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From: Blankenship, Johni
Sent: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 9:28 AM
To: Broyles, Randi
Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>KPB Planning Commission Decision to Vacate Essick Remote
ROW
Attachments: Caribou Island ROW 2.1.2921.0dt; 2021 Notice of Public Hearing.pdf; Kenai Borough

Planning Commission Notice of Decision 12521.pdf

From: Ernie Alvarez <easkilak@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 1, 2021 3:26 PM

To: Hibbert, Brent <bhibbert@kpb.us>; Derkevorkian, Richard <rderkevorkian@kpb.us>; Bjorkman, Jesse
<JBjorkman@kpb.us>; ysoncox@kpb.us; Elam, Bill <belam@kpb.us>; Carpenter, Kenn <KCarpenter@kpb.us>; Johnson,
Brent <bjohnson@kpb.us>; ichesley@kpb.us; Dunne, Willy <WDunne@kpb.us>; Blankenship, Johni
<JBlankenship@kpb.us>

Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>KPB Planning Commission Decision to Vacate Essick Remote ROW

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding or providing
information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, know the content is safe and
were expecting the communication.

TO KPB Assembly Members,

Attached is my letter opposing the KPB Planning Commissions decision to vacate Essick Remote 100 ft ROW on Caribou
Island in Skilak Lake. Also find the KPB Notice of Public Hearing of 1/25/2021 and the KPB Notice of Decision regarding
that hearing.

Thank You

Ernie Alvarez



























ROW for new 30’ ROW.

Skilak lake is zct to strong storm winds. The original Caribou Island plat reserved only two wind-sheltered boat
landings for use by all the island’s owners. This existing 100’ ROW is the only wind sheltered public beach on the
south shore. Additionally, the existing 100’ ROW is improved in that an eight fo  wide tractor trail with a packed
gravel surface has been in place for about ten years.

On Google Maps the existing protected beach is clearly shown with boats up on the gravel and scuffed gravel from
human use. Also visible is the tractor trail. My graphic illustrates the proposed 30’ wind exposed beach with a long
shallow approach. I have needed to haul my boat up on the existing ROW and walk back to my cabin.

If the petitioners need more land, the other property owners could agree to give up a portion of the existing ROW,
but the wind sheltered beach landing should be preserved for public use. It’s a matter of public safety.

I thank you for this belated consideration,
Nancy DiNapoli

Owner, Caribou Island Subdivision
Bk2,L1and Bk 1,112,13,14

*okok
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From: Blankenship, Johni
Sent: Friday, February 5, 2021 10:35 AM
To: Broyles, Randi
Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Vacation for Essick REM Caribou Island

From: Dean Denlinger <dnrdenlinger2 @gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 4, 2021 7:20 PM

To: G_Notify_AssemblyClerk <G_Notify_AssemblyClerk@kpb.us>
Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Vacation for Essick REM Caribou Island

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding or providing
information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, know the content is safe and
were expecting the communication.

To whom it may concern,

This email is in regards to the proposed right-of-way vacation for Essick REM Caribou iIsland. | believe it wili be of great benefit
for the integrity of the island. The current 100 foot easement goes across an environmentally sensitive area. With that wide of
an easement for anyone to use, it could cause damage and riparian concerns. On the other hand, a 30 foot easement with a
well marked out trail would greatly help to reduce those issues.

As the island becomes more popular and more people will need access to their properties, | believe the 30 foot right of way will
be crucial.

Thank you for considering my thoughts,

Dean Denlinger
Property owner on the island



Greetings Assembly Members

My name is Daniel Moose. My family is (and has been) building a cabin on Section 3 Lot 2 on Caribou
Island, 500’ from the existing ROW. | was one of the few cabin owners notified (there are 18 active
cabin ow: ;on the island) regarding the Planning Commission’s hearing to consider vacatingt 100’
foot right-of way. This ROW I use and rely on for the ongoing construction of my cabin and as a safe
harbor for  sself and family when the Skilak Lake winds pick up {Winds, as the assembly knows, that
without safe harbor can have tragic consequences).

