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January 4, 1978

Lars Eide
P, 0. Box 942
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

Dear Mr. Eide:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter stating opposition to the City
of Petersburg®"s proposal for annexation of the entirety of Mitkof Island.
Be assured that your comments will be considered by the Local Boundary
Comnission prior to its entering a decision in this matter.

Sincerely,
/ f*

I i )5

Erik J. Simpson
Local Government Specialist



January 4, 1978

Enid Magill
Box 444
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

Dear Ms. Magiil:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter stating opposition to the City
of Petersburg®s proposal for annexation of the entirety of Mitkof Island.
Be assured that your comments will be considered by the Local Boundary

Commission prior to its entering a decision in this matter.

Sincerely,

Erik J. Simpson
Local Government Specialist



0 January 1973

Mr. L.. 3. Jacobson
Attorney

City of Petersburg
Petersburg, Alaska 99333

Dear Mr. Jacobson:

I, Emily V. Kerriara, Clerk, City of Kuoreanof, hereby attest that the City
of Kupreanof was in receipt of the petition of the City of Petersburg in the
Matter of Annexation on or about November 23, 1977.

Sincerely,

CITY Or KUPREANCF

Emily V. Merriam
Clerk

Emily V. Merriam personally appeared before me, Notory F*ublic,
and subscribed and swore to the above statement, at Petersburg,

Alaska, on this 6th day of January, 1973.

/T

Harry FM Merriam

Notory Public

ylzo 7 <
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Erik Simpson

Local Government Specialist

Dept, of Community & Regional
Affairs

Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Petersburg Annexation Proposal
L.E.C. Supplemental Information

Dear Mr. Simpson:

This office as legal counsel for the City of
Petersburg has been requested by members of the Local Boundary
Commission to furnish additional data to supplement the
hearing record. This letter constitutes a best-efforts
basis to furnish that _information and it should be mentioned
that since a quorum of members were physically present for
the hearing, the City of Petersburg waives any objection to
the participation in the deliberations by absent member
Sheila Gallagher conditioned on her reading of the documentation
and listening to the tapes of proceedings at the hearing.

1. Lost School Revenue. The $47,000 figure
submitted by the City of Petersburg as revenue lost from t.he
State for payment of non-resident student tuition is accurate.
The figure of $53,000 mentioned by the protestants at the
hearing is based on the last school year (when enrollment
was slightly up), coupled with failure to consider that five
of the non-resident students are from Kupreanof 1in which

case the non-resident payment from the State would continue
in any event.

2. Sales Tax Revenues, The afternoon of January
10, I resolved to follow through the best I could on the
request for additional sales tax data. Unfortunately, |

report that my worst suspicions about obtaining hard information
were confirmed. I instructed Patty Curtiss, secretary to
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the City Manager, to call out to all of the businesses and
ascertain an estimate of gross sales tax revenues from each

of them assuming that they were subject to the City"s jurisdiction
and imposing a 55 sales tax with a $1,000 transactional
ceiling. She reported back to me mid-morning of January 11,
1978 and advised that her responses fell into three categories.
The first category was the "no contacts"” where she was

unable to contact the proprietor. The second and largest
category was composed of those businesses who said they

would call back later and one who requested that Patty call
them back later. The third category, 1including the liquor
store, flatly refused to divulge any information. The

City of Petersburg is not in a position to obtain from the
Alaska Department of Revenue the gross revenue figures

reported by the various enterprises since that is privileged

information. I am not sure that that would do too much good
anyway, because | doubt if all of them file business license
returns. For example, and the only enterprise on which 1

can furnish concrete data, specifically the Petersburg
Consumer®"s Co-op, does not file a business license return
notwithstanding that our litigation with them over the sales
tax revealed that they order four or five shipments per year
varying in range from $14,000 to $24,000 each. The lumber
mill reported that it had no retail sales. The proprietors
of the building stores were in the "call-back"™ category, and
Sonny Hicks the owner of the Beachcomber could not be located
by Patty. We are unable to furnish any meaningful data on
the volume of business in the territory outside of the City
to justify either an upward or downward adjustment in the
original sales tax revenue estimate of $149,000.

3. Property Valuation. Taxes on the total real
property were calculated at a 7 mill levy against $6,790,000
on real property and $250,000 on personal property. As
indicated in the earlier submitted "Affidavit re Information
Sources", the real property was estimated by the City Clerk"s
taking and updating an appraisal submitted lay Mr. Erroll
Simmons in 1975. She used an inflation factor of 5% per
year. The personal property valuation was predicated on an
estimate of equipment owned by the two major logging companies,
Reed Brothers and Olsen & Sons, Ltd. The personal property
valuation 1is conservative. No attempt was made to adjust
the real property valuation for senior citizen exemptions
and leases of government property which would now be subject
to tax.
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4. Bonded Indebtedness. The City of Petersburg's
figures submitted on a separate sheet reciting the general
obligation and revenue bond indebtedness are accurate.

There have been no bond issues of either kind since June,
1977.

5. Financial Data Generally. To the extent that
the City of Petersburg is remiss in submitting financial
data to the Commission respecting the fiscal repercussions
of the proposed annexation, the broad brush can be attributed
to the fact that the City of Petersburg does not have a
finance director, and secondly and more importantly, to me
as the City"s attorney who did not instruct the City Administration
to be prepared on that issue any further than the documentation
submitted. The reasoning for that was in the three annexation
matters which 1 have previously participated or followed,
such data was~not requested, nor was | of the opinion that
the financial viability of an annexation proposal was one of
the standards promulgated in 19 AAC 05.010 or the Alaska
Constitution. Inasmuch, however, as an annexation proceeding
is a quasi-legislative or political act in contrast to a
judicial proceeding, the Commission®™s concern on that issue
is at least understandable.

6. Start-up Costs. The Commission is apparently
concerned about the possibility that cost of extending
general services circa March 1978 when the Alaska Legislature
would approve any proposal would create a financial drai i on
the City of Petersburg®"s general fund which was unforeseen,
unbudgeted, and could not be made up until the 1979 tax
levy. I am strongly inclined to agree with that assessment
about a short-term negative cash flow but similarly inclined
to discount its magnitude predicated on the knowledge that
many of the general services, including extra-territorial
fire, police protection and ambulance service have been
provided heretofore” In the event of annexation approval
and the 1incurrence of a deficit later in calendar year 1978
and the first part of 1979, the City may 1issue bond anticipation
notes at the time of incurring the deficit according to AS
29.58.070. Alternatively, the City of Petersburg, being a
home-rule municipality is not limited to the conventional
financing procedures enumerated in the statutes and Sec.
14.1(a) (@) of the City Charter expressly authorizes the
issuance of revenue or tax anticipation notes. Moreover,
that might not even be necessary since the Legislature®s
prospective approval of the annexation would be known by the
end of February .1978, there is ample time for the City to
accomodate any additional expenses foreseen as stemming from
the additional services in the annexed area prior to formulation
of its budget and adoption of such budget by the June 15
date mandated by Statute.
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7. Fifty Percent Tax Levy. The differential tax
zones as originally proposed drew a close parallel to those
utilized in Wrangell®s annexation. Subsequently the Coun-il
at a meeting on January 3, 1978 determined that it did not
want the tax levy pegged to the utility services afforded
since they were at least in theory financially self-sustaining,
The City accordingly submitted an Addendum dated January 6,
1978 deleting the tie-in of the tax levy to the utility
services, and keeping the 50% tax levy for basic general
services and administration. This seemingly comports with
the question raised in the January 4, 1978 report to the
Local Boundary Commission by the Department of Community &
Regional Affairs Local Government Assistance Section wherein
it stated:

"The Department raises the question of whether it
would be appropriate for the City to collect
property tax for the utility functions. The
utilities would normally be considered an enter —
prise function which would be self-supportive from
the user rates or surcharges associated with the
particular utility."”

The first year 50% figure 1is admittedly somewhat arbitrary
and would 1invoke some isolated cases of unfairness. Working
from thegeneral 50% zone as a starting point, it was felt
by the Council that it would be appropriate for the newly-
enfranchised taxpayers to participate in the adjustments

and fine tuning respecting the establishment of differential
zones in tax year \\2 (1980) .

I apologize for not being able to furnish you with
better data respecting the projected sales tax revenues, but
please advise if you think 1 may be of further assistance.

Respectfully submitted,
ROBERTSON, GLE, EASTAUGII & BRADLEY
By:

L.B. Jacobson

Of Attorneys for the City of Petersburg

LBJ:ss

cc: David Moffat
City Manager
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Statement on Annexation - 1977-7S

fhere are many aspects to be considered on annexation of the balance of Mitkof
Island to the City of Petersburg before a final decision is made. As the ordinance
now reads, if I understand it, I'm absolutely opposed to it.

Firstly, I'm opposed to annexation on a moral basis in that the resddents of the
area in question do nothave any say-so in the process. In fact, even the citizens
of the town itself, have no direct vote on the issue. It is a decision of six people
on the council controlling the destiny of not only the epople now living inside the
present city limits, but also those living without. | am quite sure ihat if a poll
were to be taken, those people living outside of the present city would vote 90fv
to 95<7 against annexation. To be notable to control your own destiny, is not the
democratic way of life as we have known it in this great land of ours.

Now for the hard facts of the cost of this monstrosity, I'm quite sure that in the
final analysis, it will actually cost the present residents of Petersburg more than
if the area in question is not annexed.

As lunderstand it, the schools would lose about $53,000. 00 in state funds, which

is paid to the schools for those children living outside the city. This is a considerahble
amount, and if the grapevine telegraph is correct, the present schooladministration
is opposed to the move because of the loss of such a sum.

If we were to be annexed, there are services thatmustbe provided. The two main
ervices involved are water and sew'er. Looking at the present high cost of construction,
I'm quite sure that these two services can not be provided for less than $7,000,000.
And these are the two main services of any city!

Another service that must be provided is fire pi'otection and there is not any way under
the sun to give fire protection without an adequate water system, with hydrants

located within i*easonable distances of all homes. Also there must be a fire engine
located within the area involved. Even though the City of Petersburg has the best
volunteer fire department in the state, it is impossible to gettrue protection where
the fire engines are located 11to 38 miles from the areas to be protected.

W hile on the subject of protection, let us go into police protection. To be
properly policed and patrolled in the area that we arc talking about, another police
car would bo needed, as well as three or four patrolmen. I'm sure that all we
could get in the line of patrol, would be one or two tours per night if the police
force were notincreased and another police car not added to the fleet. Then also,
while this arc'i was bri ng patrolled, the City itself would notbe having any pro-
tection what-s'l-ever. Now all of these so-called services would be costing you
and |, the tax payer, more money.

Now if this business of annexation iF to increase the lax base in order forlthe.*
city to go in debt farther through bor.d issues, then I'm very much opposed to
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annexation- which I'm sure all clear thinking citizens of Petersburg would also be.
It must be realized that all bond issues must be re-paid and the only way to repay
those dehts is by higher taxation. It must be very clear that the residents of
Petersburg are highly incensed and opposed to paying more taxes.

In another area of services that are rendered, let us take the hospital for instance.
From what I've been made to believe, it is on a paying basis. Perhaps it is not
making a huge profit but nevertheless it is paying its own way. I'm quite sure
that the Scow Bay residents who use this facility pay for the care given them and
that because of the added revenue that is brought in, they help support and make
this a going and profitable operation.

Now we will go into the operatioo of the power and light department. If we are

to be annexed, the city will lose the surcharge that is added to out monthly bill.
This alone will amount to a considerable amount of monies when added up at the
end of the year. It must be remembered that the power lines from the Blind Slough
hydroplant go tinrough this area. Also if the area is annexed, | would presume
that the city would put in street lighting of sufficient luminosity that we would have
awell lighted street at all times. Personally, | would hate to pay for the capital
expenditure plus tee cost of energy on this operation.

It has been noted by some people that we would not receive all of the services and
that we would be taxed only in proportion to the services that we receive. If so,
what services will we receive? And also, will the taxes be arbitrarily set on these
services? And will the taxes to pay for the administration and clerical work of
these services be in proportion to the taxes paid by the city residents. If, for
instance, we do not receive sewer or water, will we be taxed for administration

of those services within the present city?

As another item of interest, it might be well to remember that the businesses that
are bringing new monies into the area at all limes, arc the businesses that would

be hardest hit by these taxes. With the timber industry in its present unsettled

state, it would be almost criminal to saddle an industry with new taxes. Something
like this might be the "straw that broke the camel's back" and there would be dO

to 50 men on unemployment rolls. And if that should happen there would be no monies
coming in with which to pay taxes.

Again let me impi'ess upon your the loss of slate school funds, the added capital costs
and maintenance of the services if and when provided. Also bear in mind that those
people living outside of the present city limits did so at their own choosing, which

Is the great Americam way of life. Let us have a democracy where people control
their own destiny and way of life. This is a moral issue concerning the very roots

of democracy.

Lars Eide, P. O. Box 812 Petershurg, Alaska



Jk Dr. Ricknrd Wnlsk
. y Bo, 652
AR PetcrsLurg, Alaska 99833

\y» Qa)~”n December 21, 1977

Mg . Lee McAnerney, Commissioner
Community & Regional Affairs
Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Ms. McAnerney,

llamwriting to let you know that I oppose the annexation of
| o*e™*3 reBiaanc*er of Mitkof Island by the City of Petersburg.

For a municipality of just over 2000 people to try controlling
all functions on a land area this large seens utterly ridiculouo*
The city provided services we would receive after annexation
t\ ftt, are Minimum. We already have electricity for which we pay a
f ot fikx~= fJ 15/j sur-charge. The extension of water and other services
P / would be prohibitive in cost. We now provide these services
on our own. Without a large piped water system fire protection,
as provided by city trucks, is of little value. Sea water
Gon N would provide a water source of limited value only at extreme
tvs , high tide and then only a small number of houses are close
Nenough to the water to be affected. Police protection would
I® P a be limited unless new cars were purchased and more officers hired.
N

It is my understanding that we would lose our State Patrol

ofc.«sN Officer if the entire island was within the city limits. We
f would also lose about $50,000.00 of state financial support to
h* our school o »
a ** Perhaps most important is the fact that many, living outside
C* A of the city limits on Mitkof Highway, have done so by choice.
j T h e annexation, if passed, would place a basically rural area
P-i3" N/ under numerous rules and restrictions designed to help urban
S business and residential areas run smoothly. These rulings
b-1* would only frustrate current out of town residents.
9’ In a past election the voters of Petersburg turned down annexation.
The vast majority of us, living outside of town, want no part of
it. | really don™ know who the main backers of this petition are

or what they hope to gain.

Let me close by saying that I and all my neighbors are opposed to
this petition. I hope it will not be passed in haste to the
legislature without careful consideration of all the facts and
the opinions of those affected.

Sincerely yours,
/?7< < - 0 ) py n
Richard J. Walsh, D.V.M.
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Wrangel 1, Al>aska
January 4, 1978

Dept, of Community & Regional Affairs
Div. of Local Government Assistance
Pouch B n
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Sirs,

I an writing in regards to the proposed annesation
of Mitkof Island. As part owner of U. S. Survey 1226
situated on the East side of Wrangell Narrows, Mitkof
Island, Alaska. R.80E T61S abuts sections 20, 21, 28
and 29. 1 am opposed to the annexation of the Southwest
portion of Mitkof Island in which the above survey 1is
located. The area is not connected by road and | doubt
if it will be in the foreseeable future. It does not re—
quire any municipal services nor does it put any demands
on the municipality. My only information on the pro—
posed annexation is from a legal notice in the Dec. 28,
1977 issue of the Petersburg Pilot, which 1 purchased on
Jan. 2, 1978. I feel with my limited information that
the area does not meet the requirements of annexation
19AAC 05.010.

I am also specking for the other part owners 1in
UsSS 1226. They are Lynne Campbell,Wrangellana Carolyn
Buseman, Seattle, Wash.

Respectifully,

Kenneth C. Mason
Box 229
Wrangell, Alaska 99929



January 6, 1978

Kenneth C. Mason
P. 0. Box 229
Wrangell, Alaska 99929

Dear Mr. Mason:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter stating opposition vo thi® City
of Petersburg®s proposal for annexation of the entirety of Mitkof Island.
Be assured that your comments will be considered by the Local Boundary

Commission prior to its entering a decision in this matter.

Sincerely,

Krik J. Simpson
Local Government Specialist



DEPT, of CDwumr December 12, 1977
ZED P ~rnsr™ MUNITY

Ms. Lee fitAherny, Commiggibhler ...0°°
Department of Community & Regional Affairs
Pouch D

Juneau, Alaska 99801
Dear Ms. McAnerny:

This letter is to inform you of the strong opposition in this area to the
actions of the Petershburg City Council in the matter of the annexation of
Mitkof Island to the City of Petersburg. Itis in the records that the people
of Petersburg (this does not include those people living outside the present
boundaries) voted overwhelmingly against annexation of any more 1 .nds to
the City. This vote was taken at a general or city (lection only about two and
one halfyears ago. When talking to residents of tie City, it seems that
their opinions on thematter have not changed in the slightest. As no vote
was taken with the people living outside the City boundaries, there is not
exact figure that can be set on those that are "for or against” in that area.
But in talking to these people, itappears that over 90% are not in favor of
annexation but are in favor of leaving the area as itis.

