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D. LOCAL TAXES

1. Limitations on Tax Levging Authority: The League opposes anyf
efforts by the State thac would Teduce local tax bases, limit loca
tax-I,e\_/yln% authority, or adversely affect the marketability of
municipal bonds.

2. State-Mandated Exemptions:
a. The League opposes the imposition of state-mandated

exemptions of certain classes of property, individuals, organi-
zations, qr commodities from the application of taxes unless “full

compensation is made for revenues lost due to these exemptions. |f
the "reimbursements for state-mandated exemptions are not fully
funded, currently or in the future, the ‘exemptions should be

repealed.

_ b. The League. supports . a reasonable and equitable solution
which would, substantjally = diminish the current fiscal impact to
municipalities caused by the operation of the senior citizen/disabled
veterans property tax exemption program.

3. Payments In-Lieu: The League endorses the establishment of a
pro%ram for payment in-lieu-of taxes for improved state property and
stale public corporation lands within a municipality.

. 4. Right to Tax: The Lea ue_oPposes any further state effort to
levy a property tax that would infringe uPon, the rights of local
governments to’levy the same rate of tax as levied on other property
within the taxing jurisdiction.

5. Waiver of Tax Collection: The Lea%ue endorses legislation to
l?aer?sltdthee waiver of collection of taxes when collection Costs exceed
X ue.

6. Removal of Sales Tax_ Limit:_ The League endorses the repeal
of the sales tax limit contained in Title 29.

1. Tax Liabili,tyf for Certain State Agenc¥ Properties:  The
Lea?ue supports legis rope

ation to require gayment of property taxes by
|{S)Larpeosae%enC|es for“real property ‘owned by  the agency for ~investment

8. Local Taxes. The League -endorses legislation that would
amend AS 29.45.050(j), permitting a local option exemption from
BFg S(r:tty taxes for inventory used in the in-state manufacture of

9. Disclosure of Real ProEert_y Transaction Values: The League
ur?_es that, should the Alaska Legislature enact any form of flegis-
lation requiring disclosure of redl property transaction values, Such
Ieglslatlon, also. require that these discloSures be shared with the
loCal municipalities.
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February 10, 1988

MEMORANDUM
T0: AML Board of Directors
FROM: AML Taxation and Finance Legislative Subcommittee

SUBJECT: HB 159

After study of the complexities and administrative burdens of proposed
changes both on Jlocal government and on Senior Citizens and Disabled
Veterans, it is the position of this committee that:

1. Current legislation remain in effect.

2. Residency requirements similar to the Longevity Bonus
Program be included.

3. Exemption be limited to the abode and parcel to which it is
attached.
4. That if the state-mandated exemption is not fully funded,

it should be repealed.

5. If the program is repealed by the State, it should only be
optional to municipalities through vote of the people.

The committee also does not support changes proposed in the Farm Use
Assessment program. Again, it is the AML"s position that state mandated
programs be funded or repealed. If repealed, local option to continue the
program must be decided by vote of the people.

MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES
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The Tfollowing are funding
a range of fTull

increments of $10,000.

PROJECTED FUNDING WITH $150,000 CAP

RANGE ASSESSED VALUE
> 200001 $154,822,476
"200-175-" $42,585,506
"175-150" $72,778,774
"150-125*F $121,611,018
"125-100" $135,219,576
"100-75" $123,675,885
"75-50" $76,136,664
"50-25" $35,095,206
"25-10" $8,636,697
<10000 $1,101,293

$771,663,094

SENIORS
X DV*®S

488
230
453
887
1, 194
1,375
1, 183
868
413
153

7,242

1007. OF 150000

$73,189,236
$34,430,926
$67,921,117
$121,611,018
$135,219,576
$123,675,8B5
$76,136,664
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1,101,293

$677,017,618

levels of the Homeowners Program given
funding caps from $150,000 to $50,000, in

ESTIMATES
CAPPED ADJUSTED TO
FUNDING FY B9

MR « 9.584

CAPPED FUNDING

X .975 x 1.068 « 1.05

$7,094,280

:Zassssssss S SSS SsS

$6,488,483



RANGE

> 200001
"200-175"
"175-150"
-150-140"
"140-125-°
"125-100-°
"100-75"
"75-50"
«50-251
"e25-10"
<10000

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822., 476
$42,585,506
$72,778,774
$48,644,407
$72,966,611

$135,219,576

$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$771,663,094

SENIORS
& DV*S

4B8
230
453
325
561
1, 194
1,375
1, 183
868
413
153

7,242

PROJECTED FUNDING WITH $130, 000 CAP

RANGE

> 200001
"200-175"
"175-150"
"150-130°
"130-125*°
-125-100"
"100-75"
"75-50-"
-50-25"
"25-10"
<10000

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822,476
$42,585,506
$72,778,774
$97,288,814
$24,322,204
$135,219,576
$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$771,663,094

SENIORS
& DV*"S

488
230
453
709
177
1, 194
1,375
1, 183
868
413
153

7,242

"100% OF 140000

$68,309,954
$32,135,531
$63,393,042
$45,500,000
$72,966,611
$135,219,576
$123,675,085
$76,136,664
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$662,170,459

"100% OF 130000

$68,309,954
$32,135,531
$63,393,042
$92,170,000
$24,322,204
$135,219,576
$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 10.1,293

$660,196,052

MR

MR

CAPPED
FUNDING

9.5B4

$6,346,189

CAPPED

FUNDING

9.504

$6,327,266

" ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

X .975 x 1.06B x 1.05

$6,938,701

ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

X .975 x 1.06B x 1.05

$6,918,011



PROJECTED

RANGE

> 200001
"200-175"
"175-150"
"150-125"
"125-120°"
"120-100"
"100-75"
"75-50°
"50-25"
"25-10"
<10000

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822,476
$42,585,506
$72,778,774
$121,611,018
$27,043,915
$108,175,661
$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35., 095, 206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$771,663,094

FUNDING WITH $120,000 CAP

SENIORS
& DV*S

488
230
453
887
200
994
1,375
1, 183
868
413
153

7,242

PROJECTED FUNDING WITH $110, 000i& CAP

RANGE

> 200001
"200-175*F
"175-150"
"150-125*
"125-110°
"110-100-°
"100-75"°
"75-50"
"50-25*
"25-10"
<10000

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822,476
$42,585,506
$72,778,774
$121,611,018
$81, 131,854
$54,087,902
$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35,095,206

$8,636,697

$1, 101,293

$771,663,274

SENIORS
& DV*S

488
230
453
887
716
478
1,375
1, 183
868
413
153

7,242

" 1007.

"1007.

$58,551,389
$27,544,741
$54,336 893
$106,440,000
$24,000,000
$108,175,661
$123,675,8B5
$76,136,664
$35,095,206

$8,636,697

$1, 101,293

$623,694,429

$53,672,107
$25,249,346
$49,808,819
$97,548,019
$78,760,000
$54,087,902
$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$t, 101,293

$603,771,938

OF 120000

OF 110000

MR

MR

CAPPED
FUNDING

= 9.584

$5,977,438

CAPPED
FUNDING

= 9.5B4

$5,786,502

X

X

ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

-975 x 1.068 x 1.05

$6,535,521

ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

-975 x 1.068 x 1.05

$6,326,759



PROJECTED FUNDING WITH $100,000

RANGE

> 200001
"200-175-F
"175-150"
"150-125"
"125-100-°
"100-751
"75-50"
"50-25"
"25-10°"
<10000

PROJECTED

RANGE

> 200001
"200-175*
"175-150"
"150-125"
"125-100"
"100-90-
"90-75
"75-50-
"50-251
"25-10"°
<10000

FUNDING WITH

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822,476
$42,5B5,506
$72,778,774
$121, 611, 018
$135,219,576
$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35,095,206

$8,636,697

$1, 101,293

$771,663,094

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822,476
$42,585,506
$72,778,774
$121,611,018
$135,219,576
$49,470,354
$74,205,531
$76,136,664
$35,095,206

$8,636,697

$1, 101,293

CAP

SENIORS
it DV*S

488
230
453
887
1, 194
1,375
1, 183
868
413
153

7,242

$90, 000 CAP

SENIORS
it DV*S

488
230
453
887
1, 194
499
375
1, 183
868
413
153

" 1007.