I am requesting that the Assembly step in and reject the Planning Commission’s vote to approve
vacating a crucial 100’ publicly owned Right-of-Way and re-locating it to a useless and reduced (now
30’) ROW and giving the newly created premium lot and 70’ of shoreline to the petitioners, one of
whom is a Planning Commissii  2amployee.

| attended the meeting and was given one brief opportunity to express my opposition to the proposal.
My comments echoed those of the 2 other neighbors (who were not contacted by the Planning
Commission) but were fortuna  to have found out about the meeting and were able to comment All
we  nunanimity in opposition to the proposal and none were in support and all made these same
factual points:

1. Safety: The existing location provides safe harbor for landing when the wind comes up off the
glacier. Which it can do rapidly. The 100’ right-of-way allows for several boats to land and
maneuver at all seasonal lake levels. The proposed 30’ offers no cover from the winds, nor
space to land or anchor more than a single boat, nor adequate depth of water for any loaded
boat. Itis a gravel bed leading to a steep incline.

2. Logistics: The existing location provides a safe landing for dropping off necessary supplies while
offering an adequate staging area for multiple uses including transferring needed construction
materials. The combination of: protection from the wind, adequate water depth, wide and flat
area for staging, mitigates the chance of capsizing while loading and unloading. The proposed
30’ area does not provide any of these advantages. For us on the southeast shore of the island,
the 30’ provides what we already have: a shallow, rocky wind-swept shoreline leading to a hill.

3. The existing location offers a perfect gradual slope for transferring loads to either Gene Smart
or Essick Rights-of-way. The proposed 30’ right-of-way is nothing more than a steep rocky trail
leading down to a gravel bar and a spit. The Planning Commissions flat plot does not reveal
these things.

A review of any topological map with the necessary resolution would clearly demonstrate that the
gravel bed off lot 7 makes the 30’ ROW useless for landing...the fact of the existence of the gravel bed is
a contributing factor that helps make the existing ROW the safe landing and loading area that it is.

A review of the topography would also point out the gradual slope from waterline to the Essick and
Gene Smart ROWs intersection. This contrasts greatly to the proposed 30'ROW which is steep and
imp  tical. Yes 3-wheelercantra erse it but not a LOADED one, or one trying to tow materials.

A review of the topography would also show that the island is divided by terrain. Marsh land to the
west, ridge and valley to the east. The Southern shoreline paralleling the Gene Smart ROW is low and
exposed. Materials coming into the Southeast shoreline have only the 100’ ROW that can be used



























_..agine moving lott -building 1 ialsov arocky, steep and

undevelor | ac being required to make two 90 degree turns before
reconnecting to the 100 foot easement up the hill? Property  ners hiking in and
carrying their belongings would also find this change difficu ~should be noted that the
petitioners have only asked for the access point to be vacated, not the entire easement;
again, this appears to be a way to add to and connect their personal property rather
than a benefit to islanders as a whole. If encroachment onto their property at the access
point is an issue, simply marking their corners and asking people to use the actual
easement is an easy solution. Islanders are respectful of one another’s property.

| have owned property on Caribou Island since 1978--to my nov :dge the plat has not
changed during this time. We all knew when we purchased our Ic ; where our property
lines were and where the easements were--the lines have been there for decades. My
family has also purchased additional lots over the years and ours will be passed to
future generations. We built an addition to our cabin, but we planned and kept it within
¢ rlot lines respecting the required setbacks. High water, waves and erosion have
taken land from all of us on e waterfront; this does not mean we should be able to
claim easements as our own. We do not have the right to make decisions this important
and impactful for present and future interior lot owners. All of us use easements on the
island at some point. This ¢ aroval sets a dangerous precedence and must be
reversed.

Caribou Island is a unique property and decisions regarding easements cannot be
treated as they would be in the city or even most rural areas. Easements are vital
access and connection poit ;. The desires of the petitioners should not outweigh the
needs of many p sent and future property owners. As Assen |y Members, you can
and should correct this action by not allowing the Planning Commission’s decision to
stand.

Sincerely,
Sandra K. Bowen



Broyles, Randi

From: Blankenship, Johni

Sent: Sunday, February 7, 2021 3:07 PM

To: Broyles, Randi

Subject: Fwd: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Caribou Island easement change

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Nile Ersland <nileersland@gmail.com>

Date: February 7, 2021 at 12:13:49 PM AKST

To: "Blankenship, Johni" <JBlankenship@kpb.us>

Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Caribou Island easement change

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when
responding or providing information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender, know the content is safe and were expecting the communication.

Dear assembly members.

