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FOR: Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee members
PREPARED BY: Ben Harding, Senaf- C/RA Committee Staff

DATE: February 16, 1978

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC AFFECTS OF PETERSBURG ANNEXATION

GENERAL

Revenue Gains

High estimate: $238,600 =
Low estimate: $138,60~0 **

(*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).

(*us.ing high estimate for 1increased administrative costs)
(**using low estimate for increased administrative costs)

FINANCIAL BREAK-DOWN BY CATEGORIES

Revenue Gains

1< Sales Tax Revenues: High estimate: $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 is 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
firm data on which to base its figures.
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2) Electricity 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 electricity 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 fronm
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 in 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 u, costs)
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2) Elimination of State Tuition Payments

$97,700

This figure is based on the calculation that 100 students will

come from the annexed area. For 1977/78 payments, the Department
of Education is 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, ambulance and fire service costs $0 **

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

(**City plans to maintain these services at present level using
existing State revenue sharing funds)



BACKGROUND

In its original annexation petition, the City of Petersburg requested
the annexation of all Mitkef 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 miles 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, its 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 s$7 million in real and personal property
located in the annexed nca, 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 lias 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 1inability to take on added
municipal obligations. A petition containing the signatures of 543
Petersburg residents in 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 1is 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 thait
"I am strongly inclined to agree with that assessment about a short—
term negative cash flow but similarly inclined to discount 1its 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 | 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 FTair chance of breaking even financially in the event of annexation,
provided it does not extend to the annexed area £iny services it 1is
presently not making available. The annexation would reduce somewhat,
the City"s unusually high (112) bonded indebtedness to property
valuation ratio. It would also increase City valuation by an estimated
$7 million in 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 Tfirst 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 is 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 Citylmproblems without
providing any of the benefits which the incorporation of the entire
island would entail.

Nevertheless, the Boundary Commission® question, .i.e. would the
annexation of the 2.11 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 issue. The City of Petersburg supports the Boundary Commission™
recommendation for the smaller area annexation despite its desire to
annex all of Mitxof 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 1issues

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



TABLE V
VALUATION, POPULATION AND G.O. BONDED DEBT

CITIES FULL VALUE CIVILIAN G.0. BONDED PER CAPITA PER CAPITA DEBT %T0

DETERMINATION POPULATION DEBT DEBT VALUATION VALUATION
1-1-77 7-1-77 7-1-77

CORDOVA 33,047,580 2.405 1,169,200 406 13,735 3.54

CRAIG 5,255,655 467 143,040 306 11,340 2.70

DILL INGHAM 17,140,840 1,269 135,000 106 13,507 .78

EAGLE 1,413,250 145 9,747

GALENA 2,670,800 631 4,233

HOOKAH 5,332,800 848 6,209

HYDABURG 1,438,405 360 3,785

KAKE 2,394,685 679 3,527

KING COVE 2,863,490 408 393,860 965 7,018 13.75

KLAWOCK 1,025,650 323 3,176

NENAHA 5,373,975 493 253,000 513 10,901 4.71

uoiie 33.747,720 2,585 830,000 21 3349 2.46

PELICAN 4.639,2)5 6

PETERSBURG 34,048, ,C60 2,126 3,750,000 1,764 16,015 11.01

ST. MARY"S 1,415,000 415 3,410

SELAWIK 1,250,365 521 2,400

SKAGWAY 29,850,185 054 627,000 734 34,953 210

UNALASKA 16,571,530 510 32,493

VALDEZ 1,211,561,410 7,433 13,036,000 1,742 161,909 1.C3

WRANGELL 37,599,610 3M52 575,000 182 11,929 1.53

YAKOFAT 10,149,240 442 22,963

TOTAL CITIES 1,458,029,725 26,305 20,912,100 795 55,456 1.43

STATE 17,105,126,829 398,933 530,000,000 1,328 42,072 3.10

MUNICIPAL 14,001,074,809 363,406 519,599,526 1,410 38,004 3.71

STATEWIDE TOTAu 17,105,126,029 398,933 1,049,607,526 2,631 42,872 6.14

1977
1978)

Alaska Taxable

(lssued January,



SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE

FEBRUARY 16, 1978

Present: Chairman Orsini, Senators Willis and Hackney. Bruce
Aronson; Doug Griffin.

Absent: Senator Sumner and Senator Ferguson
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Orsini at 3:10 PM.
STRAND3ERG CONFIRMATION

Chairman Orsini asked if Committee members wished to hold separate
confirmation hearings on the reappointment of Sigvald Strandberg
to the Local Boundary Commission. Committee members expressed t~a
view that they were familiar with Mr. Strandberg®s work on the
commission and did not believe that separate hearings would be
necessary.

PETERSBURG ANNEXATION (SJR - 40)

Chairman Orsini drew the members®" attention to a SC/RA staff study
analyzing the economic effects of the recommended annexation of land
by the City of Petersburg. He noted that the figures indicated the
probability of the City"s expenses and new revenue form annexation
balancing out, provided the City maintained its present level of
services to the annexed area.

Senator Willis noted that the Boundary Commission could have held

an advisory election in Petersburg to determine local support for
the annexation but that the legislature had no authority ™i instruct
the Commission.

Pending action by he House CRA Committee, Committee members agreed to
hold action on SJR 40 unless the members wished the 1issue to be brought
up again for discussion.

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

Chairman Orsini said that the Guidelines and Standards for the Alaska
Coastal Management Program would require a detailed review if the
Committee wished to deal specifically with the many points being raised
regarding the implementation of the Coastal Management Program.

Senator Hackney said that he was 1impressed by the Petersburg situation

where one of the motivations for annexation was a desire to secure
local control over the coastal management of Mitkof Island.

The Committee members expressed their desire to undertake a sectional
review of the draft Guidelines and Standards.

OTHER

Chairman Orsini discussed with Committee members the status of CSIIB
133 before the House Finance Committee and 1its Senate counterpart,



CSSB 241.

The Chairman also informed members about the provisions of SB 501
pertaining to binding arbitration and stated that he intended to
schedule hearings on the bill within two to three weeks.

Chairman Orsini called an executive session of the Committee to
discuss Budget and Audit Committee actions with respect to Coastal
Management.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 PM.
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*0A ALASKA COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,

PHONE: 586-6440
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801

#D 70

a -
23014 PETERSBUR3 ALASKA 31 03-01 300P PST
PMS THE HONORABLE JOE ORSINI, CHAIRMAN

“1

sena 'C ommunity and regional affairs
ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
POUCH V
JUNEAU M
THE PETERSBURG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE URGENTLY REQUESTS
THAT YOUR COMMITTEE SEND THE RESOLUTION REGARDING
ANNEXATION ON MITKOF ISLAND OUT OF COMMITTEE FOR
CONSIDERATION ON THE FLOOR BEFORE SATURDAY MARCH 4
SINCERELY

LARS EIDE, PRESIDENT.

05



23019 PETERSBURG ALASKA 3! 03-01 325P PST
PMS SENATOR JOE ORSINI
POUCH V ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
JUNEAU
REPRESENTATIVE ERNIA HAUGEN
JUST TO LET YOU KNOW, DUE TO THE PRESENT STATUS OF THE
PETERSBURG CITY GOVERNMENT, I DONT FEEL THIS IS THE TIME
TO ANNEX THE SCOW BAY AREA

WARREN MORRISON.



23P?4 PETERSBURG ALASKA 19 03-01 415P PST

PMS SENATOR JOSEPH ORSINI
POUCH V ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
JUNEAU "
WE OF SCOW BAY DONT WANT TO BE ANNEXED INTO PETERSBURG
ANY REASON

MR AND MRS STAN ELENBERGER

MR AND MRS BILL LYONS.



23007 NL PETERSBURG ALASKA 118 03-0! 130P PST

PMS SENATOR JOSEPH ORSINI
POUCH V STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
JUNEAU "
REPRESENTATIVE ERNIE HAUGEN
WE ARE EXTREMELY UNHAPPY WITH YOUR APPARENT DISREGARD
OF THE PUBLIC OPINION AGAINST THE PROPOSED PETERSBURG
ANNEXATION PROCEEDINGS. AS REPRESENTATIVES OF THE 543
SIGNATURES, OVER 300 OF WHICH ARE CITY RESIDENTS, ON THE
PETITION WE RECENTLY GAVE YOU WE AGAIN STRONGLY URGE
THAT YOU HEED THE VOICE OF THOSE YOU REPRESENT AND DO
ALL YOU CAN TO SEE THAT THE ANNEXATION PETITION IS DENIED.

MR AND MRS LARS EIDE

MR AND MRS ED LAPEYRI

MR AND MRS HEINER

MR AND MRS WOOTEN

MR AND MRS BILL LYONS

MR AND MRS ART MCTAGGART

PAUL MCTAGGART

PETE AND SUNNY HICKS

MR AND MRS RAY LEBRUN

MR RAY OLSEN

MR AND MRS TOM HUBBARD

FAYE AND BOB ENNIS.



Erling W. Husvik
P.0. Box 297
Petersburg, Ak. 99833

February 23, 1978

Honorable Senator Joseph L. Orsine
Pouch V
Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr. Orsine;

I would like you and your committee to know that | am against the
annexation proposal that has been put forth by the City of Petersburg.