" 1007.

OF 100000

$48,792,824
$22,953,951
$45,280,744
$88,680,017
$119,410,717
$123,675,885
$76, 136,664
$35,095,206
$8.,636,697
$1, 101,293

$569,763,999

OF 90000

$43,913,542
$20,658,556
$40,752,670
$79,B12,016
$107,469,645
$44,910,000
$74,205,531
$76,136,664
$35,095,206

$8,636,697

$1, 101,293

MR

MR

CAPPED
FUNDING

= 9.584

X

$5,460,573

CAPPED
FUNDING

= 9.5B4

X

ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

-975 x 1.06B x 1.05

$5,970,399

ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

-975 x 1.068 x 1.05



ESTIMATES

SENIORS CAPPED ADJUSTED TO
ASSESSED VALUE & DV *S s1007. OF 80000 FUNDINS FY 89
MR = 9.584
> 200001 $154,822j476 488 $39,034,259
"200-175" $42,585,506 230 $18,363,161
-175-150" $72,778,774 453 $36,224,596
"150-125" $121,611, 018 887 $70,944,014 CAPPED FUNDING
"125-100" $135,219,576 1, 194 $95,520,000
"100-80%* $98, 940,, 708 1, 100 $88,000,000 X .975 x 1.068 x 1.05
"80-75- $24,705,177 275 $24,705,177
"75-50" $76,136,664 1, 183 $76,136,664
"50-25" $35,095,206 868 $35,095,206
"25-10" $8,636,697 413 $8,636,697
<10000 $1,101,293 153 $1,101, 293
$771,633,094 7,242 $493,761,067 $4,732,167 $5,173,985
PROJECTED FUNDING WITH $70, 000 CAP
ESTIMATES
SENIORS CAPPED ADJUSTED TO
RANGE ASSESSED VALUE & DV*"S " 1007. OF 70000 FUNDING FY 89
MR = 9.584
> 200001 $154,822,476 488 $34,154,977
"200-175*" $42,585,506 230 $16,067,766
"175-150" $72,778,774 453 $31,696,521
"150-125* $121,611,018 887 $62,076,012 CAPPED FUNDING
"125-100*" $135, 219.,576 1, 194 $83,587,502
"100-75%* $123,675,885 1,375 $96,250,000 X .975 x 1.068 x 1.05
"75-70" $15,227,333 190 $13,300,000
"70-501 $60,909,331 992 $60,909,331
"50-25" $35,095,206 868 $35,095,206
"25-10°" $8,636,697 413 $8,636,697
<10000 $1,101,293 153 $1, 101,293
$771,663,094 7,242 $442,875,305 $4,244,481 J $4,640,768



PROJECTED FUNDING WITH

RANGE

> 200001
"200-175*
"175-150%*
"150-125-°
"125-100-°
"100-75"
"75-60"
"60-50"
"50-25*
"25-10"
<10000

PROJECTED FUNDING WITH

RANGE

> 200001
"200-175"
"175-150"
"150-125"
"125-100°
"100-75*
"75-50-
"50-25"
"25-10-°
<10000

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822,476
$42,585,506
$72,778,774
$121,611,018
$135,219,576
$123,645,885
$45,681,998
$30,454,666
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$771,633,094

ASSESSED VALUE

$154,822,476
$42,585,506
$72,778,774
$121,611,018
$135,219,576
$123,675,885
$76,136,664
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$771,663,094

$60,000 CAP

SENIORS
& DV*S

488
230
453
3B7
1, 194
1,375
710
473
868
413
153

7,242

$50, 000 CAP

SENIORS
& DV*®S

488
230
453
887
1, 194
1,375
1, 1B3
868
413
153

7,242

"1007. OF 60000

$29,275,695
$13,772,370
$27,168,447
$53,208,010
$71,640,000
$82,500,000
$42,600,000
$30,454,666
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$395,452,385

" 1007, OF 50000

$24,396,412
$11,476,975
$22,640,372
$44,340,009
$59,705,358
$68,750,000
$59,150,000
$35,095,206
$8,636,697
$1, 101,293

$335,292,323

MR

MR

CAPPED
FUNDING

= 9.584

$3,789,984

CAPPED
FUNDING

= 9.584

$3.,213,415

X

X

ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

-975 x 1.068 x 1.05

$4,143,836

ESTIMATES
ADJUSTED TO
FY 89

CAPPED FUNDING

.975 x 1.068 x 1.05

$3,513,435
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by Rebecca Goodmanlt qgr hands trying./",

Colling it on "administra-
tive nightmare™ and “unfair"
public policy, House lawmak-
ers in mid-February killed a
bill aimed at making the
senior property tax exemptipn

program income-basod-af™, v ir.

The defeated bUl S S
HB159 — sponsored by Got.**
Steve Cowper. was designed to
replace current tax lawswhich
give aoniora 100 percent
exemptions from taxes on
their homes, up to $150,000 of
assessed value, r =N T A

Under Cowper’s plan,
seniors with household
incomes of $15000 or less
would have received full prop-
erty Lax exemptions. Seniors
with annual households

mine a retiree's toti’. annual£
household income u n

year to the next,” sail']

Jim Zawscld (R-Gr maod)15
"Frankly,-1 can «*' no coat”
savings' comng* out'of1l

But Miks Worley”
author of Cowper’s legislati
and state assessor within t
Department of Community?
and Regional Affairs, toldlawdi
makers he.was certain
plan couldwork andwould a
require any more adminisi
tive manpower at"the munid» -.»-j

pai level

r

"l agree there will be profEa&&ffi «w>'o"
l«naandtfcatitUanundeaii»-‘ » ?"*5?t'v f. 3

ble thing that we haygf
examine peopleinoomes.bt

. incomes of $60,000. or moife”il./eqfthose problems<

hlktn Daily News/HallAndanon

ty?00* |fa comes stive at the Ketchikan Pioneers’ I-bmeasrwdent' enjoy agala“Showboat*

y, . twma"dkmer. FesUvtUea In Ketchikan, as well as dinners In lour
story p®9« *e

B A AL
T/

*x by Rebecca Goodmanvwxl want to corrpromse tlie qual-

vi.fcAs the Febrnary 29deadline ity of care in order to allow a
£8& approiachea-far private cort * few more privato contractors

: paxxiecteeubmit propoosls to  to bid," Jeans saidj«» *
the state for operation of the*v' Not everyone is happy with
new Juneau Pioneers’ Homa,v**ihe state's decision.'av-
state officials are.standing”, Somefirms interestedin bid*

: finn on their dedaion to keep;“ding Bc operate the Juneau
£/£;;KtQ:thft.origmnl qualificationbonce have complained that
A-e*aUx»dards. outlined in the™ the aiite made the q uilifying
*.-'r~Aregaast for propoasD ry*™*. standards and the

if-“"Several of the potential propoaa] reqUHtdocument 'BO

off«n nquatod that we complex' thatno private con
the miolmnm qualifier  tractor—no matter howquail-
liarde, 1bttf wyfgiibf fied-'— could meet tho etate’™
going to do It.” aald Mary.Jo; . expectation®. .
- JwntdirKtor of the Divuion ~

N

othsr Pieneers’ Homes, were

rocUiiA  jwarn

banks), which currently
provides food services in
Juneau’s Bartlett Hospital
and in all five of Alaska’s

‘Several ol the <1
potential offerors
requested that we

Iower the min-1*A
~ntUITI quailllCailOn
Standards, but’

- el -WjwAty
W8 re not golnfl tO-. n

Mary Jo Jeans

~~m ef Pioneer,’ senefit, in. the* . expreeeed interest in operate -jx
Departmcot of Adminiotra-  ing thaJuneaii home includat-cT.
C, * ARA 8ervicea, a private