My name is Nile Erslsand. My wife Chris and I have been property owners on Caribou Island
for 40 years.

We are both very opposed to any easement change on the island.

This particular change would be very harmful to any land owner of the interior lots.

The proposed easement would make boat landing and moorage dangerous for both boats and
especially people. Anyone who has actually seen this location will know that it is very shallow
and rocky. Access from there to the interior of the island would be up a very steep

grade. Likely unusable by 4 wheelers. Transporting material inland would be extremely
difficult, and again dangerous.

It is definitely in the best interest and safety of island property owners to dismiss this easement
change.

Regards, Nile Ersland

Nile Ersland, DDS



---------- Forwarded message ---------

..om: —.Jdrt Smith -

Date: Tue, Feb 2, 2021 at 1:54 PM

Subject: Vacated Easement on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake

To: - ,

[ am torwarding this to the above address so it can be a part of the public record..

Curt Smith

Distinguished Planning Board members;

| hesitate to stick my nose into this affair given that the Clements are great folks and
have been kind to me but L ortunately | do not agree with the proposed change as it
will adversely affect many landowners on Caribou Island.

At first glance the proposal to relocate the existing 100' easement and reduce it to 30’
wide seems somewhat reasonable other than trading 30' of beach front for 100’ of
beach front. | understand the owners desire to unite their two lots and add 70’ of
contiguous shoreline in exchange for 30’ of shoreline to their property BUT the proposal
is missing a key piece of information not apparent from the idealized platt map
submitted.

Over 1/2 of the shoreline on Caribou Island Skilak Lake is too rocky for boats or float
planes to safely come and go. The proposed new location besides being very narrow is
in a place where a boat or float plane cannot safely land. Glven that it is not allowed by
the Kenai River authority to dredge the lake bottom or remove any rocks there is no way
to make the proposed site suitable even if it were 100' wide like the current easement.






At best high water is from July 15 to September 1st. Some years less. Most of the

se: n the beachfront owners also use the easement )t to mention all of the interior
lot owners who have no other way to access their cabins except through the 100’
easement Moving the easement from its current location to the proposed unusable
location and reducing its width will cut off access to their property for a great number of
people and benefit only the owners requesting the change.

I wish | could offer an alternative suggestion. | know the shoreline quite well. | walk it
daily when the water is low. There just is not a better place for it than where it is already
located.

With respect,

Curt Smith

Caribou Island LLC

22974 Andy Anderson Way
Caribou Island, Skilak Lake



cviae Randi
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From: Blankenship, Johni
Sent: Saturday, February 6, 2021 6:19 PM
To: Broyles, Randi
Subject: Fwd: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>FW: Protest to vacation of 100 foot easement on Caribou

Island, Skilak Lake

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Russell Nogg <rnogg@gci.net>

Date: February 6, 2021 at 12:33:49 PM AKST

To: "Blankenship, Johni" <JBlankenship@kpb.us>

Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>FW: Protest to vacation of 100 foot easement on Caribou Island, Skilak
Lake

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when
responding or providing information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender, know the content is safe and were expecting the communication.

From: Russell Nogg [mailto:rnogg@gci.net]

Sent: Monday, February 1, 2021 7:55 PM

To: 'tysoncox@kpb.us'

Subject: FW: Protest to vacation of 100 foot easement on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake

From: Russell Nogg

Sent: Monday, February 1, 2021 5:49 PM

To: 'bhibbert@kpb.us'; 'rderkevorkian@kpb.us'; 'jbjorkman@kpb.us'; 'ysoncox@kpb.us';
'‘belam@kpb.us'; 'kcarpenter@kpb.us'; 'bjohnson@kpb.us'; 'Ichesley @kpb.us'; ‘wdunne@kpb.us'
Subject: Protest to vacation of 100 foot easement on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake

Dear Assembly:
My wife, Jean Nogg, and | are over 41 year owners of land and cabins on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake.
We are respectfully requesting you veto the Borough Planning Commission’s 1/25/21 decision granting

the vacation of a portion of a 100 foot easement abutting the Lake’s shore and replacing it with a 30’
easement at the far east side of a lot situated east of the current right of way.



The current right of way histori Iy has been used by Islanders like me and my wife as 1 of the 2 -100’
easements in order to safely land a boat in rough weather, to tie upa )atin order to visit
neighbors, to start a recreational hike or walk, or to use an ATV and/ or trailer for hauling items.