I am a 54 year old resident of Petersburg and a property owner.

The City can not tell me what the annexation will cost me or the
people they want to annex now living outside the City.

They say that the election held in 1975 does not mean anything since
we were "Voting out of are pocketbooks™ and the annexation of Kuprcanof
were the main issues. If that is so | think the City should get their facts
together and hold another election without the fog factor of my Pocketbook
and Kuprcanof.

The City Manager testified in Juneau that despite the fact that 90% of
people at a recent hearing in Petersburg were against annexation he felt that
City Council speaks for the people. Is that the way to run a Democratic
Government?

Sincerely,

Erling W. Husvik






James F. Petersen

Attorney & Counsellor at Law
319 Seward Street
Thomas G. Nave ,Associate Juneau,Alaska 99801 (907) 586-3530

February 27, 1978

tor Joseph Orsini, Chairman
u .te Committee on Community
. Regional Affairs
~om 101, Assembly Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Orsini:

On Tuesday of this past week the Petersburg School
Board was advised that the amount they will receive from the
State of Alaska for payment of non-resident student tuition
is $120,400.00. I would specifically call your attnetion to
the city attorney®"s letter of January 11, 1978, where he
stated that "the $47,000.00 figure submitted by the City of
Petersburg as revenue lost from the state for payment of
non-resident student tuition is accurate". As you may
recall, the figure that was in their petition was $53,000.00.
The present figure 1is better than 2-1/2 times that which the
city estimated in the information they submitted to the
Local Boundary Commission.

For your information, | have attached a copy of a
letter addressed from the Superintendent of Petersburg
Public Schools to the mayor and city council members of
Petersburg relating this information.

Yours very truly

JEP/1Inm
Attachment
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(Peteriburcj (Public Schools

D. W. Schultz, Superintendent

P.O. BOX 289

PETERSBURG, ALASKA 99033

211 Member# =V % e
», Alaska \\f,ﬂt‘ﬁ?
SAIS
Dear Mayor Smith & Council Members: YooV v-e jn*_ri*
The Nonresident Pupil Tuition Reports
for the 1977-78 fiscal year were received .
on Monday, Vebruary 20, 1978. These reports P
illustrate an abrupt change in the tuition i>\*ff1,< j",V><¥|
rate and the total entitlement, to the school ‘Vi '")> 't 0
district. Previously we have discussed the *H v '
annual loss of $53,000 to the district due
to annexation. The annual tuition loss with
the new tuition rate is $120,400. These reports mdS \m
are attached Cor your information and consid- T - N
eration. ‘,.M;/‘- oo 4’-‘.\Y.y 1
Thank vou. . y\!k#,ﬂ
M.
V.
N R
5 \*k<4'*. g/_,','u
N R
w7 5
D. W. Schultz 5 L
Superintendent Tolv - e WL e -
« ' JW
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POUCH V
JUNEAU, ﬁﬁéSKA 99801

P.0. BOX 2088
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99510

February 23, 1978

Mr. John E. Longworth
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

Dear John:

I appreciate very much your very good letter of February 14 concerning
the Petersburg annexation.

The only other communication | have received on this was from Ed Lapeyri--
I am sure you are aware of his position. Enclosed is a copy of my
letter to him.

I have contacted Senator Orsini, who tells me that you were unable to
testify before his committee. I am, therefore, sending him a copy of
the letter you se; 1 to me. Senator Orsini informed me that he had
received some information from you--but | suppose receiving some more
would be desirable.

It was nice to see you in Juneau. Give me a call when you®"re next in
town.

Best wishes.

JLR:na
Enclosure
cc: Senator Joseph Orsini 7



John E. Longworth
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
February 14, 1978

Senator John Rader
Room 104, Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Local Boundary Commission®"s Recommendations
Re Area To Be Annexed To Petersburg

Dear Senator Rader:

I am most aware of the tremendous and perplexing problems
facing this second session of the Tenth Legislature; therefore,
it is somewhat embarrassing for me to have to write to you
and request that you take the time to aid and assist us 1in
settling what should be a very local problem in our island
community of Petersburg. This is a problem that could have
been settled, and should have been settled, without any fan-—
fare, and | have no doubt that it would have been settled
had it been presented to the people of the Petersburg area
on a timely and reasonable basis.

I have been a resident of Alaska since December of 1940,
and a resident residing within the existing boundaries of
Petersburg since September of 1941. I served on the local
city council at various times and 1 also served in the first,
second, and third sessions of the Alaska Legislature, so |
am not totally unfamiliar with government and governmental
processes.

As is the case with the great majority of Alaskans, 1
am violently opposed to the treatment that our state is re—
ceiving on the D2 Land issue. Alaskans are being given no
opportunity to have any say in determining the settlement of
a problem which 1is purely one involving our own state.

N parallel situation, however 1in reverse, exists in
reference to the petition presented by the city council to
the Local Boundary Commission and the Local Boundary Commis—
sion®"s recommendation to the legislature regardii.., the annexa—
tion of land outside of the existing city limits oi Petersburg.
These things were all accomplished without giving the people
of Mitkof Island, and particularly in Petersburg, a chance
to express their concerns and views, not even in that most
democratic manner- the ballot box.
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The city administration and the city council have re—
fused to respond to direct questions as to what the resi—
dents, either inside or outside the city, may expect in the
way of increased costs of operation of municipal government,
increased services, including utilities, and any other impact
that this proposed annexation may have upon our community.

The petition prepared by the city administration and
under the direction of the city council did have several
points which they alleged were the basis for their request—
ing that all of Mitkof Island be annexed to the City of Peters—
burg. These were such things as, coastal zone management of
the whole area; recreational areas, such as the Three Lakes
Recreation Area and the Blind Slough Recreation Areas, the
Crystal Lake Hydroelectric Watershed, and several other
allegations which would supposedly be beneficial to the com-—
munity. The recommendations of the Local Boundary Commission
to the legislature, however, basically eliminated these things
that the City of Petersburg was allegedly seeking by petitioning
for this annextion.

I happened to be in Juneau on the 16th of January and
stopped by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
office and made inquiry of what decisions the Local Boundary
Commission had made. Mr. Pritchard of that office informed
me that the Local Boundary Commission had not yet made a
decision; however, they were going to have a telephonic confer—
ence that afternoon and they would make a decision at that
time. He informed me that it would be on a speaker phone 1in
their conference room and | was most welcome to listen in to
the decisional meeting as all meetings of the Local Boundary
Commission were open to the public. I informed him that |
would be happy to listen in on that meeting. I arrived at
the appointed time and heard the telephonic conference of
the Local Boundary Commission®"s decisional meeting on the
Petersburg matter. When the Local Boundary Commission had
held their public meeting on January 9 in Petersburg, they
had informed the public, both by the notices posted and at
the meeting itself that al] written statements or information
pertaining to the annexation question had to be submitted by
January 5 and that all testimony would be taken on January 9
and then based upon this information, they would arrive at a
decision. As it developed in the telephone conference meeting,
the city had submitted additional documentation contrary to
the notices and public announcement in a lengthy letter from
the city attorney. This letter was read iIn its entirety to
the members of the Commission. Apparently this letter and
other materials had been sent by Gold Streak by the Depart—
ment of Community and Regional Affairs to the five commis—
sioners; however, it came out during the conference that two
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of the commissioners had not received the material and did
not have any of the material in front of them at the time of
the telephone conference. The credibility and insufficiency
of the information supplied to them was discussed, then by a
motion of one of the commissioners, they arbitrarily chopped
off seventy-five percent of what the city had requested in
their petition and then had a lengthy discussion upon the
boundaries of this area, and moved for a vote on the
annexation as amended by that motion. Commissioner Gallagher
was not in on this conference call and did not partake 1in

the deliberations. Commissioner Anderson from Wrangell and
Commissioner Strandberg from Anchorage voted in favor of the
annexation, Commissioner Hobson said he really did not know
too much about it but would go along with Anderson and Strandberg,
and Commissioner Dobson from Fairbanks stated that he thought
they had rushed into this matter too quickly and that they
had not been supplied adequate or sufficient information

upon which they could make a rational decision regarding

this petition and voted "No"; so the motion was carried by
three of the five commissioners voting in favor of the motion.
Needless to say, | was shocked and appalled at the casualness
of this meeting which basically was in utter disregard to
whatever 1impact their decision might have upon the community
of Petersburg.

The Constitutxon of the State of Alaska expresses great

faith in the area of local government. The residents of the
Petersburg area and Mitkof Island are not looking for any
exceptions in either state law or regulations. We desire to

have our local matters decided through the medium of majority
voting, 1in so doing we are in no way infringing upon rothers.
The city administration and city council of Petersburg suddenly
decided that they were going to present an annexation petition
to the Local Boundary Commission and to the legislature, and
took the attitude that the people of the Petersburg area did
not know what was good lor them, and that "Big Brother™ knows
best and that they v/ould ram their decision down our throats.

For the foregoing reasons, | and my fellow Petersburg
residents respectfully request that the House and Senate
take appropriate action and pass a concurrent resolution
rejecting the recommendations of the Local Boundary Commis—
sion in reference to the Petersburg annexation. Let me take
this opportunity to thank you for taking the time to review
my letter, and I know that 1 express the concerns of the
vast majority of the Petersburg residents in making this
request to you. Your consideration of preserving the demo—
cratic method of conducting government would be appreciated.
Thank you.