"We did make afewamend-t for-profit, national manage-
menla.to.the RFP (requt»t for  ment eervioee firm (with Alae-
—%{\é_’]}jpopo*(f.l«)f bat‘ wt ‘did not;,;It»n headquaner*.ui Fair-

existing Pioneers' Homee, aa

well as housekeeping aenvicoa

In the Palmer and Ketchikar,... , *
0o o

would have received noex

overcome,” Worley sai<s

infos™'Those with'hb'usehold\t* Lawraa

income, between $15,000 and',

$50,000 would have received aV'

sliding’Scale exemption
depending upon income level.
Administration officials said
the plan could have saved the
stato as much as $1 million.
However, lawmakers in the
House Community and
Regional Affaire committee
said they doubted whether the
bill would save any money.
"Administrators for this
progtam are going tohave an",
administrative nightmare’on -

une%hhﬁ@mrs Home C#OHIII']!‘JI5

Pioneers I-bm% ruiﬁi* e

* Lutheran Health Systens,
a private nonprofit, national
health care services corpora;
tion (founded but no longer
affiliated with the Lutheran
Church), which operates Her-

itage Place skilled nursingfm

facility and Central Peninsula’

. Mt.

‘ "People who may need Om
most help might fall into the
middle-income levels on the
scale," said Rep.
line (R-Anchorage),
might be creating
hardship for middle-income,.
seniors who are just holding]?
their own in this economy. Tini-"
really uncomfortable ewittff?*
that.”

During public testimony on
thebill, RosePaimqulaI preaP

?2i9pkoMi

5

esh

" Health Ocrporotion apr n
vate nonprofit health?
corporation, which operates™
Hospital injf
Sitka and several health fadlfcV

ties and clinics throughout wo.<\..;

Southeast Alaska;

. statewide SeitoSfc/T-
Vate for-profit, multi-national'~

Oen{mal in_Soldotna; Denali *management servicescorpor*SSS,~-
el

r and Fairbanks Memor-
ial Hospital in Fairbanks;
Kodiak Island Hospital and
nursing facility; and Valdez
Community HoflpitabAvkmu-'

¢ St Ann's Nursing Home,
Inc., a private nonprofit local

SouiheastAI%kgl

tion (state headquarters' iainifcjS™

i *
Ao service contracts SjF .
throughout Alaska and hg»lthyv
care' service arid olha?1
tracts outside Alaska;V

t,*
M
*it

n

r:i

*\

\
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Commlttees receive a co
g#e%ﬁels:see that the follow e, i‘{ues Py
We have also heen asked to see that Senator Fred Zharoff
receives a copy

February 16, 1988

Hon ?<rable CI|ff Dayidson
eg|slature
se O epres ntatives
Juneau Alaska 99811
RE: SS HB 159 Regarding Property Tax Exemption

Dear Representative Davidson;

At the Pioneers of Alaska Kodiak Igloo #18 and Auxi"iary #17
February 11 regular meeting, the members approved a motion
to send a letter®™ to the Legislature asking that the provi —
sions regarding property tax exemption for senior citizens
be left as they are. The motion was in response to the
changes proposed by SS HB 159. The Pioneers in Kodiak
oppose a needs-based approach to the exemption. -

Sincerely,

Jim Duros



: KO
PUBLIC OPINION MESSAE% PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE
t

m
dear: ) . DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE SPRINGER
ear. representatlve springer
K /5
NAME: OLSON FARMS: MANVIL, BEULAH, ARNOLD,
: GEORGE A MITCHELL : : '
t:‘f:“:, % TITLE: HAROLD, AND KAREN LEE
: ADDRESS: S R BOX 2990
: 537 E FERN ST
address CITY: WASILLA ZIP: 99687

city: PALMER ZIP: 996*5
PHONE: 745-8160
BILL NO: HB 159
SUBJECT: RELATING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION TO INCOME
MESSAGE: URGE A "NO"™ VOTE, AS THIS WOUD BE VERY DETRIMENTAL TO THE ALREADY
HURTING AGRICULTURE INDUSTRY. THE SAVINGS TC THE STATE AND THE

BOROUGHS ARE NOT GREAT ENOUGH TO RISK THE ADVERSE EFFECTS ON

PHONE: 376-5777

BILL NO: HB 159

SUBJECT: RELATING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION TO INCOME

MESSAGE: WE URGE YOU TO MAKE NO CHANGE IN THE PRESENT FARM USE PLAN FOR TAX
EXEMPTION PURPOSES. WE HAVE USED THIS PLAN SINCE ITS BEGINNING AND SEE
NOTHING WRONG WITH IT. FARMERS NEED AND APPRECIATE THIS AID.

AGRICULTURE IN ALASKA. THANK YOU.
POMID: 14112335
POMID: 14091538
DATE: 02/12/88 DATE: 02/11/88
TIME: 09:15:38 TIME: 11:23:35
LIONAME: HAT-SU LIO LIONAME: MAT-SU LIO

REPRESENTATIVES REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS REPRESENTATIVES REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS
ADAVS BARNES ABOOD ADAMS BARNES ABOOD
BOUCHER BOYER BINKLEY BOUCHER BOYER BINKLEY
BROWN CATO COGHILL BROAN CATO COGHILL
COLLINS COTTEN DUNCAN COLLINS COTTEN DUNCAN
DAVIDSON DAVIS ELIASON DAVIDSON DAVIS ELIASON
DONLEY ELLIS FAHRENKAMP DONLEY ELLIS FAHRFNKAMP
FRANK FURNACE FAIKS FRANK FURNACE FAIK >
GOLL GRUENBERG FANNING GOLL GRUENBERG FANNING
GRUSSENDORF HANLEY FISCHER GRUSSENDORF HANLEY FISCHER
HERRMANN HOFFMAN HALFORD HERRMANN HOFFMAN HALFORD
HUDSON KOPONEN HENSLEY HUDSON KOPONEN HENSLEY
LARSON MARTIN JONES LARSON MARTIN JONES
IMENARD MILLER JOSEPHSON MENARD MILLER JOSEPHSON
NAVARRE PEARCE KELLY NAVARRE PEARCE KELLY
PETTYJOHN PHILLIPS KERTTULA PET". " IOHN PHILLIPS KERTTULA
POURCHOT RIEGER RODEY POURCHOT RIEGER RODEY
SHULTZ SUND STURGULEWSKI SHULTZ SUND STURGULEWSKI
SWACKHAMIVER TAYLOR SZYMANSKI SWACKHAMIVER TAYLOR SZYMANSKI
ULMER WALLIS UEHLING ULMER WALLIS UEHLING
ZAWACKI ZHAROFF ZAWACKI ZHAROFF



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE
DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE SPRINGER

. FEB .2 DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE SPRINGER
.HFH_\@ DELON BROAN ! 198P
adc,r: . POB 799 NAME: JERRY GIAUqUE
. PALMER ZIP: 99645 TITLE: PRESIDENT, AK FARMERS * STOCKGROWERS
P 745-4272 ADDRESS: POB 1722
| ) HB 159 CITY: PALMER ZIP: 99645
n L RELATING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION TO INCOME PHONE: 745-4017
| DISSAPPROVE OF BILL SSHB 159 AND ITS CONTENTS. | RECOMVENO THAT WE BILL NO: HB 159
FUNO AS-29 AND ITS CURRENT LANGUAGE. EACH YEAR MILLIONS OF DOLLARS SUBJECT: RELATING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION TO INCOME
FROM THESE FARMS ARE RECIRCULATED WITHIN THE STATE AND BOROUGHS. WHICH ADDS MESSAGE: THE ALASKA FARMERS Am STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION 1<J88 RESOLUTION

JOBS AND PROMOTES LOCAL HIRE. THOUSANDS OF TOURISTS VIEW AG OF THE MAT-SU AND PLATFORM WAS ADOPTED 6Y THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON 11/20/1987. RESOLUTION #15
FAIRBANKS AREAS. EACH YEAR SEVERAL GROUPS FROM OUTSIDE PUT TOGETHER BUS TOURS OPPOSES HB 159 AND URGES THE LEGISLATURE TO FUND THE TAX DIFFERENTIAL ON
DESTINED FOR ALASKA. AGRICULTURAL LANDS TO MUNICIPALITIES AS ESTABLISHED UNDER A.S. 29. THIS
ONLY AHOUNfS TO  $345,000.00.
POMID: 14,'.05021
DATE: 02/11/83

TIME: 10:50:21 14134643
LIONAME: MAT-SU LIO 02{10(88
REPRESENTATIVES  REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS ARSIAT
D copies: REPRESENTATIVES REPRESENTATIVES - SENATCRS
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NAME:

TITLE:

ADDRESS:

CITY:

PHONE:

BILL NO:
SUBJECT:
MESSAGE:

A.S. 29.
PROVIDES EMPLOYMENT.

