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Alaska Statp fogialatur?
House of Representatives T Gl

i'-ly Juneau, Alaska 99811
1 Committee on (907) 465-3870

%-%.v

Community & Regional A ffairs

February 15, 1984

P.S.A.

THE HOUSE AND SENATE COMMUNITY £ REGIONAL AFFAIRS
COMMITTEES WILL BE HOLDING A PUBLIC HEARING  VIA
TELECONFERENCE ON HJR 69 AND SJR 41; WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY
22, AT 3:15 P.M. IN ROOM 110 OF THE BEHRENDS BUILDING. THE
TWO BILLS WOULD DISAPPROVE THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATION FOR ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY
OF HGONAH. FOR INFORMATION REGARDING HJR 69 AND SJR 41,
CONTACT SHIRLEY DREAS WITH HOUSE COMMUNITY 5 REGIONAL
AFFAIRS AT 465-3870. FOR MORE INFORMATION REGARDING THE
TELECONFERENCE, CONTACT YOUR LOCAL LEGISLATIVE

INFORMATION OFFICE OR TELECONFERENCE CENTER.



CITY of HOONAH

P.O. Box 360
HOONAH, ALASKA 99829

Senator Richard Eliason

Pouch V

Juneau, Ak. 99811

February 15, 1984

Re: City of Hoonah Annexation Petition and Brief
Dear Senator Eliason,

You are hereby requested to proceed with having the Petition for
Annexation rejected by both Houses of the Legislature in its present
form.

Please be informed by myself that the purpose of the request is to
allow for a meaningful dialogue and exchange of ideas between the City
Council of Hoonah and the affected property owners during the
forthcoming year so that a future annexation request is one arrived at
through a consensus of the various parties.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Hoonah City Manager



CITY of HOONAH

P.O. Box 360
HOONAH, ALASKA 99829

RESOLUTION NO: CC-84-14-02-02

A RESOLUTION BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HOONAH, ALASKA,
RESCINGING RESOLUTION NO. 83-09-22-01 IN ORDER THAT THE ANNEXATION ISSUE
MAY BE REVIEWED FOR A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR AND REEVALUATED WITH INPUT FROM
ALL AFFECTED PROPERTY OWNERS.

WHEREAS, The City of Hoonah previously passed a resolution
directing the City Manager to submit a petition for
annexation to the State Local Boundary Commission; and,

WHEREAS, The City Manager submitted such a petition; and,

WHEREAS, There 1s a legitimate concern among several of the
affected property owners that there wasan insufficient
dialogue and exchange of 1ideas prior tothe submission of
the Petition for Annexation; and,

WHEREAS, It would be beneficial to the City of Hoonah and to the
affected property owners to have such aperiod of
dialogue with the exchange of ideas and concepts.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Hoonah City Council that the City
Manager is hereby directed to prenare and submit a letter to Senator
Richard Eliason and Representative Ben Grussendorf requesting that the
Petition for Annexation be rejected by both Houses of the Legislature in
its present form.

FURTHER, that Senator Eliason and Representative Ben Grussendorf be
informed by the City Manager that the purpose of the request is to allow
for a meaningful dialogue and exchange of ideas between the City Council
of Hoonah and the affected property owners during the forthcoming year
so that afuture annexation request is one arrived atthrough a
consensus of the various parties.

ADOPTED this 14th day of February, 1984, by a duly constituted
quorum of the City Council, Hoonah, Alaska.

ATTEST:

Bertina Jack, Cfty Clerk



H ~ TOTEM CORPORATION RESOLUTION £ 3
RESOLUTION OF THE HUNA TOTEM CORPORATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS
RE: RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF HOONAH

WHEREAS, Huna Totem Corporation is the major property owner in the area
sought to be annexed; and

WHEREAS, Huna Totem Corporation has eight hundred seventy five (875)
shareholders registered to Hoonah, Alaska; and

WHEREAS, Huna Totem Corporation Board of Directors is concerned that the
annexation as proposed is not in the best interest of either the residents of the
City of Hoonah or the shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation; and

WHEREAS, there are certain factual inaccuracies contained in the Recommendation
for the Annexation of Territory to the City of Hoonah prepared by the Local
Boundary Commission; and

WHEREAS, there has been a failure by the City of Hoonah to adhere to statutory
and regulatory requirements for the processing of its Petition for Annexation;

NOW THEREFORE, BE 1T HEREBY RESOLVED that the Huna Totem Corporation
Board of Directors oppose the recommendation for the annexation of territory to
the City of Hoonah in its present form; and

FURTHER, that the Board of Directors propose to the Alaska State Legislature
that the annexation issue be reevaluated during the coming year; and

FURTHER, that the Huna Totem Corporation Board of Directors actively seek
legislative rejection in both the Senate and House of the recommendation for
annexation in its present form.

BE IT SO RESOLVED this 29th day of January 1984.

HUNA TOTEM CORPORATION



PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION

OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature,
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah.

Namely,

both Senate and

we are

in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are opposed to the requested annexation because it

of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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to the annexation
not inthe best interest
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House,reject the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are oppos. 1 to the requested annexation because it is not inthe best interest

of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. Wo are opposed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest

of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are opposed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best

interest

of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Hana Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House,reject the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we areopposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are opposed to the requested annexation because itisnot in the best interest

of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the
recommendation oi the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation
in the present fcrm containing 9.63 square miles, more or less. Wo are opposed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonc.h or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request thnt the Alaska State Legislature,
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation

in the present fcrm containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are opposed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House,reject the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we areopposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are opposed to the requested annexation because itisnot in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House,, rejee c the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are opposed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF HOONAH AS PROPOSED BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION TO THE SECOND SESSION
OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

We the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to tne City of Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation

in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. We are opposed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEASLATURE REJECT ANNEXATICN
CF TERRITARY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FRORCED BY
THE LOCAL BONDARY GCOMMSICN TO THE SEOOND SES3ON
Or THE THRTEENTH LEGSATURE

V¢ the undersigned residents of Hoonah, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the )
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely, we are to the annexation

in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, nore or less. V¢ are op&sed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonsh or the property owners of the area sought to annexed.
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PETITMON REQUESTING THAT THE LEAS ATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
CF THRRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FROFRCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMSSCN TO THE SHIOND SESSON
] rF THE THRTEENTH LEGS ATURE

ned residents of Hoonah, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the )
Hoonah. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation

recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of L re ¢ ) _
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, nore or less. W are op&sed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
0

of either the City of Hoonsh or the property owners of the area sought t annexed.

V¢ the undersi%
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGSLATURE REJECT ANNEXATICN

OF THRRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FRORCHD DY
THE LOCAL BONDARY GOMMSSCN TO THE SHOOND S5SSON
Or THE THRTEENTH LEGS ATURE

Vg the undersigned residents of Hoonah, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the

recommendation of the Local Boundary (
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, nore or less.
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Commission for the amexation of territory to the City of Hoonah.