JOHN E. LONGWORTH

D1



James F. Petersen

Attorney & Counsellor at Law
319 Seward Street
Thomas G. Nave ,Associate Juneau,Alaska 99801 (907)586-3530

February 21, 1978

Senator Joseph Orsini, Chairman
Community & Regional Affairs Committee
Room 101, Assembly Bldg.

Juneau AK 99811

Re: Petersburg Annexation
Decisional Meeting of Local Boundary Commission

Dear Senator Orsini:

If you will recall, at the public hearing that you conducted on the
Local Boundary Commission's recommendations for the annexation to the
City of Petersburg, | requested that each of you review the telephone
conference call of the Local Boundary Commission which constituted their
decisional meeting on the Petersburg annexation matter. It is recognized
that all of you have very busy schedules and may not have had an oppor-
tunity to review the tapes of that telephone conference call. For your
convenience, | have had my secretary transcribe that tape to facilitate
your review of the same. A copy of that transcript is attached hereto,
together with two letters which were read into the record, but for ease
of transcribing the same we have attached the copies of the letters.

There are several important factors which | believe the Committee
on Community and Regional Affairs should consider in reviewing this
transcript. Commissioner, Sheila Graham, was not in on this decisional
meeting; Commissioner Jim Dobson of Fairbanks did not have the material
whii h had been "Goldstreaked" to him; and likewise Commissioner Edwin
Hopson of Nome did not have the materials which had been "Goldstreaked"
to him by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

I would specifically call your attention to the discussion by Commis-
sioner Dobson beginning on the bottom of page 8 and continuing on
page 9 to the effect that the city provided inadequate information and
had made inadequate preparation and because of that inadequate prepa-
ration and lack of information, any decision at this time by the Local
Boundary Commission would be premature, and immediately after



February 21, 1978
Page 2

that Commissioner Jo Anderson of Wrangell agreed with Commissioner
Dobson in that assessment. At that point, it is interesting to note that
a staff member of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs then
started participating in the conversation and more-or-less directed the
commissioners to approve the annexation, even before they had thoroughly
discussed the matter. From page 9 through page 12 there is a lengthy
discussion in which this staff member participates, trying to direct a
decision upon a description for the annexation, even before the commision
members had made a decision as to whether or not they were in favor

of any type of annexation. | would call your attention to Mr. Pritchard's
statement on page 12 where he states that they (Department of Community
and Regional Affairs) are in a "rush to get it in" (to the legislature).

| would also like to direct your attention to the comments by Commis-

sioner Dobson and Commissioner Strandberg appearing on the bottom of
page 12 regarding the availability of utilities and services to those areas
outside of the existing city limits. From their comments, it is obvious
that they anticipate that services and utilities will be provided to these
newly-annexed areas; however, this is entirely contrary to the testimony
given by the city engineer when he testified at your hearing. The city
engineer testified that there would be no expansion of existing services
or utilities unless the people in the newly-anne*ced area paid for them,
either by an increase in the general mill levy by the City of Petersburg
on real property, or by the creation of local improvement districts and
the resulting special assessments.

The concerns of Commissioner Dobson commencing at the bottom of
page 8 and continuing on page 9 express the concerns of my clients,
that the decision of the city and of the Local Boundary Commission, and
the recommended annexation, are based entirely upon inadequate informa-
tion and preparation, and any decision at this time is premature. For
these reasons, the residents of the Petersburg area respectfully request
that ;ne legislature pass a concurrent resolution rejecting the recommenda-
tions of the Local Boundary Commission in reference to the proposed
Petersburg annexation, until such time as addquate information and ade-
guate preparation have been developed to determine the feasibility of
such an ambitious annexation. My clients and | express our appreciation
for your taking the time to review this letter and the attachments hereto.
We feel that they are vital to your decision and, likewise, they should
be read in light of the requirements of the Alaska Statutes and the Ad-
ministrative Code regarding the requirements and the information that
should go into making an annexation recommendation. Thank you.

Yours very truly

JFEP/Im
Attachments

K1



DECISIONAL MEETING
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

Petersburg Annexation
January 16, 1978

Conference telephone call

Commissioners present: Community & Regional Affairs personnel:
Sigvald Strandberg Eric Simpson — assistant
Edwin Hopson Bill Pritchard - assistant
Jim Dobson Bruce Aronson
Josephine Anderson Doug Griffin
STRANDBERG: Have you all received the updating information from the City

ANDERSON:

HOPSON:

STRANDBERG:

HOPSON:

STRANDBERG:

of Petersburg attorneys?
Yes
I have not, Sig. | liave not received that.

I see. The mails are a little slow getting over the Brooks
Range, | guess, Edwin.

Yea, the Brooks Range 1is quite high, you know.

At any rate, let me, because you don"t have it, let me go o""er
what was submitted at our request. It"s addressed bo Eric
Simpson, our staff member. (See attached)

(Two Garments were made in the context of reading the letter.)

"...and listening to the tapes of the proceedings at the
hearings.” Carment: Sheila is not back in Anchorage yet. |
tried to contact her this morning, and her secretary said she
is returning imminently but not as yet. 0K, continuing with
the letter.

"_..City may issue bond anticipation notes at the time of
incurring the deficit according to AS 29.50.070."

Comment: Let me state to my fellow Conmissioners he does

not mean bond anticipation notes. He means revenue anticipation
notes.

So, what is your reaction, fellow Commissioners? Starting with
you, Edwin.



SIMPSON: Sig, may we ask a question, please?
STRANDBERG: Most certainly.

SIMPSON: Okay, we have some correspondence here from Lars Eide, Petersburg,
postmarked January 10. Sig, the question we have is whether this
should be appropriately entered in the record. As you know, we
set the date for terminating any correspondence as January 5,
the hearing was on the 9th, and this is postmarked the 10th. Do
you think this should be entered?

STRANDBERG: Well, 1 don"t see any harm. We"re once again for the record
quasi-legislative in nature, and we can fact find all we want up
until the point we make our decision, so | don"t think it will do
any harm. 1 think my fellow Ccrmissioners can handle a letter at
this point and balance it against the factual record that we have
on hand. Go ahead. Any objections, fellow Commissioners?

No objection.

STRANDBERG: Good, let"s hear it.

SIMPSON: (Letter attached. It was read verbatim.)

STRANDBERG: What is this gentleman®s name again?
SIMPSON: Lars Eide E-1-D-E

STRANDBERG: Okay, real good.
PRITCHARD: Mr. Chairman?

STRANDBERG: Yes, who is it?
HOPSON: Sig?

PRITCHARD: No, Bill Pritchard.

STRANDBERG: Go ahead, Bill.

t

PRITCHARD: I would like to call to your attention and have it on the tape that
the following people are present in our conference room this after—
noon. Mr. Longworth, a citizen of Petersburg; Mr. Stanley R.
Edwards, a legal investigator for James F. Petersen; and Mr.
James F. Petersen, an attorney. These people are present this
afternoon.

STRANDBERG: Okay, Mr. Longworth. Stanley who?
PRITCHARD: Stanley R. Edwards E-D-W-A-R-D-S

STRANDBERG:  AIl right. RCA isn"t coming through very well from die capitol
today. And die tliird gentlanan?



PRITCHARD:
STRANDBERG:
PRITCHARD:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:
STRANDBERG:
DOBSON:
STRANDBERG:

mDOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

James F. Petersen P-E-T-E-R-S-E-N

Fine, very good. Nice to know who"s in the audience.

And Mr. Longworth is Mr. John Longworth.
John Longworth, yes. Okay, Ccmmissioners, we have before us the

record of the City of Petersburg annexation petition...
Sig?

Yes, is that you Edwin?

No, Jim Dobson.

Oh, Jim. Good, I1"m glad you"re on the line.

Okay, I"ve been on the line for some time. What isthe deal with
the audience?

They are sitting in, Jim, as if this were our ordinary public
decisional meeting, and they are sitting by a conference phone
in Juneau.

I see.

For the information of the audience, the remainder of the audience
here in Anchorage, Comnunity and Regional Affairs Office is com—
posed of Mr. Pahner McCarter, Director of local Government
Assistance, and Mr. Pat Poland, who is running our topemachine.
One more tiling, sig. | didn"t receive...l have not received the
Gold Streak frcm Alaska.

I"m surprised. They should have had yours there at the counter.
In any event, Jim, it is in hands, and | have just received my
copy having been too busy to pickmine up at Alaska Airlines
here in Anchorage, and we read itover toCommissioners Anderson
in Wrangell and Hopson in Barrow.

How long is it, Sig?

It four pages, and | would put you to sleep with it, but let me

incapsulate what it states.

and also it
I didn"t

Sig, don"t bother. [1"ve heard the last part of it,
came in today at 11:40. It"s over there, and, of course,
have a chance to pick it up yet.