POMID:
DATE:
TIME:

LIONAME:

PAULA GIAUQUE

POB 1722
PALMER
795-9017
HB 159

ZIP: 996°5

RELATING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION TO INCOME
I OPPOSE SSHB 159 AND URGE THE LEGISLATURE TO FUND THE TAX
DIFFERENTIAL OF $395,000.00 ON AGRICULTURAL LAND AS PROVIDED FOR UNDER

19135509
02/10/88
13:55:09
MAT-SU LIO

AGRICULTURE CONTRIBUTES TO THE ECONOMY, ATTRACTS TOURISTS ANO

AGRICULTURE WOULD BE HURT WITHOUT THIS FUNDING.

REPRESENTATIVES REPRESENTATIVES

ADAMS
BOUCHER
BROWN
COLLINS
DAVIDSON
DONLEY
FRANK

GOLL
GRUSSENDORF
HERRMANN
HUDSON
LARSON
MENARD
NAVARRE
PETTYJOHN
POURCHOT
SHULTZ
SWACKHAMIVER
ULMER
ZAWACKI

BARNES
BOYER
CATO
COTTEN
DAVIS
ELLIS
FURNACE
GRUENBERG
HANLEY
HOFFMAN
KOPONEN
MARTIN
MILLER
PEARCE
PHILLIPS
RIEGER
SUND
TAYLOR
WALLIS

dear:

name:
TITLE:
ADDRESS:
CITY:

PHONE:
BILL NO:

SUBJECT:
MESSAGE:

POMID:
DATE:

TIME:

LIONAME:

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

.

representative springer

DOUG WITTE

POB 1192
PALMER
795-9308
HB 159

zip: 99695

RELATING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION TO INCOME

I AM BASICALLY OPPOSED TO THIS BILL,

I URGE THE LEGISLATURE TO FUND A.S. 29

19089999
02/12/88
08:99:99
MAT-SU LIO

REPRESENTATIVES REPRESENTATIVES

ADAMS
BOUCHER
BROWN
COLLINS
DAVIDSON
DONLEY
FRANK

GOLL
GRUSSENDORF
HERRMANN
HUDSON
LARSON
VENARD
NAVARRE
PETTYJOHN
POURCHOT
SHULTZ
SWACKHAMVER
ULMER
ZAWACKI

BARNES
BOYER
CATO
COTTEN
DAVIS
ELIIS
FURNACE
GRUENBERG
HANLEY
HO'/FVAN
KCPONEN
MARTIN
MILLER
PEARCE
PHILLIPS
RIEGER
SUND
TAYLOR
WALLIS

SENATORS

ABOOD
BINKLEY
COGHILL
DUNCAN
ELIASON
FAHRENKAMP
FAIKS
FANNING
FISCHER
HALFORD
HENSLEY
JONES
JOSEPHSON
KELLY
KERTTULA
RODEY
STURGULEWSKI
SZYMANSKI
UEHLING
ZHAROFF

IN PARTICULAR SECTIONS 945.



T0: Representative Henry Springer, Chair
Members of the House Community and Regional Affairs Committee

PROM: Scott A. Burgess, Executive Director

DATE: February 29, 1988

SUBJECT: SSHB 159 - Exemptions etc. from municipal property taxes

After studying of the potential <costs, complexities and administrative

burdens on local governments and on senior citizens and disabled veterans
proposed in Sponsor Substitute for HB 159, the Alaska Municipal League

does not support SSHB 159. The proposed legislation does not provide a
reasonable and equitable solution to funding shortfalls under the existing
statutes, and provides no assurances that the current fiscal impact
resulting from the shortfalls will be diminished in the future. The AML

supports the state program of reasonable property tax relief to encourage
senior citizens and disabled veterans to remain in Alaska; however, such
support is based on the Legislature fully reimbursing municipalities for
the revenues lost as a result of the state-mandated program. Without full
funding of the current program or legislative changes that substantially
reduce or offset the losses to local revenues as a result of funding
shortfalls, the Legislature should repeal the program.

If the Legislature believes in the program and wishes it to continue, then

the program should be fuJly funded. The program has been underfunded
since 1986 and the municipalities have been forced to provide the
exemption without full reimbursement for three years. Municipalities are
currently paying for more than half of the state-mandated ©progranm
shortfall plus the administrative expenses. During these three years
municipal assistance and revenue sharing program funding has also
decreased. The Governor has requested only $3 million for FY 89, while

the Department of Community and Regional Affairs estimates the cost to be
$6,750,000. CSHB 255, currently in House Rules, recognizes the shortfall
and includes the full amount.

In addition, if the existing program is to stay in effect, the AML would

request changes to the existing program to tighten it up. Residency
requirements are needed to 1insure the benefit accrues to those intended.
For example, residency requirements such as those wunder the Longevity
Bonus program are suggested. Also, it should be clarified that the

exemption is limited to the individual®s primary residence and the single
underlying parcel i.e. not contiguous parcels.

MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES



House C&RA Committee RE SSHB 159159
February 29, 1988
Page 2

If the state-mandated, property tax, exemption programs are not fully

funded by the State, then the Legislature should repeal the programs.
In repealing the programs, the Legislature should allow municipalities the
option, with the vote of the 1local voters, of continuing to provide a

similar progranm. Any repeal should recognize the fact that exemptions
must be Tfiled by January 15 of each year; therefore, if the Legislature
decides to repeal the program this session, FY 89 funding of $6.75 million
is still necessary to offset the exemptions already given by

municipalities.

Sponsor Substitute for HB 159 reflects a great amount of time and effort
by State Assessor Mike Worley to revise the program under current statutes
to reduce the <costs tomunicipalities without repealing the program as
originally proposed by the original HB 159; however, the substitute
does not propose acceptable changes. The AML was involved in the
discussions to determine 1if suggested changes would significantly and
equitably reduce the fiscal impacts on local governments caused by under-
funding by the State. In summary, the proposal is not acceptable because;

1. The proposed changes would recognize and legislate a municipal share in
the state-mandated program.

2. While under the proposal, the municipalities®™ burden may be reduced to
25% of the currentcost of the progranm, the proposal 1is based on the
assumptions 1is that the Legislature will fund 50% of the program costs
(currently funding less than 50%) and that the proposed sliding scale will
reduce the cost to the State and municipalities by 25%. With the
continued "subject to legislative appropriation” Jlanguage and expected
growth in eligibility and, therefore, the <cost of the program, the
municipalities will continue to be required to pick up any shortfalls 1in
funding. As an aside, a suggestion by AML that the exemption be granted
on a pro rata basis equal to the percentage of full funding by the State
was rejected as technically not possible.

3. The proposed sliding scale is potentially awkward and intrusive. The
administration of the program will be more complex and the 1increased
burden and cost will fall, as it does now, on the municipalities.

