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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.



Subject: ANNEXATION OF LANDS BY THE CITY OF HAINES, ALASKA
Page 3

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
v
\
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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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



i
WRYwCR
e @z, akf vk yJp L -

I . I iy =
- your (RS B
htenji”e.

Sjyic&yd







/ / .
CZ8L.j/"* rYS/T y t ssz.
« SO0,? Eh-ow f'.-""]E—](:—
?8"Z
ycurt

y:/Zecd*A-s™zs /c,/ &
i/ v / ;

D

Cyis/cs> y/

S eSS f

Si-t"A/S5—.

STV

Slk"rzZ

rL-"Sy



f

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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BILL SHEFFIELD, G OVERNOR
\r/

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY A REGIONAL AFFAIRS o POUCH B
JUNEAU, ALASKA 9811

PHONE:” (@07) 465-4700

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 0225 CORDOVA STREET -BLDG B

ANCHORAGE . ALASKA 99501
March 23, 1984 PHONE: (907) 264-224

POSITION PAPER

RE: HJR 61
SPONSOR: Representative Koponen

Program Effects:

HJR 61 proposes an amendment to the Alaska Constitution which
would allow municipalities to govern themselves as direct
democracies instead of by elected representative councils or
assembliese

IT approved, this amendment would pave the way for legislative
revisions to Title 29, the State Municipal Code, sanctioning
the creation or reorganization of municipalities 1in Alaska
along the lines of New England-type towns.

Comments:

There are about fourteen hundred such towns 1in New England;
others are also found in the states of New York, Wisconsin, and

Minnesota. The form of government of a New England-type town
has been described as a pure or direct democracy as
distinguished from a representative democracy. The powers of a

town are exercised by the vote of all adult residents at a town
meeting rather than by an elected council or assembly.

HB 615 would carry out the 1intent of the constitutional
amendment, if adopted. This bill would amend statutes found 1in
the State Municipal Code (Title 29) and elsewhere to authorize
the 1incorporation of "town meeting home rule cities”, set forth
some standards for their organization and operation, and define

their powers.

The Department finds both pieces of legislation intriguing, but
cannot support either at this time without further study. It
is not clear at this point whether the New England-type town
model of 1local government <can be adapted to Alaska®s unique
conditions or that the 1idea 1is attractive to municipalities or
communities.

Town meetings work in New England because they have been

enshrined 1in that region®s political tradition since before the
Declaration of Independence was signed in 1776. In Alaska and

21-P1LH



Position Paper
HIJR 61
March 23, 1984

most other states, this form of local government 1is unknown and
might be confusing or difficult to manage. Also, it might not
be adaptable to the political culture of Alaskan Native
villages where there 1is a tradition of deference to tribal or
village elders.

A town meeting-type government can only work 1if there 1is mass

participation coupled with political maturity. People must
obey basic rules of conduct and respect each others rights or
else total anarchy can ensue at town meetings. Since Alaska 1is

not familiar with town meetings, there might be a tendency for
them to degenerate 1into chaos and confusion with a resulting
deadlock in decision-making that now <can be broken by an
elected council or assembly.

There are some positive aspects of a town meeting government
which are worth investigating 1in Alaska, possibly with some
modifications. For example, there are many communities in
Alaska which are not interested 1in or ready to 1incorporate as
second or first <class cities, but already have in place
community associations which tend to act as de facto or
informal town meetings, though they are not recognized by the
State as such. Organizing these communities as New
England-type towns vrather than representative cities might be
an acceptable and effective way of dealing with the need for
some kind of organized and recognized decision-making 1in the
absence of elected councils or assemblies. Timing of town
meetings could be a crucial matter because many communities are
subject to drastic seasonal changes in population, which means
residents present at the summer meeting might wundo what was
approved at the winter meeting and vice versa.

However, the Department cannot now supporteither HJR 61 or its

companion Jlegislation - MB 615 - without Tfurther 1investigation
to determine whether town meeting local governments are needed,
desired or practical in Alaska. This would involve

consultation with a wide range of affected parties including,
among others, the Alaska Municipal League.

APPROVED
Emil Notti, Commissioner



Alaska State Legislature
Representative Niilo Koponen

FAIRBANKS JUNEAU
Box 252 Pouch V
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707 Juneau, Alaska 99811
479-6782 465-4992
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Koponen \

FROM: Deborah Niedermeyer, Legislative Aide y
RE: HB 615 and HJR 61, Direct Democracies

DATE: March 24, 1984

HISTORY

Although most Alaskans may consider the Town Meeting a traditional
form of government for New England, the Town Meeting also has deep roots
in Alaskan history in the form of Miners®™ Meetings.

According to a 1898 special mining edition of the Alaska Morning
Record, Alaska®"s first Miners®™ Meeting was held in Juneau In 1881 at the
Flag of All Nations for the purpose of framing mining laws for the
Juneau district. The laws which came out of this and similar Miners”
Meetings in Juneau and the Interior were know as the Miners® Code. The
code dealt not only with matters of claim staking and recording, but
also with criminal law and sentencing, marriage and divorce and anything
else of common concern to the diverse people living in Alaska®"s young
and growing communities at the turn of the century.

Miners™ Meetings were organized at each camp or diggings and had
only one elected official, the recorder. They had certified legal
jurisdiction, but in the days when law enforcement was essentially
non-existent in the Territory, before Alaska even had a non-voting
representative to Washington, the only official legal power over mar—
riages, criminal activity, or mining laws was the U.S. Congress. In
light of the impracticality of depending on Congress for what amounted
to municipal ordinances, Miners" Meetings were the de facto government
of Alaska"s early white settlements.