I see. What it does, in essence, | still want to go over very
briefly, Jim. 1t affirms the $47,000 figure and differentiates
frcm the $53,000 figure mentioned at the hearing by virtue of the
non-resident students that attend Petersburg schools, from
Kupreanof across the Narrows. Sales tax revenue- the City is



DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

ANDERSON:
STRANDBERG:
DOBSCN:
STRANDBERG:
HOPSON:

STRANDBERG:

standing on its estimate having attempted to aoquire more refined
information from the business sources that would generate retail
sales. 0On short notice many of the business people were unable to
respond; others considered the information proprietory in nature
and refused to give any more detailed information, and the City
reaffirmed the standing policy of the Department of Revenue not

to reveal information from individual accounts, of course, which
makes sense. We business people appreciate that confidentiality
and would understand it even under these circumstances.

Property valuation- the rationale or the basis used by the City,
the 1975 estimate by Mr. Earl Simmons, who is the fee appraiser

resident here in Anchorage, increased by an inflation factor of

5% per year, that"s conpounded 5% per year, and then the indi—

cation of the personal property valuation. | would say that the
City has done the best that it could on these two questions.

The bonded indebtedness— they stand on that figure. Start-up
costs— there®s a brief discussion of the mechanics of hew the

City would transition the area insofar as covering the cost in—
curred in providing the services. And indicates the Petersburg
charter (changing tapes) provision authorizing the issuance
of revenue anticipation notes to cover any gap until an area pro—
posed for annexation falls into line with the City budgeting tune
frame. And then, another discussion as to why the utilities were
deleted from that levy. They are self-sustaining utilities.

So, basically, what it does is affirm the figures that they have
submitted to us already, Jim.

Nothing on the differential factors, taxation.

Let me read you that particular paragraph, Jim. (Paragraph #7
of Jacobson letter read.)

Response, please?

I have none on this particular part.

Jim?

No, I don"t have any particular response to that.

Okay. Edwin?

No, | don"t either, Sig.

Okay, at this point, let"s take a look at the record itself. I'm
satisfied with what is before us that the public hearing was- that
the petition was in the proper form and the procedures were ade—

guately noted as evidenced by the hearing notice itself and the
posting affadivit, and more over by a very well-attended public
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STRANDBERG:

HOPSON:

STRANDBERG:

ANDERSON :

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

ANDERSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSCN:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSCN:

ANDERSON:

STRANDBERG:

hearing in which we received a lot of very intelligent commentary
on the part of the City of Petersburg and affected residents. The
petition as a whole, of course, seens to indicate a novel, well
not really novel, but a comprehensive approach to municipal govern—
ment in the Petersburg area in that the petition proposes the
accomodation of the entire balance of Mitkof Island, portions of
which are obviously remote frcm the road systems, and it"s in that
context that we look at the petition in terms of a motion on the
matter. Are we at this point, Commissioners, ready to take a vote
on this petition? Starting wick you, Edwin. Do you feel you're
ready to vote on this matter today?

I*m undecided.

But you are ready to vote on a motion, isthat right, Edwin?
Yes, 1"m ready to vote on the motion.

Okay, Jo, at this point are you content

Are you talking about the entirety of the petition; | mean, the
area that is the petition, the entire islanu?

And Jim?

Jo asked a question.

I"m sorry.

Are we speaking of voting on the entire island as being annexed?

We"re speaking on our readiness to look at the entire proposal at
this point.

Well, 1 think, Sig, what you"re really lookingat isany motion
concerning the annexing of any portion of the entireisland.Right?

That"s correct, Jim. As long as we"re content that we have a full
record here and have given that the careful contention that is

war ranted, we can proceed with an idea and invite a motion at this
time from the floor. If I might trace on the nature of the motion,
let us do it positively. Make a motion in favor of accepting the
City of Petersburg®s petition with or without any changes. And,
again, the floor is open, Cormissioners. Do | hear a motion?

I"m waiting for Jo to make a motion.

Okay, I"m just trying to decide how to make this motion. I would
move that we approve the petition for annexation by the City of
Petersburg with these reservations— perhaps 1"m not wording this
right- if the annex be to the fur farm.

And I presume, then, what you would propose is an east-west line
at that point? Traversing the island, Jo?



ANDERSCN: I1"m sorry. I didn"t understand what you said.

STRANDBERG: Well, If we went out the Mitkof Highway to the fur farm, and
stopped then we would draw a line east and west across the Mitkof

Island. Is that the sense of your motion?
ANDERSON: Yes, more or less. The nap that I have, | don"t have good section
lines; | can"t give you any real definite section lines on this.

STRANDBERG: Okay, it would be the s. ith boundary of that Section 35 in which
the fur farm is. Is that correct, Jo?

ANDERSON: Yes, | believe so. I think that the fur farm is included. It
would be across from, from what my map, across a little bit above
the green point mark. This is on Exhibit C.

STRANDBERG: All right, you"re clear. |Is there a second to that motion?
DOBSON: 1"11 second.

STRANDBERG: Okay, of course the floor is open during the course of discussion
to any amendment to that motion, and | think we must bring up the
point, fellow Commissioners, on the total City proposal to identify
why we might on vote limit our attention to the areas outlined by
Jo Anderson. And, Jim, would you like to lead forth on this point?

DOBSON: Sure. I would be opposed to the motion on the basis that both the
City and the residents in the city and the residents outside the
city each of which are not in favor of that particular motion. The
city is interested in annexing the entirety of Mitkof Island for
reasons this is coastal management and the people outside the city
are opoosea to the annexation- seme basically because they don-t
want to be in the city; some primarily because they didn"t like,
that there wasn"t enough information presented to them in a timely
fashion. Similarly, the people, most of which testified to the
extent they felt like the information wasn"t accurate and wasn"t
timely. Frcm that, it seems that nobody would be in favor of
that annexation as proposed except maybe a few Boundary Commissioners.

STRANDBERG: Ed, up in Barrow. How do you feel?

HOPSON: I don"t have the map before me, but visualizing on the map, the
only question that I have is are you going northeast on the coast
there? That*s the motion that covers the

STRANDBERG: It"s a little less than half the island which it contains in Jo"s
motion at this point. What is left out of her motion is the re—
mainder of the highway link portion of the island down to the
suinner recreational area starting on Sumner Straits.

(Tape was changed here. Some words were not audible.)

...and drive straight. It excludes, for instance, the City of
Petersburg®s hydro plant down on Blind Slough, which is about three
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ANDERSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:
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ANDERSON:

STRANDBERG:

ANDERSCN:

STRANDBERG:

miles beyond where we drove the car when we were down there in
Petersburg .last week. Ed, any further comments at this point fran
your prospective?

You asking me?

rae QiR g ... tealygeton

Okay, fine.

I think I"m clarified on that point.

Right. Now, Jo, | should have let you go first since you made the
motion, but let"s

No, there®"s no second on this motion, so it"s dead by lack of a
second, 1is it not?

I think, Jo, that Jim seconded it ( ) the conversation, did
you not, Jim?

Yes, | did.
Yes, okay, so it"s properly before us, and go ahead, Jo.

I*m sorry, I"m not hearing you very well. It"s not coming through
too clearly. Would you please repeat what you. ..

Jo, if you would go ahead now and speak to your emotions and then
1*11 follow up as a Commission manber myself., .nty own thoughts.

All right, fine. My feeling on the motion...the road to the property
approximately to the fur farm is about as near urban an area as we
can find any place on this island out to the fur farm. We saw the
houses were slightly on the.._they were getting quite scarce, but
there was some housing there. People that | have talked to that

were in favor of the annexation and were not necessarily in favor

of the whole island felt that this area was more* or less urban to
this point and that was the reason for my motion.

Okay, as chairman, let me take my turn here as a Commissioner, and
introduce my thoughts. The southeastern area of Alaska as a wliole
is largely composed of unorganized borough territory, with city
jurisdictions, at least in the smaller communities, assuming most
of the local government powers; of course, we have exceptions...
the exceptions being the Ketchikan Gateway Borough, the unified
Sitka Borough, the unified City and Borough of Juneau, and the
Haines Borough. What the City has brought before us here is what
at first blush would appear to be a rather ambitious city-type



DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

annexation proposal tempered with a very important provision that

a differential taxation in order to attempt to preserve the equities
of an annexation so that taxpayers would pay for services reasonably
considered to be rendered. The point brought up by the City in
support of the larger annexation seems to stem fran the fact that
the state is finally getting along to the Statehood Act selections
of forest lands to which the state has long been entitled. The
City, of course, wants to be in line for making seme community
development related selections from these lands which they are
patented to the state to the extent that the state classifies the
land as vacant, unappropriated and unreserved or directly identifies
them as community development lards.

Secondly, this whole question of coastal zone management which to
many of us has appeared for the last year and a half or so is
somewhat of a mystery stemming frcm what tire Congress itself is
contemplating in terms of coastal zone management. Consequently,
same logical spokeman for what happens along the coastal areas in
the Petersburg vicinity. I would say that a fundamental problem in
Southeastern Alaska is that there are an insufficient number of
borough jurisdictions to bond on behalf of interests of communities
in relation to prospective entry uses on the coastline. Consequently,
the extension of a City jurisdiction coupled with differential tax—
ation may be the best way to go at this juncture because we don"t
know what the future portends insofar as governmental acitivity on
the federal/state level regarding uses of coastal zones.

At this point I1"m going to stop and let you other Commissioners
respond to what I"ve just said.

11l go ahead, Sig.
Yea, Jim.

As | understand what you said, you think at the present time possibly
this strip annexation clong the road leading out of town down Mitkof
Island would be the proper thing to do. Is that correct?