Again, the AML does not support the Sponsor Substitute for HB 159. The
AML urges the Legislature to continue the current program by fully funding
it and making minor changes to <close wunintended Jloopholes. If the
Legislature is unwilling to fully fund the state-mandated program, then
the AML requests that the Legislature fully fund the program for FY 89,
repeal the program effective January 1, 1989, and allow municipalities the
option of continuing a similar program at the local level if approved by
the local voters. Thank you.



PIONEER WOMEN OF ALASKA

§ AUXILIARY NO. |
NOME. ALASKA

Box 1175
Nome, Alaska 99762

February 17, 1988

Representative Heinrich Springer
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Henry,

Pioneer Auxiliary No. 1 of Nome endorses and supports the following
bills which will be considered by the House of Representatives
during the current session:

The Longevity Bonus Annuity Program. Auxiliary No. 1
is in favor of Senate Bill 56 as passed. We do NOT

support a program based on need.

Tax exemption for Senior Citizens as now 1is effect. We
do not support a tax exemption program based on need.

A State Operated Pioneer Home system with admission
NOT based on need.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.

Sincerely yours,

Linda E. Conley
Secretary
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Making of A
*Pioneers’Hom~AL9fij™ Ip

m Unlit ridlv each of the fiot nurilAg home)'t &£«
residence facilities that makiupAUithhliu'mfS W?2i*
que Pioneers'Home system have been op'efiUiff-
and managed by the state of A latkaijr~"" -StA

Spurred by lawmakert and ah admmuffh[t
tion eager to trim the system’ 120 miUion-ptuk* 3E&
operating budget, the etate Won a fatr tiacktdf <Sf?"
use priuate-eector management [or the neiif

Juneau Plantin* « JjsV

- ffprivate management’ wOrkTrigKr’at pi*: S-ij
Juneau home tome euggett it could become thh” SijfS
future courte for exitting, bdmep, ir\

Palmer, Fairbanke, Anchorage and Ketchikan..
But will the Juneau experiment in privgitzay

>r Hat the state doneenough'io®MioeqdS”rpf.'

oort under privatization at the tI.S millnti' "fw.-

Juneau hornet-"'tjri > ifclir
Find out what older Alatkent and etateo/&g g 2.

dale aretoying about the privatization <xpen-.t

ment in a special report, "The making of o' "

Pioneers'Home, 1988," beginningon page 1L
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i you ’re a senor citizén in  was forced to discontinue pub-
Fairbanks with a leaky radia-jfiflication-fdr lack of funds.

§»H T3

o A
and paid for mailing 20,000
~booklets to every senioronthe.r

torLan elder in-Aniak who?-- When ATU/ GTE «began”-Longevity Bonus list and the*.4
needs senior meals or an older I?, offering telephone book yellow  Senior Voice mailing list.

. Alaskan in Anchorage who
needs & nursing home, the .

newly published “Alaska’s"
Senior Citizens’ Guide” can
help you. v, .

About 4,000 copies of the free
booklet have been mailed to
seniors across the state, and
anotheri 16,000 will be in the
mail in early February.

The yellow-covered, 54-page
guide contains the names of
businesses offering senior dis-

counts, as well as information4 people, reach their targeted

on senior services and pro-
grams in communities
throughout Alaska. It was pro-
duced as a collaborative effort

. by Anchorage TFelephane Util-

r

GTE; the Older Alaskans**GTE used their computer to
Try Commission and Older Per-j£?sort yellow-page listings

A\sons Action Group (CPAG).

The booklet is the first com-

;information Jn*Alaska to” typesetting and printing for

appearance 1985ipPAGpub
lished a S|m|Iartd|rectory

annually for aboutfour years*mission, partially funded
with city and state’grants hut® OPAG’s work on the projectt

i Notonly doesit help seniors

pages advertisers a special ~ “There will be overlap onthe
logo to denote: senior dia-yjliate, and some.homes mayif
counts, talks about a joint receive as many as three boo- =y
directory venture began. . Klets,” explained Dave Hern- -
‘We'd been asking for some don, OPAG executive director. '/
time what we could do for the “We’re hoping those who have
community,” said Bonnie extras will share them with .
Hurst, ATU/ GTE epokesper- their friends.” income* persons through Soldotna and Talkeetna.

son. ‘This .seemed ,like.a m Copies alao™have been v Aprl 5" 5 1 Anchorage volunteers wll
natural.” , vmailed to all legislators>and Tax-Aide;..yyoluoteersv be at the Anchorage Senior

e attend an intensive! training  Center (258-7823) and Older
_mftS){hgeoF\)/g;? g&gtr?ﬁf;ﬂﬂsdoo courseytaught by Internal  Persons Action Group (276-
copies were produced each ~ Revenue Service personnel  1059) each Thursday and Fri-
year, and many whorequested and are required to pass a day February 4 through

audience, she explained. directories were turned away.  Written test ontax code revi- - April 15. ..
For the new guide, OPAG The larger press run should,; SIons affecting older taxpay-  Receptionists./at both tax

compiled and edited informa- mean everyone who wants a-J- 'S before they are assigned sites will have information

m T%e1988 American Asiotn-1 - /,Tax a)uhSeldrs' also jnaKe
ation of Retired Persons y Home ,.viBit8.;.t6"thei TKandi-
(AARP) Tax-Aide Program - capped and sh

will again offer free income:  AARPwill havevoliu

*ax counseling aiad tax prep- - at tax sites in Anchorage,
; aration for older and low Fairbanks, Kenai,.Juneau,

find their way to discounts
and services, it helps business

tion about services, programs mopy of thé current guide can- 10 @ Site. tr-" -, on hours.
and organizations. ATUf get one, Herndon said. - f
Anyone who hasn’t received Mi )
a copy of the guide by mid- / - Ny
throughout the state to find y February;can call OPAG toll
~ where senior discounts wers”free a t-800-478-1059 (in,' IEVfesi' ¥
~(pfete rpublication/, of senior4 offered.. They, also provided ~Anchorage, 2761059) "
-| the 30,000 copies //nonf/rppff| |8 I* . “
The Older, Alaskans Com- i\w i | f 1/ wm////if] W /IU| -IHANT ]
ftfromp . Anan Thayid Car 01’q ywientclorens'of e
n meka& sinkesy-i"ynol"ys,/iaga uATﬂ | rAq B e%% %ar%Tpressupngte
e réhe propo fovel I’gla ed senior. ¢ ?Iz)()e%se 1R ey
rlaklunnnmleln\p RR&?QLP iNI™- IJ|, a«nnaTan |kal|aT|m|a 1i- ||Reonnted from Anchonuii i

i1TitTiriiM

S






FILE CONTENTS FILE NAME [l fi> /1~ 3 [* % . 3y l#?

Date Doc. DESCRIPTION
H In _TySS. Date Subject From Distrib.
0) ma/5 7 &V 3//8? /diUi. eletifSna -towcy:. propos*/* /] G- /
—frzfr g/ yXntgjw/Sv Bx 3 pa*IAreoh £ f ¥ N 7N
Hxe ocre.  poe /7.
& > *|h(7 U 1y /\\py C./< 4- y
. Sfatu&a
MO
© 31717 mEb H
33dory WO 0 -8~ 7A
C&L
(k) 3/do]~? PrKf- 3/7°6 7A
ft "“éi\ 3/dc/?  [yoir mflrp-axXTL -16 > n
* bl( OYL-GA*2- —
3 U2 ATA SITA _ h
, SUF b //A535V ]
M 3t ) 7 > /> 25> > h
c - CovrceSi  fy/3#
" 3pt/ly HIT 31*/? DP-/ AJC.-3 y X
D $Mily W'tH ai YR 0 _ h
g - avj HKW*, yy,
B 3AX? (X Zft' T3//cA 3/020 h



1 ®F ALASKA -
Tuan 1i®OSILFfI)IBII vy

LEI3 ATME AHAIRS ACENCY

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE LIBRARY

May, 1988

Copies of minutes listed below were originally included
in this file. The minutes are available on the STAIRS
database CMPR. In order to save.space copies of minutes

have not been left in the files,
Mary Van Nimwegen



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT ™Mb im
Date referred: 3/4/87 FURTHER REFERRALS: Finance

&OmmunlltyAaHd - DATE: 03/20/87
The ~ NEQIONAATIAINS Committee has considered
"An Act relating to advisory elections on certain annexation proposals.”