THE PRESENT

Town meetings remain the de facto form of government in most of
Alaska®"s unincorporated communities. The meetings may be organized by
community residents simply to deal with community issues. In other
cases, the Department of Community and Regional Affairs has required
these communities to set up non-profit membership corporations in order
to establish some legal body to accept state funds. The town meeting
them becomes a shareholders®™ meeting. To some extent, town meetings
take the place of municipal government in these communities, but, as was
the case for tie earlier Miners"™ Meetings, the decisions made do not



have the certified force of law. This has created problems in present
day Alaska that did not occur for the earlier Miners®™ Meetings. Dis—
senters to a community decision sometimes threaten to sue.

Although there are various barriers to incorporation, a law provid—
ing the option for a town meeting style of government would maintain the
existing decision-making system rather than requiring the election of a
representative city council. This simplification might well help small
communities to incorporate in order to solve the problem of no one but
the State itself having any real legal jurisdiction.

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The Town Meeting works best in communities of less than 6,000. It
is altogether impractical if the population reaches 25,000. However,
92% of Alaska®"s incorporated municipalities do have populations of under
6,000. All of the many unincorporated communities are much smaller than
that. A persistent problem for Town Meeting governments in New England
has been lack of a quorum. Alaska®"s small communities, however, have
consistently better voter turn-out than its cities. To the extent that
voter turn-out is an indicator of willingness to be involved in communi—
ty affairs, participation level could be expected to be a strength
rather than a weekness in Alaskan Town Meetings.

hB 615 would not require small communities to use the Town Meeting
form oi Government, but it does provide it as one option. Both Alaska“"s
history and its present situation indicate that To\«i Meetings would be a
practical and, in many cases, highly desirable form of municipal govern—
ment.
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MEMORANDUM March 13, 1984

SUBJECT: Constitutional amendment authorizing the
legislature to provide for direct democracies
(HJR 61)

TO: Representative Mike W. Miller
Chairman, House Community and
P.egional Affairs

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Deputy Director
Division of Legal Services

Here is the section by section analysis that you requested
of HJR 61.

Section 1 amends the state constitution so that the legisla—
ture may provide for a city to be governed as a direct
democracy. Now a city is required to be governed by a rep—
resentative body, the council. Under a direct democracy

from of government the voters would not elect representa—
tives, but, rather, would govern the city themselves through
majority action.

Section 2 requires that the amendment be placed before the
voters at the next general election.

ThC:ojb
J4/378
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T ow n

CHAPTER 7

M eetings

... Each quatified inhabitant of the town has an indisputable right to vote
upon every question presented, as well as to discuss it, or there’Is no town

meeting. This is universally

understood as the vital feature of the town

system~of government as practiced from a long time hefore the Declaration

of Independence until the present.

Although today there are more people living
in cities than in towns, the form that still sets
local government in Massachusetts apart from
that in all other sections of the country outside
New England is the Town Meeting. The follow-
ing is primarily a description of the traditional
town meeting, but most of the details apply
equally to representative town meetings.

W hat is a Town Meeting?

A town meeting is a gathering of all the people
in the town who are eligible to vote. Of course
they don’t all come, but those who stay away must
abide by the decisions of those who attend.

It isn’t just an ordinary meeting but a very
special kind of meeting. Since its decisions affect
the lives and the pockctbooks of all the citizens,
there are very special requirements which must be
followed in calling and conducting the meeting.
Any failure to meet the requirements may invali-
date the action of the meeting.

Here is a brief list of the most important items
of business of the town meeting which come up
from year to year.

1. The town meeting decides what officers the
town shall have, what salary it will pay for
each office, and in some cases the length of
term.

2. The town meeting elects citizens to fill certain
town offices,

3. The town meeting decides for what purposes
the town will spend money and how much
may be spent for each purpose.

4. The town meeting adopts and changes by-
laws to govern the conduct of the inhabitants
of the town in local affairs.

The Common Pattern

No matter howr large or small, in every town*
the town meeting follows the same pattern, and

sAgawam and Methuen, still retaining the name of
Toien, have.abandoned the town meeting and have created
toum COUﬂCIfiS of 15 and 21 members respectively. The
councils have all the legislative power of a town meeting
and are required to meet at least once a month.

39

— Qpinion of the Justices, 120 Mess. 601, 19

is conducted under the same law?. But within
that common pattern there are allowances for
variations. There is flexibility. That is why it
is sometimes hard to realize that the all-day
community get-together in the small farm town
has anything in common with the protracted eve-
ning meetings in some of the large metropolitan
towms near Boston. Let us see what some of the
common factors are.

The Day. With but few exceptions, annual town
meetings are held in February or March, but they
may be held as late as May.

In most towms, the election of officers is held on
a different day than the meeting for the conduct of
other business. There is a decided preference for
holding the election first and the business meeting
a week or more later.

In a few towms, the election of officers is held in
November, December, or January under the pro-
visions of special Acts.

Special meetings may be called by the select-
men at any time, and must be called by them upon
receipt of a request signed by 200 voters. If there

Danvers Town Seal
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are less than 1000 voters, only 20 percent of them
need sign.

The Hour for calling the town meeting may be
established in the by-laws.

The Warrant. Every town meeting is called by
the issuing of a warrant. This is usually done by
the selectmen, but the law authorizes other offi-
cers to do it if there are no selectmen remaining
in office or if the selectmen refuse. The warrant is
a document which states (1) the time of the meet-
ing, (2) the place of the meeting, and (3) the
business to be taken up at the meeting.

Traditionally, the warrant is addressed to the
constables, who are required thereby to give notice
of the meeting to the inhabitants. The law speci-
fies only that the warrant is to be issued at least
seven days before the meeting. It does not say
how the constables shall notify the people. That is
left to the town to prescribe in a by-law or by
vote. In some towns the warrant is merely posted
in a few public places. In others, a copy of the war-
rant is published in the local paper. In still others,
a copy is delivered to every residence.

The warrant for the annual meeting usually
states that the first item of business, Article 1,
is to elect officers for the year. Then it lists every
office to be filled.

