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HAI1INES B OROUGH

P.0. BOX H
HAINES. ALASKA 99827
(907) 766-2711

February 17, 1984

The Honorable Mike W. Miller *

Alaska House of Representatives

Pouch V f
State Capitol /

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Miller:

We would urge you to support House Joint Resolution #59 disapproving
the Local Boundary Commission recommentation for annexation of terri—
tory to the City of Haines.

The Haines City Council and Haines Borough Assembly both agreed that
the annexation would not be in the best interest of either party if

it would be possible to form a unified government. The City and Bor—
ough, in d joint meeting agreed according to minutes of that meeting
"to place an effective date of two years on the annexation petition

or until the City and Borough of Haines have completed the unifica—
tion process". Somehow, the last part of the request was not trans-—
mitted to the Local Boundary Commission, and as a result, they asked
for only a two year delay.

It is our feeling that we have a great deal of education to do before
our constituents will vote for unification. It is doubtful if we

can do more than get started on the unification process in that time.
Our citizens have diverse interests and it will take a long time to
develop a charter acceptable to the majority.

Then we have conflicting legal questions. Can the Local Boundary
commission delay the effective date for two years? Can the Local
Boundary Commission specify a particular type oi government be formed?
LasLly, if a two year effective date 1is proven illegal, then annex-—
ation would become effective immediately. This would destroy alt
chances for unification.

To explain our Borough, we are at present Lhe only Third-class

Borough 1in the State. The City of Haines has a population of approx—
imately 1000 and 800 live outside the City. The annexation proposal
would bring 500 more into the City, leaving 300, thirty miles or more
from town. These people see little incentive for unification, but |1
can sell unification to the majority of the present 800, but that will
take time.



February 17, 1984
Page Two

In closing | urge your support for House Joint Resolution #59.
This would give the City and Borough of Haines an opportunity to
work together for a unified government without a time restriction.
Annexation disrupts our cofimunity year after year. Unification
would solve this problem forever. But in order to form an accep—
table Charter, we must not be limited in time, as we want the best
Charter we can develop for our community.

Sincerely

R. E. Henderson
Mayor

REH-.AMJ
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Alaska Siat? legislature
HSIS? - House of Representatives g

3 Committee on (907) 465-3870
g Community & Regional Affairs

February 24, 1984

Ms. Dorothy McLaughlin
Box 405
Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear Dorothy:

SJR34, sponsored by Senator Dick Eliason, passed the Alaska
State House on February 23rd and is on it's way to the Governor
for final signature.

The letters and testimony from you and your neighbors did much
to assure my Committee, House Community and Regional Affairs,
that we were correct in acting swiftly on the disapproving of the
Local Boundary Commission recommendation for annexation of
territory to the City of Haines.

As an elected official, |1, personally, appreciate the time and

effort  taken by you to present your thoughts and
recommendations for our Committee"s consideration.

. Mike W/ Miller
Chairman, HC &R A
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Alaska S>fat? ICrgiHIatur?
House of Representafives

. Juneau, Alaska 99811
Committee on (907) 465-3870

Community & Regional Affairs

February 24, 1984

Mr. Ed Hays

6" Mile Mud Bay Road
Box 98

Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear Ed:

SJR34, sponsored by Senator Dick Eliason, passed the Alaska
State House on February 23rd and is on it's way to the Governor
for final signature.

The letters and testimony from you and your neighbors did much
to assure my Committee, House Community and Regional Affairs,
that we were correct in acting swiftly on the disapproving of the
Local Boundary Commission vrecommendation for annexation of
territory to the City of Haines.

As an elected official, |1, personally, appreciate the time and
effort  taken by you to present your thoughts and
recommendations for our Committee"s consideration.

Rep. Mike W. Miller
Chairman, I C &R A
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Alaska State legislature
House of Representatives e

] Juneau, Alaska 99811
Committese an (907) 465-3870

Community & Regional Affairs

February 24, 1984

NIr. and Mrs. Richard Fredricks
Box 621
Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear Richard and Susan:

SJR34, sponsored by Senator Dick Eliason, passed the Alaska
State House on February 23rd and is on it's way to the Governor
for final signature.

The letters and testimony from yuu and your neighbors did much
to assure my Committee, House Community and Regional Affairs,
that we were correct in acting swiftly on the disapproving of the
Local Boundary Commission recommendation for annexation of
territory to the City of Haines.

As an elected official, 1, personally, appreciate the time and
effort  taken by you to present your  thoughts and
ITcommendations for our Committee®s consideration.

Sincere y,

Li’

Rep. Mike W. Miller
Chairmnn, 1 C & R A

sd
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Alaafea £4tal? Srgialatitr?
House of Representafives

. Juneau, Alaska 99811
Committee on (907) 465-3870

Community & Regional Affairs

February 24, 1984

Mr. and Mrs. A. W. Jurgeleit
Box 292
Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear A. W. and Harriet:

SJR34, sponsored by Senator Dick Eliason, passed the Alaska
State House on February 23rd and is on it"'s way to the Governor
for final signature.

The letters and testimony from you and your neighbors did much
to assure my Committee, House Community and Regional Affairs,
that we were correct in acting swiftly on the disapproving of the
Local Boundary Commission recommendation for annexation of
territory to the City of Haines.

As an elected official, I, personally, appreciate the time and
effort taken by you to present your thoughts and

recommendations for our Committee®s consideration.

Sincerely,

Rep. Mike W. Miller
Chairman, HC &R A
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February 10, 198~

Representative Mike W. Miller
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Miller:

We have been advised that Senator Richard Eliason and
Representative Peter Goll have introduced resolutions
opposing the annexation recommendations of the Local
Boundary Commission.

We sincerely hope that as a member of the Community and
Regional Affairs Committee you will support these resolu-—
tions which reflect the views of the majority of the
people in this area.

Thank you.

Tours truly,



Alaska "ats Slfgtalature

House of Representafives

] Juneau, Alaska 99811
Committee on (9G7) 465-3870

Community & Regional Affairs

February 24, 1984

Mrs. David Woodring
Box 555
Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear Mrs. Woodring:

SJR34, sponsored by Senator Dick Eliason, passed the Alaska
State House on February 23rd and 1is on it"'s way to the Governor
for final signature.

The letters and testimony from you and your neighbors did much
to assure my Committee, House Community and Regional Affairs,
that we were correct in acting swiftly on the disapproving of the
Local Boundary Commission recommendation for annexation of
territory to the City of Haines.