HB 163

[ ] replace with [ ] the same title
[ ] attached amendment(s) [ ] a new title
[ ] do pass

[ ]do not pass
[ X] no recommendation
[ ] individual recommendations

[ ]additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: [ letter of intent
ATTACHES HEW FISCAL NOTE(s) :
[ X] fiscal impact [ ] same as previous fiscal note
[ X] zero fiscal note published
[ | zero with analysis [ ] same as previous zero fiscal

note published

slicJfT*GPo PASS: SIGICEHG OTHER RECOMfKHIUVTIOHS:

hterft </j(X

Ofe<f

PYEOAS. V! /-Cm /*3d

JC CL

Sprin*&i-

Chairman's pignatmre



3/3/8 7. P
ALECSYS TELECONFERENCE SCHEDULING SYSTEM (INQUIRY)

« « A3/6>3
DATE; 03/20/87 FRIDAY TIME:03:00PM AST DUR 120 MIN

SPONSOR: HCRA

SITES: JNU*, DLG, HNS,

SUBJECT: LEG.PUB.HEAR./HB163: ADVISORYELECTIONSANNEXATIONPROPOSALS
JNU ROOM: CT-603, HCRA

DATE: 03/20/87 FRIDAY TIME:03:00PM AST DUR 120 MIN
SPONSOR: HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS

SITES: JNU*, ANC, FBX, KTN, MAT, NOM, SIT, VAL

SUBJECT: LEG.PUB.HEAR./HB167:MANDATORY USE OF SEAT BELTS

HB158: PENALTY FOR CERTAIN TRAFFIC OFFENSES
JNU ROOM: C--102, HSA

PRESS ENTER OR F'F8 TO DISPLAY NEXT PAGE, PF7 FOR PREVIOUS PAGE
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CONTACT:
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SITES PARTICIPATING:

LIO*S

Anchorage

PHONE .

N N 3

LTC"S

T/C DATE/DAY:3L o - W

Tive: 31bb~ v =0
JUNEAU ROOM: C f (,03- -
BRIDGE:
/ OF PORTS:
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Official Buainatr

NAME

(PLS PRINT)

COMMITTEE

HOUSE COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

DATE: Friday, March 30, 1987

SIGN-IN

Subject of meeting:

*HB 163 Advisory elections on certain
annexation proposals (1st hearing)

DO YOU WANT
PHONE REPRESENTING TO TESTIFY?

</ifa J)CtA

Yf2r"



BILL WORKSHEET

Bill #: HB 163

Date Sched .: HCRA Committee, Friday, March EO, 19B7

Title: "An Act relating to advisory elections on certain
annexation proposals”

Sponsor: Reo. Go 11

Info Attached: Copy of Bill
Fiscal Note
Existing statute
Position paper from Department of Community and
Regional Affairs
Data from Fourteenth Legislature re: HB 15
Memo to Rep. Goll from T. Cook re:
Constitutional amendment
Memo to Rep. Goll from T. Cook I1E.5.83
Letter to Rep. Goll from Local Boundary
Commission
DCRA position paper 3.EE.85
Position paper 3.6.85
Letter to Rep. Goll from DCRA Commissioner
4_.5.85
DCRA position paper 5.6.86
Memo to Rep. Goll from House Research Agcy.

Sponsor ™ Briefing, Intent/purpose:
At this writing we have recieved no information from
sponsor.Obviously "legislative review~ annexation
proceedings in Haines raised citizen ire as usual; only in
this case, the furor has not died away.

Effect of Bill:
Sec. 1 - Advisory Elections on Annexations

Subsections (a) and (b) reguire that advisory
elections be conducted 1in an area proposed for
annexation and the results be presented to the
Local Boundary Commission at their formal hearing.
The initiator of the annexation proceedings would
conduct and pay for the advisory election: The
municipality 1in subsection (a) and the LBC in
subsect ion (b).

— Subsection <c) provides that a municipality may
conduct an advisory election (in which all
municipal voters may participate) on an annexation
proposal and may present the results to the LBC if
the municipality 1is having 1its territory affected
by annexation proceedings.

— Subsection (d) reiterates that the elections
authorized 1in this bill are advisory in nature and

do not have to sway the LBC. NQlii an error 1in

this subsection refers to Art. |IX in the State

Constitution, the reference should be to Art. X.
Sec. E - Limitations on Home Rule Powers

This section extends applicability of the bill to
Home Rule municipalities as does subsection (e) of
the bill.



Fiscal Impact:
DCRA fiscal note: 0 (Zero) _
Division of Elections fiscal note: annualized figure of
$1142/year with analysis.

Proponents: Rep. Goll, Mr. Louis Nelson

opponents: Dept, of Community and Regional Affairs and Loca
Boundary Commission

analysis 0f Bill's effect, by staff: _ ,
Arguements aPa|nst this bill fall into two categories,
philosophical/Constitutional and practical. The _
‘legislative review’ process of annexation was included in
the "Constitution in order to provide municipal governments
with the means to effect an annexation to accommodate a
compelling public need or public interest in those
circumstances where a majority of the residents in the
territory proposed for anmnexation may not support it.
Since the nature of legislative reviéew annexations is that
they are seldom supporfed by the residents or property
owners of the area proposed for annexation, the implications
of,reqU|r|n% an advisory election seem to conflict with the
principles behind the process.

The LBC would respond that the legislative annexation
process is a legitimate means of annexation and that
adequate safeguards exist against misuse of the process.
These include DCRA investigation and report, LBC hearing and
decision, and legislative review. The arguement can be made
that the municipality can conduct an OF'”'O” POll or an
advisory election and present the results to the LBC now.

Chief among the practical concerns is that special elections
would have to be pre-approved by the U.S. Dept, of Justice
because the Federal Voting Rights Act (1965) applies. ,
Preparation to submit the Federal aypjlcat|on would re?U|re
considerable effort. Approval would involve a delaﬁ_o
about two months. Second practical concern is the high cost
of elections under sections (a) and (b) of the bill since
areas proposed for annexation would probably not coincide
with established voting precincts.

Committee Report:
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POSITION PAPER (revised 3/19/87)

RE: HB 163 - - "An Act relating to advisory elections on
certain annexation proposals."”

SPONSOR: Representative Goll
Program Effects of Bill

If a municipality requests annexation under the legislative
review process [AS 29.06.040(b)], the bill would require the
municipality to conduct an advisory election on the proposed
boundary change in the area proposed for annexation. If the
annexation was not initiated by the municipality whose
boundaries were to be changed, the Alaska Division of Elections
would be responsible for conducting the election. In either
case, the results of the advisory election must be made
available to the Local Boundary Commission (LBC) at a hearing
to be conducted on the proposed annexation.

Subsection (c¢) of the bill would permit advisory votes to be
conducted in which all municipal voters may participate. A
municipality may present the results of such an advisory
election to the Local Boundary Commission if the area of the
proposed annexation is located within the municipality or
proposed to be annexed to the municipality.

Subsection (d) clarifies the advisory nature of the vote by
noting that "nothing 1in this section affects the authority of
the Local Boundary Commission to present proposed boundary
changes to the legislature.™

Comments
;ie department opposes this bill for the following reasons:

w The value and benefit of these advisory elections is
somewhat questionable, especially when one considers the
"red-tape" and cost involved 1in conducting them. It is a
valid assumption that residents affected by legislative
review annexations will not generally support an action
that may bring with it 1increased taxation and government

control. These persons are given adequate opportunity to
testify and make their case at a locally conducted public
hearing of the LBC. Residents may submit petitions

representing the views of affected persons and rebut
municipal arguments supporting the annexation.