The passing of the annexation oi"dinance was a "railroading” job of supreme
political engineering. The whole process took about two weeks with only one
public hearing immediately proceeding the 2nd and 3rd readin, and passage
of the ordinance. The public hearing, the 2nd and 3rd reading and vote for
passage all took place within a time space of about 2\ hours!

We people who live outside of the present City boundaries and who would

be most affected by annexation feel that our constitutional rights have been
abridged in that we have no vote in the matter. Ifthe area to lie annexed
were contiguous to the City in respect to homes and businesses, then perhaps
there would be good cause for annexation. Ifsuch were true, I"m sure that
there W> uld not be the violent opposition to annexation as there is now.

The City Council and those people who are in favor of tlvs annexation are
jealous of the position that we outsider are in. We chose this life style

of living in a rural atmosphere. We do not have many of the amenities of
living in a city but that is our problem and should not concern those within the
city environs as long as we are not a menace to their health and safety.

We feel that we will receive no benefits from this annexation without huge
costs, not only to those living within the proposed annexation area but also

to those who are presently living within the City. Itis almost a certainty that
no water or sewage facilities would be provided inyears and then only with a



huge outlay of monies obtained by bonding, which is nothing more than a note of
indebtedness which must be repaid through taxes or high utility rates. As to
other services that would be rendered, there will be huge costs involved as to
police protection; another patrol car would be needed plus threjor more patrol—
men to insure proper patrol and protection. An Alaska State Trooper is
stationed in this area at the present time and is doing an adequate job and if past
history bears us out, as in the case of Wrangell annexation, he would begone
within a month.

If this annexation becomes a l"eality, the City of Petersburg would become one
of the largest area wise cities in the State of Alaska and at the same time it
would abe one of the smaller cities, population wise. Itseems that this would
be nothing but a huge"albatrosstied around the necks of not only those who
would be annexed but also of those who are presently residing within the

City of Petersburg.

Another sendee that would be "so-called" provided, would befire protection.
How can there be fire protection without hydrants within suitable distance of
buildings and dwellings? Fire insurance companies do not recognize any
protection unless there are adequate hydrants within 1,000 feet of a building.

In order to get this protection, a whole new water system would have to be
constructed. There is absolutely no promise of such construction for the future.

There are many, many more reasons against annexation, too many to
ennumerate in fact.

It is hoped that you and your cohorts in Community and Regional Affairs will
give your utmost consideration to the problems involved in this matter. (Again,
let me say that this involve”not only the "outsiders” but also the "insiders"

of Petersburg.

Veiy truly yours,

Lars Lncie
Post Office Box 942
Petersburg, Alaska 99833



Ms. Lee McAnerny

Commissioner of Community & Regional Affairs
Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Ms. McNemy:

I would like to point out a few things I feel have not been adequately studied,
pertaining to the proposed annexation of Mitkof Island by the City of Petersburg.

The school presently receives $53,000 from the state for tuition per year
for the kids living outside the city limits. This revenue will cease when
annexation takes place. Assuming that the city figures are correct and that
the assessed valuation outside the city is approximately $7,000,000, at 50%
the mill rate this amounts to $49, 000. This money will have to be made up
by increased taxes. Assuming that the city will collect an additional $25,000
from sales tax, ifthey are "oing to provide 24 hour police protection they
will have to hire 4 additional, "trolmen to adequately give this service. Any
less will not afford the same pi “ection the city now enjoys, thiswould add a
minimum of $60, 000 per year in payroll plus one or two cars. Again the dif—
ference has to be made up in increased taxes.

I understand that many people are concerned about the people outside the city
limits getting a free ride. Let’s think about this for a moment, after long thought
on this subject I can only think of one "the dump". 1 understnad that is going

to change shortly.

We may consider the Fire department or fire protection. 1"m sure the people
outside appreciate the fire department responding to their calls of fires, but in

all fairness and honesty, using common sense itis only a token gesture by mere fact
of the distances involved, i1fand when the city is financially prepared to run

fire hydrants out to the proposed annexed area should they be thinking of

annexation.

Let us consider for a moment the ambulance. Anyone using this service must
pay for that service whether they live in or out of the city. This service is not
provided for free to anyone.

Let’s talk about the school for a moment. Yes, itis true the Idds outside use

our schools, however, the state pays the tuition for these ldds in the amount of
$53,000 per year. The money comes from the state taxes that everyone pays
whether they live inside or outside the city. Ifthey don*twork for a living chances
are they aren’t going to pay any taxes at all any way. The state pays 96% of the
revenue the school uses now, again coming from state taxes. 4% comes from
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a local effort. This 4%, In the case of Petersburg, comes from sales tax, this
means that those who live out3ide the city limits and shcp Inside do in fact
contribute to the local effort for schools.

Let us consider water & sewer. The people who receive these services living
outside the city limits are paying for these services. | understand that the
people receiving water are paying 50% moie for thier water than those living
inside the city.

Last but not least is electrictv. First itmust be pointed out that the city did not
run the lines out the Mitkof Highway to servce those pceple living out there, but
in fact, ran the lines from 19 mile back to service the epole intown. Itis only
natural and goob business to supply those paople on the way back to town.
Especially, when you consider they charge them 15% more for their electricity.

Again, lwould like to point out after annexation this lost revenue will have to
be made up somewhere. [Ilwould think in increased power rate.

Iwould like to sum up by giving some figures I have compiled.

INCREASED INCOME INCREASED COST

Real & Personel property tax $49,000 Additional polic3 $60,000

Sales tax 25,000 Capital Expenditures 6,000

Stumpage 838 T.iition 53,000
Electric surcharge 29,780
Wuter surcharge 3,633

TOTALS s$74,838 $152,413

NET LOSS $77,575

These monies will have to he made up in increased taxes or a raise in power
and or water rates or a comblntation of all three.

ISo * V>



Ja.nunry 2,1973

Ms Lee ..c”nerny

Co:..... isoioner of Community gioual Affairs
Pouch 3

Juneau, Al .ska 99 9% 1

Dea:r Ms
=1 letter is regarding the erooose..” annexation of Mitkof Island
by the Im of Petersburg. V.hilc my comments ch.algenerally be nng-

rive in nature concerning the annexation | must admit that 1 do
not totally oppose the idea. However it seems to me ifr.au annexation
should be of mutual choice and of substantial benfit to all groups
envolved. For the second time this does not seem to be the case.
Cnee before while 1| have been living here annexation came before
the people, who live in the city of Petersburg it was tur ed down.
How neither the citizenry of Petersburg or tne rest of the people
who live oni-iitkof Island, who have never had the opportunity of
choice,are not being given a voice via the ballot box. "his one
reason for my opposition. | do not like other people deciding what
they think 1is best for me without my consent. Lot ™the issue agian
be decided at the ballot box where it should be.
.mlc I am a member of t'u groan to bo annexe 'y membership

was not decided by having some strong desire t be on my own in

the wilderness for there are far better places in Alaska t fulfill
that dosire than "Out the koad™ in Petersburg. 1 &Bmplly pidrchased
he firet homo that mei. my families needs after arriving in

"I three years ago. | am quite willing to pay y fair i'V. for
service received, rut so far nobody has been able to toll M’ t
my Ffair share is or wilt be or what services L (o s g
This is my second reason for annexation opposition. At this time
I get the feeling iat annexation i; used X bitter pill

to cure our ills both in ar.d out of town. Yet Ib 23asons why have
not illy be: placf eefore the peole who ust take the pill. If
I knew t}ie answers to uome of the following gaes..ions then vsybe
I could inak<~ a decision 1ir: favor of an icxavi.on, but in.LlI | Vivo
some answers Imust remain opposed. i

type of five iii'.i!.®Mgion will tac—CO _ ;uni Lay e ox
tile cost now and after annexation"” bill Tre protocteon reanco my
fire insurance.

".".bat kind of police protection will 1and the rest oi" W. community
redeye? _that is this protection going to cost me and the other tax
payer bill we continue to have a state trooper based here?

*/That will the tax structure be for those who will not reeleve
full service from the com unity.

lcould go on and on for theemore 1 think the mor ynanswered
questions come tomind. I thank you for yoitr time and hope that
you ill also seek the answers before you act on this matter.

Ainuor! . v L*s, /nJ

4at I J "
Oahu G. Ego<ud

<6. fa $6/
fV'~r” /

JAN 61978

WEET. 0?2 COMMUNITY
AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
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January 6, 1973

Royal E. Duval
Box 273
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

Dear Mr. Duval;

This acknowledges receipt of your letter stating opposition to the City
of Petersburg®"s proposal for annexation of the entirety of Mitkof Island.
Be assured that your confnents will be considered by the Local Boundary
Commission prior to its entering a decision 1n this matter.

Sincerely,

Ly e e

Erib J. Simpson
Local Government Specialist



Ms. Lee McAnerny
Commissioner of Community
& Regional Affairs
Juneau, Alaska

January 3**1978

Dear Ms. McAnerny:

This letter is in reference to the annexation of the Scow
Bay area by the City of Petersburg.
I have lived in Petersburg for many years and watched the
council attempt to annex this area by the vote of the people.
This so far has failed and now they ignore this vote and attempt
to do as they please.
| realize | work in Petersburg and also spend most of my money

there. 1 also pay the taxes except for the property tax. | also
pay a pena.lt; charge on any service | get from the city, such as
power, because | live outside the city limits.

X also realize that in the near future | will probably have

to pay a property tax to the state and | have no complaint on

The point | would like to make is that' just last year |
bought property and built a house in Scow Bay so as not to be
controlled by the city council and now they want to annex us.

| don't believe this is quite right and | hope you will
look at this situation very close before you make your decision.

Box 524
Petersburg, Alaska 99855



January 6, 1973

Warren fforrison
P. 0. Box 524
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

Dear Mr. Morrison:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter stating opposition to the City
of Petersburg®"s proposal for annexation of the entirety of Mitkof Island.
Be assured that your comments will be considered by che Local Boundary
Commission prior to its entering a decision in this matter.

Sincerely,

Y AT A

Lrik 1. Simpson
l.ocaj Government Specialist



S.Uj C A»m6A~tI0hi Oi r.Lw¥woi IN.u i oity oi pOICTIUI™Aj
MAGILL TRAILER PARK

BOX 444 i0lit ;
PETERSBURG. ALASKA 99833  S\ellFi! "1 \\- IM U
Dec 29, 1977 ‘U A\t LI~ KjQqu) |
Mrs. Lee lie Anerny & w c"e or-
Commissioner of .LMpr
Community and Regional Affairs /1pr» »W-r*r ANMUNITY
Pouch B N-0KAL AFFJUpq
Juneau, Alaska "
4

Dear 1i-.rs. *c itnerny:

lii 197p the Citizens of Petersburg voted l,o0 to annexation
ox areas outside their boundaries. Those of us aujacant thu
City were relieved, Je were aware the lersburg City Council
wished annexation co occuz* to provide a brO Uicr propex"ty case,
to oe a,le to seix more aonus, ior projects not necessary j.y
approved by jtlic Petersburg voters. "lc knew the City was already
bonded to capacity and suffered a poor credit rating.

Once again annexation is being attempted by the City Council
of Petersburg. "This time they are not consulting the voters.

,/hen a hearing was held by the council recently, the citizens
outside of town were Jtoid they would receive no new services
in the forseable future. -Any services we nov; receive are revenue
producing services. Some of which aie very lucrative for the City.
In the case 01 electricity for our Trailer Park, we have paid
for both the poles and wires the City sells electricity from
1017 fclgn 1 CUS uo.nol 7.

All out in" City people pay more for water t. \n City
dwellers as v.eiL as a Ip,, surcharge on electricity. Clnce we
put!, in our own water lines and maintain them, this Is a JLucrative
water tax. Less than twenty out of City families are on the City
Cower system, and since Petersburg itself has large sections
without sewer connections to the new sewer system, it will be
years before additional sower se-vice can be granted out of
town citizens. Jhcn the new sewer plant was built we naked to
have our Trailer Park included in the plan, grant Federal fundo
were availabo. However the Petersburg City Council refused to

give us tliis additional sewer service, how the cost of putting

in tu0 linos and pumps would be prohibitive.



MAGILL TRAILER PARK
BOX 444
PETERSBURG. ALASKA 59833
Gur property lies adjacant the southern boundaries of the City
of Petersburg and there is vacant land surrounding ninty per
cent of this area. Vie had planned to leave undeveloped seven
or eight acres of our fifteen acres, .possibly build some trout
ponds, in this ravine filled area, Je wonder how our plans
would fare with a City planning an |l zoning board.

Mainly we do not feel we are being treated as American
citizens when those with more power than we have, can simply
mine:: our property. If we should be paying taxes, more than
v;e do, with water and electricity tax, then let it be to the
State 01 Alaska.

A small town always is prey to local politics. A small town
on the end 01 an Island the size of Mitkof should not be
allowed to make the major Coastal Hanagment decisions for such
a largo area.

I was present when the Boundary Commission gave freedom
to the people of Kuperanof. | still feel this was a grand

decision. People should be free to choose their own doe tiny.

Respectfully,
A * 07
vivid Kagiil
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January 4, 1973

Stanley D. Reid
Box 463
Petersburg* Alaska 99833

Dear Hr. Reid:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter stating opposition to the City
of Petersburg ™ proposal for annexation of the entirety of Mitkof
Island. Be assured that your comments will be considered by the Local

Boundary Commission prior to its entering a decision in this matter.

Sincerely,

Erik J: Simpson
Local Government Specialist



Palmer McCarter, Director January 6, 1970
Local Government Assistance

e

Erik”"SimpsonT Petersburg Trip Report
Local Government Specialist December 19-21, 1977

Monday, December 19, Doug Griffin and 1 left Juneau at 2:00 p.m. on
Alaska Airlines, arriving in Petersburg at 2:30 p.m. Dave Moffet, the
Petersburg City Manager, met us at the airport and drove us to the City
offices. We talked informally with Dave, and several council members
joined us 1in our discussion.

They had a few questions regarding borough formation, annexation procedures,
loss of State school support for students outside present City boundaries

and property taxes that can be gained from the annexed residents. The
Department of Education estimated that the City of Petersburg would lose
$47,000 in tuition foundation support during the next fiscal year.

However, an additional $10,000 - $10,000 in PL 074 payments would approximate
1 percent of the State foundation support for those children whose

parents live or work on federal property. This means Petersburg cou"ld

lose between $32,000 and $37,000 in school support monies as a result of

the proposed annexation.

The estimated value of the real and personal property in the area

proposed to be annexed is $7,040,000. The initial proposed tax differential
zone for basic general services at 7 mills would riot bring additional

tax revenues of $49,280 until FY 78 - 79; however, an additional $17,220
for State Revenue Sharing will be realized. The estimated loss for the
first year would be between $15,580 and $20,580. Although sales tax has
generally been used for purposes of providing local educational support,

the effects of the proposed annexation may only be considered a trade

off after FY 70 - 79.

The council members seemed a bit unsure of what annexation involved and
were hesitant when it came to concrete budget figures to support annexation.
This 1is primarily because the basic general services and administration
costs have not been further enumerated. Doug explained that annexation

of all of Mitkof Island would give the City more coastal zone management
plan authority, strictly speaking, and that could be seen as an advantage
for annexation. However, the City of Petersburg has riot undertaken a
coastal zone management plan primarily due to the problem of being able

to determine what any of the federal guidelines might be.

Doug and 1 attended the City Council meeting at 7:30 p.m. and answered
the same type of questions from the audience that was asked by the



Council earlier. Approximate!}" 20 people were at the meeting, and none
of the citizens were adamently opposed to annexation. It was clearly
stated at the meeting that we were there to answer questions and not to
take testimony on the proposed annexation. The questioning was not as
rough or as Indepth as we had anticipated. Mayor Ted Smith did aska
question as to whether the Department of Education would continue to
provide bussing of those students outside the City.

On Tuesday, December 20, Doug and 1 visitedwith Dave Moffet, City
Manager and Ed Lapeyri, owner of the lumber yard - saw mill outside the
City limits. Ed favors formation of a borough and 1s opposed to the
proposed annexation. I explained to Mr. Lapeyri that the proposed
changes 1n the regulations would preclude formation of a borough unless
another incorporated area was included in the borough boundaries. Mr.
Lapeyri . ..id he would propose that Kake, Kupreanof, Petersburg and
Wrangell be included in a proposed borough. It would provide adequate
school support and municipal selection of land for private ownership
which the timber Industry could take advantage of.

We could not get out of Petersburg at 11:25 p.m. as scheduled due to the
heavy snowfall. This gave Doug and me a chance to post additional

notices about the local boundary hearing, and, we drove out the road to

be annexed. We visited Alaska State Trooper Bowlington and Wildlife
Protection Officer Russell to discuss how annexation would affect providing
police protection. They concluded that, if the area proposed was annexed,
at least 3 or 4 additional officers plus an additional patrol car would

be needed to provide adequate patrol for the area. Trooper Bowlington
explained t ,at AS 18.65.010 of the Troopers Manual requires that State
Troopers are also required to enforce municipal ordinances. The area
proposed to be annexed would not preclude him doing the job for the
entire region, which includes an area much larger than Mitkof Island.