As an elected official, 1, personally, appreciate the time and
effort taken by you to present your thoughts and
recommendations for our Committee"s consideration.
Sincerely,

Uuir < -
Rep. Mike W. Miller

Chairman, H C & R A

sd
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE - SENATE

SENATOR RICHARD 1. ELIASON

PO, BOX 143
LABOR AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE, CHAIRMAN SITKA. ALASKA 996309
RESOURCES COMMITTED

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE POUCHV

FISHERIES SUB-COM MITTEE JUNEAU.ALASKA 99811

1907 i 469-4910

February 6, 1984
Senator Eliason Reports on the Haines Annexation Issue

Now that the proposed Haines Annexation has entered the Legislative
arena it is 1important that everyone understand where things stand and
how and why we are where we are.

As you know, the boundary change question has had much debate at "the
local level but the Legislature alsc Las an oversight role mandated by
state law in boundary changes. The statutes require the Local Boundary
Commission (which 1is under the Department of Community & Regional
Affairs) to submit a report of its proposed changes in local boundaries

to the Legislature during the first 10 days of the session. The Haines
annexation was submitted this session and referred to the Community &
Regional Affairs Committees of each house. The Legislature then reviews

these reports and can 1) take no action which then results in the change
taking place as proposed or 2) within 45 days of receiving the report,
pass a resolution disapproving the change which effectively kills it.
Generally the chairpersons of the C& RA Committees will follow the lead
of the representatives and senators of the district wherein the ooundary
changes are proposed. This is where my involvement and that of Rep.
Goll come in.

I respect the autonomy of individual communities and am very careful not
to interfere with 1issues best left for resolution at the local level.
But in this instance | fear that Haines has already suffered some
interference by the state in its efforts to manage its own affairs.

I. see my vrole asone of making sure that everyone understands the
process and their rights, and that any annexation that takes place is

done properly. Rep. Goll and 1 held the teleconference last week to
discuss the whole 1issue with the people of the area and get a feel for
the questions and concerns. I thank everyone who attended and
participated in the teleconference. It was constructive and

informative. I know many of you traveled some distance to be there.



Several major concerns have convinced me to take action to insure that

the 1issue and the options remain alive. My main concerns 1include: (1)
The Local Boundary Commission 1initiated this annexation. While not
illegal it seems unwise and a dangerous Jloss of local autonomy. The
Legislature has an obligation to see that the statebureaucracy doesn"t
get out of hand and begin usurping local initiative. (2) The local vote
was against this annexation. We don"t want to risk undermining the
people®s trust in the public input process which becomes a charade if it
is ignored and powerless. (3) The <clause calling for annexation to
kick-in in two years unless unification takes place first. The Attorney
General says the delayed effective date is okay but the Legislature®s
Legal Staff says it 1is not. But the ringer 1is the most recent legal
opinion, obtained since the teleconference, which says that 1if the

two-year clause were thrown out by a court, the rest of the annexation
proposal would stand, meaning the annexation would be immediately 1in

effect. That circumvents the intent to allow time to consider
unification and abolishes the <compromise which made the proposal
palatable to the parties who did sign off on it. (4) 1 am worried about
the precedent set by holding a hatchet over a community®"s head to "unify
or else". Annexation and wunification ought to each be weighed and
decided on their own merits. Also the big plus in any possible decision
to unify is the "custom-built"” charter which could, 1if given enough time
and consideration,be drawn up to respond to the variety of special

needs and goals of different areas within a unified city and borough.
Such a charter could allay many of the objections and fears and allow
the community to enter intoa unification willingly and comfortably.

Few annexations go through without some objections. Certainly no one
would expect 100% consensus on this in Haines where feelings have been
strong on these matters for years. But | believe there needs to be more
discussion and so | introduced Senate Joint Resolution 34 1in the Senate
( and Rep. Goll introduced the same one 1in the House) to disapprove of
the proposed annexation.

Now the matter 1is in the two C& RA Committees which plan to hold
hearings and a teleconference. If the Legislature passes the resolution
within the 45 days allowed, the annexation as proposed would die and the
matter goes back to the drawing board.

So that"s where we are right now. I believe we are being fair and
sensible in our consideration and action on this matter and hope the
people of Haines will agree. I urge your continued involvement in this
process and your efforts to make the C& RA Committee members aware of
your opinions and concerns as they deliberate on whether to pass the
resolutions of disapproval.

I thank the Lynn Canal News for the opportunity to present my viewpoint
on this ma""

Sincerely
res"/
Senator Dick Elias On



POUCHY SLATE CAPIOI
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

™ ILHIQIOJTieSI 907 465 3800

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

HEMORANDU M February 2, 1984

SUBJECT: Annexation of territory
to Haines (W.0. 13-1776)

TO: Senator Richard 1. Eliason
FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Deputy Director v\

Division of Legal Services

You have asked whether the annexation of territory to the
City of Haines will take place within the time required by
the constitution or whether the entire annexation is invalid
if the delayed effective date provided in the Local Boundary
Commission®s Recommendation Number One 1is invalid.

Recommendation Number One contains two parts. The first

part of the recommendation states in part the annexation

" . .will become effective two years from the date of the
Legislature™s approval of the commission®™s recommendation

and then only if the City of Haines and the Haines Borough
have not unified. . ." The second part of the recommenda—
tion provides for the actual annexation of territory. The
guestion of what happens to the second part of the recommen—
dation if the first part is invalid is essentially a separa—
bility question. In the area of statutory construction the
general rule 1is that separability questions are to be deter—
mined according to either the will of the legislature or its
manifested meaning. (Sutherland Statutory Construction,
section 44.03) While the recommendation at issue here Iis

not a statute, it seems likely that a court faced with
determining the validity of the recommendation will use

those principals of statutory construction that it commonly
relies on.

It is clear that the Local Boundary Commission possesses the
authority to recommend a boundary change to the legislature,
(Art. X, sec. 12, Constitution of the State of Alaska). In
this particular case, it is also clear from the letter of
recommendation itself that the commission intended to



Senator Eliason
Page 2
February 2, 1984

approve the annexation and only added the delayed>effective
date later at the request of the municipalities concerned.
(See paragraphs 4 and 5 of "Recommendation Number One to the
Second Session of the Thirteenth Legislature”™, Senate and
House Joint Jou- al Supplement No. 16). This appears to be
an indication that the Local Boundary Commission®s primary
intent was to recommend annexation rather than to recommend
the delayed effective date. While it is a very close ques—
tion, 1 believe that a court would be more likely to find
the annexation valid and effective within the time required
by the constitution in order to carry out the will of the
commission rather than finding the annexation invalid and,
thus, thwarting the constitutional power of the commission
to recommend boundary changes.