Article 2 may be to hear the reports of town of-
ficers. Then follow other articles, each one naming
a single subject to come before the meeting. Some-
times there are seventy or more. Different towns
have different customs. In some towns there may
be a separate article for the appropriation for
each town department. In other towns there is a
single article such as to “appropriate money for
all necessary town expenses or act in any matter
relating thereto.”

The preparation and the wording of the war-
rant are important because a town meeting can-
not take valid action on any subject unless it is
contained in the warrant.

Any voter who gets the signatures of nine
others may have any subject included in the war-
rant for the annual meeting by filing his request
with the selectmen. To require the selectmen to
include a subject in the warrant for a special
meeting is more difficult. Such a request must
have 100 signatures. If there are less than 1000
voters, the signatures of only ten percent of
them are needed.

The Moderator is the person who presides over
the town meeting. Ilis is one of the most impor-
tant positions in the town because he has great
authority to direct and regulate the conduct of the
meeting. In some of the smaller towns, each meet-
ing is called to order by the town clerk. The
selection of a moderator for that meeting is then
the first item of business, and the clerk presides
until a moderator is selected. Years ago this was
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the usual practice. Today, however, most towns
elect a moderator to preside at all town meetings
during his term of office. The term is either one
or three years.

The Conduct of the Meeting is largely under the
control of the moderator. He is governed by a few
basic provisions in the law, and there may be by-
laws regulating some aspects of the meeting. Some
of the most common rules established in town by-
laws regulate admission to the meeting and fix
the number of voters which will constitute a
quorum, i.e., the minimum number of voters who
may legally conduct business. Some towns, in-
cluding the larger ones and particularly the town3
with representative town meetings, have fairly
detailed rules of procedure, while the majority of
small towns leave details of parliamentary proce-
dure to the moderator.

The Town Clerk serves as clerk of the town
meeting, takes the minutes, records the votes,
and assists the moderator.

Voting. Although most matters are settled with
simple voice votes, there are times when a voice
vote is not sufficient. If the vote is questioned, the
moderator may appoint tellers and then ask for a
rising vote or a show of hands to be counted by the
tellers. On matters which require an unusual
majority —such as a two-thirds vote to borrow
money — the vote must be counted unless it is
unanimous.

Some towns — like Marblehead — have in their
by-laws a provision that upon request of a specified
number of voters the vote shall be taken by ballots
collected by the tellers. Other towns — like Prov-
incetown — go one step further and provide a
formal balloting if 25 percent of the voters present
and voting so request. The voting list is used and
and each voter is checked as he casts his ballot.

In towns with representative town meetings the
procedure is similar to that in the open town meet-
ings. The Watertown by-law section quoted here
describes the general pattern.

When a question is put, the sense of the <
meeting shall be determined by the voices of
the Town Meetm% members and the Modern
tor shall declare the vote as it appears to him.
|f the Moderator is unable to decide the vote
by the sound of the voices, or if his decision
IS immediately questioned by seven or more
Town meeting members risirig in their places
for that purpose, he shall determine the vote
by ordering a show of hands or standing vote
and he may appoint tellers to make and re-
turn the count. A roll call of the Town meet-
ing members shall be ordered by the Modern
tor if thirty members shall by'a showing of
hands favor such motion.

A few of the towns with representative town
meetings — Amhc-rst, Fairhaven, and Swampscott
for example — have provisions for the use of
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secret ballots. In other towns, as in Stoughton,
the use of secret ballots is prohibited.

The Legislature has prohibited the use of a
secret ballot in any representative town meeting
"unless two-thirds of the town meeting members
present and voting thereon” vote for it.

Variations and Adaptations

The separation of the elections from other busi-
ness is but one of several variations or adaptations
which have been developed to meet changing con-
ditions and the problems of larger populations. The
most striking variation has been the development
of the Representative Town Meeting. The most
recent, made possible by modern electronics, is the
conduct of the same meeting in two or more
separate halls in some large towns still holding
open town meetings. This is done by using a
public address system and having an assistant
moderator appointed by the moderator to pre-
side in each meeting place where the moderator
is not present.

Brewster is authorized by special legislation to
hold town meetings in a regional school bi ilding
in neighboring Orleans for all business except
elections. Elections must still be held within the
town.

Separation of Elections and Other Business. In
these days, when most towns hold their elections
separate from the annual business meeting, it is
easy to lose sight of the fact that they are both
parts of the annual town meeting.

Instead of an annual town meeting, some towns
have now provided in their by-laws or charters
for two regular business meetings each year. The
meeting held at the usual time in the early part
of the year is devoted primarily to financial
matters. The second meeting, in October, is de-
voted primarily to zoning, subdivision control,
and other by-laws. Any urgent matter can of

course be included in the warrant for either
meeting.

Representative Town Meetings

Towns have a way of outgrowing the old-
fashioned town meeting. As population increases,
the number of voters increases, and it is no longer
possible for them all to get into the largest hall
in town. For many years the only alternative
was to give up the town meeting and organize
as a city. To change to a city meant that citizens
would elect a few men to a city council to exercise
most of the power which the town meeting had
held. It has been with great reluctance that
townspeople have made this major change.

The idea of keeping the town form of govern-
ment and having a representative town meeting
was discussed in the years when the Town of
Boston was considering a change prior to 1820.
It was first tried in Newport, Rhode Island, in

41

1906, but it was not until 1915 that Brookline be-
came the first town to adopt it in Massachusetts.
Methuen followed in 1916.

The lirst representative town meetings were
created by the Legislature utilizing thv. authority
of the Amendment of 1820 which authorized the
creation of “municipal or city governments” in
any towns with 12,000 or more inhabitants. In
1926 the voters adopted an amendment of the
1820 Article to authorize the Legislature to
establish a representative town meeting in any
town with a population over 6,000. The 1966
Home Rule Amendment repealed the earlier
language but retained the same population
minimum to prohibit the establishment of a
representative town meeting by a town with a
population of less than 6,000.