We spent most of the afternoon driving out the Mitkof Road to inspect

the area to be annexed. Due to the road and weather conditions .it took

a couple of hours just to drive to Mile 10 and back. We noted that

there was no residential housing beyond Mile 7 1/2. On the way back we
stopped to talk to Roy Sokol, the owner of the liquor store outside the
present City limits. Mr. Sokol explained that people living outside the
area would be opposed to annexation because they are presently contributing
their local sales tax to support any municipal services they take advantage
of while In the City limits, lie feels strongly about having any organized
government forced upon them.

Wednesday, December 21, 1 contacted the Planning and Zoning Commission
to determine its involvement with any coastal zone management plan or
State land selection. The local Planning and Zoning Commission was not
involved 1n the decision for annexation and would be opposed to annexing
all of Mitkof Island. We had an opportunity to look at a map of the



State land selection for the City of Petersburg. Dennis Murphy, a U. S.
forest Service employee and member of the Planning and Zoning Commission,
provided us with this information. After Alaska Airlines overheaded for
the second day in a row, Doug and | chartered out of Petersburg on
Alaska Island Air. We left Petersburg at approximately 12:15 p.m. and
arrived back at the office at 1:30 p.m.

Observations

Although we estimated that the City may receive $49,280 in real and
personal property taxes, this money could not be collected during the
upcoming fiscal year. An assessment would first need to be provided of
the actual real and personal property valuation in January 1978. The
City Clerk, Jerry VanBleck, provided me with a copy of the estimated
taxable property in the territory and the estimate of population based
upon an actual enumeration prepared under the supervision of the City
Clerk.

In talking with those people outside the city limits, they were opposed
to annexation because they feel they are supporting Petersburg through
their sales taxes and do not believe they will receive any additional
services than they now have. Some feel that their 7 mill property tax
will be used to bail Petersburg out of its financial problem and not
provide them with a significantly higher level of service. At the
present time the City of Petersburg does provide police protection, fire
protection and ambulance service beyc d the City limits despite any
legal liability problems.
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December 20, 1977

of COUNSEL

M. E

-Monagle

Mayor or City Clark
City of Kupreanof

P.0. Box 50
Petersburg,

Alaska 993 33

Re: Petersburg Annexation
Mailing of Petition and Brief

Dear Mayor or City Clerk:

This office is counsel
Petersburg which
for extension of

have a problem,
origin v/as richt

legal
is currently
its municipal boundaries
in this office.

On November 22, 1977,

AHIREGHE

510 The Financial Plaza
P.0.Box 6/9
Ahchoraoe ,Alaska 99510
PHONE (907)2/7-6693
Telex"090-26-486

Please Reply to

0 Juneau O ffice

n Anchorage Office

for the City of

in the process of petitioning
.by annexation.
in connection with the annexation and

We
its

this office filed the City

of Petersburg ™ Annexation Petition and Brief with the

Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

copies of the Petition were mailed by regular nail

Wrangell, and Kupreanof. The next day,
regulations prescribed that the mailing shall
or certified mail,
Petition and Brief to Kake,
time bv certified mail. The problem v/as that,
which remain unknown to me,
v/as sent out without postage.
the Petersburg Post Office sat on
November until the present tinme,

this office until December 20, 1977.

Wrangell

These factual
concern on the part of the Local
notice to adjoining municipalities

that date
to Kake,

realizing that the
be by registered
this office again mailed copies of the
and Kupeeanoff -
for reasons
the envelope addressed to Kupreanof
Then to aggravate the problem,

it from receipt
it not being returned to

this

in late

circumstances give rise to major
Boundary Commission because
is a jurisdictional



Mayor or City Clerk
of Kupreanof
December 20, 1977
Page Two

precondition to the convening of a valid Local Boundary
Commission proceeding. In yesterday % mail you probably
received a copy of a letter which I addressed to Mr. Erik
Simpson of the Department of Community a.id Regional Affairs
which recited the problem which I was having with the return

receipt of mail addressed to Kupreanof. With today > return
of the envelope which v/as ™Teturned for postage”™, | am
perfectly aware of what the problem was and its origin. And

now | convey ray sincere apologies for having to trouble you.

It is my considered opinion that this defect can
be remedied in either of two ways. The first is to have the
Mayor or Clerk of the City of Kupreanof prepare a letter
addressed to me which acknowledges receipt of Petersburg"s
Annexation Petition, brief and Exhibits postmarked November
22, 1977, statinrr the approximate date on which the"lwere
received, probably around b"ovenber 24 or 25, 1977, _.icen have
your latter notarised cither >* a notary Public for the
State of .Alaska or by the ?.. os ini.;arcss. It is essential
that vour statement be either notaries®"] or c,crn to by the
postmistress. I would ask tant you then send the latter
rue y to me. “hat 1is the /refarable _-evelure, 1 believe.
The other alt e-_rnativh would be to h.r/o the City of Kupreanof
take formal action 5n the form of * resolution waiving the
requirement that the petitioner send copies of the Annexation

Petition, brief, vr .rhibits to 1 > adjoining municipality
of Kupr -»anoat or about the :.i. n R-.ikion was filed with
the Department o": Community and dr"-_ionnl Affairs. In such

event, the re ®lution should also acknowledge that notice of
the Petition -.ad in fact been received "/ the City via
mailing postmarked .ovsmbar 22 (or perhaps it was possibly
even November 23 if the mail v;as picked uy> here in Juneau
late that day).

I solicit your prompt attention and favorable
cooperation.

Enclosed is another copy of the Petition, brief,
and Exhibits taken from the envelope which was returned to
this offj.ee for postage.

Very truly yours,
RODERT301l, HCmGLE, EASTAUCH r BRADLEY

Ly:
L.3. .Jacobson
LBJr ss
cc: Dave Moffat
Erik Simpson, CR & R



LAW OFFICES OF
FAULKNER, BANFIELD. DOOGAN 6 HOLMES

HERBERT L FAULKNER 11882-1972) SUITE 201. 311 FRANKLIN STREET

NORMAN C BANFIELD JUNEAU, ALASKA 90S01
FRANK M. DOOGAN Tel .596-2210

MICHAEL M. HOLMES area Code 007
RANDAUL J. VIEDDLE
WILLIAV B.ROZHL December 6, 1976

JAN VAN DOPT
LAWRENCE T. FEENEY
CHARLES N. DRENNAN
PATRICK E.MURPHY
TOM BATCHELOR

Local Boundary Commission

Department of Community and Regional Affairs
Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: In the Matter of Annexation by City of Skagway, Alaska

Gentlemen:

This letter supplements the Brief of Pacific and Arctic
Railway and Navigation Company Tfiled in the above entitled
proceeding.

Wherever throughout the railroad®"s Answering Brief re—
ference is made to the distance from the northern boundary of
the City to the U.S./Canada international border as "almost
20 miles"™, this should be amended to read "approximately 12
miles™. However, where throughout the Answering Brief, re—
ference is made to the distance from the City to the border
via the railway, this remains "almost 20 miles".

In reply to the petitioner®"s Errata and Addenda filed the
26th day of November, 1976, the railroad submits the following:

1. Reference to a topographic map of the area submitted
herewith shows that the only land which It not very
steep hillsides is the valley of the Skagway River in—
cluding the White Pass Fork and the Warm Pass Valley.
The White Pass Fork 1is in a steep gorge. The Warm Pass
Valley has steep hillsides and is boulder-strewn along che
river. There is a small amount of land capable of being
developed at the confluence of these two streams. Down—
stream the river is in a gorge all the way to the East
fork within a distance of three miles from the northerly
limits of the City of Skagway. There 1is a small amount



of land near the mouth of the East fork capable of
development. From there down to the northerly
boundary of Skagway there is an area of flat land
occupied by the numerous channels of the Skagway
River, which 1is a braided stream in this area. Its
course changes constantly and only at a few places
along the banks 1is there any chance of development.
U. S. Survey 3312 is in one of these few places
approximately two miles from the City"s north
boundary. The mountain sides are too steep for any
development. Although the City is entitled to
select 10% of the land owned by the State within its
boundaries, it appears there is very little land
which is of any value for development. 1In fact, the
City could select all of ihe land suitable for de—
velopment with little or no extension of its boundaries

2. When the Legislature allowed the cities and boroughs
to select 10% of the State land within their boundaries
it would have resulted in every municipality in Alaska
extending its boundaries in order to create a right to
selecting more land whether it needed the and or not,
except for the fact that the Jlocal Boundary Commission
had the duty to protect the State from such unnecessary
acquisitions beyond the needs of the communities. If
the City of Skagway 1is allowed to acquire an additional
106,000 acres and to select 10,600 acres in addition

to the selections to which it is already entitled, then
a city like Juneau should be allowed to annex Admiralty
Island and all of the mainland half way to Petersberg
and half way to Haines and Skagway. Tf such practice
was allowed, the State would lose almost 10% of all 1its
lands because there would be no end to the amount of
land various communities would claim they are entitled
to. It is your duty to protect the Steite while giving
the city what lands it needs, 1i.f any.

The City of Skagway has not shown how the services will
be provided to the territory it proposes to be annexed
or when they will be commensed to be furnished or fully
available although it plans to start taxation in 1978.
19 AAC 05.020 requires as a condition precedent to
granting annexation that the services will be provided
within a reasonable time or differential tax zones

will be established. No such showing has been made so



Page Three

therefore the application should be denied. Although
the Commission may find that some services are needed
and can be furnished under some plan which the City
may furnish later, the fact remains that there 1is no
need for any extension of municipal services more
than one and one half miles from the corporate limits
of the city. There must first be a need and then a
plan capable of being implemented. Without a need
the plan should be confined to the area which the
Commission finds is in need of these services.

Respectfully submitted

1
Attorneys for

Pacific and Arctic Railway and
Navigation Company

NCB/bf



riov. 24, 1977

Ladles and Qentlenen of -te. Local Boundary. Commission:

On -the euenlna of, [Randan, flauemspA. 27, 1377 0 was ana of
seucAal out-of-cH j. Residents of mitkof 04-Land who altended the
nubile heaAlng and VeAeAdJuAg City. Council meeting., The subject
of the. heaAlng 1004 -the fla t Item. on. the acncda of -the city, council:
ft petition by. the city, council of PeteAsbuAg. to annex U lilkaf
3slend, The aul-a{.-city. Assldents had ruimeAous questions concerning,
thli Impo-ilant m attcl- ujxfoAtunately. -ihe city, council was ruot
aAAQCIApd and so wrAe unable to supply. anyAhlng. ey.eepi uanue
gcnciallL jatlo nd .

UheAeas the city council of the cltij. of Pe.teAsbuAg. ha4 had
tuo yeaA4 In which to 4-txidy. -the {coslIbllltij. of -the afo-lenentloned
annexation (tu:o yenA4 ha.ulng. elap4c.d since the la4t tAme the
city. council tAled to petition foa. annexa.tlon of. the Island),
and. wheA.eas -the cAMj. council of the city of PeteAsbuAg. has -by.

IA4 own admission no -idea whetheA. 4uch annexation 14 feasible,

3 mthc'icfoA.c -submit that the a.fo-i.cmentloncd petition Is pAematuAe
at best, and that until an In depth fcaA Iblllty and Impact 4tady
haue been undertaken and. completed and pAe4 ent.ed to the public,
4uclt a petition Is at best A.idtculous,

3 fjjAtheA. suamlt. that whcAcxis the. oueAwhetmlna m afo-tltjj
of the aut.-of-clty. Residents of lilltkof 3sla J aAe opposed to the
afoAementlonrd anne.xaALon, and. that. wheAea4 many, out-of-city.

AP4 Ldelvts of the. Island fauoA. altc.inaliue methods of Incoepostation
of the. aAca, fuAtheA. feas-Ibilliy. and Impact studies should be
und.c'ta.ken; to wit:

1, The cA.eat-ion of a unified flAst class boeough, to Incl.ude

the. city, of VeleAsbuA-g. and. lilltkof 3stand .4

2.. The. cAeatlon of a unifiedsecond, class boeough, to Include
the city of PeteAsbiiAg. and IRItkof 3sland.

3, The cAeatlon of a second class boAough, tolnclude lilltkof

3stand and to exclude the city, of PeteAsbuAg.

4.7he cA.eali.on of a flAs-t class boAough, to Include li'ltkof
3stand and to exclude the city, of PeteAsbuAg.,

5. The cAeatlon of a fh st class boAough -to Include ITtltkof
3stand, lie. ¢ l'u of Vvetc.AsbuAg., 7.upA.canof 3slcnd.t TjLLu. 3sland,
ithe noA.the.-in half of ?Alnce. of idles dsV'nd and the sou-heAn
half, o; TdmlAalty. 3stand.
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6, The cAeatlon. ff a second class loA.ou.gh to Include Ulilkof
3stand, the. dig. of PeteAsbuAg, Xu.pAean.of 3sland, Xulu Island,
'he noAtheAn half of Prince of 'wales 3sland and. the sou-theAn half,
of /ldmIlAallty 3s-land,

7. TuAiheA altcAnatlve methods of tncaAgoAating that paAl of
lilltkof 3stand which lies outsl e the dig limits of the city, of
PeteAsbuAg.,

Turing. -the public heaAlng. I't became evident that while the
city, council of the city of PeteAsbuAg wants the taxes of the. out-
of-clty Aesldents of the Isla/id, they want to glue these same
Aesldents no seAvices, Bhen. asked how they, could pay. foA the
extAa seAvlces which would be demanded by. the Aesldents of the
aAea balng constdeA.ed foA annexalion the council seemed suApAlsed
that we should want oA need arvj. serulces hafond those now
auailable, 31 should be noted that, the seA.ulees now auallable
aAe Inad.ea.uate foA the. aA.ea faA which they aAe -legally Aesponslble
let alond the aAea being cansldexred foA anncaxa-tion, 3f the aAea
In. ques’ion weie annexed :he Stale JA.oopeAs who now pA.o-te.ct the
-island would almosl ceAlalnly be wlthd-Aawn, and -the pAesent city
police department. of the. city of PeteAsbuAg cannot euen pAoiect
'he post offlee,(which Is acAass the stAeet fAom the police
deaaA-tment) /aon ucndals; iheAefoAe the lobby, of the post office
must be locked. after. 6:00 P. H, Although the city has a fine
uolunleeA flAe depaA.tmc.nl, It Is physically. Impossible foA them
to pAoiect moAc. than the. city. pAopoA— last SaluAday. they. aAA.iued
at. Sandy Beach (two idles fAom downtown) -just -in time to see
BUI and Joyce. Jenkins’ house metamoAphose Into an excellent
site foA a wienie Aoast, M ule Sandy. Beach -is outside the city
-lim its, the department, although It has no leaal Acsponslbltlty.
has a nw-tal ob-llga.tlon thlch It cannot fu Ifill; If -the. aAea weAe
annexed they, would liuuc. a -legal -responsibility but lock the
phiislccl AesauA.ces necessaAy to fu Ifill 'his r.esponslb-Ilttj.,

3n. closlna 3 should like -to make a subjective obseAvatlon:
7he. cltll council of the din of Petersburg Aeminds me of a thlAd
class jugylaA, who una’le. to handle 'he objects now -In motion,
d.clrns o fuAn he ac.i Into a comedy. b" calling foA more objects.

P. 0. Box 318
Petersburg, /liaslra 99833



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

In the Matter of Annexation )
by City of Petersburg, Alaska )

2/

4/

) PETITION

PETITIONERI1S NAI-1E. The petitioner®s name is City of
Petersburg, Alaska, and mailing address is P.0. Box
329, Petersburg, Alaska 99833; Phone: 772-4511.
ATTORNEY. Petitioner ™ attorney 1is Robertson, Monagle,
Eastaugh & Bradley, P.0. Box 121}, Juneau, Alaska
998027 Phone: 586-3340.
BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION. The legal description of the
territory all in the First Judicial District, State of
Alaska sought to be annexed 1is:
The entirety of Mitkof Island and contiguous
waters extending a distance of 1,000 feet fronm
line of mean high tide excepting in Wrangell
Narrows which distance shall be the mid-points
between Mitkof and Kupreanof Islands.
L7\ND QUANTITY. The quantity of land in the territory
proposed for annexation 1is 211 square miles, excluding
the tide and submerged lands and present municipal
limits.
VALUATION. The estimated value of real property in the

proposed territory 1is $6,790

90,000, valuation of personal

property being estimated at $250,000.

POPULATION. The number of residents in the territory
proposed to be annexed is 514.

PROPERTY TAX. There is no real or personal property

tax levied against the property.



SALES TAX. There 1is no sales tax levied by or collected
in the territory.

BONDED INDEBTEDNESS. There is no outstanding bonded
indebtedness for which the territory to be annexed 1is

currently responsible.

EXHIBITS. Incorporated by reférence are the following
exhibits:
A. Legal description of present municipal
boundaries.
\
B. Map of existing boundaries.
C. Map of proposed territory\sought by annexation.
D. Certified ordinance authorizing annexation
procedures.
E. City Attorney"s affidavit respecting information
sources.
F. Attorney"s certificate of service.
DATED this day of November, 1977.

CITY OF PETERSBURG, ALASKA

By
L.B. Jacobson
Of Robertson, Monagle,
Eastaugh & Bradley
Attorneys for Petitioner
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION I'0

PETERSBURG, A1.ASKA

WE, Till: UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OF MITKOF ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF TJT. MAJORITY OP THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OP ERRORS IN TUP. FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL APPAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOED
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE PACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.



PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXAT LON TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS Oi; MITKOF ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CJTV LIMITS OI; PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED '10 THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY I'[E CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OP THE MAJORITY OE THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OP ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO Till.
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN Till- ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. 1 WE ARE
EXTREMELY-CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION Till.
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN TIlli TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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WE, Tills UNDERSIGN!.1), HIZINC 1.ITIZI*AT OF M 1IK»>s* ISLAND,
BOTH INS IDI! AND OUTS 113)1, HIE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OI; i"l.TIiliSHU UG ,
AKIi STRONGLY OPPOSED TO Tilll PROPOSED ANN®"EXAT ION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TJIMJi DIIli TO Till: METHODS USED BY Till: CITY IN I1)IIIC1
OPPOSITION TO Tilll DESIRES OF Till! MAJORITY OF Till: CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF FURORS IN Tilll FICURLS AS PRLiSIiNTIil) TO Tilll LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND "IHL FAILURL BY Till CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT TilL! ECONOMIC CHANCES SUCIi ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH Tilll CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE.
HOUSE AND -SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN.THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.

RES IDENT
NAME ADDRESS 1 CITY OUTS IDE
- -
V~Y\a x>J vv, (j/c,0\ & o0x /3 w L. 1 X
L 'k i & o/ IfA
d)<LrjL.S 1 &<in 131Y > e
UtI'SAvd J /x*)ikim /IX-C t o\
U k, iCl pcex ./fib X
K\ si\*+ ICiiXA ] ill 1O)$, 7/\
I< >1.;/. y
/tr*olo( e. n->x 7<o0 vV
I f~h al X
1"
v 11I>A(hCjC\T\* M*"WpS Cm y
&>x s /5T
[/fi:t><uLcs.. ui'ArT'-l-.a+bft j -(6avcl11 X
\
t “ o
(J:
k|



PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETER.-.BURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OE MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY "PPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OP THE MAJORITY OP THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OP ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT HIE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE PACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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PET1IT1UN OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OI; MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CJ1V LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY |IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO rill; DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING TUTS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
see” \KI r- InrsLDENT
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rETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION' fU

PETERSBURG, AI.ASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OE MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CJTY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE EOCAE BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY- CONCERNED IN Till: MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND



OPPOSING ANNJiXATIOM it

I'L'l PR.UNURI., ALASKA
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FrrrrioN opposing annexation to

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OP MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY |IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY OF TilL CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE |IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY- CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PE1JEU>N-T-H1:
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JCLL.VT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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rr/i ITIUN UPPOSING ANNEXAT 10N TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, Tin I1JNDEUSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OE MITKOF [ISI.ANU,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITV LIMITS OP PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OE THE MAJORITY OP THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SICII ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY- CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WH ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDI THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.




prrniux opposixt. anxlxa:ion 10

PETERMITIJRU, Ai.Ad\

WE, Tin-. IRVJ.RS 1GNED, i.iiiNi; C IV J OF MNKUE [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITVY 1 IMITS Ol: PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXAT 10X TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TJMI; DHL TO THE MET lions USED tv illl! CITV IX IIRECT
OPPOSITION TO Till; DESIRES OP THE. MAJORITY HE TillLCITIZENS AX'D)
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THELOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY 1Id PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANCES SUCH ANNEX/M ION WOULD PRESENT ™10 THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOIN INC PROPOSED AREAS. Ul ARE
EXTREME LY CONCERNED IN Till; MANNER IN 1VUJCII THE CQITT MAS PRES! NTI.D
THIS ANNEXATION NKITIiOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. INE ALSO EE i"JTION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND RICIONAI, AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT NEARINC IN §"ETERSBUKC IN ORDER OBTAIN Till;TRUE PACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT RECARD INC THIS PROPOSED ANNE.XATI ON .
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DM=TIT 10N OPPOSING A_NNPXA*I ION 1IU

PYI.TiRSR1IRC , \LAK.\

ivp, Till, undi ksignpi), r.Pixc I:ri izsns 0Op mpikop is:and,
BOTH INSIDP AND OUTSIDE 1HIT PRESENT CITV LIMITS OP PETERSBURG,
ARP STRONGLY OPPOSED TO TIIP PROPOSED ANNEXAT 10.\ 10 PETERSBURG
A"* 11'1S TIMP Dili: TO TUP MPTHODS I1JSi-P BY 1li;L CITY |IN DIRPCT
OPPOSITION TO TilP DPS IRIPS OP THP, MAJORITY UP nll. CITIZENS AND
BI-.CAIJSI; OP P.RROKS IN TUP PIGIJUPS AS PRPMATPP TO Till. LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND "Mil. PAII.UiT BY THiP C1IN To IROPT.RLY RPSPARCII AND
DOCUMENT Till. P.CONOM 1C CHANCES SIK li ANNEXATION IYOMI.I) PRESENT TO TIIP.
CITY RPSIDINTS AND THOSE IN Till. ADJOINING PROPOSED ARIAS. WK ARP
BXTRLMPI.Y CONCPRNPD IN Till'! MANNPR IN VJHIGii LHP CITY HAS PRPSIINTP.D
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PIJBI.IC INPUT. WP ALSO PETITION Till
HOUSE AND SENA IE COMMUNITY AND RIGIONAI, APPAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING JK PETERSBURG IN ORDER I0 ORTA IN Till TRUE PACTS AND



f. PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION iO

PETERSBURG, AJASKA

WE, THE UNUEICS1CNED, BEING CITIZENS O!; MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OE PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY |IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OP Till; MAJORITY OE THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE 1IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WIi ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AI'FATICS COMMITTEES TO HOED
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC: INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.

RESIDENT
NAME ADDRESS CITY OUTSIDE.
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OE MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY Till: CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OE THE; MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OE ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE |IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.

— IUToTIJENT
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i\ii, Tili. undlrsjonfd, hiZinc citi:i.\s oi-mitkof island,
BOTH 1INSIDK AND OUTS1 MI: TUl: PRF.SHIN'T CJT". LIMITS OF PLTIiRSBURC,
MIL STRONGLY OPi'fiSI-IJ 10 Till PROPOSI.I) AVHXA.TION TO PLTIiiRSBURC
AT THIS TJIMi: DiJi. TO TIHi MIITHODS USIip f.t Till: CITY IN UIRLCT

OPPOSITION TO TUI DIiSIRLS OF iill. MAJOR!!IA OF TIH! CI'MZLNS AND
HiiCAUSIi OF LRRORS IN TUI: LI1GHRIiiS AS I'KI.N! NTIill TO '111; LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND Till: FA ILIINT DY Till. CITY TO PROPIikl.Y RLSIARCII AND

DOCUMLNT Till: LCONOM1IC CIIANGUS SUCH ANNIL.NAT ION [IVOUIL.D PRI-SLNT TO illli
CITY KIS riJLNTS AND TIHOSIi IN Till. ADJOINING PROPOSF.D AI'liAS. IVF  ARP.

LXTRLMF.LY CONCI RNI.D IN Till: MANNIR IN WHICH Till: CITY HAS PRIiSI NTT.D

THIS ANNT.XATL1ION WITHOUT PKOPIIR PUBLIC [INPUT. Wi ALSO PI/I IT ION Till

1101)S1; AND SP.NATIi COMMUNITY AND Ri.C TONAL Al FAIRS (OMMITTLLS TO HOLD
A JOINT III:ARINC IN PHTHRSBURG. IN ORDIIR TO OBTAIN Till. TKUF FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT RIIGARD IN'G THIS PROPOSIil) ANNI NATION.
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OE M1TKOE [ISLAND,
BOTli INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OE PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED 10 THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY Till; CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OE THE MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMLNT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC IM*D*I . WE ALSO PETITION Till
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMM ITTFES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OF MITKOF 1ISLaND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY |IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF THE. MAJORITY OE Till: CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY- CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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I'LI ITION OPPOSING ANNEXAT ION 10

PETERSBURG, ALASKA
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WL, YIiL UNDLUSJ GNLD , BRING CITIZENS Oi MITKOP [ILILAND,

BOTH [INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THU PRESPNI CJ IT I1MITS Oi- PE"i RKSBURC,,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSE!) TO THU PROPOSED ANNi:VA 110N To PI;TERSBUKO
AT THIS TIME Dili-- TO THU METHODS USHil: BY Tilll CITY IN DIPECT
OPPOSITION TO TUl “LS1RES 01- THU MAJORITY 01- Till. CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE 0l1- ERRORS IN THU UICiJRUS AS PRESENTED I0 THU LOCAL I-OINDARY
COMMISSION AND THU UTAILURC BY 1Hi: CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCIJMUNT THU ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANN1VAT ION WOULD PRESENT TO
CITY RHS1HUNTS AND [1110SH IN Till.: ADJOIN ING PROPOSHD AREAS. wi ARI
P_XTRHMELY CONCERNED IN Till; MANNER IN WHICH “HIl: CITY HAS PITI
THIS ANNEXAT ION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PETIT%
OUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL APT A LITS COMM IT"I I-.US II%

JOINT HEARING IN PI.PURSBURG IN ORDER T°- OBTAIN Till TRUE PACTS

PUBLIC INPUT REGARD INO THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OE PETERSBURG,

ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG

AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
. COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO IHE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ART
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN MUCH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION 10

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OE MITKOF [1SLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OE PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT TIE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH 1IHE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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PETITItl

PETERSBURG, ALASKA
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZEN"S OE MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE. CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.

[TeSTDT|TT—

ADDRESS CITY OuUNSIDI

/UWW XU-n,



BOTH IN:. IH: AND Oil ISI"M. ini 191 :.IL\I ti»i VIHIIS CI I1 ilRSIUJIM,
ari  SINO.NCI.Y »i"PD).,i.>» id mi-: dixrosi.n ,\v.i e\mo \ :e firrmujinm

Al THIS 1aMI. Hill - I Midliciv; HHILLE 1. 4> @ lit IS _"MM.01
OPP0oSJ !'ION 10 Mil DIMKI mdl- §IM. 9VITIMM 01 11» M* ISMS AMi
BTCAIIS). OI- IUKOKS IS Hi! | ICHiv. h An HIT ..t 1 ISH WA i Pi"H .. .ii

COMMISSION AN." L §Ail.IHY @V Lill tin " INPX BT I\UT" S,
DOCDMT.NI Till. ICONt-MI CiiAM.i.H SUCH ANNTvU < 0|DI" IXI RS T (O T |

CITY I1U;SIDKNFS AND I110SL IN Till \IUOlMﬁ_ r !\ﬂr oSCD MTTA". | .HIL
CXTKUMI LY COMI.iiNI_il IN Till MANNi.K ., I\ >IMM Y -
THIS ANM X AT ION [IVITHOUT I'KOI"I.K IMIIM 1<~ IM™DI. ME AI so ITiICH illl
1IOUSI. A\i) SI.NA11 COMMUM®™Y ANT) RIT“MMA! MI-Alin HOMMITHT.S I<1 IiOl.D
A JOINI  TIT.AUINO IN IT ri.KSIUllu; [INOKDCK ImOBTAIN Mil IUUI: Ac ¥ AND
ITIBLU. INPUT RTGAKDIM; THIS 1TvOI"0SI I) AN*:.1 NATION.

AHHK

&n fldak \  yz¥/

-& > £53

?anafi2 & M -£5( $3% -

y 7 3 <P—

Nysho N PsissssN -fiEL PN <y ANAT=-0

QoM (D Jfi . A

777 - -~/[S ™~ & ¥ 7
m ?\, "™ JL - ) y
3k*u AN/C.Z/f i /SaX /lo/'O __  /-m/&
I
A* H'f
77"/ 13, 7S
M- it f
3(3-5 1
$ 4 sirzllc™ u < W 3s> r

yv a™ o tt ¢ - W



PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OF MITKOF [ISLAND,
BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG,
ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG
AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS USED BY THE CITY IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO Till; DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY OF THE CITIZENS AND
BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES AS PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CI" Y TO PROPERLY RESEARCH AND
DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUJII ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT TO THE
CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJPININC PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY- CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED
THIS ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC [INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE
.HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD
A JOINT HEARING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THE TRUE FACTS AND
PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION.
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PETITION OPPOSING ANNEXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA
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PEI M I X OPPOSING ANNI:XATION 10

PETERSBURG , ALASKA

QLD H ] (|
_’ K5
\ L-e
Y ) : :
! T
- ( ’_ 2
| AN F
NNE A aTy ' Qe
b _X'v | - g X .

\

BT E -

ru

ri;

r?

S . X fAer/f Jts C
2 ! Qe3 I y A
m' i ."MS ST
X
r
iuj X Xci: Q.Co. X C
i/ JyE* X 1A.ruA - /i<t
AX x x
yJA 2- @y x -
26 tlyy £-X_("2XX X
1k2kn™/77 >
<y 0 v /K

6pb6\y

J L



0 { \ o
Y [ ) i
] I
( HS

NAME
XMDA  BE B

u (VtUrtd Lhjy\ £s i2°/ Jd'"'/
Jciac] tU tvyvL 21i°.
n J N
>J _
s pl N « £ .
TP - Jrr
SnidL - joiid J-.686 % |
‘nl Q jii oI > > % y
u-"t 0 b . _ .. y
Xj - : U
, BskJ.333 x
JJu/Y\AMLv4'H -
uilt*"Q*vweEMII o4k Tas
QSKAAMAf~j  4H. wy. L1
iu.w CLILTF Ocy _fiyi _
e/ X * 1 J
{U t-iilc-. <1 CUtre'l" ] x»-yf O J"
| -/7i"l

\'w



W ‘>&_ ]
i

PETITION OPPOSING ANNIiXATION TO

PETERSBURG, ALASKA
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TO: COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

ATTENTION: Honorable Joseph Orsini,

Chairman, and Committee
Members

From: Gertrude B. Lyons
P. 0. Box 1128
Petersburg, AK 99833

Date: February 8, 1978



I am on the Board of Directors of the Petersburg Indian
Association and have been a resident of the City of Petersburg
all my life and have been authorized by unanimous vote of the
Board to appear and protest to the Legislature any extension of
the boundaries of Petersburg. The members of the Petersburg
Indian Association are strongly opposed to the recommendations of
the Local Boundary Commission to the Legislature of the State of
Alaska concerning the extension of the boundaries of the City of
Petersburg.

The Petersburg Indian Association was formed because of the
various Alaska native groups, 1including the Tlingit-Haida Central
Council, the Alaska Native Brotherhood, the Alaska Native Sisterhood,
and Sealaska Corporat-ion, which had programs to be administered

within the Petersburg area. The Petersburg Indian Association
is a combination and serves and represents all Alaska native programs
administered 1in the Petersburg area. There are approximately one hundred

eighty-five (185) adult members 1in the Petersburg Indian Association,
all of whom are residents residing in the existing City of Petersburg.

The Petersburg Indian Association has reviewed the petition
submitted by the City of Petersburg to the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs for the annexation or expansion of the existing
city limits of Petersburg and the recommendations of the Local Boundary
Commission to the Legislature. The Petersburg Indian Association is
strongly opposed to any expansion of the existing city limits of
Petersburg.

The existing tax base for the City of Petersburg, deluding
real property taxes, sales taxes, and utility charges 1is extremely
high and before any of the existing utilities are expanded to additional
areas, and before any additional police and fire protection services
are expanded to additional areas, it appears to the Petersburg Indian
Association that stops should be made to improve and reduce the charges
t > the existing residents within the present city limits of the City
of Petersburg. The cost of expanding utilities and services to any
additional areas could only be met bv additional taxes far and above
those which would be generated through the annexation of the additional
area.

I was employed for eight (8) years as a dispatcher for the
City of Petersburg Police Department, having left that position
approximately one (1) year ago. In reviewing the petition of the
City of Petersburg for additional areas to bo annexed I noted the
number of emergency medical treatment calls that they attributed to



Page Two
February 8, 1978

areas outside the existing city limits. Based upon my own observations
and experience, by far the vast majority of these calls would have been
to the Petersburg Municipal Airport or to the float plane charter
services operated in and out of Petersburg, bringing injured or sick
persons from other areas to receive treatment at the Petersburg
hospital.

The existing fire equipment is inadequate to serve outlying areas
without the addition of water ”“ines and hydrants as the present tank
trucks or pumper trucks would not be sufficient to fight any major fire
without fire hydrants being located in the immediate vicinity.

If police protection is to be afforded in the additional annexed
area it will require that at least one additional squad car be added
to the existing police force and at least four (4) officers, one for

each shift and one as a relief officer. The existing bonded indebtedness
of the City of Petersburg is the highest per capita in the State of
Alaska. It would seem apparent that if additional services and utilities

are afforded to areas outside the existing city limits, that the only
way this could be accomplished would be by incurring additional bonded
indebtedness which would place an undue burden and hardhip on the
taxpayers and residents of the City of Petersburg. This 1is particularly
true of our native residents who for the most part are employed on a
seasonal basis, which severely limitG their income and ability to pay
any additional taxes or utility charges.