The proposed 30" easement is 70’ narrower than the current 100’ ease ent and provides space for only
3 boats at most, with a beach that can’t be safely accessed unlike the current easement.

The proposed 30’ easement is steep and dangerous to ATV riding, unlike the current easement. Inthe
event of the need to evacuate someone from that part of the Island, it would in my opinion, put the
evacuee and re indersin
greater

peril.

A number of we Islanders are senior citizens and rely on safe access ar egress.

| would like to suggest that this matter could be revisited after many of us are able to travel to the
Island this period of Covid (and which is currently not possible because the Lake is not passable). We
are unable to take pictures for the Planning Commission of the current easement and proposed
easement until spring or when access by snow machine is safely possible. In any event itis unjust and
inequitable to replace a 100’ easement with a 30’ easement that has inferior landing area and safe
access.

The value of various lots because of marginal accessibility could adver ly affect land values and
Borough tax revenue and set a dangerous precedence.

A number of us just found out about the petition and hearing and therefore were not able
to meaningfully participate to voice our concerns and objections.

Again we are respectfully requesting your veto of the Planning Commission’s decision of 1/25/21.

Russell A. Nogg



I /les, Randi —

From: Blankenship, Johni

Sent: Saturday, February 6, 2021 6:18 PM

To: Broyles, Randi

Subject: Fwd: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Caribou Island Vacate of ROW

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Robert Klotz <taterskilak@gmail.com>

Date: February 6, 2021 at 12:13:57 PM AKST

To: "Blankenship, Johni" <JBlankenship@kpb.us>

Subject: <EXTERNAL-SE}M ER>Caribou Island Vacate of ROW

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when
responding or providing information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender, know the content is safe and were expecting the communication.

Dear Assembly Members,

I am a property owner on Caribou Island. I strongly object to the Planning
Commission’s decision to vacate a 100’ easement and replace it with a 30’
easement in a much less desirable place. My first reason is the new 30’ easement
is not large enough to accommodate the amount of boat parking. 3 boats
maximum could be parked at one time. The easement provides access to dozens
of lots. Secondly the quality of the beach is horrible for parking a boat unless the
Kenai River is at almost flood stage. Thirdly the 30’ easement goes up a very
steep hill impossible for an ATV to navigate. Finally trading 100’ of easement for
30’ at face value seems unfair to the other property owners. How about giving us
the original 100°?

Robert “Tater” Klotz Jr.

[ own Lot 1, Block 12.

Additional information about this vacation. A new trail will have to be built on the new
easement. | am not sure you can build a trail there. I know the lot well I sold Lot 7 Blk 3 to the
current owners. The current trail was built by myself and one other person. We have put
hundreds of man hours in developing this easement to assure there is plenty of room for people
to park their 4-wheelers and have a turn around trail so that hauling supplies is easier.



Rraviae Randi

From: Blankenship, Johni

Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 7:31 AM

To: Broyles, Randi

Subject: Fwd: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Proposed Easement Changes Caribou Island-Skilak Lake

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: jimbo@alaska.net

Date: February 8, 2021 at 6:31:14 AM AKST

To: G_Notify AssemblyClerk <G_Notify AssemblyClerk@kpb.us>

Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>Proposed Easement Changes Caribou Island-Skilak
Lake

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when
responding or providing information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender, know the content is safe and were expecting the communication.

Good Morning,

We, James and Lorraine Jones, own property immediately adjacent to easement
changes proposed on Car ou Island by property owners Mike and Peggy
Clements. We purchased our property five years ago and spent the majority of
the 2019 and 2020 summer seasons on the island using boat moorings
established by the previous owner along with moorings we personally

installed. In that timeframe, we have not witnessed other property owners using
said moorings nor observed freight and gear hauling activities along the existing
easement. The scenic view frequently brings individuals walking the existing trails
and shoreline (beach) during periods of low water. This area is situated on the
windward side of the island affording no protection from heavy winds therefore,
we do not feel easement location changes will bring increased traffic to the
immediate area. We feel we would experience no negative impact should the
KPB approve easement changes. Thank you.

James and Lorraine Jones






established trails, one on the north and the one in question on the south. Without established
trails, island residents cannot move their gear from their boats to their cabins by four-wheeler.