There is only one major difference between tne
government, in a town with the town meeting open
to every voter and the government in a town with
a representative (or limited) town meeting. The
difference is just what the name implies. In the
towns with representative town meetings the only
people who may vote on town business other than
the election of officers are the members of the
town meeting who have been elected by the in-
habitants to represent them.

The men and women who vote in the representa-
tive town meeting are elected by their fellow
voters in the precincts where they live. Each
plan creating a town meeting sets up a procedure
for establishing and changing the geographical
areas, called precincts, and each fixes the number
of town meeting members to be elected by each
precinct. The number of precincts depends on the
area of the town, geographic features, and popu-
lation. There may be as few as three, but some
towns arc divided into ten or more.

The number of elected town meeting members
varies from '15 to more than 250. The number,
240, which is the number of members in the
Massachusetts House of Representatives, is a
popular one. In all towns the members are elected
for three-year terms, rind the terms are arranged
so that one-third of the members are elected each
year. In addition, most of the plans name certain
town officials to be members-at-large.

In setting up representative town meetings,
townspeople have been careful not to vote away
all their lights to have the final say on important
items of town business. In every case they have
stipulated that the representative town meeting
will have no power to "commit the town to any
measure affecting its municipal existence or sub-
stantially changing its form of government” with-
out giving all the voters an opportunity to vote
on it with ballots. In all these towns, there is also
a provision for the voters to override the repre-
sentative town meeting. If a specified number of
voters sign and file a petition, there must be a
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special election and a ballot vote on certain actions
to see whether the town will support the action
of the town meeting members. Such an election
is called a referendum.

Business of the Town Meeting

We have already listed the most important types
of business that come before town meetings. Some
of them are treated in detail in later chapters on
elections, organization for town administration,
and budgeting. We need to discuss here mainly
the law-making power of the town meeting and
its broad policy-making function.

By-laws. The Legislature has enumerated about
seventy different subjects upon which towns may
adopt by-laws. These cover a wide range. At one
extreme there is the simple provision specifying
how the notice of town meetings shall be given.
At the other extreme there are zoning by-laws
often published as separate books. As a result
of the Home Rule Amendment of our State Con-
stitution, it appears that towns have more lati-
tude in enacting by-laws and are not limited to
the subjects specifically authorized by the Legis-
lature.

The different kinds of by-laws may be arranged
in five groups according to subject as follows:

1. Regulating the government of the town,
i.e., the conduct of town meetings

Regulating the organization and proce-
dures for administration of town business

Regulating the conduct of citizens
Regulating the use of land.
Regulating certain occupations.

2.

3.
4.
S.

Most by-laws must be submitted to the Attor-
ney-General of the state for his approval but take
effect after 90 days if he has not disapproved
them. By-laws are also required to be published,
but several alternative means of meeting the pub-
lication requirement are provided.

Town Votes. Should the chief of police be under
civil service? Should the police have one day off
in eight? or seven? or should they work a forty-
hour week? Should the town treasurer act as tax

* collector? Should the town accept an established
private way as a public way? Should town offices
be closed on Saturda /s? These are just a few of
the many questions which the Legislature has au-
thorized town meetings to decide. Sometimes all
that is needed is a simple vote. In other cases,
such as the acceptance of a street, a detailed and
carefully written description is required in the
motion and vote.

Town Committees. "Let's have a special com-
mittee to study the matter and report back to the
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next meeting." Just as a small neighborhood club
sets up special committees, so do town meetings
when some special problem arises which cannot
be settled in the meeting. It may be to select the
location for a new school, or to draft a special by-
law on a new subject, or to revise an old by-law,
or to study whether the town should have cen-
tralized purchasing, or a public works department,
or an aerial map or to consider any one of the hun-
dreds of questions with which town meetings are»
faced at one time or another. Voters realize that
they cannot decide some of these questions when
first brought up, so they do the sensible thing: au-
thorize the moderator to appoint a committee.

Standing Committees. To improve its func-
tioning, the representative town meeting in
Framingham has adopted a practice common
among legislative bodies. It has created stand-
ing committees. There are five: public works,
planning and zoning, recreation, personnel, and
ways and means. Each committee is composed
of ten members, each representing one of the
ten precincts. Each member is elected by a ma-
jority vote of the representative town meeting
members in his precinct.

The Town Finance Committee

The one move which has contributed more than
any other to make the town form of government
practicable in the present day is the develop-
ment of the town finance (or advisory, or war-
rant) committee as a budgeting agency. All but
the smallest towns are required by law to have
such a committee, and many of the small ones
do. All that the law says is that some towns shall
and others may have a by-law which provides
for the appointment or election and sets forth
the duties of such a committee, that such com-
mittees shall study any or all municipal questions

and make reports and recommendations to the
town.

Because the law leaves the way open for towns
to experiment, the finance committees vary in size
and composition. Most by-laws provide for ap-
pointment by the moderator.

Except in those towns with by-laws or special
Acts giving responsibility for preparation of the
annual budget to the selectmen, the primary job
of the finance committee in all towns today is the
preparation of the town budget. This is described
in some detail in the chapter on budgeting. Citizens
in Massachusetts towns owe more than they know
to the public-spirited men who give most of their
spare time for three or four months in the winter
to a study of the financial needs and problems of

their towns.
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‘The way | look ntit, aquorum'snquorum.’

Punchlines

Do not ask for whom the bell tolls]
....and you'll only have to pay
statlon-to-station. —Atlanta Journal. ™"

Our society s becomlnr]; almost'
totally electronic. Soon you'll have to'
use a computer to count on your,
fingers.

When push comes to shove, he sure
you're not leaning out a window.

I
It’s good to have healthy teeth,
they'll fill you with content; If Kou
don’t realize it now, you will when,
they have went.