Before any additional areas are added to the City of Petersburg,
the Petersburg Indian Association and myself feel that definite steps
and improvements should be made within th” city limits to reduce the
taxes and improve existing services and utilities, particularly the
electric utility services which, in my opinion, are the highest 1in
the State. Presently people outside of the existing city limits of
Petersburg pay a surcharge on top of uheir electric service charges for
being rendered that service by the clt\ ; however, if these areas are
included in the city this surcharge Wu-uld be lost, and the only way
that this could be made up is by adding to the already high electric
service charges being taxed on the residents of the City of Petersburg.

For these reasons, the Petersburg Indian Association respectfully
requests that the Senate and the It"Use of Representatives pass a
concurrent resolution rejecting the recommendation of the Local
Boundary Commission.

Respectfully,

Gertrude B. Lyons



SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PETERSBURG ANNEXATION

Present area of Petersburg: 2.1 square miles

Area to be annexed: Northern half of Mitkof Island (approx. 45 sq. miles)
Property value for annexed area: Approximately $7 million in
real and personal property.
Present population of Petersburg: 2126
Population 1in annexation area: 51F
Purpose for annexation:

1. "Substantial population” exists in outlying area

2. Petersburg currently provides limited municipal
services to the area.

3. Petersburg owns propercy in the area

4. Petersburg serves as the commercial center Cor the
area.

5. Petersburg currently has jurisdiction xn the area for
parks, vroads, trails, hydroelectric facilities, an
airport, and its municipal water supply.

6. Petersburg residents use are for recreation

7. Annex, tion of area would provide logical andrational
basis for Petersburg to plan and manage future growth,
including:

a) Coastal Zone Management

b) Planning and Zoning

cl State land selections
Additional reasons for nnnexation:

The City already provides basic municipal services to

Mitkof Island (fire, ambulance, public protection) whenever

it can, but residents of outlying areas receive those services

without paying taxes for then.

Reasons in opposition to annexation (by plaintiff in Court suit) :

1. City violated procedural requirements by submitting information
favorable to annexation after January " deadline.

2. Supporters of the annexation submitted erroneous and deliberately

misleading information to the Boundary Commission, including:
a) Population figures for the City of Petersburg
b) Increase in power rates resulting from annexation
c) Requirement for increased sales taxes
d) Costs relating "o the extension of sewer and water

services
e) Adverse impact on the Petersburg School District
budget
3. Plaintiffs were denied access to public information by the City

of Petersburg regarding data submitted by the City to the
Commission.

4. A previous election (August 26, 1976) showed 279 opposed and only

73 in favor of the expansion of the City"s boundaries.
5. Boundary Commission has not correctly applied the statutory



standards for annexation to the Petersburg situation. (19 AAC 05.010.020)

Additional concerns expressed by letter of protest:

Taxes 1iIn Petersburg are already among the highest in Alaska yet
municipal services are poor. Any attempt by the City to annex
Mitkof Island would greatly extend the City"s obligation to provide

municipal services to outlying areas from which little or no revenue
could be derived.

Ben Harding
2-6-78



SJR's 38, 39 & 40

SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE MINUTES

FEBRUARY 7, 1978

Present: Chairman Orsini, Senators Willis, Hackney and Sumner.
Wm. K. Mearig; J. r. Floden; Frances G. Westre; David
A. Moffat; Gene Owens; Sigvald J. Strandbercj; Erick
J. Simpson; Sunny A. Hick; Gertrude Lyons; Lars Eide;
Ed Lapeyri; Janes F. Petersen; Annette Smith; Bruce
Aronson.

Absent: Senator Ferguson

Chairman Orsini convened the hearings at 3:15 PM. He announced

that the Committee would take testimony on SJR 38, 29 f 40 but
would take no action on the resolutions that day.

SJR 39 (Proposed Annexation by Haines Borough):

Chairman Orsini asked Sigvald Strandberg, Chairman of the Boundary
Commission, to give the circumstances behind the proposed annexation
of land on which stood fuel tankds formerly operated by the military.
Mr. Strandberg described the action as pro forma 1in nature to allow
the Haines Borough to eliminate a pocket of non-borough land inside
its borders.He explained that the final disposition of tank farm
property, which would be handled by the General Services Administra—
tion, would not be affected by the Borough®s action and that the

military had not objected to the proposed annexation. Mr. Strandberg
also stated that no objections had been made by members of the public
during the Boundary Commission®s hearings 1in Haines. No one else

wished to testify on SJR 39 and Chairman Orsini closed the hearings
on the resolution.

SJR38 (Proposed Annexation by the City of Skagway):

Mr. Strandberg noted that the City of Skagway originally requested
to extend 1its" boundary to the Canadian border and that of the Ilaines
Borough. He noted that this raised the question in the Boundary
Commission®s opinion of what properly constituted city government
versus that of a borough. The Commission therefore recommended a
smaller extention of the City"s boundaries and informed the City
that it could, if conditions warrented, petition the Commission 1in

the future to move its jurisdiction to the Canadian border. The
City of Skagway supported this action by the Commission and agreed
with the recommendation. Strandberg acknowledged that public testi—

mony by persons residing outside the present City boundaries was
opposed to annexations since they believed that they were already
paying for municipal services through the sales tax. In response

to questions from Committee members, he said that the Commission had
not considered the inclusion of the Dyea area into the City of Skag-—
way and that such an action would require separate Commission action.

William Ruddy, an attorney representing the City of Skagway, said
that public opposition had been expressed to the proposed annexa-—
tion but that it was not organized.
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In the absence of further public testimony, Chairman Orsini closed
the hearings on the resolution.

SJR 40 (Proposed Annexation by the City of Petersburg):

Mr. Strandberg said that public hearings had been held by the Com—
mission in Petersburg January 9 before an overflow crowd with the
testimony being broadcast live over the local radio station. On
January 16 the commissioners held a telephonic conference and approved
a recommendation for the extension of the City of Petersburg boundary.

He explained that the Commission®s recommendation called for the
city boundary to be extended only over the northern portion of -Mitkof

Island, an area of approximately 45 square miles. The City had orig—
inally petitioned for the annexation of all Mitkof Island, an area of
approximately 211 square miles. Mr. Strandberg said that the Commis—

sion respected the City"s reasons for the .larger request, which

included concerns about Coastal Management and municipal selection of
state lands. He said that this again raised the question of borough
versus city government and that the Commission had recommended an

area for annexation that would take in almost all residents, but not

all the territory, of Mitkof Island. He noted that, in the Commission"s
view, the natural development of the City of Petersburg lay along Mitkof
Highway and that the outlying areas did benefit from municipal services.
The incorporation of this area would remove the present tax inequity
between the residents of the City and the outlying district. Mr.
Strandberg pointed out that the City of Petersburg has a narrow tax
base, but a fairly heavy bonded indebtedness. The 2,1.26 City residents
have a bonded indebtedness of $3.7 million against a property valua—

tion of $34 million. Thsi gives the City a debt/valuation ratio of
approximately 110 as opposed to a 5.4t, ratio for the City and Borough
of Juneau and 3% for the City of Ketchikan. He noted that there were

considerable private land holdings south of Petersburg along the
Mitkof Highway.

In response to questions from Committee members, Mr. Strandberg made
the following comments: The City indicated that it would assess one-
half, or 7 mills, of the present City mill rate against, the residents
of the outlying area for the first year after annexation. Petersburg
City Councilmen run at large and therefore there would be no council
seat per se representing the annexed outlying area. During the public
hearings in Petersburg, public sentiment ran about four to one against
annexation. The August 26, 1975, election during which City voters
rejected annexation was a straw vote on another proposed annexation
and for which sketjhy data had been gathered in regard to potential
tax revenues. Service areas in the unorganized Borough could be
established by the Legislature only if the same services could not

be provided by annexation to existing local governments.

The vote of the Commission had been three to one for the proposed

annexation. Children in the outlying area presently attend City
schools shich receive tuition payments from the State. The economic
future of Petersburg lies fishing and some logging. Industry would

find it attractive to locate in the outlying area following annexation.

William Ruddy, the attorney representing the City of Petersburg, and
William Menrig, representing the Petersburg city government, testified



jointly. Mr. Mearig stated that the 1975 annexation vote concerned

the proposed annexation of West Petersburg, which has now incorporated
separately as the City of Kupreanof, and did not pertain to the present:
recommendation. He noted that the Environmental Protection Agency was
requiring the extension of sewer and water facilities to outlying areas.
Either the City of Petersburg would provide these services or they
would be mandated at the state or federal Ilevel. In response to ques—
tions from the Committee members, Mearig concurred that Petersburg®s
economic future lay with fishing and stated that any expansion of
fishing facilities would probably occur at the four plants currently

within the City"s boundaries. Because of environmental and esthetic
concerns, little or no development is likely to take place in the
Narrows. He commented that strictly speaking it was illegal for the

City to provide municipal services to the outlying area.

James Petersen, the attorney representing the plaintiffs in the court
suit opposing”*he proposed annexation, testified that his clients
opposed the annexation on the grounds that insufficient study had been
given to the revenue, tax burden, and expense of the action. He stated
that the original petition requesting annexation had been hastily put
together and that the municipal ordinance had had its Tfirst reading
with no public input. The second and third readings took place on the
same night. Studies were lacking on population density, cost of police
protection, cost of water cind sewer facilities, and cost of electric
power extension. Peterson said that his cli ts were not opposed to
annexation per se and believed that the establishment of a service
district (outside of the municipal boundary) could provide a viable
solution. He emphasized that it was not only residents of outlying
areas who opposed annexation but the residents of the City as well.

Frances Westre testified, as a member of the Petersburg City Council,
that the Council had unanimously approved the proposed annexation tis
being in the best interests of the community of Petersburg and its
environs. She said that the apparent haste in acting upon the petition
was due co the legal requirement to submit all annexation recommenda—
tions to the Legislature by tlu? tenth day of session. She pointed out
that Petersburg and Wrangel were jointly studying a proposal for
hydroelectric development in the Thomas Bay area that would provide
relatively inexpensive power for economic development, in the area.

Ms. Westre said that Bruce Aronson of the Department of Community

£ind Regional Affairs had originally raised the annexation question

in Petersburg several years ago.

Lars Eide read to the Committee a leLtcr he sent on December 12, 1977,
to Commissioner of Community and Regional Affairs l.ee McAnerney pro—
testing the proposed annexation as contrary to the wishes of the
majority of the people of Petersburg. He stated he was part owner of
Mitkof Lumber Company which employes approximately 23 persons about
75?, of whom lived in the City and 90? of the company"s production was
exported.

David Moffat, City Manager of Petersburg, said that the Impetus for
annexation had originated from residents in the outlying areas and

that he had heard of little opposition to the proposal from within

the City. He noted that, without the existence of the City of Peters—
burg, i1t would be unlikely that industries outside city limits would
have located in the area. Moffat pointed out that the City has a
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significant interest in exercising planning for Coastal Management
for Mitkof Island as well as achieving a wider basis for future
municipal selection of state land. He also noted that the possibility

of a deep water port had been studied for the southern tip of Mitkof
Island.

Ed Lapeyri, a resident and General Manager of Mitkoff Lumber Company,

a plaintiff in a court suit against the annexation, testified that
outlying residents did not receive municipal services for wohich they
did not pay. He stated that residents outside city limits paid a

15% surcharge for electricity and a 50% surcharge for water. As for
fire protection, the State paid the City $7.50 per capita for residents
outside City limits. He submitted to the Committee the following
petition signed by 543 residents of the general Petersburg area:

"WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, BEING CITIZENS OF MITKOF ISLAND, BOTH INSIDE AND
OUTSIDE THE PRESENT CITY LIMITS OF PETERSBURG, ARE STRONGLY OPPOSED TO
THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION TO PETERSBURG AT THIS TIME DUE TO THE METHODS
USED BY THE CITY IN DIRECT OPPOSITION TO THE DESIRES OF THE MAJORITY

OF THE CITIZENS AND BECAUSE OF ERRORS IN THE FIGURES PRESENTED TO THE
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION AND THE FAILURE BY THE CITY TO PROPERLY
RESEARCH AND DOCUMENT THE ECONOMIC CHANGES SUCH ANNEXATION WOULD PRESENT
TO THE CITY RESIDENTS AND THOSE IN THE ADJOINING PROPOSED AREAS. WE ARE
EXTREMELY CONCERNED IN THE MANNER IN WHICH THE CITY HAS PRESENTED THIS
ANNEXATION WITHOUT PROPER PUBLIC INPUT. WE ALSO PETITION THE HOUSE AND
SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEES TO HOLD A JOINT HEAR
ING IN PETERSBURG IN ORDER TO OBTAIN THIi TRUE FACTS AND PUBLTC INPUT
REGARDING THIS PROPOSED ANNEXATION."

Mr. Lapeyri said that these signatures were obtained within three days
last week and that every reasonable effort was made to insure that res-—
ident adults were the only persons who signed. lie told the Commit too
that of the 543 petition signers, 193 lived outside Lin; City and 350
lived within the City limits.

Mr. Lapeyri charged that: during the City Council deliberations on the
annexation petition, a show of hands indicated that only 11 of the 93
persons present supported annexation and that, of the 6 who testified
in favor of the measure, four were city employees or relatives of
Council members. lie said that rca.l property valuation for the 1975
proposed annexation was $6.3 million and in 1977 only $6.7 million Cor
a slightly different area, lie also cited an unidentified study under —
taken by a local private firm that indicated no significant economic
development 1in Petersburg in the future. In response to Committee
members® questions he acknowledged that fishing war. considerably more
important economically to Petersburg than logging which he characterized
as "shakey".

Gene Owens, a resident of Petersburg, testified in support of the pro-—
posed annexation . He stressed that the State had consistently urged
localities to assume local government control in the Unorganized Bor —
ough 1in such matters as Coastal Management planning. Mr. Owens said
that the annexation of land on Mitkof Island by Petersburg was consis—
tent with that objective.

John Floden, city engineer for Petersburg, spoke in favor of the an-
nexcition “"recommendation and pointed out that the City had basically
proposed d service area concept. He noted that 19% of the population



of Petersburg currently lives outside the city limits. This meant
that those inside the city pay 19% more for municipal services than
thier just share, while those outside pay 19% less. Mr. Flcden said
that without the extension of planning and zoning powers to the pre—
sent outlying areas they were likely to develop in a haphazard manner

leading to severe water and sewage problems in the future. There were
instances 1in the outlying area where land was being subdivided into
lots too small handle on-site sewage and water. Mr. Floden

said that the City"s goal in the annexed area would be to maintain

large lots so as to prevent the need to establish sewer and water lines
to high density residential and commercial dwellings. Additionally

the projected linkage of Mitkof Highway with a proposed Stikine Highway
could result in unrestrained commercial development of gas stations,
drive-ins, etc. along the way unless proper planning and zoning author—
ity existed to control it. In response to Committee members®™ questions,
he said he believed a comprehensive community development plan for
Petersburg had been prepared in 1965/66.

Gertrude Lyons, a plaintiff in the court suite against the proposed
annexation and a member of the Board of Directors of the Petersburg
Indian Association, testified that the increased costs association

with the extension of services to outlying areas would work an undue
hardship on Native residents of Petersburg who were primarily depen—
dent upon seasonal employment. Ms. Lyons said that the membership of
the Petersburg Indian Association was approximately 135 adult persons
and that the Association was the combined organization for the Tlinglt-
Ilaida Central Council, the Alaska Native Brotherhood, the Alaska Native
Sisterhood, and Sealaska Corporation.

Sunny Hicks, a resident of the Petersburg area and opponent o: the
proposed annexation, characterized the community atmosphere of. Peters—
burg as a "local Watergate situation”" where neighbors were divided
against one another and conversations were surreptitiously lecorded.
She blieved that local an.i. sities had been inflamed by the City"s
handling of the annexation petition. Site stressed that the residents
of the outlying area considered themselves to be members of the general
Petersburg community and were willing to assume their share for local
services. She questioned whether the City was capable of efficiently
carrying out its present obligations, much less undertake more exten—
sive ones without the compensation of major new revenues.

William Mearig requested to testify a second time to present his views
as a private citizen in addition to his capacity as a city official.

He said that the proposed annexation offered outlying residents their
first chance to participate in the political decisions affecting thenm
locally, even in the absence of a separate election district for the
area. He stated that participation in local, government in such matters
as Coastal Management offered residents more protection than if they
remained unorganized and allowed either the State or federal govern—
ment to impose regulations on them.

In the absence of further public testimony on SJR 40, Chairman Orsini
concluded public hearings on the resolution and adjourned the Com—
mittee at 6:28 PM.



FOR: Senate Community and Regional A ffairs Committee members 1/5
PREPARED BY: Ben Harding, Senate C/RA Committee Staff

DATE: February 16, 1978

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC AFFECTS OF PETERSBURG ANNEXATION

GENERAL

Revenue Gains

High estimate: $238,600 *
Low estimate: $j 78,600 **

(*using sales tax estimate of $150,000 annually)
(**using sales tax estimate of $50,000 annually)
Revenue Losses or Added Expenses
High estimate: $182,000 =
Low estimate: $157,000 **
These estimates are based on the following assumptions:
a) No added water and power services to annexed areas (per City
policy).
b) No added police, ambulance, or fire services (perCity state—
ments that these services are already funded throughState

revenues sharing).