However, this question cannot be resolved with certainty
until the 1issue is presented and decided by the court. The
entire problem will, of course, be avoided if the legisla—
ture acts to disapprove the annexation.

TBC:csh
C2/134
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POUCH'Y «STATE CAPITOL

JUNEAU. ALASKA993II
ITcan H I M I U ™ 907-465-3800

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

M EMORANDUM January 31, 1984
SUBJECT: Haines Annexation Recommendation
TO: Representative Peter Goll
FROM: Billy G. Berrier
Director

Division Legal Services

You have asked several questions concerning the Recommenda—
tion for the Annexation of Territory to the City of Haines
by the Local Boundary Commission which is Recommendation No.
1 to the Second Session of the Thirteenth Legislature dated
January 17, 1984.

You have asked whether this recommendation essentially
ordered unification and whether the commission has the power
to order unification.

A local boundary commission is mandated by the Constitution
of the State of Alaska and is constitutionally given broad
power over local government boundary changes.

Section 12 of Article X provides:

SECTION 12. A 1local boundary commission or board shall
be established by law in the executive branch of state
government. The commission or board may consider any
proposed local government boundary change. It may pre—
sent proposed changes to the legislature during the
first ten days of any regular session. The change

shall become effective forty-five days after presenta—
tion or at the end of the session, whichever is

earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution concurred

in by a majority of the members of each house. The
commission or board, subject to law, may establish pro—
cedures whereby boundaries may be adjusted by local
action.



Representative Peter Goll
Page 2
January 31, 1984

The Commission was established by law (AS 44.47.565) and 1is
generally regulated by AS 29.18.011 - 150. It has regu—
lations at 19 AAC 10.

Our Supreme Court has had questions before it concerning the
Local Boundary Commission several times. It has stated the

purpose for the commission saying, for example, in Oesau v.

City of Dillingham 439 P.2d 180 (Alaska 1968):

The basic purpose for creating the boundary commission
and conferring upon it the powers that it possesses was
to obviate the type of situation that existed here
where there was a controversy over municipal boundaries
which apparently could not be settled at the local
level. As we pointed out in the Fairview case, the
concept that was in mind when the local boundary com—
mission section of the Constitution was being con—
sidered by the constitutional convention was that local
political decisions do not usually create proper bound—
aries and that boundaries should be established at the
state level. The purpose of the boundary change ef—
fected in this case by the boundary commission and the
legislature was to establish boundaries at a state
level, and resolve a conflict that could not be proper—
ly solved at the local level, by doing away with two
separate governments in a single community and avoiding
multiplication of facilities and services, duplication
of tax burdens, and inevitable jurisdictional conflict
and chaos.

The Commission does not have authority to itself unify local
governments. That procedure is established in AS 29.68.240
- 440 and requires approval at an election.

However, the commission does have broad power and, even
though a boundary changed it purposes would result in disso—
lution of a municipality without following the dissolution
procedure, that is within its power. In the case cited

above the commission extended the boundaries of the City of
Dillingham to encompass all of the City of Wood River. The
court held this valid stating:

When the boundary change became effective, the city of

Wood River was extinguished as a municipal corporation

and its property, powers and duties were then vested 1in
the City of Dillingham.



Representative Peter Goll
Page 3
January 31, 1984

Therefore in my opinion the boundary change is within the
power of the Commission even if it were to include all the
borough territory and effectively dissolve the borough. It
should be noted that the result is not the result reached by
unification under®AS 29.68.240 - 440 since the result is not
one home rule unit of local government.

You have also asked whether the part of the recommendation
which reads:

1. The annexation of territory to the City of Haines,
as herein described, will become effective two years
from the date of the Legislature®s approval of the Com—
mission®s recommendation and then only if the City of
Haines and the Haines Borough have not unified pursuant
to the provisions of AS 29,68.240 - 580; and

is valid in our opinion.
In my opinion it is clearly invalid.

The constitution itself clearly states the effective date of
a proposed change. In Sec. 12 of Article IX the constitu—
tion states:

The commission or board may consider any proposed local
government boundary change. It may present proposed

changes to the legislature during the first ten days of
any regular session. The change shall become effective
forty-five days after presentation or at the end of the
session, whichever is earlier, unless disapproved by a
resolution concurred in by a majority of the members of

each house. (emphasis added)
There 1s no ambiguity. The change becomes effective at the
time stated and that phrase clearly refers to "any proposed
local government boundary change.”™ The annexation 1is the

boundary change, not the recommendation, and the Commission
is not empowered to vary the constitution by providing a
different effective date for that change.

BGB:ojb
J3/019



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

T: Jim Sanders date: January 17, 1984
Local Boundary Commission
FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO: 465—3600

from : Norman C. Gorsuch SUBJECT: Delaying effective
Attorney General date of boundary
change

jy~James L. Baldwin
Assistant Attorney General
Governmental Affairs-Juneau

By: Fran Bremer, Legal Intern
Governmental Affairs-Juneau

You have asked us whether the local boundary commission
can validly delay the effective date of a boundary change for two
years, contingent on the holding of an election for the unifica—
tion of the Borough and City of Haines. The answer 1is yes.

Article X, section 12 of the Alaska Constitution pro—
vides for the establishment of a local boundary commission, which
may present a proposed boundary change to the legislature within
the first 10 days of the session. Section 12 provides, "[t]he
change shall become effective forty-five days after presentation
"or at the end of the session, whichever is earlier, unless disap—
proved by a resolution concurred in by a majority of the members

of each house.™ AS 44.47.583 repeats essentially the same lan—
guage: "the change becomes effective 45 days after the presenta—
tion ..._."

An examination of the minutes of the constitutional
convention shows that the wording of section 12 was not intended
to set a definite date on which the boundary change was to physi—
cally occur. 4 Proceedings of the Alaska Constitutional Conven—
tion 2750-2753 (Jan. 2C. 1956). Rather, the language was in—
tended as a limit on the legislature®s power to disapprove a pro-—
posed boundary change.

