC no stipulation regard- 

13 i “6 cost .c‘ ;:tli! ‘Ii turne; ‘s fees at th5.s time, that matter to be 

I5 !I 
I’ resolve:! by ,~ppropri~~tc Curther proceedings in this court [if 

- ___-u -e-e---- 

<’ 
/ , I By ; , : : ( : 7’.^’ ;,/ ‘: , ’ 

Cc~urrse 1 for Pl.aintitf City 

* ‘. 
‘, 

_’ ;,’ 

__l-_+-- --- 

of Barrow 

CROSS & BURKE 

Counsel for Plaintif I%’ City 
ot’ Vainwright, City of 
Nuiqsit, and Esiorth Slope 
Borough 

/: 
ii STTI’1!1~A?.‘TON FOR DISMISSAL 
// 
!i 
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0 (/.45; 1u 
(; + Thomas Koester 
Assistant Attorney General $1 
Counsel for Defenhanto 

FII (0 !f! THE TRIAL COURTS 
:I’r\‘lt ilk AL sr.K,Z, FIRST DISTRICT 

/?, I 1 I I ‘, ’ F, b\ I.1 

ORDER -- 
T.7 15 SC! ~:;RDZRED. 

,_ 

DAT!:,D: r, s , I’ ,’ I’ ,; )’ 

, .- .,,, J:.*4’,.i t=; 
Walter L. Carpeneti 
Superior Court Judge 

24 

26 

, 19 x,.7,, a true copy of this 

STIPULATION FOR DISMISSAL - 5 - _ 



CITY<OF BARROW, CITY OF; 
klbIt?WRIGRT. CITY OF NUIOSUi; 

GTATE OF ALASKA, STEVE COWPER, ) “; ‘ii;; 
Governor of Alarka, HUGH -.‘:, ) :iisV; 

.::;‘F, “j 
.I:‘~,A Clark ct C 

MALONE, Commiseion~r , 
ment of Revenue, stat 
Uaska, 

The state’s response to thy,, ,p!aintiff’s motion tot ” > “% ,,;;*xii~ 

sttorney feeo accurately and ‘suacincl& sots ‘,,.,out;l: thr;i: law,; $ 
, :! .,.- 8 ‘*, : $+:2q~.:J ( 1 II 1 L .rs ‘WY, ar,&,’ .i., ~~;~,!~~.:,~~;1~~~~*.~,~~~~,, %‘,a 

Likewise, it correctly ;.chrracterize?.~~~,t~e ,:,‘plaintiffr' j_ tacit” :i : m*~.*s ” ‘Ix, .,4 I ‘.I (, -;,y. 

admission that they were not, publfa interest :litigantr.:, And it ‘I! i^ ““, . . ..ii..r _, .” , ‘?;A 

correctly arguer that ther 

be, that the defense waa frivolous or, 

olaintiffs and the results obtain 

The hourly rate &a’iged:“by :c&n&l ,’ fOt “the’ ‘plainti& 
~ ,/ ,, ,. y,‘, , ,‘, ‘.i;;, ./’ ,: is&*; WL1. w. cx ;*4 ,I, i :$ &p;;~$,‘.,+‘J 

is reasonable and the total hours expended ime n&&easonable 
‘3 I )(, ,,,// ,, ” ‘:,,‘y. : 

especially given the amounts at stake? ‘:;;:Taking into 
.:$p@ 

rccoudi:.+tlm~ I 



. __.-.- 



of Alaska, 

ORDER CLARIFYING AWARD OF ATTORNEY FEES ~$‘~~~~‘~<‘; 
” )’ \:.:‘1:“:h’ 

It was thfe coutt’6‘ intention: fi”award’,66.‘2/3’ percent 
.‘: ,., ~ ,>I, 

of total fees incurred, Therefore, * the,.order ) regarding, attorney. 
., IX 

fee8 
, ,:“p&i ‘. 

fa clarified to include an award df 617.33.~;0* t<f,:,City ‘0;‘ 
I, ‘. .> L,“’ .’ 

Nuiqsut and an award of 61,350 to thr‘Ci& of Barrow, ” ,‘_( ‘1”,1 
i * 

The plaintiffs’ proposed form of order will be irrrued 

contemporaneously 

awarded as attorney fees 

IT 1s SO ORDER 

DONE at Juneau, Alaska, thfs ,“. 9h day .m, of-leptember, .,d 



:_ ,, 

., 
.s 

./ ’ ,+$ 

1 FIRST JUDICI 

Defendants, j / ] ~",,; -y$z-yey*(oyoy~y ,; 
,. .' ,. 

lo. lJU-85-2634 Civil : , :: .r, 
ORDER : ',( .f;:, .;;,;:.,".:':,, ., :: 

IT IS ORDEREDITh court, having oonoid&sd the motion:::,, 
_..b ~>' 

Nf the plaintiffs for an award of attorney faea " " 
(1) Plaintiff City of Barrow is awarded judgment 

gab-t the Defendant State of Alaska for attornry.fees in, 
he amount of $ A 1, 3 50 , ‘;” ‘, ’ :‘;““‘, ,, : 1’1.. .;;: ; ‘. 

(2) Plaintiff North Slope Borough is awarded judgment ' 

gainst the Defendant State of Alaska idr a&dney fees’& ~' 
he amount of $ 36, 338’. 33 t :m’ ! -i: + ’ ,, ,,, .( 

)’ 
(3) Plaintiff City of Nuiqsut'is awarded judgment '. ';k 

gainst the Defendant State of Ala&$ for attorney fees in ,-" 

la amount of $ 6/3 1 33 

DATED this P 

Walter L. Carpen$4ki'qA., - 
Judge of the Superior Court ' “'i"?Y~ 
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