Now that TV is very much g part of
our Information systém, we throw in-
one caveat: “One picture may be
morg misunderstood than a thousand
words.

Another view of the election is that
It's really heartless to deﬁrlve Billy
Carter ofhis means of livelinood.

.Don't get stuck with a new form of
group insurance. You can’t collect
Until'the entire group gets sick.

«Are there too many bow| games? Of
course there are — but science hasn't
come up with aworkable vaccine.

Linirix
By LESMOOKE
LOVELY SIGHT

Of course, our quadrennial crux
Brmight some disappointment, but e
shucks!

New hope fairly blooms »
As the newest of brooms -
Intermingle with lamest of ducks!  u
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“Silica the toivn sees fit to cut names of certain town officials
the library funds in half, / ivho are in possession of overdue
therefore, as head librarian, am books."1
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March 7, 198A

House Committee on Community
and Regional Affairs

Pouch V, Capitol Building

Juneau, Alaska 59811

Dear Committee Members:

I am particularly interested in House Bill HJR61, introduced
by Representative Niilo Koponen. As | understand it, this
bill would put before the Alaska voters a constitutional
amendment that would allow each municipality to consider an
alternative form of government that might allow for increased
public participation in the democratic process.

Kindly send me a copy of this bill forreviewand consider me
a supporter of placing thisissue before votersof our state.

Sinrprpl Y

Betsy PMzmanJ

Box 1188
Homer, Alaska 99603
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W hat is

Town M eeting

all about?

Functions — The annual town meeting is the yearly
meeting of the inhabitants of a town to elect the town’s
officers and to conduct the town’s business. It is impor-
tant to remember the two distinct functions of the an-
nual meeting: 1) to elect town officers; and, 2) to con-
duct the town’s business.

Although some of the town’s business may be con-
ducted by ballot during the election of officers, the two
functions are distinct.

The town meeting is the legal body for conducting a
town’s Ie%islative affairs unless a different form of gov-
ernment has been adopted under the Home Rule statute
(RSA 49-B). A town meeting may be held whenever
necessary to conduct the affairs of the town,'but the an-
nual meeting is held to adopt annual operating and cap-
ital budgets, enact ordinances and take other actions
required or authorized by law.

When and Where — The annual meeting is held on
the second Tuesday of March; this %/ear the date is
March 8 Some towns operating on the optional July-
June fiscal year hold their annual meeting on the sec-
ond Tuesday of May.

The town meeting ou%ht to be held in a reasonably
central and accessible place in the town. (RSA 39:.t-b,
though, allows a town belonging to a cooperative school
district to hold its meeting outside the boundaries of the
town in a building owned by the district. If there is vot-
ing on prepared, preprinted ballots, that portion of the
meeting must be held at the usual polling place in the
town and only that business which does not involve use
of these ballots can be conducted outside the town.) The
place in which town meeting is held should comply with
any applicable fire or safety codes. RSA 155:47 reguires
desi?nation of @ non-smoking area in public buildings.
In places where it is not possible to effectively segregate

smoking, smoking must be totally prohibited. If food

will be served for consumption on the premises where

town meeting will be held, a poster depicting an anti-

choking maneuver, such as the "Heimlich" mnneuver,
1 .must be posted.

Officers elected — Selectmen, moderator, treasurer,
town clerk, supervisors of the checklist and trustees of
trust funds are elected at the annuul meeting. One
selectman is elected each year unless the town has a
.5-member board. The moderator is elected every even-
numbered year and holds office from the close of the
meeting at which elected until the close of the meeting
at which a successor is chosen. Town clerks an
treasurers arc elected annually unless the town hus
adopted 3-year terms for these positions. One checklist
supervisor is elected every even-numbered year to a
6-year term. One trustee iselected each year to a 3-year
term, but a town may also choose to annually elect a
single trustee or to increase its board of trustees to 5.

Towns have the option of establishing a number of
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other elective positions including: tax collector, com-
bined town clerk-tax collector, ,oolice officers, sewer
commissioner, board of auditors, library trustees, high-
way agents, overseers of welfare, planning board mem-
bers -and fire wards or engineers. In fact, towns can
choose such officers as they deem necessary for manag-
ing their affairs.

W hat takes place

at Town M eeting?

Moderator's role — The Moderator is the presiding
officer at town meeting. RSA 40:4 requires the modera-
tor to "preside in the town meetings, requlate the busi-
ness thereof, decide questions of order, and make a pub-
lic declaration of every vote passed." Although there are
few general statutory requirements for specific pro-
cedures, a town meeting may adopt rules of procedure
governing its operation. If formal rules have not been
adopted by the town meeting, it would be wise for the
moderator to have standards by which to operate. In
fact, RSA 40:4 states that a moderator may prescribe
rules of procedures, which may be altered by the town.

Regardless of whether formal rules are adopted or
not, it is imperative to remember that neither the town
nor the moderator may act contrary to state law. For
example, if state low requires that an action be taken
by specified officers or in a ﬁarticular manner, town
meeting votes inconsistent with those requirements will
likely be invalid. Failure to follow state law may lead to
court challenges and possible invalidation of town meet-
ing action.

If rules of procedure have been adopted by the mod-
erator or town meeting, motions should conform to
these rules. If the town meeting has not adopted rules of
procedure, the following procedure could serve as a
guide to take action on an article:

(1) Read the article in full as printed in warrant;

(2) Always try to secure a main motion and a sec-
ond on the article;

(3) Recognize the selectman or person responsible
for giving the town meeting the necessary
background on the article under considera-
tion;

(4) Open general discussion from the floor;

(5) After the conclusion of discussion, the motion
should be restated as printed or amended (it is
wise to reduce all motions and subsequent
amendments to writing before taking action);

(6) The vote should be taken and the outcome an-
nounced. If the vote is to be challenged, this is
the appropriate time for action.