At the convention, an amendment was introduced which
required active legislative approval of a proposed boundary
change. The delegates discussed the merits of permitting the
proposed change to occur without legislative intervention, and
rejected the amendment. 4 Proceedings at 2751. It is clear from
comments made during floor debate that the delegates®™ main con-—
cern was the potential for delay caused by conditioning a boun—
dary change on legislative approval. A delegate noted that a
boundary change could be "difficult to get through if it iIs going

02001ARov 10/70)



Jim Sanders January 17, 1984

Local Boundary Commission Page #2
to affect somebody®"s constituents.” Id. Others noted that
changes must be submitted to the legislature "but in the press of
business ... they may not get around to consider such little
things as a minor boundary change ... "™ and that "this little
boundary adjustment will go from session to session ... because
they won"t have time to make it approved.”™ Id. The 45-day limit

on the legislature®s power to disapprove avoided the possibility
that the boundary change could go "from session to session”™ with—
out being decided. See also A.L.I.V.E. Voluntary, 606 P.2d 769
(Alaska 1980)(discussion of article X, section 12 in terms of the
power of the legislature to veto executive action).

We believe the provisions of section 12 do not restrict
the power of the local boundary commission to delay the operative
date of the boundary change. Alaska courts have recognized that
annexation decisions involve policy choices that are incapable of
judicial resolution. Port Valdez Co., Inc. v. City of Valdez,

522 P.2d 1147 (Alaska 1974); U.S. Smelting, Refining & Mining Co.
v. Local Boundary Comm®n, 489 P.2d 140 (Alaska 1971). The 1local
boundary commission was created to provide an expert and experi—
enced agency to make these policy choices within the guidelines
set out by law and regulation. See Town of Stillwater v. Minn.
Municipal Comm®n, 219 N.W.2d 82, 87 (Minn. 1974)(commenting on

the Minnesota Municipal Commission, whose structure and function
.is similar to that of the local boundary commission). According—
ly, the statutory scheme grants the commission broad power in
matters affecting local boundaries. AS 44.47.565 -- 44.47.583.
There 1s no express provision in either the statute or the regu-—
lations dictating the time that a boundary change 1is to become
operative. Therefore, the only restraint on the agency®"s choice
of annexation method is the requirement that there be no abuse of
discretion. Port Valdez, 522 P.2d at 1151. The commission®"s
decision to allow a two-year delay was a reasoned choice between
the competing objectives of encouraging cooperation between che
city and borough, and that of settling boundary questions prompt—
ly to facilitate planning and assure responsiveness to current
conditions. The commission®s choice of method -- to delay the
operative date -- is analogeous to an agency"s power to delay the
effective date of a regulation under AS 44.62.180(4). We, there—
fore, conclude that the commission has the power to delay the
operative date of the annexation for two years.

FB/pjg
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM January 11, 1984
SUBJECT: Local boundary commission recommendations
TO: Senator Richard Eliason

FROM: Richard A. Bradley |A

Legislative Counsel- s

Rocky Plotnick has asked whether the effective date of the
recommendations of the local boundary commission may be
delayed for a year or more.

It seems that they may not.

The Alaska Constitution provides at art. X, sec. 12 (in
part):

It (the commission) may present proposed changes to the
legislature during the first ten days of any regular
session. The change shall become effective forty-five
days after presentation or at the end of the session,
whichever 1is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolu—
tion concurred in by a majority of the members of each
house.

While 1 have not seen the particular recommendation that is
of concern (because it has not been presented), at this time
I do not see how a recommendation with delayed effectiveness
can be squared with art. X, sec. 12.

If | may be of further assistance, please advise.

RAB:Imb
L3/086



$SSSiSSS

HAILINES B OROUGH
P.0. BOX H
HAINES. ALASKA 99827
(907) 766-2711

February 6, 1984

The Honorable Don Gilman
Alaska Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Gilman:

I am writing you because you have been interested in the Haines Borough
and 1 have a great respect for your integrity.

I am requesting your support for a resolution that Senator Eliason (Goll)
will introduce against the annexation of some 7 square miles by the City
of Haines.

The proposed annexation will pull into the City some 500 citizens now
living outside the city. This will give the City of Haines a population
of some 1500, while only 300 would remain outside. Since municipal
assistance is based on population of a borough outside of a city, the
borough would have just 300 citizens and our State funds would be re—
duced to a very low level. Furthermore, the city has 3 members on the
current Assembly, the outside area 2 members and 1 member-at-large who

now comes from the outside area. If annexation occurred, only 1 member
would come from outside and five from the new city. This would net give
outside citizens much representation on our Assembly.

In the October election 382 citizens voted against annexation and 255
citizens favored annexation (66% favored).

Both City and Borough have been trying to work out our problems. We
feel that a unified government would solve our problem. At a joint
meeting of the Council and Assembly, we agreed to request the Local
Boundary Commission to delay the effective date of the annexation
petition for two years or until the City and Borough have completed
the unification process.

Unfortunately, the Local Boundary Commission delayed the annexation
for two years, only. Thus on March 3, 1986, if the unification
process is not completed, annexation will occur. I do not feel that
a Charter Commission, to do the best job, should have to meet dead—
lines. We have a diversity of people and it is going to talce a long
time to get a charter :hat the majority can approve.



Senator Don Gilman Page 1
February 6, 1984

Furthermore, there seems to be a question of legality as to whether the
Local Boundary Commission can set a date (other than 45 days of legis—
lature after the petiton is introduced), as well as specify the kind of
government that must be formed. Some legal opinions also tell us that
if the present petition is approved by the Legislature and it is chal—
lenged in court and found at fault, then annexation would occur im—
mediately.

Because of all these questions, 1 believe that the Local Boundary
Commission recommendation should be rejected. This would allow the
City and Borough of Haines to work out our differences and hopefully
come up with a unified government that we can all live with that would
benefit us all and thereby solve the annexation problem that disrupts
our community every few years.

I sincerely hope that you will help us in any way you can to resolve
this issue.

Sincerely

R. E. Henderson
Mayor



HISTORY OF HAINES ANNEXATION ISSUE

1977 - City purchased Lutak Dock from State.
1979 - City proposes annexation.
Area -wide advisory vote - 63% opposed
annexation
Voters protest to city - annexation

proposal withdrawn.

Sept. 15, 1982 - City petitions State for annexation of
3.5 square miles.Made necessary by AG"s
opinion that operation of dock outside
city"s limit is illegal

Oct. 6, 1982 - C&RA accepts petition.