Narely, we are

to the annexation

% are opposed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonsh or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGS ATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
OrF THRRTGRY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FRORCHD BY
THE LOCAL BONDARY COMMSION TO THE SHOOND SESSON
(r THE THRTEENTH LEASLATURE

% the undersigned residents of Hoonah, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the

recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of _ re ¢ ) _

in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, nore or less. V¢ are op&sed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonah or the property omners of the area sought to
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Namely, we are opposed to the annexation
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PETTION REQUESTING THAT THE LEAS ATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
CF TERRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FROFCHD BY
THE LOCAL BONDRY COMMSION TO THE SEOND SESSON
Or THE THRTEENTH LEGSATURE

V¢ the under5|%ned residents of Hoonah, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the
recommendation of the Local Boundary Conmission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah, Namrely, we -re opposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, nore or less. W are opgsed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to nexed.
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t PETITION REQLESTING THAT THE LEGISLATURE REIECT ANNEXATION
OF TERRTCRy TO THE ATY OF HOONH AS FRORCHD BY
THE LOCAL BONDARY GCOVMSSON TO THE EOOND SESSON
(F THE THRTEENTH LEGSATURE

V¢ the undersigned residents of Hoonah, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the _
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commisiion for the annexation of territory to the City of Hooneh. .lamely, we are opposed to the annexation
to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest

in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, nmore or less. W\ are opgsed
of either the City of Hoonsh or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITMION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGSATURE REJECT ANNBXATION
CF THRRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FROFRCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY GCOVMSSCN TO THE SHOOND SESSON
CF THE THRTEENTH LEASLATURE

Ve the_undersi%ned residents of Hoonah, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both Senate and House, reject the )
recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hooneh. Namely, we are opposed to the annexation
in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or loss. V¢ are opgsed to the requested annexation because it is not in the best interest
of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITMON REQLESTING THAT THE LEQS ATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
Or THRRTCRY TO THE ATY OF HIONYH AS FROFRCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY GCOMMSSCN TO THE FOOND SESSON
CF THE THRTEENTH LEQS ATURE

V¢ the undersigned Shareholders of Hua Totem Corporation residing in Juneau. Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both

Senate and House, reject the recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely,
we are sed to the annexation in the present form cqntammg .68 square miles, more or less. V¢ are to the requested annexation
because i1t is not in the best interest of either the City of

or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQLESTING THAT THE LEASLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
CF TERRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONYH AS AROFCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COVWMISSCN TO THE SEOOND SESSON
CF THE THRTEENTH LEGSLATURE

V¢ the undersigned Shareholders of Hua Totem Corporation residing in Juneau, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both
enate and House, reject the recommendation of the Local Boundary Commmission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely,
we are opposed to the annexation in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, nmore or less. V¢ are opposed to the requested annexation
because It is ,ot in the best interest of either the City of or the property omners of the area sought to be annexed.

NAVE - PRNTED SQWILRE RESDENCE ATRESS MAILING ATTRSS
[ —— —mt - roe__ 2om-1- sV-r<-*.4- f2//
A 1A ly /£%) YW um* aQ ~/A2-34 S. fro oiC /ial SA Z-36 S. /yha)U;*) S/, fTal $dz /
Setubas . m
Ifi - X
LA g.n. M \IK LVt \ s1-, 0 -
33-3
A McecW, A-<J 0 e-CUtiAa
c u U &S a 1f
(o 1<>yv 2 7
7= r -
JI./LzMLI-f/klL..pk”~jxizLl No.so.FEN/N
Dl . FA PP’ iAsds— ~UFinng/MfcljiAraAicU® > S JriNilzv. b - A»13119L G Ua
B - Mm- L1110 | [{0) E—— ji>.nh ) ilAif z [j\auj_z\?ﬂA_:QSb
1m A tre.mi? ) lantit f£.0.Bo Im rfmy ywrQm2- A
K CO.fi, biW.0”reT -v>NLv-lctv.Q. . , &.ft It iW% Z - Isfn\n\Ct V

Ary=Felil V-XVhJ <Q 22 F Ld. /C)~Auilem.A A



PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGS ATURE REJECT ANNEXATICN
Or THRRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FRORCED BY
THE LOCAL BONDARY COVMSSON TO THE SHOOND SESSON
OF THE THRTEENTH LEGSLATURE

Ve the undersigned Shareholders of Hua Totem Corporation residing in Juneau, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both
Senate and House, reject the recommendation of the Local Bounda% Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. 2y,
ve are opposed to the annexation in the present form containing 9.60 square miles, more or less. W are opposed to the requested annexation

because 1t is not in the best interest of either the City of or the £'-operty omners of the area sought to be annexed.
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TV, ity . PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGSLATURE REJECT ANNEXATION
O TERRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONYH AS FRORCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COVMSSON TO THE SHOOND S=S9ON
Or THE THRTEENTH LEASLATURE

Ve the undersigned Shareholders of Hua Totem Corporation residing in Juneau, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both
Senate and House, reject the recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely,
we are opposed to the annexation in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less. W are opposed to the requested annexation

because 1t is not in the best interest of either the City of or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PENTION REQUESTING THAT THE LEGSLATURE REIECT ANNEXATICN
CF THRRITCRY TO THE AJTY GF HOONH AS FROFRCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDRY GCOVMSSON TO THE SEOOND S=SSON
Or THE THRTEENTH LEGSLATURE

V¢ the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation residing in Juneau. Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both
Senate and House, reject the recommendation of the Local Boundarg Commission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely,
we are opposed to the annexation in the present form containing 9.68 sguare miles, nmore or less. V¢ are opposed to the requested annexation

because 1t is not in the best interest of either the City of or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEQS ATURE REJECT ANNEXATION

OF THRRTCRY TO THE ATY GF HOONH AS FROPCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMSION TO THE SHOOND SSSON

Or THE THRTEENTH LEASLATURE

W% the undersigned Shareholders of Huna Totem Corporation residing in Sitka, Alaska request that the Alaska State Legislature, both
to tne requested annexation

Senate and House, reject the recommendation of the Local Boundary Commission for the annexation of V‘Eéerritory to the City of Hoonah.
are opposed

to the annexation in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less.
or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.

we are opposed
because 1t is not in the best interest of either the City of
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PETITION REQUESTING THAT THE LEASATURE REIECT ANNBEXATICN

OrF THRRTCRY TO THE ATY (- HIDIAH AS FROPRCHD BY
THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMSSCN TO THE SEFOOND SESSON
OF THE THRTEENTH LEGSATURE

V¥ the undersigned Shareholders of Hua Totem Corporation residing in Sitka, Alaska request that the Alaska Stcte Legislature, both
Senate and House, rejert the recommendation o/ the Local Boundary Con.nission for the annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah. Namely,

we are opposed to the annexation in the present form containing 9.68 square miles, more or less.

to the requested annexation

because It is not in the best interest of either the City of Hoonah or the property owners of the area sought to be annexed.
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bill Sheffield, governor

reply to: 225 Cordova. Bldg.
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION Anchorage, AK 995C

January 17, 1984

The Honorable Joe L. Hayes
Speaker

Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Hayes:

Attached hereto 1is the REPORT OF CALENDAR YEAR 1983 ACTIVITIES
OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECOND SESSION OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE FOR CERTAIN
MUNICIPAL BOUNDARY CHANGES.

The report contains recommendations for changes to the
boundaries of five municipalities which, pursuant to Article X,
Section 12 of the State Constitution and AS 29.68.010, are to be

presented to the Legislature. These recommended boundary
changes become effective forty-five days after presentation or
at the end of the session, whichever is earlier, unless

disapproved by a resolution <concurred 1in by a majority of the
members of each house.