Recognition of a motion to "pass over" a warrant
article can create confusion and may raise procedural
questions. If no governing rules are applicable, the
moderator may require motions to be stated in an un-
ambiguous manner so that the intent of the motion is
clear. For example, compare these 2 motions: "I move
town meeting pass over urticle X"; "I move town meet-



ing postpone consideration of article X until after con-
sideration of article Y”. The exact intent of the latter
motion is obviously clearer. If the intent of a motion is
to postpone action on the article indefinitely, the motion
should be so stated: "I move that consideration of article
X be postponed indefinitely".

Actions by the moderator under his extensive tradi-
tional and statutory powers may not be reversed except
by vote at the town meeting at which the ruling is
made. Any qualified voter may appeal to the meeting to
overrule the moderator’s ruling. The voter should
clearly state his objection. The moderator is then
obliged to call for a vote of the meeting to see whether
his ruling is sustained.

Voting — RSA 654:1 defines a legal voter as an
"inhabitant of the state, having a fixed and permanent
established domicile, being a citizen of the United
States, of the age (of 1 8 )..Domicile is a "question of
factual physical presence incorporating an intention to
reside for an indefinite period” and is the "voter’ resi-
dence" and the "place in which he dwells on a continu-
ing basis for a significant portion of each year." Any
person domiciled in the town and on the voter checklist
may vote in town elections.

Methods — Most articles are adopted by a majority
vote of those voteis present and voting. State law may
require more than a majority to pass an article, so the
laws concerned with each article should be consulted to
determine the required vote. Those requiring a % vote
include: (1) to approve all bond and note issues except
tax anticipation notes; (2) to accept and expend federal
or state grants of aid in connection with uny project for
which the municipality will incur indebtedness in
accordance with RSA 33:7-b; 13) to alter town lines; (4)
to acquire or estublish a municipal utility plant or
ratify a contract of the selectmen for an electric utility;
(5) to change the purpose ofa capital reserve fund; (G) to
approve amendment to a zoning ordinance if a protest
petition signed by the required number of affected prop-
erty owners is filed under RSA 31:64.

There arc five usuul methods of voting utilized by the
town mucting: (1) Voice Vote; (2) Show of Hands; (3)
Stunding Vote; (4) Division of the House; (5) Written
Ballot.

Ballot Votes — Some statutes require or authorize
certain types of town business to be decided by ballot
votes. If the town uses the official bailot, the procedures
for such balloting are employed and the voting is con-
ducted at the same time the election is held. Ballot
questions can be placed on the same billot as that used
for the election of officers or may be put on separate
ballots. Examples of items which are voted by ballot in-
clude zoning, local-option tax exemptions, nnd altera-
tion in the term or composition of some local boards or
officials. The official ballot cannot be used for submit-
ting questions to voters unless use of the official ballol
for thnt article or type of article is specifically required
or authorized by Jnw. Any othor articles may bo tuken
up only at the business session, although secret ballot-
ing is ullowed ut that time.

Unofficial Ballots — When secrecy of the ballot is
desired and the official ballot is not used, a written bal-

lot may be taken. This type of balloting is done svhen
tellers piss out slips of paper on which the voter indi-
cates his decision in writing. The votes are then de-
livered to the moderator and counted. This type of bal-
loting can \be used with the checklist to guarantee that
only eligib e voters will participate, but can be time
consuming.

The moderator must conduct a secret "yes-no" ballot
when five voters (three voters in a town of a population
of 500 or less) make a written request prior to a voice or
division vote «n the article. (RSA 40:4-a). If seven or
more voters question in writing or orally any non-ballot
vote, immediately and before any other business is
begun, the mod*. rator must retake the vote by a secret
"yes-no" ballot. (GSA 40:40b).

W hether the moderator votes or not is subject to local
traditions and pe -sonal preference. If it is local tradi-
tion that the mod* rator does not customarily vote, two
instances in which ,he might choose to vote are to break
a tie or, if a motion he opposes would otherwise pass by
one vote, to cast his vote against it, which would mean
defeat of the motion.

Absentee Voting —Ifthe tov/n has adopted the offi-
cial ballot for town e ections, opportunity for absentee
voting on all items wh ch will be included on the official
ballot must be provide*] for any registered voter who: 1)
will be absent from the town on the day of the election;
2) cannot appear in pul lie on election day due to reli-
gious commitment; or, 3 is unable to »?me» in person by
reason of physical disability.

Election of Officers — Towns may elect officers by
use of an official ballot, unofficial ballot or other means,
such a voice vote, as deter mined by the town meeting.
The official ballot is used when udopted by a previous
meeting and is either par isan (Australian) or non-
partisan (RSA 669:11-13). .'MI officers required to be
elected at the annual meeting must be elected by use of
the official ballot if it is used in the town, otherwise by
use of the unofficial bnllot. I'allot votes must also be
used for election of the following optional officers: town
clerk-tax collector, full-time pi lice officers, sewer com-
missioners, tax collectors with 3-year terms, boards of
auditors,- and library trustees. >Other officers which a
town may choose to create nnd fill by election ran be
voted for by ballot or by other means as the voters
determine. When optional officer: are first created, ini-
tial officers can be elected at the -mine meeting by any
appropriate menns or interim appointments can be
authorized. (RSA 669:16 and 17).