Oct. 19, 1982 - Borough resolution to allow the City to
operate the dock facility
exterritorially.

Nov. 5, 1982 - C&RA written report to Local Boundary
Commission - recommends annexation of
6.9 square miles. They felt compelled
to recommend annexation of arger area
than petitioned for because the 3.5

mile annexation " didn"t meet certain
of the regulatory standards which
apply” (i.e. urban 1in charact ;r),

having an extremely Jlow population
density (4 persons per square mile)

while " the Greater Haines Area meets
more of the standards and to a far
greater extent." (38 persons per square
mile)

Nov. 10, 1982 - Letter from C&RA to Local Boundary
Commission - " anticipates substantial

opposition from residents 1in area to be
annexed, particularly in light of
Department®™s recommendation."”

Nov 23, 1982 - Borough resolution rejects Local
Boundary Commission®s recommendation.

Dec. 2, 1982 - 345 residents sign petition requesting
City to withdraw annexation resolution.

Dec. 12, 1982 - Local Boundary Commission holds public
meeting in Haines, which 1is cut short
by a power failure before all
can be heard.

History of Haines Annexation Issue Page 1 of 6 Pages



Jan.
Jan.
Feb.1
March

14,

20,

9,

26,

1983

1983

1983 -

1983

Commission meets in Anchorage -
recommends annexation of dock only.

Due to letters received from Haines
residents, the Commission decides to
hold second public meeting 1in Haines on
proposed annexation of territory other
than the dock.

Annexation of dock is not disapproved
by the First Session of the Thirteenth
Legislature.

Borough requests Local Boundary
Commission postpone the public hearing
until fall because of planned
proposition to be put before the public
on Borough®"s acquiring the powers of
planning and zoning and hopes that the
new Administration would change
attitude re: Third Class Borough.

There is a widespread perception 1in
Haines that C&RA is intentionally
trying to eliminate the Third Class
Borough despite strong local support.

The suggested annexation of 6.9 miles
would leave only 301 residents 1in the
Borough crippling it as a political
subdivision

Local Boundary Commission holds second
public hearing 1in Haines, despite
Borough®s request to postpone until
fall.

According to the Lynn Canal News, Feb.
24, 1983 almost 70 people were in

attendance, the meeting lasted four
hours and "besides the several city
officials ... less than a handful of
the audience was 1in favor of 1it" (the

annexation).

Local Boundary Commission holds
decisional meeting in Anchorage
finding:

1. Greater Haines Area 1is urban 1in
character (population density greater
than that which defines a community -14
persons per -square mile.)



December,,

History

of

1982

Haines

2. Greater Haines receives municipal

services which can only be provided by
the City.

3.6Growth potential - need for planning
and zoning.

4. Conditions exist which endangers
health, welfare and safety of city
residents (sewage contamination within

Piedad Road area).

5. Direct and 1indirect benefits to

Greater Haines Area from City without

tax contributions.

Local Boundary Commission expands

City"s petition for annexation to fit

C&RA"s recommendation and approves
annexation.

Legal Brief submitted by the Haines
Citizen"s Against Annexation claims:

1. The area to be annexed 1is not urban
in character. The Commission would be

well advised to utilize a lay

definition of "urban"-"characteristic

of a city as distinguished fronm
country". ( "ebster*s New World
Dictionary)

2. 70% of City"s budget 1is generat.ed by

4% sales taxes which are paid by all
residents. A further portion 1is

generated by user fees from residents
who Ulive outside the City and pay for

their own fire protection and water
supply.

3. Borough provides all schools, the

museum, the Jlibrary, the swimming pool

and the Chilkat Center for the Arts.
The funding comes from municipal
assistance and revenue sharing which
depends on number of citizens living
outside city. City residents do not
contribute to these facilities.

1 Jannexation would halt
of 550 acres presently
_..e Borough which are
presently planned for land disposal.

Annexation Issue Page 3 of 6 Pages



October

December

1983

5,

1983 -

idsMSQi.

In addition
approved by Borough
prior to this
1. Area-wide vote
question.

Total 391
216

vote:

Outside 243

26

city:

148
190

Inside city:

voters
zoning

2. Borough-®s
platting and
Total 382
255

vote:

193
172

Inside city:

Outside 189

53

city:

3. Favored form of

Total 284 -
217 -
52 -

vote:

Division of Legal
response to request
how citizen 1input i
decisions can be gu
limits of existing
restraints:

- advisory vote
residents feelings

- Local

advised of majority
- 1f after negative
Boundary Commission
annexation, the
decision would be i
the legislature.

undoubtly take that

Planning
annexation

on

(64%)
approved.

Services

best way

Boundary Commission

unpopularity

Legislature

and Zoning was
voters 1in October,
order.

annexation

opposed:;

opposed;
approved.

opposed;
approve.

approved planning,

approve;
opposed.

approve;
opposed.

approve
opposed

government.

Third Class
Unified
Second

Borough
Government
Class Borough

in
as

memo
for comments
nto annexation
aranteed within
constitutional

to

the

to insure
being heard.
would be
"s feeling.
Local
approves
of the
clear
would
consideration.

vote,
still
mmediately to

into



Dec. 7,

December

January

January

Jan. 17,

Jan 17,

History

1983 -

29, 1983

7, 1984 -

9, 1984

1984

1984 -

of Haines

- as a vocal minority can predominate
at public hearings it is easier for any
agency to ignore public input than to
ignore a vote that reflects majority
opinion.

letter from City of Haines to
Representative Goll stating agreement
with Borough to request Local Eoundary
Commission to forestall effective date
until Borough has opportunity to
conduct elections on unification.

Borough letter to Local Boundary
Commission requests reconsideration of
annexation proposal and two year delay
to allow the community to work together
to solve its problems.

Local Boundary Commission approves two
year extension.

Special meeting of Borough Assembly
called at 4:03 p.m.to approve the

two year extension. One of the Borough
members opposing annexation arrived
late, the 40 mile member was never
called. Motion to accept LBC®"s decision
passed.

Local Boundary Commission®s Report of
1983. Recommends annexation to become
effective in two years if the City and
Borough have not unified during that
period. Different from agreement
reached between City and Borough
according to Borough.

Memo from Attorney General to Local
Boundary Commission concludes that the
LBC has the power to delay the
effective date for two years.