2-PIH
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The opportunity to air relevant facts and differing
opinions already exists and it is unclear how much
additional light 1is shed on the process by conducting an
advisory election on the annexation action. An advisory
election would simply quantify opposition which, based on
past experience is always assumed by the LBC to be
significant. Given this opposition, it is the Commision®s
task to consider broader interests, equity, and uniformity
outside of the parochial interests of the area affected by
the boundary change. The LBC has established standards
that are objectively applied to annexations and the
Department believes these standards insure that the

Commission acts upon petitions in an equitable and
consistent manner as carefully defined by law. The 45 day
review by the Legislature provides a further opportunity
for appeal of controversial decisions made by the

Commission.

The special elections required under the bill would, we
believe, be subject to provisions of the Federal Voting
Rights Act of 1965, as amended (FVRA). Thus, before such
an election could be held, the <concurrence of the U.S.
Department of Justice to hold the election would have to be

gained under the provisions of the FVRA. The preparation
of the FVRA submission will, 1in most instances, represent a
substantial effort for a municipality. Review of the

submission by the Department of Justice would entail a
minimum of 60 days.

Conducting elections will be expensive for the
municipalities involved. (NOTE: nearly all of the
legislative review annexation petitions are initiated by
municipalities. Thus, the burden of this bill would fall

principally upon those entities.) In addition to preparing
the FVRA submission, municipalities would have to schedule
and conduct the elections. Because the area proposed for
annexation would, in virtually every instance, differ from
any established voting precinct, conducting such elections
would be particularly difficult.

We believe that the bill would add three months or more to
the time required to prepare and submit a petition for
annexation under the legislative review process.
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l. BACKGROUND

There are several alternative ways of effecting an
annexation provided for by the statutes and regulations of
Alaska. The ways listed below are the methods to achieve
annexation through local action.

The first is annexation by election of the residents in the
area desiring to be annexed to an existing municipality.
This type of annexation must be approved by the Local
Boundary Commission and by a majority of the voters in the
territory proposed for annexation. The statutory provisions
for this type of annexation are found in AS 29.06.040 (b) (1).

The next type of annexation 1is the annexation of
municipally-owned property outside of the existing municipal
boundaries which is contiguous to the present boundaries of
the municipality. This type of annexation becomes effective
when the notice of adoption of an ordinance effecting the
annexation is filed with the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs. The statutory authority for this type of
annexation is AS 29.06.040(b)(2).

A municipality may annex non-contiguous territory when the
land in the territory is wholly-owned or leased by the
municipality or used primarily for the performance of
municipal functions and is necessary to enable the
municipality to achieve adequate control, protection, or
management of the property. This is allowed by 19 AAC
10.070 (b).

Another method of local-option annexation is through a
petition presented by 100 percent of the owners/registered
voters under provisions of AS 29.06.040(b)(3), an area
adjoining a municipality may be annexed by all of the
property owners and all of the registered voters who reside
in the territory petitioning for the boundary change. This
type of annexation becomes effective through the adoption of
an ordinance by the governing body of the municipality and
receives the consent of the Local Boundary Commission. The
territory again must be contiguous to the municipality the
area desires to be annexed to.
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The only alternative to the local-option annexation methods
is the method addressed in this legislation. This type of
annexation may be initiated by a municipality, and requires
the approval of the Local Boundary Commission and the
acquiescence of the Legislature.

If the Local Boundary Commission determines that the
proposed boundary change meets the standards established by
law and regulations, the Commission presents its
recommendation for the boundary change to the Legislature
during the first ten days of any regular session. The
recommended change will become effective 45 days after
presentation or at the end of the session, whichever is
earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution receiving
concurrent approval from a majority of the members of each
house.

This process does not ensure that either the Local Boundary
Commission or the Legislature is fully advised of the
position of affected residents of the area proposed to be
annexed. The provision of the public hearing allows for the
presentation of the compelling public need, however, this
does not necessarily document the sentiments of the affected
residents.

The advisory vote that this legislation establishes will
give the municipality, the Local Boundary Commission and the
Legislature a documented indication of the strength of
support for or opposition to the annexation.

1. HISTORY

This legislation was originally introduced during the
Fourteenth Legislation to address the public concern that
decisions were being made without sufficient opportunity to
consider public comment.

An annexation was proposed by the City of Haines, approved
by the Local Boundary Commission and presented to the
Legislature for approval. This annexation was unpopular
with the residents of the affected area, and only marginally
supported by residents within the city. The proposal was
voced on by affected residents of the Haines Borough who
disapproved the proposal. This proposed annexation was
presented to the Legislature, and was disapproved by
Legislative Resolve 34, in 1984.

. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
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HB 163 was previously before the Legislature as HB 15,
during the Fourteenth Legislature. It received thorough
scrutiny by the House Committee on Community and Regional
Affairs, the House Committee on State Affairs, the House
Committee on Finance, and the Committee on Rules. It passed
the House on April 7, 1986, by a vote of 39-1.

The bill was referred to the Senate Committees on State
Affa.rs, Community and Regional Affairs, and the Finance
Committee. When the Legislature adjourned, the legislation
was before the Finance Committee 1in the form herein
presented.
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March 27, 1985

IVEVCRANDUM

TO: Representative Peter Goll
ATTN: Bob Berry

FROM: Rob Waldman Ak/
Legislative Analyst

RE: Historical Background of the Local Boundary Commission
Research Request 85-262

You asked that we provide historical background on the formation of the
Local Boundary Commission. Historical information was obtained through
interview with Senators Victor Fischer and Jack Coghill and through
review of the minutes of the Alaska Constitutional Convention; the text
of the State Constitution and Statehood Committee reports.l1

According to Senator Coghill, the concept of the Local Boundary Commis—
sion resulted from the constitutional convention®s attempt to resolve
jurisdictional conflicts between the different types of governmental
entities that functioned under territorial law.2 Its function was to
review local government structure and adjudicate conflicts between ju-—
risdictions. Prior to statehood, all jurisdictional disputes and
boundary modifications were adjudicated by federal district courts.
The members of the convention felt that the function of settling these
issues should not be delegated to the court system; they felt that the
executive branch should adjudicate boundary disputes and modifications.

Minutes to the Proceeding of the Alaska Constitutional Convention,
1955-56, pages 2665-2666, 2745-2753, and 2759-2760.

A Citizens"s Guide to the Constitution of the State of Alaska, Gordon
Harrison, 1982; Alaska s Constitutional Convention, Victor Fischer
1975.

Proposed Organization of the Executive Branch, State of Alaska, A Sur—
vey Report, 1958; Local Government Under the Alaska Constitution, A
Survey Report, 1959, Public Administration Service.

2Under Territorial law, Jurisdiction conflicts could arise between
school districts, utility districts, cities, road districts, etc.
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In Alaska prior to 1959, all annexation was conducted by local govern—

ments. ~ At times, annexation issues became very controversial. Sena—
tor Fischer states that the commission was seen as a mechanism that
circumvented local turmoil, brought the 1issues beyond ™"vested local
interests” and prejudices, and permitted implementation of the "broad
public intent™. He believes that there was a need to ensure that
municipal boundaries could be altered to adjust for changes 1in popu—
lation and 1in the demand for local services. If the municipalities

retained control over boundaries and annexation, there could be diffi—
culty in altering boundaries once local interests became vested. Arti-—
cle X, Section 12 of the State Constitution which established the Local
Boundary Commission was designed to overcome those type of roadblocks.

The convention committee on local government recommended that the bound—
ary commission be modeled after the "Canadian system”™ (provincial
governments exercise considerable control over local governments). It
was felt that boundary and annexation issues affect all incorporated
and unincorporated areas and not just the specific communities involved.
Therefore, it was recommended that adjudication be at the State level.

In addition, the intent of the convention was for the commission to
have the authority to regulate boundary changes without prior requests

from the communities 1involved. Communities could request that refer—
enda, polls, and surveys be considered by the commission when develop—
ing its recommendations. However, according to Senator Fischer, the

convention was very specific in its position that these types of com—
munity input are not a requirement.