8. The lots we own are in the middle of the island and we access our lots from the right-of-way on
the north side, so this doesn’t really affect us, but if the Plannii  Commission’s decision stands,
they have now set a precedent that says island residents can petition to change right-of-ways to
benefit only themselves, and more residents will start petitioning to do so.

Again, we would ask you to veto the Planning Commission’s decision to grant the Clements’ petition.

I think it's also important that you know that the residents of the island are aware that Peggy Clement
actually works FOR the Planning Department as Platting Technician, which seems to us a drastic conflict
of interest. | called the Planning Commission office and was transferred TO P y. I'm not going to talk
to her about her own petition. That’s very bad public relations on the part of the Planning Department.

If you would like to further discuss this, you can reach us at 805-801-8055.

Respectfully submitted,

Gary and Jill Leiter




































Proposed Development Requirements:

Lot 1 Block 6 - KPB Parcel #135-042-14

e No| mitwot be required to restore a prior-existing access pathway that has eroded

along the shoreline.

Lot 7, Block 3—| 3 Parcel #135-055-01

¢ A MAP would be required to widen the existing access path or install a new access path

along the proposed easement, and an MVP would be required for the removal of any
trees.

Existing 100-foo )latted easement (Essick Rem.)
e A MAP would .2 required to create an access path through the existing easement
between Lots 1 and 7, and an MVP would be required for the removal of any trees.

le ¢ actthe River Center if you have any questions regard | these requirements. | can
be reached at (907) 714-2468 or slopez@kpb.us.

Sincerely,

0] 5 =

Samantha Lopez, CFM

Acting River Center Manager
Donald E. Gilman River Center
Kenai Peninsula Borough
907-714-2468



Rr~avidlae Dand:
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From: Blankenship, Johni
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 1:22 PM
To: Broyles, Randi
Subject: FW: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>2-8-21 KPB Public Record and Assembly Members"Vacated

Easement on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake 2521" - VETO

From: bigwavedave @alaska.net <bigwavedave @alaska.net>

Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 1:01 PM

To: Blankenship, Johni <JBlankenship@kpb.us>; G_Notify_AssemblyClerk <G_Notify_AssemblyClerk@kpb.us>

Cc: David Merrigan <bigwavedave@alaska.net>

Subject: <EXTERNAL-SENDER>2-8-21 KPB Public Record and Assembly Members"Vacated Easement on Caribou Island,
Skilak Lake 2521" - VETO

CAL ..ON:This email originated from outside of the KPB system. Please use caution when responding or providing
information. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, know the content is safe and
were expecting the communication.

To be submitted to the KPB Public Record and each and all KPB Assembly Members.

Please read the two updated documents below as they both contain separate and important details and information
pertaining to KPB Planning Commission's Decision to "Vacated Easement on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake 2521 "

1st note !

Dear Assembly Member

VETO "Vacated Easement on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake 2521"

>

>|am a 20 year plus property owner on Caribou Island on Skilak Lake.

> | am very disappointed to here of the | inning Commission’s decision to vacate a The Traditional 100’ easement and
replace it with a 30’ easement in a questionable location.

> | also question the fairness of having 100 ft of easement land taken away from all land owners and only 30 ft replaced
as fair compensation for the interests of one land owner.

> | am very familiar with the areas in question.

> The new Proposed 30 ft site, simply put, is not safely approachable by boat. It is shallow and has many large rocks
making access near impossible. ..1e proposed new 30 ft easement will traverse thru a muddy low lying area terminating
at the base of a steep embankment leading abruptly up 10-15 ft in elevation to the required easement currently carved
precariously into the hillside above. ...e hillside t| 1 continuessl | yupandinto private | op:  above the proj
easements intersection. This may make for an extremely difficult transition to transport goods and materials, especially
to those with lower physical capabilities and the elderly.

> While the proposed 30 ft site may seem in close proximity to the existing Traditional 100 ft Easement on Caribou
Island, given the potential severity of weather and varying lake bottom terrain, even a mere 20 ft of distance on the
waterfront can make a drastic difference in the ability and safety of land owners to navigate a boat to the shoreline on
much of Caribou Island.






> | listened to him carefully for over 40 minutes and | ask many questions.
>IntheendIfeltv had a friendly conversation which is is exactly what | expected from the Mike Clements | have come
to know and like over the years.