The Local Boundary Commission 1is hoping to meet with the House
and Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committees 1in early
February to discuss its report and recommendations.

Sincerely,

Sheila Gallagher

Chairman
Local Boundary Commissi



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

REPLY TO:
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

REPORT OF CALENDAR YEAR 1983
ACTIVITIES OF THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECOND SESSION

OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

FOR CERTAIN MUNICIPAL BOUNDARY CHANGES



INTRODUCTION

This document contains a report of the activities of the State

Local Boundary Commission during 1983. More importantly, it
contains recommendations to the Second Session of the
Thirteenth Legislature for <changes to the boundaries of five
municipalities, pursuant to Article X, Section 12 of the State
Constitution and AS 29.68.010. These recommended boundary
changes become effective forty-five days after presentation or
at the end of the Session, whichever is earlier, unless

disapproved by a resolution concurred 1in by a majority of the
members of each house.

The Local Boundary Commission <consists of five members, one

from each of the fourJudicialDistricts of the State, plus one
member at large.. . The Commission members servewithout
compensation at the pleasure of the Governor. The current

members of the Commission are:

SHEILA GALLAGHER, Chairman, serving at large until
January 31, 1987;

JOSEPHINE ANDERSON, serving from the First Judicial
District until January 31, 1986;

BERT GREIST, serving from the Second Judicial District
until January 31, 1984;

Position Vacant, member from the Third Judicial
District; and

CHARLES BETTISWORTH, serving from the Fourth Judicial
District until January 31, 1985.

Staff support for the Local Boundary Commission 1is provided by
the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, Municipal and
Regional Assistance Division.

The Local Boundary Commission was established pursuant to
Article X Section 12 of the State Constitution and Section
44 .47 .565 of the Alaska Statutes for the purposes of
considering municipal incorporations, boundary changes and
dissolutions.

Municipal 1incorporations are effected under the provisions of
State laws and administrative regulations. It is the
responsibility of the Local Boundary Commission to review and
act on all petitions for municipal 1incorporations 1in accordance
with AS 29.18.011-150, 19 AAC 10.010-030, 19 AAC 10.160-180 and
19 AAC 10.325-440. Unlike municipal boundary <changes and
dissolutions, the Legislature plays no role in municipal
incorporations.

MUNICIPAL BOUNDARY CHANGES: Annexations and detachments may be
effected by Local Boundary Commission action through either of
two general procedures:



Legislative Review - The legislative review boundary
change procedure assures an objective examination of
the merits of a proposed municipal boundary change.
In that the decision on such matters rests with the
Local Boundary Commission and the Legislature, this
process assures that decisions will be made with the
greatest consideration given to the application of
regulatory standards concerning such matters.

This process is typically initiated by municipalities
in situations where there 1is a compelling need for the
proposed boundary <change, but where a majority of the
residents in the territory involved 1in the proposed
boundary change oppose it.

Under this process the Local Boundary Commission may

accept and review any proposed local government
boundary change. Once the Local Boundary Commission
has accepted a petition proposing a Jlocal government
boundary change, the Commission conducts a public
hearing in the municipality proposing the boundary
change. If, after the public hearing is completed,
the proposed boundary change 1is approved by the Local
Boundary Commission, the Commission presents a
recommendation for the change to the Legislature
during the first 10 days of any regular session. The

recommended change becomes effective 45 days after
presentation or at the end of the session, whichever
is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution
receiving concurrent approval from a majority of the
members of each house.

Local Action - Municipal boundary changes subjected to
this process gain final approval at the local level.
The following discussion examines the three types of
local action boundary change procedures:

1. An area adjoining a municipality may be annexed or
detached by municipal ordinance without an
election, provided all property owners and voters
within the area petition the assembly or council.
The annexation becomes effective with the consent
of a majority of the Local Boundary Commission

members.

2. Municipally owned property adjoining the
municipality may be annexed oy ordinance without
voter approval. The annexation becomes effective

with the consent of a majority of the Local
Boundary Commission members.



3. A proposition for the annexation or detachment of
territory may be submitted to the voters residing
within the area of the proposed boundary <change.
To become effective the proposed boundary <change
must be approved by a majority of such voters.
Before the proposition 1is submitted to the voters,
the Local Boundary Commission must approve a
petition for the proposed boundary change.

DISSOLUTIONS: Current activities related to the issue of
sovereignty of Alaska Native villages has alerted the
Commission to the need to prepare for a potentially significant
number of rural city governments which might seek dissolution.

In August of 1983, the second class city of Akiachak notified
the Department of Community and Regional Affairs that it wanted
to consider dissolution of its municipal government.
Department staff met with representatives of the City Council
and the IRA Council to discuss the dissolution process.

Subsequently, but contrary to the Department®s explanation of
the dissolution process, the Akiachak City Council resigned and

the IRA Council passed a resolution notifying the Department
that the [IRA Council had become the representative government
for the community of Akiachak. The Department notified the IRA

Council that the dissolution of the City government has not
been accomplished, as the City had not followed the statutory

procedures for dissolution. The Department notified the IRA
Council that the Department was willing to assist the City with
the preparation of a correct dissolution petition. The IRA
council indicated that it did not recognize the State”"s
authority in the dissolution process and <considered the City
government dissolved. To date, there has been no resolution to

this issue.

The following explanation reviews the procedures for the
dissolution of a municipality. The aissolution of a municipal
government, in accordance with Sec. 29.68.500-580, can be

effected by Local Boundary Commission action through either of
two procedures:

A. Legislative Review - The legislative review procedure
assures an objective examination of the merits of a
proposed dissolution. The decision for a dissolution

rests with the Local Boundary Commission and the
Legislature, which ensures that decisions will be made
with the greatest consideration given to the
application of regulatory standards concerning such
matters.



This process 1is typically initiated through a petition
by the community where the municipal government has
ceased to function or by the Commissioner of the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

Once the Department has received and approved a
petition for the dissolution of a municipal
government, the petition is forwarded to the Local
Boundary ~.Commission which must then hold a public
hearing Tn the community proposing the dissolution.

In reviewing the dissolution action, the Commission
will apply the standards for dissolution of cities.

These standards require that: 1.) the city has ceased,
for two or more consecutive years, to exercise any of
the municipal powers set forth in AS 29.48.030
29.48.035; 2.) the <city has failed to conduct two or
more consecutive regular elections in the manner
provided by law; and 3.) the city no longer meets the
standards for incorporation as provided by law and
regulation.

1f, after the public hearing is completed, the

proposed dissolution 1is approved by the Local Boundary
Commission, the Commission presents a recommendation
for the action to the Legislature during the first 10

days of any regular session. The recommended
dissolution becomes effect ive 45 days after
presentation or at the end of the session, whichever
is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution

receiving concurrent approval from a majority of the
members of each house.

Local Action - A municipal dissolution subjected to
this process gains final approval at the local level.
The process 1is initiated by municipalresidents filing
a dissolution petition. The petition must by signed
by at least 25 percent of the number of voters who
voted in the last regular municipal election.