Jim, I"'m thinking that we ought to be careful in this case limiting
our scope of attention to an area such as Jo"s outlined. In view

of the need to have a community such as Petersburg maintain a strong
enough voice and what happens in terms of development along the
coastline. I row that sounds kind of nebulous at this particular
point, but 1 think there"s enough on the record to indicate the

good faith of the City to which, incidentally, the citizens them—
selves in failing that the Boundary Canrnissjon in the future can
hold them to would warrant our taking a look at expanding this
proposal and voting on the entire balance of the island.

Well, 1 certainly think that the City has done inadequate preparation
for us to consider the entire island, but if we were going to vote
on anytiring I think Jo"s proposal would be the proper proposal. I



STRANDBERG:

HOPSON:

STRANDBERG:
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STRANDBERG:

ANDERSON:

STRANDBERG:

PRITCHARD:

think that the City is going to have to ccme to the realization

that the entire Tlitkof Island probably should not follow the same
ordinances undoubtedly should not follow the same ordinances that
the present City boundaries do. |If they selected under another
terminology- maybe a borough with a new set of ordinances that are
designed to take care of the wilderness areas rather than in terms
of planning and zoning, things concerned about coastal zone manage—
ment and selection of State lands. | don"t think that we can
realistically at this time given the information that we have in
keeping in mind that we"re still not sure from the information

that the City has been able to provide us whether or not the
residents both inside the City and outside the City, are going to
financially benefit from this annexation. | think that they"re just
premature in looking at the whole island.

Thank you, Jim. Edwin, comments?
No, no other carments.
Okay. Jo, follow up on that discussion?

Well, what Jim said just furthered my feelings on the whole thing.
I agree wxdi the things Jim said. That is my feeling also.

Okay. I want to make sure that our record reflects, and it does
now, our concern and attentive ear to what the City is proposing

in terms of going for the entire island. 1 know we Commissioners
are concerned that the Petersburg community is a whole which I

fce.l takes in all the residents within reach of that road systenm.
These people are finally concerned about their gover>imental activity
that might act to stimulate or discourage development that has to
do with their economic position and viability as a ccnmunity.
Consequently, 1 felt it important that we look at the fact that
there is no other local government jurisdiction other than a City
of Petersburg in that vicinity right now, and, of course, a City

of Kupreanof across the Narrows. Of course, that same situation
holds forth down in Wrangell. I think at this point that you are
probably right that a further justification would have to be sub—
mitted by the City in order to persuade the Commission on the
merits of extending the City boundaries that far out " die balance
of the island.

We have before us die motion to make sure now, Jo, th : we have it
correctly, and | have die map right in front of me, the master map,
and looking on yours, we see the fur farm, and dien as you go just
belav it there"s a section line, is that correct?

My map does not show the fur farm, but 1°m sure that you are correct.

Fine. Now, the line 1"m drawing across die map dien on the south
section line of 35 and Township 59 Soudi, range 80 East.

No, 79 East, aren"t we?



STRANDBEPG: 1-2-3-4-5-6-7 You're right. 79 East. Range 79 East. What is
that- Copper River Mining?

PRITCHARD: Right.
STRANDBERG: All right, new, Bill, a::e you following me on the map?
PRITCHARD: Yea.

STRANDBERG: All right, new the essence of your motion, Jo, is for the Petersourg
City boundary to include all of Mitkof Island north of that southerly
section line, the section line just below the fur farm?

ANDERSCN: Yes.

STRANDBERG: Okay. Now are there any other problems with the Petersburg boundary
in the Wrangell Narrows or Frederick Sound vicinity? Any ambiguities
in the legal description? And I1°11 direct this to Mr. Pritchard.

PRITCHARD: Well, Sig, we have two questions dewn here. First, let"s go west.
Are we coming out to the center- is that where you want to come as
the original one went of the Narrows, and then following the center
of the Narrows?

STRANDBERG: Yes, that"s where the City petition goes out to. Is that correct,
center of the Narrows?

PRITCHARD: Now on your west side, your extension. What cure you going to do on
your extension on your west side of the south boundary of T59 S.
You"re going to extend it how far? It has to be protracted out
there.

STRANDBERG: Out to- what would be appropriate? Out to mean low water, 1 would
guess.

PRITCHARD: All right, we"re going to mean lew water on that then? The extension
out to mean low water extends following the mean low water which
would be in a northwesterly direction until we came its intersection
with che projected center line of Wrangell Narrows.

STRANDBERG: That is correct.

PRITCHARD: Okay. And also note here, Sig, between Sections 31 and 36 we will
also put in that little change in there. You see it on the map?
31 and 36?

STRANDBERG: Yes, | do. The range change, William?

PRITCHARD: Yea. Look between 36 and 31 there cn 59 South. You see the correction
line in there? Don"t forget that"s in there so we want to be sure to
have that in (die boundary description. Right?

STRANDBERG: Because you"re going to a different range...correct?
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PRITCHARD: No, 1it"s just a change that"s made. You have seme surveyed and
unsurveyed territory there...see the little jog there?

STRANDBERG: Okay, I1"m following it now.

PRITCHAPD: There seans to be a problem up in the north corner, Sig. 1| was
coming along the center line of the Narrows and then coming along
to the mean low tide, and the extension of that tide until it inter—
sected the mean low water of the center of the Narrows. Sane don"t
like that description here at all.

STRANDBERG: Well, what would be better?

PRITCHARD: We"ve got to care ov r...You have the maps up there, and | haven"t
got tire Petersburg maps here. You®"d better look at it there and
give me the boundary up there. |1"m getting the boundary description
book now.

All right. And I"m urying to see what point along the water the
current description utilizes. _And I see

DO3SCN: Sig?
STRANDBERG: Yes, go ahead.

DOBSON: If I may make a suggestion on this deal. It"s very difficult for
all of us to agree on air exact boundary over the phone.

STRANDBERG: Nevertheless, Jim, | think we"re pretty close, and that"s what we"ll
have to do, so it"s clear that we"re allvotingonthesame tiring.
So that nobody can dispute us.

DOBSON: I think you don"t want an exact boundary description. What we need
is to vote on the concept of tire notion and we"re going to have to
approve...we should approve tire thing in writing. This thing over
the phone is very, very difficult.

STRANDBERG: Yea, well, we"re facing a time frame problem. We have this answer.
And we"re going to get quickly to that substance, and | wanted to
clear this up while we"re on the subject without changing it. |
think we"re going to have to be careful of Kupreanof boundaries, Bill.

PRITCHARD: Yes, but Kupreanof is not going to bother this at all because we
measured that conpletely out. Don"t you remember at the time
Kupreanof vs. tire boundaries of Petersburg, Sig?

STRANDBERG: Fine. Okay, we"re going to go along WrangelINarrows,what thecenter
line of it? Would tliat be all right?

PRITCHARD: Okay.

STRANDBERG: 1 think that wauld suffice and it wouldn®"t...and mean 7w water on
Frederick Sound, and 1 think that the facts of the problenm.

11



PRITCHARD: All right. Sig, are you saying that, of course, we"re on a rush
on this thing, you see, to the extent of getting it in. We"ll
write a descriptioneEric will write a description, bringing it
up to that point there. We may have to use along the Narrows, along
Frederick Sound,

STRANDBERG: A protraction?

PRITCHARD: We may have to use frcm the old one there going along the mean low
water of Frederick Sound in a northwesterly direction to the mouth
to the center of the mouth of the Wrangell Narrows.

STRANDBERG: That"s adequate. That"s perfect. Okay. Very good. I think we
have before us then the description and now to the meat of it.
Any other contents on the motion, please?

DOBSON: Sig? Jim.
STRANDBERG:  Yea, Jim.

DOBSON: When you get ready to call the roll, would you have the clerk call
the roll alphabetically?

STRANDBERG: Let me get all your names in front of me. I"m getting the file out
here so that 1| have everybody®s in front of me. Okay. Now the
other item that we should do is lcok at our annexation standards
and 1 think that the sense of the motion is that the territory
included does meet contiguous to the City, important portions
of it, of course, all of the area can benefit from municipal services
and important portions of it will benefit specifically frcm the
whole range of services provided by the Cib" of Petersburg. There
is likelihood of future growth and development of the City in this
territory, | think that"s satisfactory. I think it shows that the
City in its petition has met those specific tests, so are we ready
to vote?

DOBSON: One thing before you vote, Sig. | think we need to really analyze
what the City has asked for. They did not ask for this annexation
that we"re about ready to vote on, and also we do have any financial
information to be certain that this is going to benefit the people
inside and outside the city, and you also said sanetiling about the
utilities in the area. We need to really understand that until the
utilities themselves are a function of the City, that they do sell
these services to the people outside tine City and they are avail —
able on a pay-as-you-go basis. That certainly would be important
even if it was annexed.

STRANDBERG: I"m reading on what you"re saying. Jim. The utilities services
of the City of Petersburg are available to any resident and the
utility services we"re talking about are those that are fully self-
sustaining in nature frcm the user charges as opposed to any mill
rate, and should be distinguished frcm

12
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STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

ANDERSON:

STRANDBERG:

DOBSON:

STRANDBERG:

HOPSON:

STRANDBERG:

SIMPSON:

What you have to realize is that they are not just available to the
City residents...they are available to non-city residents on a
100% basis.