Division of Legal Services Memo
concludes that the Commission does not
have the authority to itself unify
local governments, although by
annexation it can eliminate the
Borough. But the result would not be
that reached by unification.

Note: no Borough wide annexation was

Annexation Issue Page
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recommended.

Expresses the opinion that the delayed

effective date is clearly invalid. The
change becomes effective at the time
stated in the constitution. Local

Boundary Commission 1is net empowered to
vary the Constitution by providing a
different effective date for the
change.

Jan 31, 1984 - Senator Eliason and Representative Goll
hold special teleconference with Haines
sites to hear public opinion. Over 50
residents were 1in attendance. Of the
thirty people testifying, 26 were in
opposition to annexation.

Feb. 2, 1984 - Division of Legal Services opinion on
validity of LBC"s final recommendation
with delayed effective date.

Indication that the LBC"s primary
Intent was to recommend annexation
rather than to recommend the delayed
effective date.

Feb. 6, 1984 - Matching resolutions filed in the
Senate and the House to disapprove the
Local Boundary Commission”®s
recommendation of Haines annexation.

of 6 Pages
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EXCERPTS FROM PUBLIC TESTIMONY GIVEN AT LOCAL BOUNDARY
COMMISSION MEETING IN HAINES FEB. 19, 1983

From the LYNN CANAL NEWS 24 ,1983

ABoroughMayor Bob Henderson;":! ftshouldn the the boundary commission®s ~j:"
& intent topushr s~ <<=I¢ "<~ 91- —_— e * =
Lvone weak.r
ASGordori Sandy:."
.tdeal .yvith™my ne

DianeBenson:

V?*_Buster Benson:.; TInijrsawmUl.ls annexed .itT probably, put 7irie out of \
.“business" 1M aginlannexation.>” ?

pay Menriker: VI hope peoplewho want to*foeannexed! have an opportunity t;. ;V
vbe annexed and!that, thosewho don TwaiiM 3 be anntxed aren 3=

~J






January 19, 1984

Dear Representative Goll:

Hopefully the question of annexation of Haines Borough lands
by the City of Haines will come before the legislature this
corning session. Please vote AGAINST this annexation.

As you are probably aware, the state Boundary Commission
voted to allow the Haines City to annex many square miles

of Haines Borough lands last year. This is wrong and
strange, as the majority of the people in the Haines Borough
are against annexation. In a recent vote 64 .471 of the

population voted against annexation. At a Boundary Commission
hearing in Haines an overwhelming number of citizens spoke
out against annexation (approximately 45 to 4).

The City of Haines cannot supply all of its present residents
with basic services like sewer, water, and roads. So we
can"t expect them to properly service newly annexed areas.
Notwithstanding its inability tD render such services, the
city would be happy to collect more tax money from newly
anneixed areas. This would be wrong!

Haines Borough residents have a different lifestyle and
values than City residents. Please respect our wishes and
vote against the Boundary Commission®s recommendation to the
legislature to annex Haines Borough lands into the City of
Haines.

Thank vyou,

Katya Kirsch

Box 521
Haines, AK 99B27
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December 1, 1983
B.&D. Lumber Co.
P.0. Box 441
Haines, Alaska

99827

Sir,
Please rote against the Boundry Comissions recomendation to
\$he Jbegislature: of lands for Annexation to the city of Haines
Alaska»
The Annexation will take in my Sawmill that 1 have operated In
this area since 1977. 1 beleive this will create a hardship on
me and the people 1 sell Lumber.
This proposal has been voted down by the people twice but they

keep pushing it on us, Thank you very much,,

LeR"y (Buster) Benson
B.& D. Lumber Co.
P.0, Box 441

Haines, Alaska

99827
766-2236
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P.0. Box 297
Haines, AK 9S827
December 16, 1983

The Honorable Peter Goll Subject: ANNEXATION OF LANDS
Representative, State of Alaska BY THE CITY OF
P.0. Box 581 HAINES, ALASKA

Haines, Alaska 99827
Dear Representative Goll:

In 1977 the City of Haines and the State of Alaska negotiated a purchase for
the City of Haines of the Lutak Dock. Later the City of Haines claimed that
they asked the State of Alaska Attorney Ceneral for a dicision on this dock to
see 1f i1t was legal to operate. The decision was handed down that it was
illegal in that it was not adjacent to the City of Haines.

The City of Haines also owns another dock at about five mile on Mud Bay Road.
This dock brings in revenue for the City, and the State or the City does not
claim that this dock 1is 1illegal.

In October, 1979, the City of Haines attempted to annex an area about three
times the size that it is now, and an area-wide vote was taken which shows
63% were against annexation. The voters protested to the City, and the
annexation proposal was withdrawn.

In September, 1981, the City again passed a resolution asking the Department
of Regional Affairs to let them annex an area to Lutak Dock.

Regional Affairs again in 1982 proposed that the City annex an area about seven
times its size as they did in 1979.The Boundary Commission promised two hear—
ings, and they came the first time in early January of 1983 and the City offi—

cials and one local real estate company asked to have the proposed area annexed.

Another hearing was held in Haines,and there were the same few that stood up
and asked to have the annexation go through. Many, many people sLood up and
asked for the annexation NOT to go through.

It is quite apparent that this did not make any impression on the Boundary
Commission, as on March 26, 1983, they had a meeting in Anchorage to decide on
the annexation. (They had promised to do it in Hainesafter the last meeting.)

The Boundary Commission allowed two people from Hainesto beat the final
decision meeting. These two people were for annexation as they had some acreage
to sell that was located near the City of Haines, and the annexation would bring
it into the City limits and therefore make it more valuable to sell.

These two people not doubt put pressure on the Boundary Commission to pass on
full annexation. If the Commission allowed this, which they did, they
should have invited people against the annexation also from Haines. This was



Subject: ANNEXATION OF LANDS BY THE CITY OF HAINES, ALASKA
Page 2

very unfair, unwise, and it has caused much distrust of the Boundary Commission
by the people of the Haines Valley.

IN OCTOBER, 1983, AN AREA-WIDE-VOTE WAS TAKEN BYTHEBOROUGH, AND 64.4% OF THE
VOTERS VOTED AGAINST THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION.

These proposed areas for annexation have fire protection, and this past October

4, the people of the Haines Valley voted in by majority to have planning, platting,
and zoning in any service area that wishes to have another vote, etc., so most

of these people have or can have all the services they wish without the extra

taxes that would be imposed if they are annexed.