Mike told me that the 100 ft easement was on his property and that he has lost land.

I could not grasp were Mike was trying to explain this 100 ft easement encroachment on his property has taken place.
> Mike spoke of a high water marker he has installed and about vegetation growing up through the lake in front of his
properties. Mike also made referenced to some spot on the back of one of the lots.

He said he was unhappy about a new open moose hunting season bringing boats and hunters to the far shore of the lake
across from his properties and the increased lake traffic in general.

Mike also told me of an indecent in which a crew, working on a cabin east of him tied up to his boat mooring in the lake
in front of his cabin, a lot or two west of the 100 ft easement with out his consent then used his property to access to
the island.

Mike also told me he has already given verbal consent to (Mike Kerr) the the owner of an 8 ft. Wide barge, presently
parked partially in front of the 100 ft easement, and partially in front of Lot 1 Block 6 owned by Mike and Peggy
Clements, permission to remain parked in perpetuity, after Mike and Peggy acquire the 100 ft easement.

Mike told me he is prepared to put this agreement in a written document for Mr. Kerr after their Vacate Proposal passes
approval and they acquire the area.

Mike also told me that he has offered a similar proposal of continued usage to (Jim Jones) the owner of the property (Lot
6 Block 3) adjoining the east side of the proposed new 30 ft easement.

I must admit that | came away from our conversation with no true understanding of where the easement could actually
be on his property or just how it has caused land loss.
>
> | had knowledge of a land survey which was done by the previous owner and Mike and Peggy Clements when the
Clements purchased the parcel of land (Lot 7 Block 3) containing the proposed 30 ft section and | believe the survey
included the Traditional 100 ft Easement at the location in question.
> 1 phoned the previous land owner. He said he was on site at the time the actual survey took place and the easement
was fine.
> | phoned him after talking to Mike and made sure my reckoning was correct.
>
> | know the area very well having used the 100 ft easement at this location many times (hundreds and more through
out the years before and during my 20 years of ownership) to visit the previous owner at his cabin on one of his three
waterfront lots, one abutting the east boundary of the 100 ft easement and two continuing east along the waterfront
(all 3 lots are low, wet and muddy through out the year).
> Many times | walked gingerly through the exact lot containing the proposed 30 ft area to access his cabin, because
boat access to the beaches in front of this area east of the 100 ft easement was not a viable option.
> With all this experience in mind 1 racked my brain into a restless sleep in an attempt to decipher what may have been
happening to Mike and Peggy's land.
>
>The next day after more contemplation, it hit me like a ton of bricks.
| believe Mike was referring to some land (now under water) shown on the original plat map (1 Aug 1960) of Caribou
Island in front of his properties and in front of the 100 ft easement, which the Lake and Mother Nature have reclaimed
over these many years. Leaving only rocks and sparse vegetation remaining, partially under water along the shoreline of
the lake.
The « on the original plat map is difficult to read and a lot of time has pasted since then.-1 Aug 19 _ -.

>

| also own shoreline on the lake which varies from that shown on the ariginal plat map, as does every other waterfront
landowner on the Island that | have ‘er talked to.
If this is the issue with Mike and Peggy, all Caribou Island waterfront owners share their frustration of this naturally
accruing situation.



> While it may not be a positive part of waterfront ownership, it should be accepted with grace and humility, as it is the
potential price we all must pay for living on Alaska's Amazing Wild Waters.

>

> Traditionally this location on the 100 ft easement has provided Island owners with i ilities to safely bring their
families, goods and the building materials necessary to sustain life and safety to their island.

> It is certainly is not fair to expect All Landowners to sacrifice their interests in this Traditional 100 ft Easement, in
exchar fora much narrower 30 ft of unprover ound and shoreline, for the expressed interests of only one land
owner, because they may be unable to accept what Mother Nature has been d ng, and will continue to do, since the
beginning of time.

>

> This is not the first time | have witnessed this frustration lead to unreasonable expectations.

> Usually when given time and understanding, acceptance of this reality is achieved.

>

> ease VETO Vacated Easement on Caribou Island, Skilak Lake 2521
>

> Thank you

> David Merrigan

> bigwavedave @alaska.net

>907 382 0007

>| ase feel free to contact me if | can provide any further clarity or informati