That"s correct. As to the question of the financial aspects of the
proposed annexation...the City has, | think, and I'm just going to
say in my judgment, made a fair examination of the financial impli—
cations short of actually doing a very extensive fee appraisal of
the property in a proposed annexation area. In advance of any kind
of an assurance to recover that kind of a cost, which would be
obviously several thousands of dollars.

Well, 1 disagree with that, Sig. | think they did a rushed appraisal
of cost benefit ratios and that both of the figures were thrown
together. We ask that they cane back with sane more figures that
they gave us very little substantiation to support it.

Well, again, Jim, and I don"t want to appear that I"m going to debate
the thing to death. But, there"s only so much that aCitycan pro—
duce in terms of information on that sales tax. | doubt whether

they could extract it out of the proprietors even in a court
proceeding.

I don"t think it"s just a question of sales tax. | think it's also
a question of lost revenue the City just chose to ignore.

Well, we go back to the petition, Jim and we look at their figures,
and they reaffirm their $47,000 figure on the school district, and
I don"t know how they can refine that any better than they have.

Or, how we could. Are we ready tovote?

Mrs. Anderson

I vote yes.

Mr. Dobson

No

Mr. Hopson

I vote yes.

Chair votes yes. The motion passes by a vote of 3 in favor, 1
against. Missing and excused, Connissioner Sheila Gallagher, who
has been out of town during the month of January.

Anything else, fellow Commissioners? Our direction to cur staff is
to prepare the recommendations to be presented to the current session
of the Legislature to be submitted no later than 9:30a.m. Wednesday

of this week.

Okay, Sig, this is Eric.

on Thursday.

We don"t have to have it in until 4:30p.m.



DOBSCN: Right, that"s the 19th.

STRANDBERG: All right, fine. Let"s modify that then to be sure that the
recommendation is logged in by that time that you stated.

SIMPSCN:  Fine, thank you.

DOBSON: WOuld you give me a call when you get a chance?
STRANDBERG: Call you? What"s your number?

DOBSON: 452-1014

STRANDBERG:  452-1014. Okay, fine Jim. And thank you all. This meeting is new
adjourned at 1:50 p.m.
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January 11, 1978

Erik Simpson

Local GovornmcnL Specialist

Dept, of Community & Regional
Affairs

Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Petersburg Annexation Proposal
L.B.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 bos" 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 $07,000 figure
submitted by the City of Petersburg as revenue u >t from the
State for payment of non-resident student tuition 1iIs accurate.
The figure of $53,000 mentioned by the prolcstants at the
hearing 1is 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. Sz N Noy\reu.t

2. Sales Tax Revenues. The afternoon of January
10, I resolved to follow through the best 1 could on the
request for additional sales tax data. Unfortunately, 1
report that my worst suspicions about obtaining hard information
wore 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 jurisdictio;

and imposing a sales tax with a $1,000 transactional
ceiliig. 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 conlucts"™ 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 obtai \ 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 1 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 fropj $1-1,000 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. Taxer, on the total
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 lay the City Clerk"s
taking and updating an appraisal submitted by Mr. Erroll
Simmons 1in 1975. She used an inflation factor of 5% per
year. The personal property valuation was predicated on a*
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 woulc® now be sulL."ect
to tax.

rea
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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 Administrate
to be prepared on that issue any further than the c-ocumentation
submitted. The reasoning for that was 1in the three annexation
matters which I 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 Commissionls 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 drain 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, 1including extra-territorial
fire, police protection and ambulance service have been
provided heretofore. In the event of annexation approval
and the incurrence 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
29.50.070. Alternatively, the City of Petersburg, being a
homo-rule municipality is not limited to the conventional
financing procedures enumerated in the statutes and Sec.
14.1(a)(3) 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 bo known by the
end of February .1.970, there 1is 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 Council
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 .".elf-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, 1970 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 fronm
the user rates or surcharges associated with the
particular utility."

The first year 50% figure is admittedly somewhat arbitrary
and would invoke some isolated cases of unfairness. Working
from the general 50% zone as astarting point, it v/as felt
by the Council that it would be appropriate for the ncwly-
enfranchiscd 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 A"GLE, EASTAUGII & BRADLEY
By:

L.B. Jacobson

Of Attorneys for the City of Petersburg

LBJ:ss

cc: David Moffat
City Manager



Statement on Annexation - 1977-78

There 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, iflunderstand it, I1"m absolutely opposed to it.

Firstly, 1"m opposed to annexation on a moral basis in that the rcsddents of the
area in question do not have 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. 1l am quite sure that if a poll
were to be taken, those people living outside of the present city would vote 90Y7-
to 95% against annexation. To be not able 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, |"m quite sure that in the
final analysis, itwill 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 slate funds, which

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

Ifwe were to be annexed, there are services that must be provided. The two main

s ervices involved are water and sewer. 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 protection and there is not any way under
the sun to give fire protection without an adequate water system, with hy Tants

located within reasonable 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 get true protection where
the fire engines are located ]? to 38 miles from the areas to be protected.

While on the subject of protection, let us go into police protection. To be
properly policed and patrolled in the area that we are talking about, another police
car would be needed, as well as three or four patrolmen. [1"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 not increased and another police car not added to the fleet. Then also,
while this area was bei ng pal rolled, the City itselfwould not be having any pro—
tection what-so-ever. Now all of these so- called services would be costing you
and I, the tax payer, more money.

Now if this business of annexation is to increase the tax base in order foritlht-
city to go in debt farther through bond issues, then I"m vexy 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 Ixmd issues must be re-paid and the only way to repay
those debts is by higher taxation. Itmust be very clear that the residents of
Petersburg are hgghly 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, itis on a paying basis. Perhaps it is not
making a huge profit- but nevertheless it is paying its own way. |1"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. Ifwe are

to be annexed, the city will lose the surcharge that is added to our monthly bill.
This alone will amount to a considerable amount of monies when added up at the
end of the year. Itmust be remembered that the power lines from the Blind Slough
hydroplant go through this ai&a. Also if the area is annexed, lwould presume
that the city would put in street lighting of sufficient luminosity that we would have
a well lighted street at all times. Personally, Twould hate to pay for the capital
expenditure plus the 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, itmight be well to remember that the businesses that
are bringing new monies into the area at all times, arc the businesses that would

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

state, itwould 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 40

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 impress upon your the loss of slate school funds, the added capital costs
and maintenance of the services ifand when provided. Also bear inmind that those
people living outside of the present city limits did so at their own choosing, which

is the great Amcricam 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. 0. Box 842, Petersburg, Alaska



SENATE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE

FEBRUARY 16, 1978

Present: Chairman Orsini, Senators Willis and Hackney. Bruce
Aronson; Doug Griffin.
Absent: Senator Sumner and Senator Ferguson

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Orsini at 3:10 PM.
STRANDBERG CONFIRMATION

Chairman Orsini asked if Committee members wished to hold separate
confirmation hearings on the reappointment of Sigvald Strandberg
to the Local Boundary Commission. Committee member,s expressed the
view that they were familiar with Mr. Strandberg®s work on the
commission and did not believe that separate hearings would be
necessary.

PETERSBURG ANNEXATION (SJR - 40)

Chairman Orsini drew the members®" attention to a SC/RA staff study
analyzing the economic effects of the recommended annexation of land
by the City of Petersburg. He noted that the figures indicated the
probability of the City"s expenses and new revenue form annexation
balancing out, provided the City maintained its present level of
services to the annexed area.

Senator Willis noted that the Boundary Commission could have held

an advisory election in Petersburg to determine local support for
the annexation but that the legislature had no authority to instruct
the Commission.

Pending action by the House CRA Committee, Committee members agreed to
hold action on SJR 40 unless the members wished the issue to be brought
up again for discussion.

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

Chairman Orsini said that the Guidelines and Standards for the Alaska
Coastal Management Program would require a detailed review if the
Committee wished to deal specifically with the many points being raised
regarding the implementation of the Coastal Management Program.

Senator Hackney said that he was 1impressed by the Petersburg situation

where one of the motivations for annexation was a desire to secure
local control over the coastal management of Mitkof Island.

The Committee members expressed their desire to under Lake a sectional
review of the draft Guidelines and Standards.

OTHER

Chairman Orsini discussed with Committee members the status of CSIIB
133 before the House Finance Committee and its Senate counterpart,



CSSB 241.

The Chairman also informed members about the provisions of SB 501
pertaining to binding arbitration and stated that he intended to
schedule hearings on the bill within two to three weeks.

Chairman Orsini called an executive session of the Committee to
discuss Budget and Audit Committee actions with respect to Coastal

Management.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 PM.
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if the Committee wished to dea the/many points being raised

regarding the implementation of the Coastal Management Program.

Senator Hackney said that he was impressed by the Petersburg anwmPNrtMi
situation where one of the motivations for annexation was a desire to

secure local control over the coastal management of Mitkof Island.



Other #A

Chairman Orsini kw«6gd Committee members the status of H CSHB
before the House Finance Committee and «£ its Senate counterparty
CSSB 241.

The Chairman also informed members about the provisions of SB 501
pertaining to binding arbitration and stated that he intended to

schedule hearings on the bill within two to three weeks.