Once the Department has received and accepted the
petition, it is forward to the Local Boundary
Commission. The Commission would then conduct a
public hearing 1in the <community proposing the action
to determine if the standards for a local action
dissolution have been met.

The standards for a Jlocal action dissolution require
that: 1.) the municipality to be free of debt, or if
in debt, that each of 1its creditors 1is satisfied with
a method of repayment, and 2.) either it no longer
meets the minimum standards prescribed for
incorporation by AS. 29.18.011, or it ceases to use
each and every one of its mandatory powers.

4



IfT the Commission finds that the dissolution petition
meets the standards it will accept the petition and
immediately notify the Ilieutenant governor. Within 30
days after notification, the lieutenant governor will
order and election with the municipality to determine
whether the voters desire dissolution.



SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES OF THE
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION DURING 1983

During 1983 the Local Boundary Commission dealt with petitions
concerning the following proposed municipal incorporations and

boundary

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

changes:

CITY OF HAINES - The Commission approved the petition
for the annexation of territory, comprising
approximately 8.11 square miles. The proposed

annexation is subject to Legislative review of the
recommendation submitted on pages 9 through 12 of this
document.

CITY OF KETCHIKAN - The Commission approved the two
petitions for annexation of approximately 6.82 acres
and 0.3 square miles. The proposed annexations are

subject to Legislative review of the recommendations
submitted on pages 13 through 17 of this document.

CITY OF POINT HOPE - The Commission approved the
petition for annexation of approximately 3.03 square
miles. The proposed annexation is subject to

Legislative review of the recommendation submitted on
pages through 18 of 21 this document.

CITY OF HOONAH - The Commission approved the petition
for annexation of approximately 9.68 square miles.
The proposed annexation is subject to Legislative

review of the recommendation submitted on pages 22
through 25 of this document.

CITY OF KODIAK - The Commission approved the petition
for annexation of approximately 10.92 acres. The
proposed annexation is subject to Legislative review
of the recommendation submitted on pages 26 through 33
of this document.

CITY OF CHIGNIK - The Commission approved the petition
for the incorporation of Chignik as a city of the
second class, pursuant to AS. 29.18. The voters
subsequently approved the proposed incorporation. The

Lieutenant Governor"s office certified the election
results on May 16, 1983.

CITY OF SAINT GEORGE - The Commission approved the
petition for the incorporation of Saint George as a
city of the second class, pursuant to AS. 29.18. The
voters subsequently approved the proposed
incorporation. The Lieutenant Governor"s office

certified the election results on September 13, 1983.
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8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

||
20)

e " ®

CITY OF FAIRBANKS - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 4241 to
annex 26.86 acres.

CITY OF FAIRBANKS - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 4242 to
annex 40 acres.

CITY OF FAIRBANKS - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 4244 to
annex 6,810 square feet.

CITY OF FAIRBANKS - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 4265 to
annex 26.86 acres.

CITY OF NORTH POLE - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 82-20
to annex 37.03 acres.

CITY OF NORTH POLE - The Commission reviewed the City"s
local action election petition authorized by City
Ordinance 83-10 to an lex 116.07 acres. Final action on
the petitionby the Commission will follow a public

hearing to be held in early 1984.

CITY OF NORTH POLE - The Commission reviewed the City"s
local action election petition authorized by City
Ordinance 83-14 to annex 0.3 square miles. Final action

on the petition by the Commission will follow a public
hearing to be held 1in early 1984.

CITY OF KETCHIKAN -The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 999 for
the annexation of 8.95 acres.

CITY OF KETCHIKAN - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 1001
for the annexation of 2.37 acres.

CITY OF KETCHIKAN - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 1002
for the annexation of 10.79 acres.

CITY OF KETCHIKAN -The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 1003
for the annexation of 85.16 acres.

CITY OF KETCHIKAN - The Commission approved the City"s
local action petition authorized by City Ordinance 1004
for the annexation of 9.67 acres.

e+ . e ow

CITY OF PELICAN - The Commission approved the City"s local
action petition authorized by City Ordinance 1983-7 for
the annexation of 11.43 acres.



The

brought

156.

21)

22)

23)

24)

CITY OF WASILLA - The Commission approved the
action petition authorized by City Ordinance
annexation of 92.77 acres.

CITY OF KODIAK - The Commission approved the
action petition authorized by City Ordinance
annexation of 12.87 acres.

CITY OF k"ODIAK — The Commission approved the
action petition authorized by City Ordinance
annexation of 8.54 acres.

CITY OF KODIAK - The Commission approved the
action petition authorized by City Ordinance
annexation of 8.8 acres.

incorporation of the Cities of Chignik arid

the total number of municipal corporations 1in

City"s local
83-32 for the

City"s local
656 for the

City"s local
673 for the

City"s local
708 for the

Saint George
the State to



STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER FOUR TO THE SECOND
SESSION OF THE THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF HOONAH

On September 22, 1983, the Hoonah City Council passed
resolution number 83-09-22-01 authorizing the petition for the
annexation of twenty-four square miles of territory. The City
of Hoonah submitted 1its petition and supporting documentation
to th ; Department on September 30, 1983.

The petition was determined to be sufficient as to form and
content and was accepted by the Department November 2, 1983.
The requirement that the petitioner give public notice of the
filing of the petition was fulfilled by the posting of such
notice in three public places (the City Hall, tiv U.S. Post
Office, and the B.M. Behrends Bank).

Pursuant to proper notice, the Local Boundary Commission held a
public hearing on the petition for the proposed annexation on
December 18, 1983. The hearing began at 1 p.m. (local time) 1in
the Hoonah City Council Chambers. Local Boundary Commission
members present were: Charles Bettisworth and Bert Greist.
Answering briefs were submitted by the Sealaska Corporation and
Huna Totein Corporation. The City of Hoonah subsequently
submitted a reply brief during the hearing.

Pursuant to proper notice, the Local Boundary Commission held a
decisional meeting on the petition for the proposed annexation
on January 7, 1984. Local Boundary Commission members present
were: Sheila Gallagher (Chairman), Charles Bettisworth, Joe
Anderson, and Bert Greist.

Upon consideration of the petition to annex twenty-four square
miles to the City of Hoonah, the December 12, 1983 reportof
the Department, the answering briefs submitted by Huna Totenm
Corporation and Sealaska, the reply brief submitted by the City

of Hoonah and the testimony presented at the public hearing,
theLocal Boundary Commission made the following findings of
fact:

1. There are no other municipalities in the immediate
area of the City of Hoonah to provide services to the
approximately 200 residents of the territory proposed
for annexation. As there are no other municipalities
in the immediate area of the City of Hoonah, the
territory 1is in need of municipal services which the
City can provide more effectively than any other
municipality.
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Currently, the City of Hoonah 1is providing municipal
services outside of the City. The City of Hoonah
airport, the City landfill, and the City maintained
recreational trails are all located outside of the
City. The City 1is providing on request, police
protection, emergency medical treatment, library, and
health clinic services to persons residing outside of
the City. With the continued expansion of the timber
industry 1in the Hoonah area, the need for municipal
services will continue to expand. It will be necessary
for the City to provide for education, planning and
zoning, public safety, emergency medical services 1in
that territory proposed for annexation.

2. Given the current level of timber harvesting and plans
for expansion of the timber harvesting activities 1in the
Hoonah area, it is likely that future growth and

development will occur within the territory and that
annexation of the territory will enable the City to plan
for and control that development.