Requirements of Office — RS\ 669:6 states that
unless otherwise provided by law, in elective town of-
fice can be filled only by a person wl o has a domicile in
the town. A number of town offices are incompatible
under RSA 669:7: (1) No one may *t the same time
serve ns selectman, treasurer, mod* rator, trustee of
trust funds, tux collector, auditor or h.ghway agent; (2)
nor may one person simultaneously Vold the office of
treasurer, moderator, trustee of trust 1jnds, selectman
or head of a police department of full-ti.ne duty; (3) the
same person could not be both treasurer \nd town clerk;
(4) no person handling town funds may i Iso be auditor;

(Continued -in next page)



(5) no selectman, moderator, town clerk or election in-
spector can simultaneously serve as supervisor of the
checklist; and (6) no selectman, town manager, school
hoard member, village district commissioner or full
time employee of the town, village district, school dis-
trict or other associated agency may also be an at-large
budget committee member under RSA 31:95 and 32.
Under RSA 669:8, a town manager may also be man-
ager of a district or precinct wholly or mainly within
the town and may be elected or appointed to municipal
offices under his supervision, but can hold no other pub-
lic office except notary public or justice of the peace or
tax collector when authorized under RSA 37:16.

Disqualifications — Under RSA 658:24 (which gov-
erns state elections but also applies to local elections
conducted by official ballot), an election official whose
name is on the ballot for a position other than election
official is disqualified from performing the duties of
election officials for that election. Likewise, RSA 659:58
prohibits an election official, other than the moderator,
who is also a candidate from remaining within the
guardrail during the counting of votes for the office for
which he is a candidate.

The moderator oversees the counting of official bal-
lots by other election officials, including the selectmen
and the town clerk (RSA 659:60). Unofficial ballots are
counted by the moderator with the assistance of the
selectmen and town clerk (RSA 669:58). Officers chosen
by unofficial ballot must receive a majority of votes cast
to be elected. For offices filled by election by one of the
officiul ballot systems, n plurality vote is sufficient to
elect.

Two parttown meetings — Some towns elect offices
on one day, und complete town business on another day.
This can be accomplished in one of two ways: (1) adopt-
ing a motion to recess the town meeting and to set
another time, date and place to resume the meeting; (2)
adopting RSA 39:2-a, which authorizes 2 sessions for
the annual town meeting: the first to elect offices and
transact other business by official ballot, the second to
transact all ether town business on a day and time cho-
sen by the selectmen. Such a "bifurcated" town meeting
takes effect at the next town meeting, with selectmen
required to set the place, day and hour of the second
session on the town warrant.

Tape recording — There is no prohibition against
recording town meeting procedures. It may even prove
useful for town officials to tape town meetings to pre-
cisely rccull proceedings, such as how amendments
were made to warrunt items or the exact wording of
amendments. Officials who utilize tape recording report
that it is particularly useful for bond articles. Hond at-
torneys may ask about the precise wording of how u
bond issue article was presented to voters or how
amendments were worded. In general, a tape recording
is valuable aid to the town clerk who must report on the
proceedings of the meeting.

Reconsideration — A town meeting may reconsider
actions previously taken in the same manner as other
parliamentary bodies. Procedurally, reconsideration
will be governed by the procedural rules adopted by the
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moderator or town meeting itself. Pro:edurally, recon-
sideration will be governed by the procedural rules
adopted by the moderator or town meeting itself. A
fairly uniform procedure requires that lhe person pro-
posing reconsideration must have voted with the pre-
vailing side. Sometimes, procedural rule."' require that
reconsideration be made immediately or within a spe-
cified period of time. At any rate, reconsideration would
be questionable if it were undertaken a substantial
length of time after the original action was taken and if
the subsequent action was inconsistent with actions
taken by others who relied on the original vote and
acted reasonably.

Some special considerations are also involved because
of the nature of town meeting and the statutes govern-
ing town meeting conduct. While no specific statutes
govern reconsideration, the distinction between "official
ballot” and "deliberative session™ actions envisioned by
RSA 39 probably means that items required to bt voted
by official ballot could not be reconsidered at the
deliberative session. For example, votes on zoning ques-
tions taken by officials ballot could not be revotcd at the
town meeting after the results of the ballot vote were
announced. (In addition, special statutory procedures
are called for under RSA 31:74 if someone wishes to ob-
tain a rehearing on a zoning matter decided by town
meeting.)

Related to the issue of reconsideration is the matter
of attempting to regulate or mandate future town meet-
ings procedures. It is a general rule that rules of pro-
cedure adopted by a town meeting expire at the ad-
journment of that meeting unless readopted at a
subsequent meeting, and, in the absence of specific
statutory authority, a town may not adopt procedural
rules for the governing of future town meetings. Thnt
rule, coupled with the doctrine that a town may exer-
cise only those powers grunted to it by law, means, for
example, thnt a town meeting could not adopt an ordi-
nance und try torequire a % vote of a future town meet-
ing to repeal or amend thnt ordinance.

This limitation upon town meeting powers extends
only to the power to bind other town meetings nnd does
not necessarily limit a town meeting’s power over the
exercise of authority by town officinls. Recent court
decisions, though, have made it clear thnt a town
meeting’s authority over other local officials and bodies
is limited by state law: if the law vests authority in an
official or board other than the town meeting, it is quite
possible thnt town meeting cannot override or alter that
delegation of authority.

Recounts — Different statutes govern recounts for
elections for town officials and for questions voted on at
town meeting. The former are covered by RSA
669:30-35 which allow a recount if a person for whom a
vote was cast applies within 15 days after the election
to the town clerk and submits a fee of $10. The modera-
tor, town clerk and solectrnon constitute a board to re-
count the votes not less than 7 nor more than 10 days
after the recount application is received.

RSA 40:-l-c allows 10 or more voters to apply to the
town clerk within 7 days after a meeting for a recount



of ballots cast on any question appearing on the official
ballot. An application fee of $10 is required. Ballots are
recounted in the same manner as an election.

W arrant — Calling

a tow n m eeting

Town meetings must be preceded by a warrant, or
document, addressed to the voters, which gives notice
of, or "warns", the meeting. The warrant must describe
the place, day end hour of the town meeting, and spe-
cific "articles” or subjects on which the town has the
power to act. Articles may be included on the warrant
at the initiative of the selectmen. The warrant mustin-
clude articles presented to the selectmen at least 35
days before the meeting by written petition of 10 or
mere voters (RSA 39:13).