(*using high estimate for increased administrative costs)
(**using low estimate for increased administrative costs)

FINANCIAL BREAK-DOWN BY CATEGORIES

Revenue Gains

1) Sales Tax Revenues: High est.".nate: $150,000
Low estimate: $ 50,000

The City has estimated that a sales tax could raise approximately

$150,000 annually in new revenues from the annexed area. Annexation
opponents contend that this figure 1is greatly inflated and that a
more realistic estimate is closer to $50,000. The City has acknowledged

that its estimate is very rough and that it was not able to obtain
fii.ni data on which to base its figures.
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2) E lectricity Rate Increases

$1 a month for residential and
commercial users

$2 a month for industrial users
Estimated revenue: $19,000
It is the City"s intent that electiicity rate increases will equal

and offset revenue losses from the elimination of surcharges on
water and electricity to users in the previously outlying areas.

3) State Revenue Sharing (using a population increase of 500)

Police $6,000
Air and Water Pollution 1,000
Parks and Recreation 2,500
Transportation 2,500
Roads (est. 3 miles) 4,500
Health Service 1,000
Regular>* 850
Liquor>* 1,100
Amusement and games* 150
Gross receipts tax** 1,000

Total Revenue: $20,600

(*from Department of Revenue estimates)

(**Department of Revenue estimates $2,000 in revenue sharing from
gross receipts. However over $1,000 annually appears already to
have been inadvertently shared with the City)

4) Property Tax Revenue

7 mills on an estimated $7 million in real and
personal property $49,000
Revenue losses of Increased Expenses:
1) New Administrative Costs
High estimate: $50,000 =

Low estimate: $25,000 **

This figure 1is derived from the assumption that increased administrative
responsibilities, such as Planning and Zoning, for the annexed area will
require an increase 1in City administrative personnel.

(*using high estimate of 1 officer and 1 secretary plus office start
up costs)

(**using low estimate of 1 secretary/clerk plus office start up costs)
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2) Elimination of State Tuition Payments

$97,700

This Tfigure 1is based on the calculation that 100 students will

come from the annexed area. For 1977/78 payments, the Department
of Education 1is using $976.74 per pupil. Currently 115 students
from outlying areas (including 5 from Kupreanof) attend Petersburg
schools. The City"s own loss projection was $47,000 which was
calculated on the Department of Education payments per pupil of
$443.61. That was the rate of payment used by the State last year.
These payments will more than double this year.

3) Other Expenses

a) Electricity and water extension costs $0 *
b) Police, ambulanceand fire service costs $0 **

(*City plans no extension of power and water service beyond present
level)

(**City plans to maintainthese services at present level wusing
existing State revenue sharing funds)
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BACKGROUND

In its original annexation petition, the City of Petersburg requested
the annexation of all Mitkof Island, an area of approximately 211
square miles.

The Local Boundary Commission recommended instead the annexation of

the northern end of Mitkof Island, or about 45 square miles. The
Commission®"s rationale was that 211 square m ies would have created

a territory calling for a borough organization without Petersburg

having gone through the borough government process. The Commission
believed that a city government provides essentially direct services

to its citizens whereas a borough exercises regional responsibilities.
As a result, 1its recommendation provided for the City of Petersburg

to annex areas containing virtually all the population of Mitkof Island,
but excluded uninhabited or yet-to-be-developed areas.

Following annexation, the City has said that it would increase elec—
tricity rate charges by $1 a month for residential and commercial users
and be $2 a month for industrial customers. The present surcharges to
outlying residents for City water and electricity would then be dropped.
The City"s intent is that the rate increases would equal the loss of
revenue resulting from the elimination of the surcharges.

The City has no plans to extend water or electricity, beyond its present

service level, to the annexed area. Police, fire and ambulance services
to these areas are projected to remain unchanged and funded through State
revenue sharing. (Confirmed in telephone conversation with Petersburg

City Manager by Staff)

Other revenue-raising means the City plans to use include: a 7 mill
tax levy on approximately $7 million in real and personal property
located in the annexed area, a sales tax on transactions under $1,000,
and the receipt of increased State revenue sharing funds.

Major revenue losses or increased expenses resulting from annexation
include the dropping of State tuition payments, surcharge elimination,
and the cost of probable added administrative services.

The proposed annexation has been strongly opposed by plaintiffs in a
court suit who charge that inadequate study and planning have gone into
the proposal. They cite poor or expensive municipal services and a high
bonded indebtedness as evidence of the City"s inability to take on added
municipal obligations. A petition containing the signatures of 543
Petersburg residents 1in opposition to the annexation was presented to
the Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee February 7.

ANALYSIS

A major charge made by opponents of annexation is that the City 1is

presently overextended financially and could under no circumstances
assume additional financial obligations without the assurance of at
least matching revenues. The annexation opponents contend that any
new sources of revenue in the outlying area are minor and would be

more than off-set by increased expenses.

The City acknowledges that its data on the economic impact of annexation
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are fragmentary and based on rough estimates open to challenge. In
fact, the attorney for the City wrote to the Boundary Commission that
"1 am strongly inclined to agree with that assessment about a short-—
term negative cash flow but similarly inclined to discount its magni —
tude predicated on the knowledge that many of the general services...
have been provided heretofore."” The attorney, L.B. Jacobson, further
noted, "...nor was |1 of the opinion that financial viability of an
annexation proposal was one of the standards promulgated in (state
regulations) or the Alaska Constitution.”

A summary economic analysis indicates, however, that the City has

a fair chance of breaking even financially in the event of annexation,
provided it does not extend to the annexed area any services it is
presently not making available. The annexation would reduce somewhat,
the City"s unusually high (11%) bonded indebtedness to property
valuation ratio. It would also increase City valuation by an estimated
$7 million 1in real and personal property from the annexed area. (See
attached table to compare Petersburg population and bonded indebtedness
with similar Alaskan communities.)

It would appear from testimony presented by a number of city officials
at the Senate hearings, however, that the proposed annexation does not
directly address the real reasons which impelled the City to request
the annexation of Mitkof Island in the first place.

Those reasons are threefold: 1) the desire to plan for the Coastal
Management of Mitkof Island, 2) the desire to obtain an adequate land
base for later municipal selection of state lands, and 3) the desire

to plan for the rational and orderly development of Mitkof Island.

None of these objectives 1is significantly met by the proposed annexation
of the northern quarter of Mitkof Island. In fact, from one viewpoint,
the recommended annexation only adds to the City"s problems without
providing any of the benefits which the incorporation of the entire
island would entail.

Nevertheless, the Boundary Commission®s question, 1i.e. would the
annexation of the 211 square miles of Mitkof Island create a de facto
borough government rather than a city?, appears valid.

The implementation of the proposed annexation would not however settle
the 1issue. The City of Petersburg supports the Boundary Commission®s
recommendation for the smaller area annexation despite 1its desire to
annex all of Mitkof Island. But the City has also expressed the inten—
tion to renew its petition next year for the incorporation of all Mitkof
Island under the City"s jurisdiction. At that time, the same issues

and the same arguments of city versus borough government and the need
for local regional control will have to be addressed again.
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State of Alaska

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

Petition from City of Petersburg )
Requesting annexation of )
remaining portion of Mitkof Island)

Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

STATEMENT OF DECISION

on November 22, 1977, the City of Petersburg submitted a petition to
the Local Boundary Commission through the Department of Community
and Reqgional Affairs in accordance with Title 29 of the Alaska
Statutes requesting annexation of the area generally described

as the balance of Mitkof Island; and

on December 1, 1977, the Department found the petition in proper
form with the requisite content and accompanying exhibits; and

upon notification by the Department of the petition"s sufficiency,
the Local Boundary Commission scheduled a public hearing with notice
as prescribed by law; and

the l.ocal Boundary Commission conducted a physict 1inspection of the
proposed annexation territory and field a public hearing in the
Petersburg City Council Chambers on Monday, January 9, 19/8; and

the Local Boundary Commission held a decisional meeting in Anchorage
on January 16, 1978, to review the proceedings on the annexation
petition;

NOW THEREFORE, the Local Boundary Commission makes the following findings of

fact and enters its decision thereto:

The portion of the petition territory accepted by the Commission
meets the regulatory standards for annexation as follows:

19 Alaska Administrative Code 0b.010 (a) (3): The territory on
either side of the Mitkof Highway within the recommended
annexatice. extending southerly from the current City of
Petersburg limits 1is generally being utilized and developed

for residential and business purposes and such growth generally
represents an extension of the Petersburg community beyond
current city 1iini ts.

19 AAC 05.010 (@) (¢D: The territory recommended for inclusion
in the city 1is 1in need of City of Petersburg general fund
services such as fire and police protection, land use planning
and zoning and the City is the most appropriate local government
entity for providing such needed services. The City 1is capable
of providing such services and has presented a differential
taxation plan which the Commission finds appropriate for
integrating the territory with the present city.

19 AAC 05.010 (@) (5): Both the scarcity of developable property
and the suitability of property along the Mitkof Highway
southerly from the present city limits has resulted in Petersburg
community growth in this direction. The Commission foresees
continued community growth in the area defined for inclusion

in the City by the recommendation, arid finds that such growth
warrants City of Petersburg jurisdiction.

19 AAC 05.010 (@) (8): The Commission finds that both residents
of and property owners in the territory recommended for inclusion
within the city benefit from the existence of the adjacent city
and by inclusion in the city will make tax contributions
commensurate with benefits derived from provision of rity services.



On the basis of the foregoing, the Local Boundary Commission affirms its
decision to accept, with Commission modification, the City of Petersburg
boundary change petition in accordance with Exhibit "A" attached hereto.

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION.
January 30, 1978

Approved:

Sigval

Josephine Anderson

s/
Edward ||0p30n

Dissenting:

James Dodson

Absent & Excused:



STATE OF ALASKA

LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSITION

JUNEAU, ALASKA

RECOMMENDATION FOR ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF

PETERSBURG, ALASKA

SUBMITTED JANAURY 18, 1978
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RECOMMENDATION FOR ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE

CITY OF PETERSBURG

WHEREAS, petitioner, the City of Petersburg, has requested that the
entirety of Mitkof Island be annexed to the City of Petersburg,
including the contiguous waters extending a distance of 1,000 feet
from the line of mean high tide excepting in Wrangell Narrows at
which distance shall be the midpoint, between Mitkof and Kupreanof
Islands; and

WHEREAS, subject to proper notice, the Local Boundary Commission conducted
a public hearing in Petersburg on January 9, 1978, to hear testimony
from the public concerning the proposed annexation; and

WHEREAS, upon conclusion of the public hearing the Local Boundary Commission
requested additional data to supplement the hearing record; and

WHEREAS, petitioner, City of Petersburg, submitted the supplemental
information requested to be distributed to Commission members; and

WHEREAS, the Local Boundary Commission held a decisional meeting on
January 16, 1978;

HOW THEREFORE, the Local Boundary Commission recommends that pursuant to
Article X, Section 12 of the Alaska Constitution and Alaska Statute
44.19.260, the petition brief and reply brief of annexation to the
City of Petersburg was approved and the Local Boundary Commission
modified the boundary to include a portion of Mitkof Island north
of UT59S, Copper River Meridian. The official description of the

proposed boundaries of the City of Petersburg are as follows:



Beginning at the S-J corner of Section 31, UT59S, R31F., Copper River
Meridian, Alaska; thence in an easterly direction along the S
boundary of Section 31 protracted to its intersection with the mean
low water of Mitkof Island; thence in a northerly, northwesterly
direction along the meandering mean low ,;ater of Mitkof Island to
the northerly tip of Mitkof Island; thence in a northwesterly
direction to the center of the mouth of Wrangell Harrows; thence
in a southerly direction along the center line of Wrangell Narrows
to the point of intersection on the S boundary of Section 34,
1JT59S, R79E; thence easterly along the S boundary of UTS9S to the
point of beginning, containing 46.1 square miles more or less.

In accordance with Article X, Section 12 oT the Alaska Constitution,
this recommendation shall become effective forty-five clays after presentation
to the Legislature or at the end of the Session, whichever s earlier,
unless disapproved by a resolution concurred in by a majority of the

members of each House.



Report To Local Boundary Commission

Annexation
To
present limits
of
The 1st Class City of

PetersBury

Department of Community % Regional Affairs
Local Government Assistance

January 4, 1978



The City of Petersburg was organized in 1912 and exists as a first class
city under the laws of Alaska. The City of Petersburg®s boundaries
encompass more or less 2.1 square miles excluding tide and submerged
lands. The City ™ population for 1977 State Revenue Sharing purposes,
as accepted by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, Iis
2,126.

The City of Petersburg is situated on the northern end of Mitkof Island
where the V/rangell Harrows connect to Frederick Sound. The City is
located on a low lying plane extending between sea level and a general
elevation of 200 feet. This area is approximately 5 square miles. The
lack of topographical relief in this area has made it possible for
Petersburg to expand beyond its present boundaries.

The City proposes to modify and extend its municipal corporate boundaries.
The annexation of contiguous lands and adjacent waters to Mitkof Island
will expand the existing general boundaries southward to encompass the
entire island. Annexation was first contemplated in 1976 and proposed
encompassing west Petersburg, which is now the City of Kupreanof. The
City Council followed an October 1975 referendum mandate from its citizens
not to pursue annexation, but the City now has current circumstances

which it feels necessitates extension of the municipal boundaries to
include the entire Mitkof Island.

On November 22, 1977, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
received a petition and brief for the annexation proposed by the City of
Petersburg. On December I the Department accepted and found the petition
and brief to be substantially in proper form and containing the factual
information requi red.

Attached 1is a copy of the letter from L. W. Jacobson, petitioners”
attorney, explaining the difficulty oT mailing the petition and brief to
the City of Kupreanof. However, the Department (eels every reasonable
effort was made to contact the City of Kupreanof.

Attached is a notice of filing the petition as published in the Petersburg
Pilot, December 14, 197/. At the request of Representative E. J. Haugen
and the City of Petersburg Irik Simpson and Doug Griffin scheduled a
trip to Petersburg from December 19 through 7?1 to answer questions
concerning annexation. On December 19, 1977, a notice of public hearing
for the proposed annexation v/as submitted to the Petersburg Pilot.

Since the notice could not be published in the newspaper until December
28, five notices of the public hearing were posted within the City at
the post office, City Clerk"s office, Archie"s, The Trading Union and
the Magistrate™s office. Outside the City the notice was posted at Scow
Bay Liquor, The Beachcombers and Mitkof Lumber on December 20, 1977.

In the petitioners®™ brief the City of Petersburg reports that seven
annexation standards are satisfied for the territory proposed for annexation.



The City of Petersburg maintains that the annexation standai Is depicted
by 19 AAC 09.010 of subsections (3) through (9) are applicable and
satisified. Realizing that the City of Petersburg may propose annexation
if only one of these standards is met, the Department will indicate the
applicable standards and summarize any issues raised as follows:

Under subsection (3), the petitioners claim that the standard is satisfied
because the territory between Blind Slough and Petersburg is essentially
urban 1in character.

The Department notes that this standard may only partially be
satisfied because the territory proposed for annexation beyond Mile
8 of the Mitkof Highway is not essentially urban 1in character.

Under subsection (°I), the petitioners claim the residents of the area
are presently in need of all the basic municipal services, and the
City of Petersburg is in a most favorable position to provide them.
The City has presently felt, the necessity to provide a minimum
level of police, fire and ambulance services outside the present
City limits.

The Department raises the issue that police, fire and ambulance
services cannot legally be provided outside Ilhe City limits according
to AS 29.48.037. The above municipal powers are not extraterritorial
powers granted to the City of Petersburg by state statute.

Under subsection (5), the petitioners maintain there is no doubt that
the future growth of Petersburg will occur within the territory and
that annexation will permit the City to plan and control its development.
It is envisioned that State land selections under the Statehood Act
and the municipal entitlement of 10 percent of the vacant unappropriated
land within the annexed territory will cause a material deviation
from the old patterns of growth and development,

The Department raises the issue that this territory could be annexed
at a time when the State receives title to this land rather than
second guess which lands will actually become available for State
land selection and municipal entitlement.

Under subsection (6), the petitioners maintain that annexation will
alleviate the condition presently jeopardizing the health and
safety of the City residents, particularly nonresidents. The City
feels that to deny police, fire and ambulance services and to not
respond to residents who have accidents while outside the City does
allow nonresidents to receive services without cost. The City
simultaneously suffers substantial tort liability exposure.

Annexation would alleviate this problem if minimum levol services
are provided to the residents outside the City. Since no additional



tax levy may be collected in the territory proposed for annexation

until Fiscal Year 1970 - 79, the Department is concerned about the

ability of the City to pay additional school support from the sales
tax and make any capital expenditures needed to effectively provide
police, fire and ambulance services to those residents beyond Mile

3 of the Mitkof Highway.

According to 19 AAC 30.050.020 no annexation will be approved
unless the annexing city demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
Commission that it is capable of extending and willing to provide
services to the annexed areas. The 50 percent property tax for
administrative services may need to be further itemized depending
on the capability and willingness of the city to provide specific
services.

Under subsection (7), the petitioners feel that the extension of city
water, sewer and garbage collection will inevitably follow annexation.
The services are dependent upon obtaining a favorable cost benefit
ratio both to the City and the consumer.