3. Residents of Hoonah residing outside of the municipal
boundaries may not participate in the democratic process
which guides the municipality®"s direction and growth.

So long as these individuals reside outside of the
municipality®s boundaries, they are precluded fron
holding office on the City Council. Further, those
residents may not vote on members of the City Council
and may not vote on City referenda or 1initiative.

4. The watershed territory proposed for annexation in the
City of Hoonah"s petition has been excluded from the
Commission®s recommendation. The Commission feels that

there was not sufficient justification given for v.he
annexation for this territory.

THEREFORE, the Commission hereby recommends to the Second
Session of the Thirteen Legislature of the State of Alaska,
annexation of territory to the City of Hoonah, resulting in the
following legal description for the City of Hocnah:

Beginning at the NE corner of protracted Section 22, T43S, R61E,
Copper River meridian (C.R.M.)y thence, south to the NE corner
of protracted Section 34, T43S, R61E, C.R.M.; thence east to the
ME corner of protracted Section 35, T43S, R61E, C.R.M.; thence
south to the SE corner of protracted Section 35, T43S, R61E,
C.R.M.; thence west to the SE corner of protracted Section 34,
T43S, R61E, C.R.M.y thence south to the SE corner of the North
1/2 of protracted Section 3, T44S, R61E, C.R.M.y thence west to
the SW corner of the NE 1/4th of protracted Section 5, T44S,
F6lLE, C.R.M.y thence north to the NW corner of the NE 1/4th of
protracted Section 5, T44S, R61E, C.R.M.y thence west to the SW
corner of protracted Section 32, T43S, R61E, C.R.M.y thence
north to the NW corner of protracted Section 32, T43S, RG61E,
C.R.M.y thence east to the NW corner of the NE 1/4th of the NE
1/4th of

23



protracted Section 32, T43S, R61E, C.R.M.; thence north to a
point that intersects with the line of mean high water off Inner
Point Sophia; thence meandering in a generally easterly
direction along the mean high tide water 1line of Icy Strait to a
point which intersects with the northern boundary of protracted
Section 21, T43S, R61E, C.R.M.; thence east to the NE corner of
protracted Section 22, T43S, R61E, C.R.M., the true point of
beginning, containing 9.68 square miles, more or less, all in
the First Judicial District, State of Alaska.
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December 20, 1983

Local Boundary Commission ECEI\E:)

C/0 Jim Sanders

Department of Community & Regional ()tC J 0 1983
Affairs, Local Government Assistance

225 Cordova St., Bldg. B DEPT. OF COWM. & RE3. AFRAIRS ,
Anchorage, AK. 99501 PM CEMNICIPAL
Gentlemen:

Since the City has been afforded the opportunity of written re—
buttal and since | limited my final remarks at the annexation hearing
on 12/18/83 at the request of the acting Chairman of the Local Boundary
Commission, the Huna Totem Corporation feels that a brief reply is in
order. We will generally follow the order of the City"s reply.

It is still our contention that the notice of the annexation was
not sufficient to meet the intent of the Alaska Administrative Code
even if it can be demonstrated that the City met the letter of the
code, which we doubt.

In a workshop on December 9th, and 10th, 1983 the Huna Totem Cor—
poration Board of Directors unanimously directed me as the Corporate
Chief Executive Officer to oppose all annexation except the 1130 acres.
I was stretching my authority when | recognized there might be some
validity to annexing U.S. Survey 2414. The Board is not accustomed to
passing resolutions each time they give the Chief Executive Officer a
directive.

The Huna Totem Corporation brief was mailed to the address given
in the public notice and hand delivered to the petitioner. (See Affidavit)

The fact that a Huna Totem Corporation Board member and an employee
of the Corporation are/were councilmen and/or on the Planning & Zoning
Commission 1is immaterial. An individual Board member does not represent
the Corporation. Only the Chairman and Chief Executive Officer can com—
mit the Corporation as individuals and then with limitations. Certainly
the Board member/City Councilman is not considered as being able to speak
for or commit the City in a Corporate Board meeting.

The Coastal Zone Management Plan was cited in testimony at the hearing
in several instances as being the document from which many of the "Facts"
were drawn. It should be noted that the Coastal Zone Management Plan has
not been adopted. Additionally, the Huna Totem Corporation is on record
as questioning the accuracy and completeness of the draft Coastal Zone
Management Plan. The use of one inaccurate and incomplete document to
validate a second document is not acceptable. Neither the City"s brief
nor the State"s report cited the Coastal Zone Management Plan as the
authority, therefore, it should come as little surprise that we ignored

HUNA TOTEM CORPORATION

P.0. BOX 290 HOONAH, ALASKA 99829 907-945-3330



Page 2
the Coastal Zone Management Plan in our original brief.

The petitioner c)aims we did not comply with 19 AAC 10.550.
19 AAC 10.500 states in part "... the brief ... shall demonstrate that
the boundary change meets the applicable standards "

One of the difficulties in preparing our answering brief was the
fact the petitioner did not address any of the standards. We were left
to guess at which standards the petitioner was trying to substantially
meet and the basis for their determination. Had each standard beer
addressed and factual information presented demonstrating the criteria
were met then our analysis could have been more thorough. As it stands
there was no testimony which indicated that any statement in our original
brief was materially incorrect or uncomplete. We still stand behind our
statement that the City"s brief was incorrect and incomplete as further
evidenced by their complete failure to address any of the standards as
required, by 19 AAC 10.550.

The petitioner uses the State"s "Report..." as substantive proof
that their brief is accurate. Please refer to our comments on the
Coastal Zone Management Plan. One inacchrate document cannot validate
another.

Subsistance became an issue at the public hearing. Except for one
"Whereas™ clause in one of the supporting documents the petitioner had
not addressed subsistance as justification for annexation in the actual
brief. It might be of interest to point out that Mr. Hill and Mr. Green-
wald who testified about subsistance, specifically herring eggs and
crab pots, both enjoy family incomes substantially in excess of $50,000
per year.

In the desire to limit and control development on Corporate lands the
petitioner is igncring the whole legislative intent behind ANCSA which
established the native village corporations and gave them land. The
lands were given to the corporations for the purpose of development in
order to establish an economic base for the residents of the native
villages and allow them to rise above the subsistance level if they so
desired. If the issue of City boundaries is to be based on subsistance
then it would be well to hear from those forced to live the subsistance
life. We do not deny that development will impact subsistance fishing
and hunting. But it can be demonstrated that the impacts are, in some
cases, beneficial as well as the acknowledged negative impacts. As only
one example of the benefits is the fact that more areas and streams have
easier and better access. As a native village corporation with 100% native
shareholders you car. be sure that we are aware of the subsistance issue
and subsistance is taken into account in all development plans.

Finally, the petitioner in their brief and in the public testimony spoke
at length on the need to annex the watersheds in order to control and protect
them. You heard testimony from the Hoonah District Ranger, Ms. Joy Berg,
who seated that annexation will not effect management and control one way
or the other. That sort of shoots a hole in the major arguement of the
petitioner, doesn®"t it? The FACT is that Federal statutes and regulations
will supersede any control or management measures the City will try to
impose and the City will be ignored.