;-
The meeting was adjourned at 11 tax*d Chairman Orsini called
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an executive session of the Committee to discuss coastal management.

Av-wr Cr.pLtiu.



Ed Lapeyri

Post Office Box 89
Petersburg, AK 99833
February 18, 1978

Senator Joseph Orsini, Chairman
Community & Regional Affairs Committee
Room 101, Assembly Bldg.

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Local Boundary Commission®s Recommendations
Re Area To Be Annexed To Petersburg

Dear Senator Orsini:

I am a resident, registered voter, taxpayer, property
owner and citizen of the City of Petersburg.

The City of Petersburg petitioned the Local Boundary Com—
mission of the State of Alaska to annex to said City of Peter—
sburg all of Mitkof Island, an additional area of approximately
two hundred eleven square miles, an area one hundred times larger
than the existing area ci said city. The Local Boundary Commis—
sion in turr recommended to you that a portion of the area peti—
tioned for be annexed to the City of Petersburg. I have reviewed
the petition and all exhibits attached to the petition as a
concerned citizen and taxpayer of the City of Petershburg. The
recommendations of the Local Boundary Commission, based upon
the information contained in said petitions and exhibits and
the testimony in favor of the annexation or any expansion of
the existing boundaries of the Citj of Petersburg would be ill-
founded and based on substantially erroneous information and
projections which will cause irreparable harm and injury to
the City of Petersburg and its citizens.

I have spent a considerable amount of time reviewing, ana-—
lyzing and verifying the information and projections contained
in the petition, exhibits and the presentation made by the five
people speaking in favor of the annexation at the public hearing
held by the Local Boundary Commission in Petersburg on January 9,
1978. That data in brief summary 1is erroneous and misleading
in the following particulars:

1) House-to-house survey of the population to be
annexed 1s 437. The city utilized a figure of 514, which
is 15% off. This figure has been further reduced by the
change of boundary recommended by the Local Boundary Com—
mission to 402, this figure 1is now 20% off.
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2) City figures given at the public hearing indi—
cated a $1.00 per month increase in power rates after
annexation takes place. The actual figures show the
increase will be $2.26 per month. The city"s figure is
126% in error.

3) It would take approximately three million dollai s
in retail sales under $1,000 each to generate the $150,0B0
in sales tax revenue as the city engineer stated at the
public hearing. City ordinance stipulates that sales tax
can be charged only on sales up to $1,000 on any one sale.
Any amount above $1,000 on any single sale is tax exempt.

4) I personally interviewed the business establish—
ments outside the existing city limits who would be sub-—
ject to sales tax in the event of annexation, |1 find that
the amount collected would not exceed $50,000. Again,
the city"s figures are off by 300%

It was obvious to the public that the city"s facts and figures
as presented at the public hearing were erroneous to the extent
that the Local Boundary Commission requested the city for more
accurate Tfigures. I have tried to obtain these new figures

but have been denied access to this information. In fact, the
city attorney instructed city employees not to discuss any
matters pertaining to annexation with the public.

On the 26th day of August, 1975, an election was held in
the City of Petersburg and included in said election was an
annexation proposal to expand the existing boundaries of the
City of Petersburg. Said proposition was strongly defeated by
the voters of the City of Petersburg with 279 voting against
annexation and only 73 voting for annexation.

I attended the public hearing on the 9th of January, 1970,
and the participants, by a show of hands, indicated that they
were clearly opposed to any proposed annexation. I personally
counted the people in the council chamber, excluding Boundary
Commission members, and there were 98 people in the council
chamber and additional people in the hallway who were coming
and going. 0Of the 98 people in the chamber room, 11 indicated
approval of the proposed annexation or expansion of the city
boundaries and the remainder indicated disapproval. 0Of the 11
people indicating approval, at least 5 were city employees and
council members. The majority of the people who testified against
annexation at this meeting were residents from within the city
limits.

The notice of the public hearing given by the Local
Boundary Commission stated that all written materials were to
be submitted by January 5, 1978; however, the proponents of
the boundary change submitted additional written materials on
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the night of the hearing and, as stated previously, continued

to submit undisclosed materials after that time. At the con—
clusion of the hearing, the chairman announced that the evidence
was all in and that the Commission would make 1its decision on
the evidence which had been submitted. The additional informa—
tion submitted to the Commission since that time is contrary

to that announcement and deprives the citizens of Petersburg

of substantial rights.

I also attended the hearing on the ordinance pertaining
to the petition to be submitted to the Local Boundary Commis—
sion. There were 75 people who attended that hearing, which
was held on November 21, 1977. To the best of my recollection,
of the 75 people who attended the hearing on the ordinance,
only one person, a city employee, testified in favor of the
ordinance. The public input on the annexation question before
the city council, the Local Boundary Commission, and the actual
election returns, all make it clear that the overwhelming ma-—
jority of the citizens of Petersburg are presently opposed to
any expansion of the existing boundaries of the City of Peters—
burg. Any recommendation for such expansion of the boundary
would make a mockery of the public hearings and the public input
on said issue and, as previously stated, will cause irreparable
harm and injury to the residents and citizens of the City of
Petersburg.

The two remaining required readings and the public hearing
of the proposed ordinance, Ordinance #381 of the City of Peters—
burg, without any public notice, were all accomplished on the
same night, November 21, 1977. The whole thing was accomplished
within hours, including "Goldstreaking"” the petition to the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

After we learned of the recommendation of the Local Boundary
Commission, we circulated petitions in Petersburg and in three
days time we obtained 543 signatures of the adult residents of
Petersburg. For your information, the normal voter turnout in
Petersburg for a general election is approximately 500 people.

I respectfully request thac you and your Tfellow legislators
show to the people of Petersburg that the wishes of the people
should not and cannot be ignored, and that you pass a Concurrent
Resolution rejecting the recommendations of the Local Boundary
Commission on the Petersburg annexation.

Very truly yours

ED LAPEYRI

Gl



John E. Longworth
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
February 14, 1978

Senator Joseph Orsini, Chairman
Community & Regional Affairs Committee
Room 101, Assembly Building

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re Local Boundary Commission®s Recommendations
Re Area To Be Annexed To Petersburg

Dear Senator Orsini:

I am most aware of the tremendous and perplexing problems
facing this second session of the Tenth Legislature; therefore,
it is somewhat embarrassing for me to have to write to you
and request that you take the time to aid and assist us 1in
settling what should be a very local problem in our island
community of Petersburg. This is a problem that could have
been settled, and should have been settled, without any fan-—
fare, and 1 have no doubt that it would have been settled
had it been presented to the people of the Petersburg area
on a timely and reasonable basis.

I have been a resident of Alaska since December of 1940,
and a resident residing within the existing boundaries of
Petersburg since September of 1941. I served on the local
city council at various times and | also served in the first,
second, and third sessions of the Alaska Legislature, so |
am not totally unfamiliar with government and governmental
processes.

As is the case with the great majority of Alaskans, |
am violently opposed to the treatment that our state is re—
ceiving on the D2 Land issue. Alaskans are being given no
opportunity to have any say in determining the settlement of
a problem which is purely one involving our own state.

A parallel situation, however 1in reverse, exists in
reference to the petition presented by the city council to
the Local Boundary Commission and the Local Boundary Commis—
sion"s recommendation to the legislature regarding the annexa-—
tion of land outside of the existing city limits of Petersburg.
These things were all accomplished without giving the people
of Mitkof Island, and particularly in Petersburg, a chance
to express their concerns and views, not even in that most
democratic manner- the ballot box.
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The city administration and the city council have re—
fused to respond to direct questions as to what the resi—
dents, either inside or outside the city, may expect in the
way of increased costs of operation of municipal government,
increased services, 1including utilities, and any other impact
that this proposed annexation may have upon our community.

The petition prepared by the city administration and
under the direction of the city council did have several
points which they alleged were the basis for their request—
ing that all of Mitkof Island be annexed to the City of Peters—
burg. These were such things as, coastal zone management of
the whole area; recreational areas, such as the Three Lakes
Recreation Area and the Blind Slough Recreation Areas, the
Crystal Lake Hydroelectric Watershed, and several other
allegations which would supposedly be beneficial to the com—
munity. The recommendations of the Local Boundary Commission
to the legislature, however, basically eliminated these things
that the City of Petersburg was allegedly seeking by petitioning
for this annextion.