The selectmen prepare and sign the warrant, and
must post an attested copy at the place of meeting and
an attested copy in one other public place at least 14
days before town meeting. Under statutory rules for
counting, the wurrant must be posted this year by Feb-
ruary 21 (RSA 39:5). The selectmen would be well ad-
vised to have the town counsel check the legality of the
warrant articles for form nnd content. Recent court
decisions indicate it is necessary to review enabling
legislation to: (1) determine the exact source of author-
ity for town action; and, (2) see what special procedures
might he required.

'n a town which uses official ballots, the warrant
must clearly specify those nrt.iclcs to be voted on by bal-
lot ut the election and those which will be considered at
the business meeting. The town’s annual report, includ-
ing the proposed budget, must be made available 7 days
before the town meeting. (For more information about
annual reports, see the November 1980 issue of N.H.
Town and City.) Although some warrants contain an
article at the end, "To transact nny other business
which may legally come before the meeting", action
taken under this general provision is limited in scope
because of the requirement that subjects on which the
meeting will act must be specifically included in the
warrant.

Reminders

Many statutesi were amended by the 198d legislature.
While it is not passible toaddress the details ofall of these
changes here, it isappropriate tnremind municipalities of
new procedures or statutory authorizations which may
require consideration by the town meeting

Deputy Tax Collectors

All towns must now have u deputy tax collector, RSA
41:38, or deputy town clerk/tax collector, RSA 41:45-c.
The town should remember this when formulating its
budget.

Central Business Service Districts
Municipalities nre now authorized to establish central
business service districts in high density areas of pre-

dominantly commercial uses. The costs of providing
special services, exclusive of capital expenditures, may
be an additional charge within the district. RSA 31:120-
:125.

Incompatible Offices
Selectmen may not be full time employees ofthe town.
RSA 669:7.

Bonds

RSA 33:7-b, :8 and :8-a are amended to make clear
that a ballot vote of% ofthose presentis necessary when
issuing bonds.

Fines

RSA 31:39 was amended to increase the maximum
fine which may be imposed by a municipality for viola-
tion of a local ordinance to $1,000. A town may wish to
increase its fines accordingly.

Libraries

Towns may authorize their library to retain money
received fr m its income generating equipment to be
used for general repairs and upgrading and for the pur-
chase ofbooks, oupplies and equipment. RSA 202-A:ll-a
and :1l-b.

Road Agents

A town may elect a roud agent fora term ofup to three
years by following the procedures contained in RSA
231:62-u and :62-b.

Town records

got you down?

Do /our records need organization and
better accessibility? let us help you w»t
then, computerized We guarantee fast,
deixudahlc service us anv ol the following
areas.

B un ty, jlgal i* e Pnnwnv
* « Kntlnwr Uurt

< Ui

Cuitom made trrvim are our iprcialty.

Call us.

Souhegan Valley

Data Service
PO Box 410 Main St W.Iton, NM 0306h
654-6434
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COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE

(?) FURTHER:

"/1S/8* Date:

The Committee on COMMUNITY « REGIONAL AFFAIRbas had HJR 69

disapproving the Local Boundary Commission reccomendation for
annexation of territory to the City of Uocnah.

under consideration and recommends:

.-.»ain45}

le

do pass [ ] do not pass
[ 1 do pass Vv/ith attached amendments (s)
[ ] same title
[ 1 replace with CS for [ ] new tit
and recommends
[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ ] New Fiscal Note

. . i 1 Zero Fiscal Note Attached
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

[ 1] referred tothe Committee

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS. OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS



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.

opposed
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not inthe best interest

NAME - PRINTED SIGNATURE RESIDENCE ADDRESS HATLING ADDRESS
"/?2mi d ~ 7wW7A~r" SV fry *7cXB"ZE T
* Y ) ATt /Ty ) W / N .
A*"
[D&boraf\ A.Du Ifoy\ 1kAJU: Ety..-SAd. . 9%7 A7
-jA/fcn.X  J phnsftfl. 4y PO.
fp.>..(3zx._33" _A&eutk,
I .-r’*vwoly ° Zrl)ssS' L tt*yyNsr f-
VAD srel?y aTr g. "
uJ cS
L.£.0t\au M cctit, it7- LgoAtilo<Jl fA~tnrr\ A G~f<-. ©O0i"2X,

IR/ér /N
.aLIOA

K

S

J*[t\ s\tZ trr

QjclL

BW- k& &ttMr Aki c\afccj

jQULH-JtAX /In A rfku V Ir
L & JL~rdjrcAs (W 3n7*-

NA - gsCshlily

N frtPuA  213£-$



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.

NAME - PRINTED SIGN, RESIDENCE ADDRESS MAILING ADDRESS
10&2- 1-ji frt#7n
Kkmlocjc  yi-H Bay 17Q0"cJIx
ZpanieJ.Pjlcb.fou/rs. (™lcLS-Kq Cjltfi~
rfemicKu.  mmmmmeee J-U-j—- 2ZZQs1Z™Jt -/y/acS f\ct__
K', tveACiPft 36 CK. A~ G s i fl u A i
O-bNWeed Roto house*Sty /<7 //ac/0/9N\ ftkbké&- <2 “

jjeff. A 1/C

yn L : AWT[/ f/yT-] 7 7 A-Z/ZZ;Z\ 'aW P.&. &<ry Z°Zit  £Ar 6/0aA,Z"P
\]U4& 24149\]"_ .._.mW_ZCiylij y J <rnﬂ'A e '|fhhMtOA

Zovhas |. M tils *6 Ft <Ir pnlsoA ?25<7 /Voo/sA-A-AKk
"JJ/&nzz/gAE <*/rz-z
9? 7 4 3

JbATf—J 07 - f th Moo Npon fthoe/Nc— adzzuM 9 - 9 . *03



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.

both Senate and House, reject the
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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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