In addition, all other forest lands in state and private ownership are
regulated by the Alaska Forest Practices Act .which largely follows the
federal regulations. Before we do anything with our lands we must
demonstrate that we are in compliance with the State"s Statutes. Again,
State statutes will supersede City Ordinances.

We have pointed out that the petitioner®s brief is factually in-
compler.e and incorrect as required by 19 AAC 10.550, that the State"s
"Report to the Local Boundary Commission..." is inaccurate and incomplete
and that public testimony failed to demonstrate any valid reasons for
annexation.

We have demonstrated that the actual health, welfare and safety may
well be endangered if this annexation is permitted. We therefore request
that the Local Boundary Commission limit the City"s annexation to the
1130 acres now owned by the City.

William C. Bivin
Chief Executive Officer

WB/1d

cc: City of Hoonah
Mike Tavoliero - City Manager

Baxter, Douglas & Marks
Jim Douglas - HTC Attorney

Attachment:



AFFIDAVIT

I do hereby certify and swear that on December 15, 1983 at
approximately 9:45 a.m. 1 hand delivered one copy of the Huna Totem
Corporation®s brief on the City of Hoonah"s proposed annexation to
the City Clerk and one copy to the City Manager.

Ladonna Dybdahl 4
Secretary for Huna Totem Corp.

WOt T, TEMCORPORATION

P.0. BOX 290 HOONAH. ALASKA 99829 907-945-3330



Huna Totem Corporation Brief

My name 1is William C. Bivin and I am here today representing the Huna
Totem Corporation, the village corporation of Hoonah, Alaska. Huna Totem
Corporation has 953 shareholders and an estimated 80% of the population of
Hoonah are shareholders.

In my following remarks it is important to remember that not only do 1
represent a corporation but that I also have close to 7 years in City manage—
ment with my most recent City position being City Manager of Kodiak, Alaska
ending June 1982. In my city management experience | have been personally
responsible for two extremely controversial annexations and 1-3, non-contro-
versial annexations. My battle scars entitle me to speak knowledgeably about
annexations in general and this one in particular.

The Huna Totem Corporation wishes to actively support the City"s annexation
efforts as long as they are reasonable. The Corporation whole heartedly supports
annexation of the 1130 acres recently conveyed to the City and would not oppose
annexation of the Parcel U.S. Survey 2414 owned by Huna Totem Corporation. This
property is immediately adjacent to the City and is presently being subdivided.
The Corporation is of the opinion that this annexation meets the standards of
19 AAC 10.065 through 10.080.

With the exception of the above properties the City has not demonstrated
that the rest of the properties adequately meet the "Standards for Annexation”
as defined in 19 AAC 10.065 - .070. If it is held that the territory
is contiguous to the City (which we don"t necessarily agree with) and falls within
the parameters of 19 AAC 10.070 then the City has failed to meet the following
specific standards:

19 AAC 10.070 (@) (1) the contiguous territory is totally surrounded by
the city"s boundaries;
The fact that this standard is not met is evident
(2) the land in the territory is wholly owned by the

city;
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The majority of the land is in private, state or federal ownership.
(3) the territory is urban in character;
19 AAC 10.070 (d) states that "in determining whether the territory is urban
in character for the purposes of (@ (3) of this section the Commission will
consider whether the property is platted or held for sale for residential
or commercial purposes...” With the exceptions noted it is obvious the
vast majority of the lands proposed for annexationare not now subdivided
and will never be. With very minor exceptions these lands are totally un—
suitable for commercial or residential use. Further, the Huna Totem Corporation
has adopted a policy that they will not sell ANCSAlands as it is felt that this
is the heritage of the shareholders and natives ofthis community.
This paragraph goes on to state, that the Commission will consider
"whether the population density approximates that of the annexing city,..."
The population density does not approximate that of the City and there is
no possibility of that ever occuring. For the population density to approximate
that of the existing city the population would have to be in the 100"s of thou—
sands.
In short, there is no justifiable way of arriving at the conclusion that
the territory is urban in character.
(4) the territory is in need of municipal services
which the city can provide more efficiently than
another municipality;
What municipal services can the City efficiently provide to the territories
in question? Just last Sunday I was the recipient of a house full of raw sewage.

While solving the problem it was obvious that the lines had not received any

maintenance for a long, long time. The water main near my house is leaking and

and actually passed a deficit budget this year. This is not meant to be sour



grapes but is simply used to illustrate the following paragraph. Other
examples are readily available.

Given a deficit budget, a lack of a long term capital ..mprovements
plan, lack of an adopted comprehensive land use plan, a lack of any
facilities maintenance programs, one has to question the ability of the
City to even provide adequate municipal services within it"s existing
boundaries and to it"s existing population let alone extending any sort
of services to territories proposed for annexation.

I am aware that the Boundary Commission has held, in the past, that the
inability of a City to provide services was not sufficient reason, by itself,
to deny annexation. I am also aware of the use of service districts. However,
from an ex-city manager®s point of view I can tell you that service districts
create additional problems for, and financial demands on, a City Council and it"s
administration. With the City"s demonstrated inability to provide adequate
municipal services and it"s demonstrated lack of resouces to provide such
services, where is it going to get the financial and human resources to monitor
and administer service (non-service) districts when they can be eliminated by
simply not annexing?

The City, 1in it"s brief, has not demonstrated that there is a need for
municipal services in the territory nor has the City demonstrated that it has
the finances or competance to extend and maintain such services.

(5) there is a reasonable likelihood that future
growth and development will occur within the
territory and that annexation of the territory
will enable the city to plan for and control that
development;

“ L4 T <V din &tV e - " h - VT
One of the strongest arguments the City has for the annexation of the 1130
acres conveyed to the City and possibly the U.S. Survey 2414 property is that

there is a reasonable likelihood that there will be future growth and development.



Indeed, Huna Totem Corporation supports the City in their argument, based on
anticipated growth, that the developable lands should be annexed and are needed
to alliviate the current shortage for residential property. But annexation of
these lands would adequately supply the needs of the current and future residents
through the year 2000 and beyond. This argument is valid only for the 1130 acres
and U.S. Survey 2414.

The City in it"s brief has not adequately demonstrated that there is a re—
asonable likelihood for growth and development in the other areas. Their factual
information is both incomplete and incorrect. For example, they indicate that
the Whitestone Logging camp should be included in the annexation because it re—
quires services of the City. But yet it excludes Mount Bether Community stating
it is self sufficient and does not rely on City services. This is factually in—
correct. Mount Bether owns at least one house in Hoonah and there are several
families from Mount Bether Community who reside full or part-time in Hoonah and
even have children in school here. During the construction and fishing season
Mt. Bether residents habitually work in Hoonah and regularly sell farm produce
in the City. The Mount Bether Community probably utilizes the City"s services
to a greater extent than the logging camp.

Take a look at the map. What conceivable growth and development, which might
affect the City, can your imagine in Sections 14, 15, E. 3 of 21, 22, 23, 26,

E.*1i of 27, and 35 of Township 43 South, Range 61 East? Or sections 2, 3, 4
(except NE~), E.S 5, E.S 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 22, 23, 26, and 27? The answer
is "NONE" and because of the physiography of the territory there will be none in
the forsaeable future.
(6) the health, welfare or safety of city residents
is endangered by conditions existing or developing
in the territory and annexation will enable the city

to remove or relieve these conditions;



This might conceivably have been one of the City"s strongest arguments but no where
in the City"s brief or supporting documents have th"ey demonstrated that the health,
welfare, or safety of City residents is endangered if the territory is not annexed.
In fact, annexation may actually jepordize the health, welfare and safety of the
City residents and may actually reduce the City"s control of, or ability to con—
trol, the annexed properties.