The Department raises the question whether it would be appropriate
for the City to collect property tax for the utility functions.
The utilities would normally be considered an enterprise function
which would be self-supportive from the user rates or surcharges
associated with the particular utility.

Under subsection (8), the petitioners maintain that the residents and
owners of property in the territory to be annexed receive the
benefit of City services without remunerative tax contribution.

The Department notes that the City sales tax collected from residents
and nonresidents alike has been used to substantially support the
school and pay for the hospital and swimming pool bonded indebtedness.
Previously the Federal and State Revenue Sharing funds have adequately
covered the cost of providing the operating expenditures for the
library, museum and parks and recreational programs.

Under subsection (9), the petitioners state that annexation 1is otherwise
necessary 1in three important aspects to accomplish valid public
purposes:

(1) All of the City"s various properties and facilities would be
within the jurisdiction of its boundaries.

Although it may be argued that City-owned rock quarries and mineral
sites should be within the City limits to provide direct jurisdiction,
the Department notes that the territorial jurisdiction protecting

the water supply and the watershed may be preserved by adopting an
ordinance to enforce the jurisdiction outside the City"s present
boundaries.



(2) The City feels that to participate in the coastal zone management
program the entire Mitkof Island should be annexed.

Although the federal guidelines have not been developed, the Department
notes that the City lias not budgeted for nor is presently engaged

in an effort to develop a district coastal zone plan by December 4,
1979.

(3) The City could also acquire additional properties to facilitate
its growth and development through the acquisition of public and
private properties as a result of State land selection.

The Department notes that only after the State has received title
to the property will the City finally determine which territory
will facilitate growth and development either in the private or the
public sector. The Department also has some questions as to whether
the City would receive all the State lands selected, particularly
the section at the southern end of Mitkof Island.

According to 19 AAC 30.10.120, the Department lias summarized the issues
raised in the petition and brief with comments to those issues which are
deemed relevant to the proposed annexation. The Department issues no
recommendation regarding this proposed annexation.



James F. Petersen

Attorney & Counsellor at Law

319 SewardStreet
Thomas G. Nave ,Associate Juneau,Alaska 99801 1907)586-3530

February 4, 1978

Senator Joseph Orsini, Chairman,

House Committee of Community and
Regional Affairs

Room 101, Assembly Building

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Opposition to Local Boundary Commission®s
Recommendations Regarding Petersburg
Annexation Area
Our File No. P-8706

Dear Senator Orsini:

Please be advised that this office represents a number
of the residents in Petersburg who strongly object to the
procedures utilized by both the City of Petersburg and the
Local Boundary Commission 1in determining that the city

limits of Petersburg should be extended. For your informa—
tion, | have attached hereto and to the copies of this
letter which 1is being furnished to each member of your
committe, copies of the pleadings which wer;e filed on behalf
of these citizens with the superior court here in Juneau.A

review of these pleadings will clearly demonstrate the basis
for the objection of the people of Petersburg.

As you and the members of your committee are aware, the
recommendations by the Local Boundary Commission automatically
como into being forty-five days after they have been sub-—
mitted to the legislature, unless the House and the Senate
pass a concurrent resolution rejecting said recommendations.
Because of the total lack of community input into both the
City of Petersburg®s petition to the Local Boundary Commission
and the decision of the Local Boundary Commission, the
people of Petersburg sought a temporary restraining order
preventing the recommendations from going to the legislature;
however, the superior court did not enter the temporary
restraining order. In order for a restraining order to
issue by the court, the parties seeking the same must show
immediate harm. The court took the position that the mere



Senator Joseph Orsini February 4, 1978

recommendations by the Local Boundary Commission to the
legislature did not cause such immediate harm as to require
the issuance of a temporary restraining order, and for that
reason the same was denied by the superior court.

There 1is presently circulating in Petersburg petitions
objecting to any annexation to Petersburg without having
adequate studies made to determine the total impact that
such an annexation would have upon the City of Petersburg
and its citizens. At last report, these petitions have been
signed by over half of the adult residents of the Petersburg
area, and the indication was that by the time the petitions
were presented to the House Committee on Community and
Regional Affairs and the the Senate Committee on Community
and Regional Affairs they would have better than 75% of the
signatures of the adult population of the Petersburg area.

A number of Petersburg residents would like to attend
the Committee hearings, but because of the time and expense
involved, if at all possible they would like to have the
committees meet jointly in Petersburg to eiable the citizens
to express their concerns over this proposed annexation.

For instance, the Petersburg Indian Association is almost
unanimously opposed to any expansion of the existinj city
boundaries without adequate studies regarding the impact of
such an expansion; however, the Petersburg Indian Associa—
tion does not have adequate funding to send a delegate up to
Juneau to testify before the committees. The Petersburg
Indian Association 1is representative of all native organiza—
tions and groups in the Petersburg area and is responsible
for administering the various native programs in the Peters—
burg area, they have a membership of over two hundred adults.

After reviewing the attachments to this letter, should
you have any questions 1in reference to the same, please do
not hesitate to contact me. Thank you.

JFP/1Im
Attachments - 1 Copy of "Complaint"”
1 Copy of "Motion For Temporary Restraining
Order And Preliminary Injunction"”
1 Copy of "Memorandum In Support Of Motion
For Temporary Restraining Order And
Preliminary Injunction™
1 Copy of "Amended Complaint™”

cc: Senators Willis, Ferguson, Hackney & Sumner
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

In the Matter of the Annexation by )
the City of Petersburg, Alaska )
) PETITIONER™S BRIEF

l. In General. The City of Petersburg, Alaska
is a first class city organized in 1910 and existing under
the laws of the State of Alaska. The City of Petersburg®s
original municipal boundaries encompass 2.1 square miles
more or less, excluding tide and submerged lands. They have
remained unchanged. Petersburg®s population for FY 1977
revenue sharing purposes as compiled }or and approved by the
Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs was
2,126.

Annexation was first contemplate® m 1975, which
proposal encompassed West Petersburg, now the City of Kupreanof.
The Council followed an October 1975 referendum mandate from
its citizens to not pursue annexation, but current circum—
stances warrant extension of municipal boundaries, albeit
modified as to territory. The population residing in the
territory sought to be annexed has mixed feelings about
annexation and the passage of two years did not yield a
consensus sufficient to proceed under local action.

I1. Municipal Services Provided Within The City.
The City of Petersburg currently provides electrical, water,
sewer, garbage and solid waste disposal services to its
residents. The City provides maintenance and repair services
for city streets and rights-of-way, and the Public Works
Department extends utility lines to new subdivisions and
housing developments.

Law enforcement within its jurisdiction is undertaken

by the Petersburg Police Department consisting of a chief,
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captain, sergeant, three officers, plus a public safety
officer for canine control and parking. The Department has
two patrol cars, a canine truck and an ambulance. The
police department has paramedic capacity, and EMT"s from the
police department and fire department respond to ambulance
calls. The police department offers 24-hour service 7 days
a week with radio-equipped vehicles with CB backup.

Fire protection within the City 1is furnished by
the Petersburg Volunteer Fire-Department operated out of
City Hall and which possesses major equipment as follows:
1963 American LaFrance pumper with 500 gallon tank, 1967
American LaFrance pumper with 500 gallonvtank, 1975 American
LaFrance pumper with a 750 gallon tank, 1952 Jeep pumper
without tank, 1938 International Harvester pumper with a 100
gallon tank, and a 1969 Ford Rescue Van. The Department 1is
staffed with one paid full-time lieutenant. The chief and
two assistant chiefs are part-time, and the backbone of the
department lies in its 22 volunteers. The volunteers meet
weekly for fire and EMT training, and representatives regular
attend fire fighting schools within the State.

Petersburg®"s primary industry is Tfishing and the
City has, 1in addition to a major port development project
currently in progress, old and new boat harbors furnishing
220 stalls plus transient and floatside moorage. The stalls
are furnished with water hookups and electricity, and the
harbors also have a pay phone, public lavatory, a refuse
dumpster, and two boat grids.

The municipal library is located in City Hall,
available to the public.

Petersburg General Hospital has 15 short-term beds

and 10 beds for long-term care. It has an emergency room,



operating room, delivery room, and possesses x-ray facilities,
laboratory, blood bank, cardiac monitor, and defibrilator.

Use of the hospital facilities is not limited to Petersburg
residents and there is no surcharge for nonresidents. It

has 28 employees, 13 full-time and 13 on a part-time basis.

Two independent physicians reside in Petersburg. In the

last fiscal year, the Petersburg General Hospital has accommodated
342 patients and treated 891 emergency and outpatient cases.

Clausen Memorial Museum is an entirely City operated
entity both in terms of physical plant and personnel.

The City owns the physical plant and facilities of
the local school system operated by the Pitersburg School
District through its School Board. The plant consists of an
elementary school, an old and a new high school buildings,
an old gym for community and gradeschool physical education,
and a swimming pool and industrial arts building. The
swimming pool 1is used by the students during the school day
but is open to the public on evenings and weekends. Total
enrollment is 613 which includes 105 students from Mitkof
Island outside the city and 5 students from Kupreanof.

There are 47 teachers including two principals.

Ii. Extra-Territorial Services. The City curre
provides extra-territorial fire protection anu.ambulance
response service to nonresidents on a gratuitous basis. The
City earlier implemented a plan of contractual fire protection
but found it administratively burdensome and politically
untenable. There were no fires outside the City requiring
response. The ambulance and EMT service responded to 73
calls in 197G, 20 of which were oulLside of the present city
limits. In 1977 to date, the ambulance has responded on 56

occasions, 19 of which were outside the City.



The City furnishes electricity to 215 extra-—
territorial customers and imposes a 15% surcharge above the
normal in-city rate.

There are slightly in excess of 50 customers
outside of the City who are connected to the City water
utility and they pay a 50% surcharge over the in-city water
rate.

There are 15 customers outside the present city
limits connected to the municipal sewer utility and they pay
no surcharge above the standard sewer rate.

Tile City affords garbage collection service to its
residents, and while such service is not afforded to nonresidents,
the garbage dump is operated and maintained by the City and
is gratuitously available for nonresidents. The school
district does not impose a nonresident tuition fee as to
those students residing outside of the City nor is there any
prohibition or surcharge imposed for use of school Tfacilities
such as the gym or swimming pool by nonresidents.

The hospital imposes no nonresident surcharge, and
while the emergency and outpatient case records do not
indicate a breakdown between resident versus nonresident, a
substantial number of patients wore treated at that facility,
most commonly 1in connection with commercial Tfishing, ."Logging
and auto accidents. The City imposes no extra charge for
nonresident®"s use of the municipal library, port facilities,
cemetery, recreation areas, or other general services.

Police protection outside the City is furnished by the
Alaska State Trooper plc"iced at Petersburg. The City has
entered into a mutual aid agreement with the State of Alaska
for fire protection at the airport which lies outside the

City in exchange for the City"s use of the State"s major



firefighting equipment for responding to in-City fires.

1v. City-Owned Properties Outside the Existing
Boundaries. A substantial portion of the City"s electrical
system lies outside the City. The City of Petersburg owns
and operates the Blind Slough Hydroelectric Project, the
site of which 1is approximately 15 air miles south/southeast
of the present City of Petersburg, or 17 miles via the
Mitkof Highway. The power house generates 2,000 KW and lies
on the west side of Blind River with the dam at Crystal Lake
lying approximately a mile and a half via trail above to the
southwest. Current estimated replacement value for the dam,
penstock, generators, and miscellaneous eeuipment is $6
million. A distribution line runs from the Blind Slough
Hydro facility to the City of Petersburg with 5 substations
.inbetween.

The City of Petersburg operates a sanitary landfill
which 1is approximately 1 mile so1th of the present city
limits via Sandy Beach Road. This facility 1is operated 6
days per week and serves most of the disposal needs of the
Mitkof Island population.

The rock quarry is approximately 1 mile south of
the airport and the City of Petersburg has applied to the
State of Alaska for continued use oi the quarry, pari of
which will be exclusively for the City"s use if the pending
application 1is approved. This 15 acre quarry site is developed
to provide shot-rock for the City"s needs 1in road construction,
gravel production, and land fill material for tidelanl
development.

The Sandy Beach Recreation Area is owned and
operated by the City through its parks and recreation board.

It is just south of the present city boundaries and affords



picnic tables, restrooms, and covered shelters at the beach
which 1is also used by the hardy for swimming.

The Water Treatment Plant and City reservoir lie
approximately 1 mile further south beyond the City landfill.
The reservoir 1is approximately 5 acres and the treatment
facility capacity is designed at 4 million gallons per day.
A 750,000 gallon capacity storage tank is located between
the treatment plant and the City. Estimated replacement
cost for this system is $1 million.

The Petersburg cemetery which 1is owned, operated
and maintained by the City consists of 982 plots and lies
approximately 1/4 mile south of the City boundaries on the
Mitkof Highway.

V. What 1is in the Area Proposed for Annexation?

A total of 514 persons reside outside the City
limits and within the area proposed for annexation.

In addition to City-owned facilities recited in
the previous section, numerous federal, state and privately-
owned properties and enterprises exist.

At the federal level,” the Forest Service has most
of the facilities. It operates and maintains campground and
recreation areas known as the Blind Island Picnic area, the
Blind Slough Recreation area, Ohmer Creek Campground, Sumner
Strait Campground, Wilson Creek picnic area and the Three
Lakes Recreation area. (See Appendix A) In addition to
these, the Forest Service maintains the Three Lakes Loop
Road which 1is available for recreational purposes, the
collecting of wood for fireplaces, fishing and various other
recreational activities, and is about 25 miles in length,
going over toward the Ildeal Cove vicinity.

The Forest Service also has the old University of

Alaska Experimental Fur Farm, and the Forest Service operates



a warehouse at Scow Bay. The majority of Innd on Mitkof
Island is under Forest Service jurisdiction.

The U.S. Coast Guard owns 41.25 acres in the
vicinity of Mile 6 on the Mitkof Highway.

The Federal Power Commission still has a land
withdrawal at the Blind Slough Hydro Electric facility and
that is the land on which the City maintains its hydroelectric
plant and where the Light & Power Department superintendent
and his family reside.

The State of Alaska owns and operates the Mitkof
Highway running along the west and south sides of Mitkof
Island, approximately 30 miles 1in length. The State Department
of Transportation also operates a maintenance facility
outside the city limits where they keep their materials and
equipment.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game operates a
major Tfacility at Blind Slough, specifically a fish hatchery.

The Alaska Division of Lands controls various rock
and materials quarries which are on state land in addition
to the airport quarry which the City operates. All of these
quarries are outside the present City limits.

The most heavily used state facility is the airport
immediately south of the present city boundaries consisting
of a gravel runway suited for 757 jet service by Alaska
Airlines twice daily to Petershburg.

The majority of the remainder of the land on
Mitkof Island not owned by the Forest Service is in State of
Alaska ownership, earmarked as Mental Health land under the
Division of Lands jurisdiction.

V. Non-Governmental Property Ownership Outside.

There are approximately 182 houses, plus a few summer cabins.



There is also a church, four trailer courts, one cafe, two
welding shops, a motor carrier transfer company, six warehouses
three construction companies, two building supplies, a
consumers co-op, a liquor store, nightclub, general business,
two logging companies, a lumber mill, marine transportation
dock, and three airlines.

VI, New Developments. The City of Petersburg
is presently advertising for construction of Phase I of the
Port Project. This port will supply berthing facilities for
the Coast Guard and possibly other federal and state agencies.
A small boat moorage will be developed in the future and a
docking facility and land fill with leasable land area and a
lift-out facility with 100-ton capacity is envisioned in the
prospective development. Total estimated construction costs
for Phases | and 1l are approximately $1.1 million.

The City has just completed construction of a
major repair job on the Blind Slough Hydroelectric facility,
the dam being faced with aluminum sheeting, reinforcement of
the penstock supports, and spillway area capacity was increased

Major construction on the municipal sewer treatment
plant was completed and approved September 1, 1977 and the
remainder is scheduled for estimated completion by January 1,
1978. It is an $3 million piojcct.

On October 1, 1976, the City of Petersburg completed
construction on its new high school and the reconstruction
of the swimming pool was undertaken concurrently. Phase 11
of the high school development 1is now in the planning stage.

The City of Petersburg has completed planning and
is in the developmental phases of several new subdivisions
which will open for construction as soon as utilities and

access are complete. Road construction is currently in



process as well as sewer line extension and water line
development to the subdivisions.

The Petersburg Power & Light Department is in the
process of installing an additional 1,200 KW diesel generator.

VI, Ongoing and Future Non-City Development.

The U.S. Forest Service is in the final planning
process Tfor establishing a tree nursery to be undertaken at
the site of the old University of Alaska experimental fur
farm at approximately 9 Mile Mitkof Highway. This nursery
will have a capacity of about 1 million oontainerized. seedlings
each year to provide planting stock for Forest Service
activities, and private landowners and the State of Alaska
will also be able to acquire planting stocks from this
nursery.

There are presently twc active timber sales at the
south end of Mitkof Island, specifically Dear Creek No. 1
which 1is an independent sale being operated by Louisiana
Pacific which has a log transfer point at Pape®s Landing.

The second is a Pacific Northern Timber Contract and it has
a log transfer point at the south end of Blind Slough.