At the present time, there are many families living in the city limits of Haines
who have lived here for several years. Many do not have any sewers, one has no
road to their property., nor sewer, nor water.

If the City cannot deliver the services these many families are paying maximum
city taxes for, how can the City of Haines give the people they propose to annex
any more services?

It is quite clear that this annexation is strictly a scheme to get more taxes
for the City of Haines without any concern for most of the residents outside
of the present City limits.

Most of the people that would be annexed by the present proposal have water,
sewer, electricity, etc. The annexation would give them absolutely no benefits.
Their taxes would go up, and rules and regulations would be imposed that they
do not need or want.

The few people that do need or want sewers outside of the presentCity limits
can get th.;se services by a Local Improvement District (L.1.D.).

The Boundary Commission in their March 26, 1983, report states on Page 3 the
following:

5. The residents and property owners within the Greater Haines
Area receive direct and indirect benefits of City government
without commensurate tax contributions.

THE FACTS ARE: In 1982 the City of Haines mill rate was 6.0. The total city
property tax was $150,756.00. The area to be annexed paid into the City for
fire service 2.6 mills outside of the City of Haines, totaling $27,366.00.
Each user of city ;jatcr pays for it.

Sales tax collected on everything sold within the City of Hainesis 4%, fotal-
ing $471,455.57. This tax 1is paid by everyone in the valley.

Beyond this, the Borough completely supports the Haines Library, museum, swim—
ming pool, Chilknt Center for the Arts, and the Haines Public Schools, nil of
which are within the City of Haines.

The Haines museum, library, and arts center are financed by funds from municipal
assistance and revenue sharing. The funding depends upon the number of citizens.
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who live outside the City of Haines. In other words, City of Haines citizens
do not contribute to any of these facilities.

We ask you , as an understanding representative, to vote NO on this annexation
proposal. We believe in a democratic system, and if this annexation goes

through, these people will be forced into rules and regulations they do not
want nor need.

May the holiday season be pleasant and peaceful for you and yours.
Sincerely yours,

HAINES BOROUGH CITIZENS AGAINST ANNEXATION

Louis 0. Nelson, President

P.S. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION AND OUR ATTORNEY ™ BRIEF, PLEASE FEEL FREE TO
WRITE R.E. HENDERSON, P.O. BOX 105, HAINIi"S, AK 99827.



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission”
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the
same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher

tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougn voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make, its own deci —
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of. 1.0:-.to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

Most of us who live outside the. citv made the choice, to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®"s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
\ Pouch V
N"State Capitol
{yneau, Ak. 99811
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De Mr. Goll:

I am"._.writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission®"s
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
"overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against

annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the

same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher

tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougn voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make 1its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of. 10:-.to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local boundary Commission®s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.
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P.0. 1307 509
Haines, Alaska

99327-0509

November 28, 2983

HonrasO»itativa Pe" er Goll
Pouch V

Stats Capital

Juneau, AT:. 99311

Dear Representative Goll,

I"m sure you have heard many versions of the annexation -proposal for the

Haines area.

At present the Borough and City are trying to come to some kind of an
agreement but it is difficult. It remains unclear where the annexation
issue now is, even though the City has agreed to give the Borough two
years before they go for the annexation, that is now proposed. At tViib
point the City 1is using the annexation issue to force the Haines Borough
into a unified municipality. They refer to the annexation as a hammer to
getunification.

ThiS 1is typical of the operation of the Haines City Government. The entire
annexation issue came up over trying to operate their new dock. They did

annex it into the City and may now operate it legally. In the menn tinme,
the BouncT.ary Commission suggested they annex an area three times the siae of
Haines. Kainss City Council agreed and that is how we got started. There 1is

little to bo known other than the Boundary Commission has chosen to listen to
City officals only. There wore residents of the City of Haines who testified"”
about the services they do not receive and pay taxes for, questions were
asked about how Haines could provide services for the new residents, no

answers were given.

There is a definite break in the Borough, City relations. The City 1is quick
to reply that they are stepping in because the Borough is a third class
Borough. They continually become involved in issues stiring people up

and creating an atmosphere of division. Reguardlcss of the people®s desires.

Ploaso vote against the Boundary Commissions recommendation for annexation
to the City of Haines. As the votes of the people have clearly shown
their opposition to annexation and also to unification.

Sincerely

Judy K, Bolander
Borough Assembly Member
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SMRS. A. W. JURGEL

BOX 292

HAINES, ALASKA 99827
December 21, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
P. 0. Box 581
Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear Peter -

This letter is to ask you to vote against the Local Boundary Com—
mission®s recommendation to the Legislature concerning the annexation
of lands to the City of Haines.

There are many reasons why the annexation should not take place but
uppermost in my opinion is that the people involved have spoken, writ—
ten, and voted against it repeatedly. At the last hearing held here

at least thirty spoke against the annexation and four were in favor of
:Lkt, The results of a straw vote showed 80~ of the voters living out—
side the city limits voting against annexation. The total area-wide
vote showed 64.4~ <=f the voters as being against the annexation.

As 1 understand it, the Boundary Commission felt planning and zoning
were necessary in the area affected and would come with the annexation.
However,, at the last election, held October 4, 1983, residents of the
Borough voted in favor of the powers by service areas. So - that need
is no longer existent.

Those of us who live outside the city limits do so by choice, V/e can
see no benefit to be dorived from living inside the city limits excepi
the questionable one of paying higher taxes. At the present time the
Citj of Haines cannot - or does not - furnish the usual city services
to many residents already within their limits. X can see no way they
could take on greater responsibilities and honor them.

Again, 1 urge you to please vote against the Local Boundary Commission

recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines.

Harriett L. Jurgeleit (Mrs. A. W.)



December 27, 1983
Box 447
Haines, Ak. 99827

The Honorable Peter Goll SUBJECT: ANNEXATION OF LANDS
Representative, State of Alaska BY THE CITY OF
Pouch V HAINES, ALASKA

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Representative Goll:

We have been 1living on Small TractRoad for manyyears andthings in
general have been, good to us.

We voted against the advisory vote this past fall regarding annexation.
The vote for the area was 64.43; of the voters against annexation.

We hope that you might help stop this annexation as it v/ill impose more
taxes upon us, and the services the city promises we do not need, nor

want.
We have fire protection and we payfor that.