Territory does not have to be annexed, or even owned, to be controlled.

The city manager actually has a more effective control of an extra-territorial
watershed, especially if it is on state or federal lands. If something occurs

in the extra-territorial watershed the city manager can have the responsible
agencies, with the authority and resources on site in a matter of minutes to
hours. If underlings aren"t responsive, the City Manager can have the responsible
State Commissioner on the phone in a couple of hours and if that Commissioner 1is
unresponsive the City manager can have the Governor on the phone within 12 hours.

If the City has annexed territory to "Protect"” it and passes ordinances
to effectuate control then the City is expected to use it"s resources to establish
and administer that control. The City and City manager"s effectiveness is limited
and it is only after the City has exhausted it"s resources that it becomes pos—
sible to call on outside agencies for help. My point is that it is not necessary
to use scarce City resources to control land outside of the City limits which
is vital to its health, welfare and safety. Let others who have more adequate
resources do it.

There are many cities with watersheds outside of their corporate boundaries.
Portland, Orecon immediately comes to mind as does the City of Kodiak, Alaska *
where | was City Manager. I preferred having the watershed (and garbage dump)
outside of the City limits as | felt the City had more effective
less City resources to get that control.

While these comments cover all of the watersheds, it must be pointed out

that the Agreement conveying the 1130 acres between the City and Huna Totem
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Corporation dated Jan. 26, 1982 prohibits logging or any other activities 1in
the watershed immediately behind Hoonah without City authorization. In ad—
dition, the water rights on this same area have been quit claim deeded to
the City.

It is conceivable that the welfare of the City residents could be materially
damaged by this annexation. As a simple example, and more can be given, the
City has indicated it wants control over Huna Totem Corporation®s log transfer
facility. The Planning and Zoning Commission has already recommended that
temporary water storage of logs and log ship loading be banned within the City
boundaries. It is my understanding that this proposal still exists. IT Long
Island is annexed and this occurs, 35 stevedoring jobs with a payroll of over
$350,000.00 will be lost; a $ 2 million dollar investment will become worthless
and additional employment opportunities will permanently be lost.

Leaving aside the subject of watershed control, the City has not demonstrated
that the health, welfare and safety of the residents of the City will be improved
by annexation.

(7) the extension into the territory of city

services or facilities is necessary to enable

the city to provide adequate service to city

residents, and it is impossible or impractical for

the city to extend the facilities or services

unless the territory is within the city"s boundaries;
Again we agree that the City can demonstrate it meets this standard for the 1130
acres and possibly for U.S. Survey 2414.

The City has not demonstrated that it is necessary to extend services into
these territories to provide adequate services for City residents. Annexation
will place additional demands on financial and human resources which are already
demonstrably inadequate.

(8) residents or property owners within the
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territory receive or may be reasonably expected

to receive, directly or indirectly, the benefit

of city government without commensurate property

tax contributions, whether city services are rendered

or received inside or outside the territory;
If the City resident was being unduly burdened by property taxes because of
service demands originating from property owners and residents in the territory
proposed for annexation then it is conceivable that there might be a more legitimate
argument. However, there are no property taxes and the City resident is not
being burdened. The fact is, with the exception of the enterprise funds,
the City"s revenues all come from the State andFederal governments.

The City"s brief statedthat annexation of these territories, "Will help

offset the cost of providing certain municipal services,... such as police
and fire protection...” The operative words are "help offset”. The City
has not demonstrated that it has the ability to provide adequate services

to its existing population with its existing manpower and equipment. Are they
going to stretch that manpower and equipment even thinner to extend services
into the annexed territories? As a City resident | can personally state that
I object to having the police at Long Island, or up at the White Alice Site
leaving me, my daughter and about 800+ other City residents without protection.
This would indicate the need for additional manpower and equipment. I can
tell you, again from my city management experience, that the increase in revenue
sharing from 250 residents will not be adequate to pay the operating expenses
for additional men and equipment.
19 AAC 10.070 (e) stipulates that alternative methods for offsetting the
cost of providing services to individuals or property be considered. The City"s
brief does not address this issue and | suggest there are methods ot offsetting

the costs of services which the City has failed to adequately consider.



We have read and re-read the City"s brief and have attempted to what valid
public purpose annexation might accomplish. Section V, "Rationale For The
Boundaries Proposed" of the City"s brief states it has three purposes for
annexation:

1. "First, the area offers developable land for residential purposes..."

In so far as this is applied to the 1120 acres and possibly to U.S. Survey
2414, we agree and support the City. However, to assume that any of the rest

of the territory is developable for residential purposes is patently ludicrous.

2. "Third, the City has a justifiable desire to include the recently conveyed
1300 (sic) acres in its jurisdiction.”™ We agree.
3. "Second, Since the proposed area is contiguous with existing City boundaries,

the City Council feels that proper control over development of the area is best
placed on the City % Management."

The operative word appears to be "Control". Control for what purpose? The
City has failed to demonstrate that it has the requisite financial or human re—
sources to adequately provide services to the existing community. A deficit
budget and one man professional staff is going to take on the additional burden
of "controlling development™? Ludicrous!

It has been my experience that cities greatest propensities are to obstruct
and obfuscate. It is a rare city that can initiate. Unfortunately, the City"s
entile brief clearly indicates the intent to obstruct.

The City has stated they .vanted to control development. This can only be

read to mean logging, as logging is the only "development” which will occur on

view and approval. The City staff, City Council and it"s committees and com-



missions does not have the staff, resources or expertise to adequately evaluate
this type of plans. The City could only obstruct and delay and drive up costs.
One must then ask who benefits? Certainly not the City and its inadequate
resources; not the resident of the City who is going to be faced with fewer
job opportunities and higher City administrative costs, not the Huna Totem Cor—
poration, or it"s shareholders, who will be faced with greater costs.

Section V of the City ™ brief speaks to certain specific parcels of land
proposed for annexation and we wish to comment on each parcel.
(1) Gartina Creek Drainage. The City has not demonstrated that it has the
financial and human resources or the technical expertise to effectuate control
over the watershed. Because much of the watershed is on federal land the U.S.
Forest Service can be forced to develop, implement and administer an appropriate
watershed management plan. They have the expertise and resources which are
totally lacking in the City. Use the City"s scarce resources to insure the
U.S. Forest Service does it"s job.

(2) Hoonah Airport. The Huna Totem Corporation sees no vaild reason tor annexa—

tion of the airport. Speaking from a City manager®"s stand point, with experience
in two cities with airports in the City limits, | can assure you that an airport
in the City limits is not necessarily beneficial. The only justification is if

the land immediately adjacent to the runways is private ownership, can be com—
mercially de”tloped, and taxed. There is little likelihood for that happening.
Again, why use scarce city resources on an area better served by others?

(3) Whitestone Logging. We have made several comments previously and will not
repeat them here. The Huna Totem Corporation supports Whitestone Logging in
whatever they wish to do.