Forest Service also has an appropriation for
installation of a boat ramp and dock on the extreme south
shore of Mitkof Island, this project to be undertaken in
conjunction with the State of Alaska.

The State of Alaska Department of Transportation
has awarded a contract for construction of Phase Il of the
Mitkof Highway from the downtown Petersburg area out to
Sandy Beach. The State Department of Fish & Game has ongoing
construction of the fish hatchery at Blind Slough and will
be working with the Department of Transportation to construct

a new bridge over the Blind River for hatchery access and



other public purposes.

Private subdivision development is also occurring
outside the present city boundaries, the major growth area
being in the vicinity of Skow Bay.

The Forest Service is currently cooperating with
the City of Petersburg in repair and relicensing of the
Blind Slough Hydro project. This project includes a man at
Crystal Lake and a pipeline to the power house down to Blind
Slough.

Intergovernmental cooperation at the local level
is occurring by joinder of Petersburg with Wrangell in
formation of the Thomas Bay Power Authorkty which will
ultimately connect the Wrangell electrical system with the
Petersburg distribution system, tying in somewhere on the
south end of Mitkof Island in the vicinity of Blind Slough.

IX. Why the Boundaries Proposed?

The municipal boundaries of Petersburg have not
changed for over 65 years. Until perhaps the last decade
growth in and around the City of Petersburg has not warranted
extension of the municipal boundaries based upon necessity
of extension of municipal services in light of costs and

service benefit to both the City and residents outside of

the municipal boundaries. 9 Kﬁapparent to the City.

Council, however, that the City by reason of its serving as
a major fishing port and as the commercial and industrial
center of the area, has conferred substantial benefits upon
the residents and owners of properties outside the City
without corresponding tax contributions for municipally-
providod services. Further, the apparent need for basic
services such as the promotion and control of land and usage

and development through planning and zoning authority and
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extension of full police and fire protection to the areas
outside of the City which are, in part, urban in character,
mandated consideration of an annexation proposal.

Petersburg®"s 1975 annexation proposal is a matter
of record both in the files of Community and Regional Affairs
and in the courts. Petersburg®s own residents did not like
the territorial boundaries described in the former proposal
which included West Petersburg (now Kupreanof) and extended
down to Blind Slough.

This proposal differs from the former in two
significant respects: (1) West Petersburg is excluded from
the proposal, and (2) all of Mitkof Island 1is included, not
limited exclusively to the developed portions fronting
Wrangell Narrows between Blind Sough and the present City.

The residents within the territory proposed for
annexation naturally use the City-owned and maintained
school, hospital, library, museum, cemetery, port facility,
and all other municipal facilities, including city streets
and roadways. The nonresidents benefit from the access to
and actual utilization of the aforementioned municipal
facilities but other than through payment of the local sales
tax do not financially contribute to their establishment,
maintenance or perpetuation in any manner corresponding with
the contributions from local residents. It is felt by the
Council that an annexation proposal encompassing a smaller
territory would cause political foment to the extent that a
proposal would include some residents and exclude others,

and for the second reason that a small proposal at this time

would merely be a piecemeal approach to the ultimate inclusion

of the entire island at a future time anyway. Finally, the

Council has determined that inclusion of Mitkof Island in

-11-



its entirety as the municipal boundaries for the City of
Petersburg are in the best interests when viewed in the
light of Coastal Zone Management and State land selections.

X . Applicable Standards Satisfied.

19 AAC 05.010 describes the standards for annexable
territory, subsection (a) reciting standards to be considered
when the territory to be annexed 1is contiguous to present
municipal boundaries. It is the City of Petersburg®s position
that subsections (3) through and including subsection (9)
are applicable and satisfied as follows: |

(3 The territory between Dlind Slough and Petersburg
proper is essentially urban in character. Virtually all of
the extra-territorial population resides therein and tne
City provides electrical service to all dwellings and commercial
enterprises therein. While it suffers from the lack of
zoning control, it 1is accurate to state that the land 1is
largely platted and held for sale and in fact the State of
Alaska Division of Lands conducted a major land sale within
the area in 1972. (See Appendix B). The population stems
primarily from actual growth of the City beyond its legal
boundaries, particularly the extension of population from
Petersburg to Skew bay.

(4) The residents in Lhc. territory need all of
the basic municipal services, providing none to themselves
and certainly the City of Petersburg is in a more favored
position to provide them rather than some other municipality.
An alternative is for residents in the territory to form
their own municipal government, but it would invariably
suffer from an inadequate population base and bo capable of
furnishing only very basic services. Formation of such

local government would also run afoul of the constitutional



mandate found in Article X, 8l of the Alaska Constitution

"The purpose of this Article is to provide for

maximum local self-government with a minimum of

local government units, and to prevent duplication

of tax-levying jurisdictions."

5) There can be no doubt that future growth ant
development of Petersburg will occur within the territory.
Annexation will permit the City to plan and control its
development. The reason that growth and development have
been limited to the "strip" on Mitkof Island adjacent to
Wrangell Narrows 1is because the remaining land has been tied
up in U.S. Forest Service jurisdiction and simply incapable
of development from a legal standpoint of ownership. It is
envisioned that state land selections under the Statehood
Act and municipal entitlement of 1.0% of the vacant unappropriated
lands within the annexed territory will cause a matcral
deviation from the old pattern of development.

(6) It is entirely accurate to state that annexa
will alleviate a condition presently jeopardizing the health
and safety of city residents and particularly nonresidents.

Tl.e issue of whether the City of Petersburg should expand
its fire, police and ambulance protection service beyond the
municipal limits has been a troublesome 1issue and one on
which there has been much vacillation. To deny the service
is to not respond to resident have an accident while outside
the City limits, yet to provide the services gives the
nonresidents something for nothing and the City simultaneously
substantial tort liability exposure. Even to provide
such fire service on a contractual basis is to inevitably do
nothing but watch in anguish over the house which burns
without contractual protection while the volunteers hose

down the protected neighboring propertie



major "danger zone" outside the City is at the Airport and
Petersburg®"s residents and nonresidents alike use this

facility as well as the general sector.. The State Troopers

are to respond to criminal matters at the airport and presumably
the State Division of Aviation handles fire control. _The

latter presumption 1is, however, largely a fiction and the
interim patchwork takes the form of mutual aid agreement
whereunder the City"s volunteer fire department responds to
airport fires and crashes.

(7) The extension of City water service, sewer
service and garbage collection service will inevitably
follow annexation albeit at disjointed times dependent upon
attaining a favorable cost/benefit ratio both to the City
and to the consumer. The electrical service is already
areawide. The municipal water sy: tern has excess capacity as
does the wastewater treatment plant and solid waste disposal
riant.

€)) It is self-evident that the residents and
owners of property in the territory to be annexed receive
the benefit of City services without commensurate tax contri —
butions. Illustrations abound where general services are
provided to nonresidents without surcharge, yet it is the
Petersburg real property owner who has unfairly shouldered
the burden of establishing, operating and maintaining the
general facilities.

(9 Annexation is otherwise necessary in three
important respects to accomplish valid public purposes: )
To have all of the City"s various properties and facilities
within 1its jurisdictional boundaries, (2) to participate in
Coastal Zone Management affecting the cnciic island, and @)

to enable the City of Petersburg to acquire additional



properties to facilitate its own growth and development, for
example, rock quarry and material sites.
It should be noted that snowmobiling, cross—
country skiing, hunting, and summer recreational hiking
occur on the virtual entirety of Mitkof Island and the
police and fire departments® EMTs ought properly to be
charged with responding to calls for assistance from their
citizens.
X1. Taxes, Services and Benefits 1in Transition.
Upon receiving annexation authority the City of
Petersburg proposes immediately to confer planning and
zoning control, police and ambulance service, and fire
protection throughout the enlarged jurisdiction. Garbage
collection service throughout the area would be phased in as
quickly as possible following annexation, consistent with
the availability of the trucks and manpower. The Cit.y of
Petersburg®s fiscal year runs from July 1 through June 30
the next calendar year. Since the effective date of the
annexation, 1if granted, would fall in the middle of calendar
year 1978, and most probably at a time other than commencement
of Petersburg®"s 1978-79 fiscal year, it is contemplated that
the services which the City is to provide should be phased
in on a schedule roughly commensurate with additional revenue
which is generated from capital improvement. The City will
not impose taxation, either on real or personal property, in
the territory proposed for annexation until tax year 1979.
Extension of the water and sewer utility services
will be undertaken on a basis compatible with the City"s
financial ability with a view toward a favorable cost/benefit
ratio. This will be done in piecemeal fashion and to adjust

for the 1inequitable provision of utilities services, the



City proposes to implement a program of diffential tax zones
on a schedule to be from time to tim~ amended as ﬁhe scale
of services changes. The 1initial proposed tax differential
zones will be proposed as follows:

Service Percentage of Tax Levy

Basic general services and

administration 50%
Electrical utility service 15%
Sewerage and wastewatertreatmeoz 15%
Water utility 15%
Garbage collection ; 5%

The surcharges to nonresidect consumers of water
and electricity would all continue through 1978 and thence
be discontinued.

The administration in the City of Petersburg
recognizes the need for fire, rescue and ambulance service
within the expanded jurisdiction; a jz.an will be formulated
to ascertain how to best respond to the additional requirements,
perhaps by creating one or more fire .-ubstations in the
newly annexed area.

The construction of new residential and commercial
structures and additions thereto in tie new territory will
be subject to the National Building, Illumbing and Electrical
Codes as well as the Fire Prevention _"ode, thus ensuring
greater value through compliance with recognized standards.
The City"s comprehensive zoning plan vill have to be expanded
commensurate with its enlarged jurisdiction. In undertaking
this task, the City plans to (1) recgize non-conforming
uses through "grandfather rights"™ and (2) amend the Planning
Commission Ordinance to add at least wo members residing in

the newly-annexed territory prior to formulating enlargement
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of the comprehensive zoning plan for the entire area.

Members of the population currently residing
outside of the City and using municipally-provided services
ara unable to play a role in the formulation of policy
pertaining to those services. If authorized, the annexation
would, 1in addition to the obvious benefit of the privilege
of voting, allow those who are currently nonresidents of the
City to participate in the policy making process through
candidacy for elective office such as the Council and School
Board and to serve on numerous committees and commissions.

There are no inter-municipal agreements regarding
transitional provision of services and distribution of
assets and liabilities because this proposed annexation does
not affect any other City or Borough.

X1l Conclusion.

The territory proposed for annexation contains
approximately 20% of Mitkof Island®"s total population.
Although numerous and independent, the residents 1in the
territory sought for annexation do not constitute a sufficient
population base to warrant establishment of a borough and
they accordingly rely upon the City to provide basic governmental
services.

Growth 1is inevitable in the territory--both 1in
terms of population and in terms of increased commercial and
governmental activity. IT the bottom fishery development
progresses as contemplated, Petersburg®"s waterfront will be
active to the point of excessive demand.

Acquiring jurisdiction to implement planning 1is
desirable as to the entirety of Mitkof Island. The need for

revision of Petersburg®"s comprehensive plan on an area-wide

-17-



basis 1is indicated. New zoning 1is desirable to encourage
organized growth and compatible neighboring uses. The
expansion of municipal services into the annexed territory
will inevitably bring the concommitant burden of taxation.
The City 1is not engaged in an imperialistic plan to acquire
properties by expanding 1its jurisdiction for the purpose of
generating 1income. Its function instead is to provide for
efficient, adequate and economical government operating on a
break-even basis in accordance with the will of the populace.
Those inhabitat/ns of the territory and absentee property
owners who would oppose the proposed annexation merely
because of the necessary incident of taxation should be
mindful of the fact that for years Petersburg®s taxpayers
have unfairly shouldered the entire financial burden of
providing the municipal schools, .library, boat harbors,
museum, fire and ambulance and police services, streets and
roadways, hospital, cemetery which they have used without
commensurate contribution. Moreover, the establishment of
differential taxation zones predicated upon services provided
and benefits received will assure basic fairness.

Petersburg 1is a progressive community and Mitkof
island is on the threshold of imminent additional growth.
Recognizing this, the City wishes to respond to this impact
by enlarging its jurisdiction "to provide the maximum local
self government"™ consistent with Alaska®s constitutional
mandate.

DATED this day of November, 1977.

ROBERﬁ‘COM mamacti. ~ pact”ugh {, BRADLEY

By
L. B. Jacé&bion of Attorneys
for Petitioner
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CITY OF PETERSBURG

July 26, 1963

DESCRIPTION OF CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE TOWN OF PETERSBURG, ALASKA

Beginning ac Corner Ho. 1, identical with Corner No. 3, N.C., U.S.
Survey No. 1173; thence East a distance of 6,000,00 feet to Corner
No. 2; chance North a diotanco of 920.00 feet to Corner No, 3; thence
East a distance of 7,900,00 feet to deep water of Frederick Sound,
Corner No. 6; thence North 35 degreea 37 minutes West parallel to

the westerly shore of Frederick Sound a distance of 8,800,00 feet to
the mouth of Wrangell Narrows, Corner No. 5; thence South 52 degrees
65 minutes West along Wrangell Narrows a distance of 6,300,00 feet to
Corner No. 6; thence South 62 degrees 30 minutes West along Wrangell
Narrows a distance of 3,300.00 feet to Comer No. 7; thence South 50
degrees 29 minutes 30 seconds West along Wrangell Narrows a distance
of 3,496.50"' feet to Corner No. 8; thence East a distance of 1,450
feat to Corner No. 1, the point of beginning.
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ORDINANCE NO. 381
City of Petersburg, Alaska

AN ORDINANCE PROPOSING THE MODIFICATION OF THE MUNICIPAL
BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF PETERSBURG BY ANNEXATION OF
MITKOF ISLAND AND ADJACENT WATERS OUT TO THE CENTER OF
WRANGELL NARROWS CHANNEL WHERE MITKOF ISLAND IS BOUNDED
13y THE NARROWS AND OUT 1000 FEET FROM SHORE AROUND THE
RKMATNDER OF THE | STAND PERIMETER.

BE i+ ORDATNED BY rwe COUNCIL OF THE CITY CF PETERSBURG, ALASKA:

Sec. 1. Classification. This ordinance is of an impermanent nature
and is not to be codified in the Petersburg Code of Ordinances.

Sec. 2. Declaration of Intent. The City of Petersburg proposes to
modify and extend its municipal corporate boundaries and jurisdiction by
annexation of contiguous lands and adjacent waters on Mitkof Island to
expand the existing general boundary southward to encompass the entire
island.

Sec. 3. Description. 'Hie propsea boundaries of the City of
Petersburg, Petersburg Recording District, First Judicial D istrict,
State of Alaska, including the territories to be annexed by this
proposal, are as follows:

The entirety of Mitkof Island out to the center of Wrangell Narrows

Channel where Mitkof Island is bounded by the narrows and out 1000
feet from shore around the remainder’of the island perimeter.

Sec. 4. Standards. it is verily believed Hurt the territory proposed
for annexation described in the preceding paragraph does and w ill comply
with the annexation standards prescribed in 19 AAC 05.010.

Sec. 5. Procedure. The City of Petersburg shall forthwith petition
for a local government boundary change pursuant to Chapter 10, Title 19,
Alaska Administrative Code.

Sec. O Purpose of Annexation, he purpose of the proposed annexation
is to extend the municipal boundaries and jurisdiction of the City of
Petersburg, Alaska to comport with the essentially wurban character of the
territory for which annexation is proposed, and accordingly enunciates
the following considerations:

1. There exists a substantial population in the territory for which

annexation is proposed,

2. The City of Petersburg currently provides limited municipal

services to the territory.



3) The City of Petersburg owns several properties in the ter-
ritory which arc? outside the existing municipal boundary,

4) The City of Petersburg serves as the commercial and industrial
center of the territory,

5) The City of Petersburg currently asserts extra territorial
jurisdiction with respect to parks, roads, trails, hydro-
electric facility, an airport, and its water supply in the
territory proposed for annexation,

6) Recreational usages by municipal residents of the area
proposed for annexation, and

7) An extension of municipal services to the territory
proposed for annexation is logical andforeseeable, and the
extension of municipal boundaries w ill enable the City of
Petersburg to control and provide Cor the organized development
of likely future growth,

0) Coastal Zone Managemen b ——

0) Planning and Zoning ..

10) State 1Kincl Selections

Sec. 7. Annexation. The City Manager, Mayor, City Clerk, City Attorney
and such other municipal officials as are deemed appropriate are authorized to
initiate, petition, and implement such procedures as may lie necessary to

complete this annexation proposaland us may lie modified by thel bocalBoundary
Commission and Alaska State Legislature.

Sec. B. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become? effective on the
third clay after adoption, excluding the date of enactment. However, the official
map and zoning map of the? City of Petersburg shall not be modified except

by subsequent ordinance enactment following consideration, hearing, and deter-
mination by the Local Boundary Commission and the Alaska State Legislature.

Sec. 9. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance or any
application thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder
of this ordinance and the application to othc?) persons or circumstances
shall not he affected thereby.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the City Council of the City of Petersburg, Alaska

this , | dayo f o 1 <], 1977,
ly y
Mayor
) t
ATTEST: C&r Xt-0QeA Cop-j "TO
\ / / s "/z-'i>'rn
Ji-LLIA LKuUi/ (: <.£ | « \

City./Clerk J K .
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