I happened to be in Juneau on the 16th of January and
stopped by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
office and made inquiry of what decisions the Local Boundary
Commission had made. Mr. Pritchard of that office informed
me that the Local Boundary Commission had not yet made a
decision; however, they were going to have a telephonic confer —
ence that afternoon and they would make a decision at that
time. He informed me that it would be on a speaker phone in
their conference room and | was most welcome to listen in to
the decisional meeting as all meetings of the Local Boundary
Commission were open to the public. I informed him that 1
would be happy to listen in on that meeting. I arrived at
the appointed time and heard the telephonic conference of
the Local Boundary Commission®s decisional meeting on the
Petersburg matter. When the Local Boundary Commission had
held their public meeting on January 9 in Petersburg, they
had informed the public, both by the notices posted and at
the meeting itself that all written statements or information
pertaining to the annexation question had to be submitted by
January 5 and that all testimony would be taken on January 9
and then based upon this information, they would arrive at a
decision. As it developed in the telephone conference meeting,
the city had submitted additional documentation contrary to
the notices and public announcement in a lengthy letter from
the city attorney. This letter was read in its entirety to
the members of the Commission. Apparently this letter and
other materials had been sent by Gold Streak by the Depart—
ment of Community and Eegional Affairs to the five commis—
sioners; however, it came out during the conference that two
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of the commissioners had not received the material and did
not have any of the material in front of them at the time of
the telephone conference. The credibility and insufficiency
of the information supplied to them was discussed, then by a
motion of one of the commissioners, they arbitrarily chopped
off seventy-five percent of what the city had requested in
their petition and then had a lengthy discussion upon the
boundaries of this area, and moved for a vote on the
annexation as amended by that motion. Commissioner Gallagher
was not in on this conference call and did not partake 1in

the deliberations. Commissioner Anderson from Wrangell and
Commissioner Strandberg from Anchorage voted in favor of the
annexation, Commissioner Hobson said he really did not know
too much about it but would go along with Anderson and Strandberg,
and Commissioner Dobson from Fairbanks stated that he thought
they had rushed into this matter too quickly and that they
had not been supplied adequate or sufficient information

upon which they could make a rational decision regarding

this petition and voted "No"; so the motion was carried by
three of the Tfive commissioners voting in favor of the motion.
Needless to say, J was shocked and appalled at the casualness
of this meeting which basically was in utter disregard to
whatever impact their decision might have upon the community
of Petersburg.

The Constitution of the State of Alaska expresses great

faith in the area of local government. The residents of the
Petersburg area and Mitkof Island are not looking for any
exceptions in either state law or regulations. We desire to

have our local matters decided through the medium of majority
voting, in so doing we are in no way infringing upon others.
The city administration and city council of Petersburg suddenly
decided that they were going to present an annexation petition
to the Local Boundary Commission and to the legislature, and
took the attitude that the people of the Petersburg area did
not know what was good for them, and that "Big Brother™ knows
best and that they would ram their decision down our throats.

For the foregoing reasons, |1 and my fellow Petersburg
residents respectfully request that the House and Senate
take appropriate action and pass a concurrent resolution
rejecting the recommendations of the Local Boundary Commis—
sion in reference to the Petersburg annexation. Let me take
this opportunity to thank you for taking the time to review
my letter, and 1 know that | express the concerns of the
vast majority of the Petersburg residents in making this
request to you. Your consideration of preserving the demo—
cratic method of conducting government would be appreciated.
Thank you.

D1



LIST ING OF BUSINESSES OUTSIDE PRESENT PETERSBURG CITY LIMITS
BUT WITHIN PROPOSED ANNEXATION BOUNDARTES:

McGill®"s Trailer Court

Burrell®s Trailer Court

Big Jim"s Cafe

Mike"s Welding

Billiken Transfer

Lyndon Transfer

Norheim Building Supply

Scow Bay Building Supply
Petersburg Consumers Cooperative
Cow Bay Liquor Store

Beachcomber Inn.

Mitkof Lumber Company

Foss Alaska Dock

Mountain Point Sales and Service (gas station)
Homer Construction

Olson Logging (however, offices are within city limits)

Ben Harding
2-9-78






> PETERSBURG INDIAN ASSOCIATION, Petersburg, Alaska
February 8, 1978

Dear Senator Rader:

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 arc 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
Petershburg.

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 Corporation, 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 in 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 1is
strongly opposed to any expansion of the existing city limits of
Petersburg.

The existing tax base for the City of Petersburg, including
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 steps should be made to improve and reduce the charges
to 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 by additional taxes far and above
these 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 beannexed | 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 1is inadequate to serve outlying areas
without the addition of water lines 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 limits 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 the city limits to reduce the
taxes and improve existing services and utilities, particularly the
electric utility services which, in my opinion, are the highest in
the State. Presently people outside of the existing city limits of
Petersburg pay a surcharge on top of their electric service charges for
being rendered that service by the city; however, 1if these areas are
included in the city this surcharge would 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 House of Representatives pass a
concurrent resolution rejecting the recommendation of the Local
Boundary Commission.

Respectfully,

Gertrude B. Lyons
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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. Strandberg; Erick
J. Simpson; Sunny A. Hick; Gertrude Lyons; Lars Eide;
Ed Lapeyri; James 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 & 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 in 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 in Haines. No one else

wished to testify on SJR 39 and Chairman Ors.in.i- closed the hearings
on the resolution.

SJR 38 (Proposed Annexation by the City o;: Skagway) :

Mr. Strandberg noted that the City of Skagway originally requested

to exte"rid'""i"ts-boundary to the Canadian border and that of the Haines
Borough. He noted that this raised the question 1in 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, 1if conditions warrented, petition the Commission 1in
the future to move its jJurisdiction 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.

VJ.il1jam 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.



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.

lie 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 1incorporation 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 2,126 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 11% as opposed to a 5.4% 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 thefirst 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 annexatio was a straw vote on another proposed annexation
and for which sketchy 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
school! s which receive tuition payments from the State. The economic
future or 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 Mearig, representing the Petersburg city government, testified
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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 pertainto the present
recommendation. He notedthat 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 level. 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 1in the court
suit opposing "the 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 cind that the municipal ordinance had held its first 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 and sewer facilities, and cost of electric
power extension. Peterson said that his clients 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 as
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 to the legal requirement to submit all annexation recommenda—
tions to the Legislature by the 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

and Regional Affairs had originally raised the annexation question

in Petersburg several years ago.

Lars Eide read to the Committee a letter he sent on December 12, 1977,
to Commissioner of Community and Regional Affairs Lee 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, it 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 Tfor v/ohich 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 Cor 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 THE TRUE FACTS AND PUBLIC INPUT
REGARDING TIIIS 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. He told the Committee
that of the 543 petition signers, 193 lived outside the 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 90
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. He said that real property valuation for the 1975
proposed annexation was $6.3 million and in 1977 only $6.7 million for
a slightly different area. He also cited an unidentified study under —
taken by a local private firm that indicated no significant economic
development 1in Petersburg 1in the future. In response to Committee
members® questions he acknowledged that fishing was 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 in 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-—
nexation recommendation and pointed out that the City had basically
proposed a 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. Floden said that without the extension of planning
and zoning powers to the present outlying areas they were
likely to develop in a haphazard manner leading to severe

water and sewage problems in the future. There were instances
in the outlying area where land was being subdivided into
lots too small handle onsite 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
authority 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 dependent upon
seasonal employment. Ms. Lyons said that the membership of
the Petersburg Indian Association was approximately 185
adult persons and that the Association was the combined
organization for the Tlingit-llaida Central Council,, the
Alaska Native Brotherhood, the Alaska Native Sisterhood, and
Sealaska Corporation.

Sunny Hicks, a resident of the Petersburg area and opponent
of the proposed annexation, characterized the community
atmosphere of Petersburg as a "local Watergate situation”
where neighbors were divided against one another and conversations
were surreptitiously recorded. She believed that Ilocal
animosities had been inflamed by the City"s handling cf the
annexation petition. She 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 extensive ones without
the compensation of major new revenues.

William Mearig requested to testify a second time to present
his views as a private citizen 1in 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 them locally, even in

the absence of a separate election district for the area.

He stated that participation in local government 1in such
matters as Coastal Management offered residents more protection
than if they remained unorganized and allowed either the

State or federal government 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.
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Senate

Committee on

Pou%hV
Community & Regional Affairs State Capitol
Juneau, Alas

January 27, 1978

Mr. Sigvald Strandberg
Chairman

Local Boundary Commission
7235 Blackberry
Anchorage, AK

Dear Mr. Stram

Further to your telephone conversation this morning with my
Administrative Assistant, | would like to invite you and

any other members of the Local Boundary Commission to attend
the hearings which the Senate Community and Regional Affairs
Committee will be holding in regard to your recommendations
on the proposed annexations by the Cities of Skagway and
Petersburg and the Haines Borough.

The committee meeting is scheduled for 3:00 P.M. 1in Room 100
of the Assembly Building Tuesday, February 7, 1978.

I look forward to seeing you and any other Commission members

who wish to attend at that time.

Sincerely,

g')a aa/®

Joe Orsini

Chairman

Community and Regional
Affairs Committee

JO/tb

99811



Senate

Committee on
Pouch V

» : Community & Regional Affairs State Capitol
Official Business Juneau, Alaaka 99811

January 31, 1978

Mr. John R. Edwards
Mayor

City of Skagway

P.0O. Box 415

Skagway, Alaska 99840

Dear Mr. Edwards:

On February 7, the Senate Community and Regional Affairs
Committee will hold hearings on the recommendations made
by the Local Boundary Commission regarding the annexation
of land by the Haines Borough SJR 39 and the Cities of
Petersburg SJR 40 and Skagway SJR 38.

The Senate C&RA meetings are scheduled for 3:00 P.M. 1in
Room 106 of the Assembly Building and public testimony

will be taken prior to Committee action on the recommenda—
tions. Comments may also be submitted in writing prior

to February 7 by those who wish to testify but are unable
to travel to Juneau.

In the event that the hearings are not completed on
February 7, further hearings will be held at the same
time and place on February 9.

Sincerely,

Chairman
Community and Regional
Affairs Committee

JO/tb
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