We would like to note that the brief is factually incorrect in this section.
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The camp does not have to be annexed to be in the Hoonah School District. chool

district boundaries do not have to coincide with municipal boundaries.

(4 Long Island. Why does the fact that Long Island is a Log Transfer Facility



make it appropriate for city control? At last count there are 8 state and
federal regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over Long Island and surrounding
waters. These agencies have the resources and expertise to exercise control.
The City has neither.

Conversations with members of the City"s Planning and Zoning Commission
indicate that in their annexation discussions the impression was given that
whatever was satisfactory to the regulatory agencies would be acceptable to
the City. If this is so, why annex? Why add a layer of bureaucracy without
the resources, expertise or competance to control? What benefit will accure
to the City resident, remembering that 80% of the residents are corporate share—
holders?

The only benefit to the City resident we can identify would be through
taxation. Because of the City"s inability to put their financial affairs in
order, it is felt that the_City is looking to the Huna Totem Corporation to.

.bail them out. Besides taxation there are a whole series of financial mechanisms
which the City could use to increase their revenues at the expense of the Huna
Totem Corporation without benefitting the Corporation. In the short run revenues
might increase but in the long run the welfare of the City residents will be
harmed.

Many residents of Hoonah feel the Corporation should get out of logging and
will do whatever they can to stop logging. Surprisingly, the Huna Totem Corpora-—
tion has a goal of being out of logging within five years with the smallest pos—
sible depletion of the timber resource. However, because of existing financial
commitments some logging will be requried for a period of time. The City can
do nothing to reduce the time or volume of timber logged. However, it can and
will materially increase both the time Huna Totem Corporation remains in

Moo p" : B VS
the logging business and the volume of timber logged if this annexation takes

place. The very fact that the City is incapable of recogn.- Xng the existance

of this situation is evidence of their lack of compentance to exercise any



Page 11

meaningful control over Long Island or other timber lands.

(5) Excursion Inlet Packing. Huna Totem Corporation will support Excursion
Inlet Packing in the decision they make.

General Comments:

The Huna Totem Corporation doubts that the City has complied with the
regulations governing annexation. It is certain that the City"s brief and
supporting documentation is factually incorrect. The City claims, in Resolution
83-09-22-01, that public hearings were held on the proposed annexation and
cites Sept. 22, 1983 as the specific example. "Exhibit F" simply indicates
a public meeting between the City Council and the Planning and Zoning Commission.
It: is doubtful that this was a public annexation hearing or that it complies
with statutory requirements regarding annexations.

Even if the Commission finds that the City was procedurally correct we still
question the process,... It is the Huna Totem Corporation"s position that the
City did not adequately allow for public input into the process. As stated
earlier, 1 have been involved in two very controversial annexations. In order
to insure adequate public input several public hearings were held. In addition
to the hearings, however, | personally contacted every landowner affected with
copies of maps and the final annexation proposal. Informal meetings were held
at the convenience of interested parties. I understand now that it comes as
a surprise that Huna Totem Corporation opposes annexing the world, but up
until after the Sept. 22 meeting we vinderstood that the City"s annexation pro—
posal jui.f included the 1130 acres, which we have never opposed.

The City has the responsibility of informing the public and insuring the
public input. The City has been derelict and grossly negligent in carrying
out it obligations.

Summary:

1. Huna Totem Corporation supports the annexation of the 1130 acres

of recently conveyed, City owned land. The City has demonstrated
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that this territory meetsthe standards forannexation.

2. The City"s brief presents information which is factually

incorrect and incomplete regarding all territories except
1. above. Specifically this includes information regarding:

(@ The Mount Bether Community;

(b) The Whitestone Logging Camp;

(c) Public hearings;

(d The ability of the City to prudently manage
and protect the territories to be annexed.

(e) The ability of the City to extend and maintain
municipal services to the area proposed for an—
nexation;

() Benefits to existing City residents and residents
of the territories to be annexed.

In conclusion, this is a poorly thought out annexation which has a very
real potential of materially endangering the health, welfare and safety of
the residents of Hoonah and territories to be annexed. This proposal is an
irresponsible misuse of public funds which are demonstrably inadequate to
meet existing needs. We have demonstrated that the territory in question
does not meet the standards for annexation and that the information presented
in the brief is factually incorrect and incomplete.

It is suggested that the City withdraw its annexation petition, reduce
it"s scope and return when it can demonstrate that it can even provide adequate

services for the existing population.



Addendum
Huna Totem Corporation Brief In Opposition

After the Huna Totem Corporation brief was written a copy was received
of the "Report to the Local Boundary Commission on the Proposed Annexation
of 23.91 Square Miles to the City of Hoonah," written by the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs. The material contained is so erroneous and
misleading that a rebuttal is called for. 1In several places the document
purports to detail Huna Totem Corporation plans as substantive justification
for finding that a standard is met. To the best of my knowledge the Corpora—
tion was not contacted regarding its plans and takes exception to the Department
of Community and Regional Affair®"s attributing such statements to the Corpora-—
tion without verification.

Specific examples of fallacious information is:

1. Page 4, Standard (4), paragraph 3 and 5. The Corporation has a goal of being
out of the logging business within 5 years. The 1983 and 1984 logging seasons

have and will be the peak production years. The 1984 logging season will

be the last season on tne East side of Port Frederick Sound. The growth has occured
and no additional growth is anticipated or needed. The "Report"™ 1is inaccurate in
growth projections and Huna Totem Corporation®s "anticipated market".

2. Page 5, Standard (5) all. The Report is factually inaccurate and misleading

in it"s entire treatment of standard (5).

151.5 Million board feet and 91.6 miles of road will not be harvested and
built by 1986 in the Hoonah area. These figures are close to 3 times as much
as planned or anticipated.

The statement is made, "It is anticipate(d) that several more logging camps
and logging facilities will be constructed in the territory to be annexed." This
statement is totally erroneous, factually inaccurate and grossly misleading.

The log transfer and storage facility was designed for a 15 year life
span and not 50-100 years. Stretch the usable period to 300 years and the re—

port would really show an impressive volume. This paragraph is inaccurate and



misleading.

3. Page 6, Standard (6) all. The Report finds that, there are no conditions
endangering City residents and that have adequate protection. But then, goes
on to find the standard has been met. Incredible - just incredible. The
spurious thinking responsible for this finding has to be one of the classic
examples of bureaucratic ineptitude. The writer of this report just received
my nomination for "State Bureaucrat of The Year".

4. Page 6, Standard (7). This statement is inaccurate, incomplete and mis—
leading.

5. Page 7, Standard (9). I feel that there are a number of residents outside
of the City who would not find this to be a "valid public purpose".

The "Report to the Local Boundary Commission is spurious, specious
and fallacious. It has been written so as to consciously mislead the Commissioners
and general public. It has been written without any attempt to validate the
statements or to include material which would give a balance appraisal of the
situation. As such the writer of this document is grossly negligent in carrying
out his duties and responsiblities to the State, the City and to the public.

This Report should be thrown out in its entirety and the Department of

Community and Regional Affairs requested to prepare a balanced unbiased report.

S 1983 at 9:45 a.m.

W 37
Huna Totem Corporation

Chief Executive Officer
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