Most of the people on Small Tract Road and Mud Bay Road that woknow are
against this annexation proposal.

Thank you for your cooperation on this matter and may the year of 1934
be good for you and your peers.

Respectfully yours,

Mr. and Mrs. Fritz Katzenmeyer
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1/9/84

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capital

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Goll;

As a life long Alaskan, | am appalled at the powers of
the Boundry Commission or Regional Affairs, and how they
listen to the Special Interest Groups and not the majority
who voted down annexation time and again.

People living outside the City of Haines only get fire
protection and ambulance service (which is in limbo now)
for which we pay taxes.
My husband, Niles, feels the same as | do.
Please vote NO on annexation.

Sinccrely,

Hazel Englund

Niles Englund

P.O. BOX 15
Haines, Alaska 99827
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January 4, 1984
Box 247 Haines, Alaska 99827

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, AK. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission®s
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the
same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher
tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for tne city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougu voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of 1.0 to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®"s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.

Gary D. Matthews



REPRESENTATIVE POUCH V
PETER GOLL JUNEAU. ALASKA 99B11
(907) AB5-A925

State of A l.asica
HOUSE OE REPRESENTATIVES

January 26, 1984

Mr. Gene Kennedy
Haines, Alaska 99827

Dear Mr. Kennedy:

Thank you for calling with questions about the annexation
issue iIn Haines.

Senator Eliason and 1 have requested the Attorney General
and the Legislative Affairs Agency to provide us with a
legal analysis of the Local Boundary Commission®s report on
the Haines annexation. There are several legal questions to
be answered. It is possible that the annexation language 1is
itself illegal.

On Tuesday, January 31, between 7 p.m. and 9 p.m., Senator
Eliason and 1 are sponsoring a teleconference to hear the
concerns of the people on this question. I am working on
getting teleconference facilities set up at the Mosquito
Lake School 1in order for the Borough residents to testify
without having to drive into town.

I will advise you of whatever final action 1is planned.

Best regards,
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We are residents of the Burrough

of Haines.

Haines,
Jan. 13,

V jkh;

Alaska
198%.

living on Small Tract Rd.
We wish to express our opposistion to any annexation with the City

The people of the Burrough have already expressed this

opposistion”™ and we say It one more time that V/P..ara -againsi;-anne”caZjn n.-

V/e know there are powerful

us yet ve stand against it. There would be absolutely no benefit

forces

to us whatsoever.to annex. ’

in the city to force this upon

Richard & Susan Fredricks

Borough accepts comm Ission’s deC|S|on

T R SPEEIl AR HIHHEE meeting
Monday, the Haines Borough Assembly
voted unanimously to accept the local
Boundary Commission's two year ex-
tension on annexation, and1not Ito have
Haines Representative Peter Goll pursue
the matter In this year’s legislative
session.. . r"\-

Noting that the chance of defeating
annexation In .this .years legislative
session*would be "quitesmall,” Borough
Assembly Mayor Bob Henderson said
that such a move at this tin.** would

. *cause a lotofproblems and create a lott.

of hard feelings." lox

If annexation was followed through
with, continued Henderson, "It would
definitely cripple the third class borough
financially and In other ways as well. It
would mean that the people of the valley
would have little or no representation In
the borough assembly."”
. *AThe two year extension was given by
Hen.der»on 0 a major reason for this
decision. “By accepting the boundary
commission’s findings, we could at least

***** V-U7 rv>* rn/ A V>f

Aoy
Rave a twe yejjp=FfprTeve and @@ndm@rw
could change very greatly In two years,"
he said. .

Hunderson added that the only
dls/dvantage of such a move would be
the, the "school board would be different
frrm the borough assembly" and added
tbit perhaps there was a way the
borough chartercould be worked out so it
"would not be Buch a conflict In other
areas.
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December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission®s
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the
same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher

tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougn voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area., and are
taxed an additional rate of 1.0 to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr, Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission®s
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Hainesr Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the

same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three tines the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher

tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougb voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of. 1.0-.to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

1
Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. 1 urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission®s
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the
same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher
tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougn voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of.1.0-to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond die
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®s recommendat®on to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.

Sincerely



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission %
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the

same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex in
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher

tax rate.

1

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougp voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
I»y service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, waich was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of.1.0-to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

Most of us who live outside the r.ity made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®"s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.

Sincerely,



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission®s
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission l.eld public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the. citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October A, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the
same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery i d the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher
tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October A, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougp voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of. 1.0:-.to 2.2 mills, depending on. the area.

Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.

Sincerely,



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ah. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the

same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city % present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would raise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher
tax rate.

1
The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borougq voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of.1.0 to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

[
Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. 1 urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.

Sincerely,



December 5, 1983

Representative Peter Goll
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Mr. Goll:

I am writing to urge you to vote against the Local Boundary Commission”
recommendation to the Legislature for annexation of lands to the City
of Haines. Please consider the following points.

When the Local Boundary Commission held public hearings in Haines, an
overwhelming majority of the citizens testifying, opposed annexation.
This opposition was further emphasized when sixty four percent (64%)
of the entire borough (including the City of Haines), voted against
annexation on the advisory ballot question in the October 4, 1983
Municipal election. Eighty percent (80%) of the borough residents
residing outside the City of Haines voted against annexation in the

same election.

The Local Boundary Commission is recommending that the city annex an
area about three times the city"s present size. This includes far
removed areas such as the Haines Cannery and the airport. The city
cannot possibly provide services such as water and sewer to many of
these areas, however, they would rciise taxes from the present 1.6 mills
to 7.6 mills. There are already many residents in the present city
boundaries who do not receive these services, but still pay the higher

tax rate.

The Local Boundary Commission cited the lack of planning and zoning
powers by the borough as one of the reasons for the city to annex such
a large area. In the October 4, 1983 Municipal Election, the citizens
of the Haines Borough voted in favor of planning, platting and zoning
by service area, which enables each service area to make its own deci—
sions on these matters, if the people of that area vote to enact such
powers. All of the service areas in the proposed annexation currently
have fire protection, which was voted on by each service area, and are
taxed an additional rate of.1.0 to 2.2 mills, depending on.the area.

Most of us who live outside the city made the choice to live beyond the
services and higher taxes. I urge you to consider the above concerns
and vote AGAINST the Local Boundary Commission®s recommendation to the
Legislature for annexation of lands to the City of Haines.
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