During the committee sessions, there was considerable discussion of the
relation between the commission and the legislature. Some members
wanted total control in the hands of the legislature, and recommended
that all boundary changes and rules related to boundary changes be
addressed by statute because the commission was within the executive
branch and requiring legislative approval would violate the "seperation
of powers"™ concept. The amendment supporting this concept was defeated.

The majority of the members felt that legislative 1involvement in the
process was useful and necessary at times but not required for all
boundary changes. Their intent was to allow legislative participation
as long as it did not become prohibitive for all proposed boundary

AFor annexation, local elections had to be held concurrently in the city
and area to be annexed, and majority votes were necessary.
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changes.4 A compromise was adopted which permitted legislative intru—
sion into the administrative function of the executive branch only by
resolution concurred 1in by a majority of the members of both houses.

In addition, it was recommended that proposed changes become effective
if the legislature 1is "inactive™ in 1its function. As was described

within the minutes, the legislature opted for the "negative approach to
enactment of legislation,” which means that the legislature must act
only to reject the proposal and may grant "approval without any action

at all by the body that should act on it."5

In 1958, the Alaska Statehood Commission was given the following recom—
mendations for implementation of the commission:

The Local Boundary Commission should operate so far as possible
in the manner of a quasi-judicial body. Its determinations should
be based upon a careful assembling and weighing of relevant geo—
graphic, demographic, fiscal, and governmental facts, not dis—
regarding expressions of judgement and sentiment by the public
officials and citizens most directly concerned. So far as possi—
ble, decisions should be made in the light of a realistic projec—
tion of probable future demographic and economic trends."6

I hope that this 1information 1is useful to you. IT you have any ques—
tions, please contact us.

RW

41t was felt that "in the press of business™ the legislature may not
get around to considering minor boundary changes, and major boundary
changes could require considerable legislative time.

5Minutes to the Proceeding of the Alaska Constitutional Convention,
page 2752.

6Proposed Organization of the Executive Branch State of Alaska: A
Survey Report, 1958, page 147.
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The Honorable Andre Marrou
Alaska State House

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Marrou

Re: Municipal Annexations

When I met recently with you and other members
Community and Regional Affairs Committee, you
questions concerning alternative means of

standards for annexation. This letter is
conversation concerning those matters.

The local action methods for annexation are

29.68.010(b) of the Alaska Statutes

19 AAC10.065-090 and 19 AAC 10.630-730
Administrative Code. Briefly, the local
annexation consist of the following:

1. Election: under the provisions
AS 29.68.010(b)(1), territory may be annexed
election by the residents of the territory.
effective the proposed boundary change
approved by the Local Boundary Commission

majority of voters in the territory
annexation.

2. Municipally ownea property: under
of AS 29.68.010(b)(2), property which
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asked a
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reside within the territory petition for the boundary
change. The annexation becomes effective through the
adoption of an ordinance by the governing body of the
municipality and the consent of the Local Boundary
Commission. This process requires that the property
be contiguous to the municipality.

There is only one alternative to the local action methods for

annexation, the Legislative review process. Section
29.68.010(a) of the Alaska Statutes and Sections
19 AAC 10.065-090 and 19 AAC 10.450-620 govern boundary changes
related to the legislative review process. This process

requires approval of a proposed boundary change by both the
Local Boundary Commission and the State Legislature.

This process 1is being used for two proposed boundary changes to
be recommended for approval by the <current Session of the
Legislature for the Cities of Fairbanks and Togiak. The
recommendations are to be submitted to the Legislature on
January 23.

The legislative review process is often initiated by
municipalities 1in circumstances where there is a compelling
public need for a boundary change, but where a majority ofe the
residents in the territory involved 1in the proposed boundary
change may not support it. However, such 1is not the caj;e in
the territory proposed for annexation by either the City of
Fairbanks or the City of Togiak.

The Commission always conducts a public hearing in the
municipality proposing the boundary change under this process.
If, following the hearing, the Commission determines that the
proposed boundary <change meets the standards established by
lav/s and regulations, the Commission presents its
recommendation for the boundary change to the Legislature
during the first 10daysof any regular session. The
recommended change becomes effective 45 days after presentation
or at the end of the session, whichever is earlier, unless
disapproved by a resolution receiving concurrent approval from
a majority of the members of each house.

You also asked when territory which 1is not contiguous to a city
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way De annexe%. 19 AA 10'070'(tb) provides that non-contiguous
territory may be annexed to a city when:

1. the land in the territory is  wholly owned or

leased by the city or wuséd primarily for  the
performan%e of city y1‘unctions; aﬁ /

2. annexation is necessary to enable  thecity to

achieve adequate  control, protection, or
management of the property.

1|: have attached copies of the appropriate laws and regulations

or your review. If you wouid Ilike additional information
concerning these matters; please contact me.

Sincerely,

warty
Director

enclosures as stated

cc. Representative Peter Goll, Chair
House C 3 RA Committee
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SUBJECT: Voter approval of
annexations (w0 13-1464)

TO: Representative Goll

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Legislative Counsel

, B/

You have provided me with additional comments from Mr. Louis
0. Nelson and asked for my specific recommendations as to

how citizen input into annexation decisions can be guaranteed
within the limits of existing constitutional restraints.

Mr. Nelson has requested that local boundary changes, partic—
ularly annexations, be permitted to occur only if the voters
in the annexing municipality, the area to be annexed, and

the municipality that will loose the area, if any, separately
approve the annexation. This, as | have indicated to you
previously, wouid conflict with Article X, sec. 12 of the
state constitution which places primary responsibility for
local boundary changes with the Local Boundary Commission.

Assuming that you wish to avoid changing the state constitu—
tion, 1 think that the best way to insure that citizens have
the cnance to be heard on annexation decisions would be to
provide for a vote along the lines suggested by Mr. Nelson,
except that the vote wouid be advisory only. This would
insure that, before making a decision on a particular pro—
posed annexation, the Local Boundary Commission would neces—
sarily be made aware or the feelings of the maioritv of the
people directly affected. In addition, since recommenda—
tions for change by the Local 3oundarv Commission must be
presentee to tne legislature, it arter a negative vote the
commission nevertheless cnooses to approve an annexation,

the unpopularity of that decision wouid be immediately clear
to the legislature. The legislature wouid un.Houbtedlv take"

that into consideration in determining whether to rejcwt the
proposed change.



Existing law requires that a public hearing be held to give
the citizens a chance to express their views regarding a
proposed annexation. However, because vocal minority
opinions can predominate during the hearing process, | think
it is easier for any agency to ignore public input during a
hearing than it is to ignore a vote that reflects the feel —

ings of the majority. Consequently, requiring a vote, even
though it is advisory only, would probably go a lor.z way
towards addressing the concerns if Mr. Nelson. Even without

ultimate legal control over an annexation issue, the major —
ity would exert considerable political influence on the out—
come .

The drawbacks to this approach would be the added expanse of
holding elections and additional delay this would inevitably

cause in implementing an annexation. The expense could be
reduced, of course, by limiting the scope of the election
requirement. For example, perhaps only one election in the

area to annexed needs to be held rather than holding an
election in each of the three areas proposed by Mr. Nelson.
Also, since the issue at hand involves an annexation, per—
haps this bill could be limited to annexation procedures

only and not affect other types of boundary changes. If the
approach of requiring an advisory vote of some kind is taken,
I believe that only procedures for annexation under AS 29.63.
010(a) for which legislative review 1is required need to be
altered. No changes will be needed to procedures for annexa-—
tions by local action under AS 29 .53 .010 (b), since that

type of annexation necessarily reflects the desires of the

local people. Enclosed you will find copies cf administra—
tive regulations 19 AAC 10.450 -. 590 and 19 AAC 10.530 -
.790 which Mr. Nelson requested. Please let m.e know if 1

can be of further assistance.

TBC:csh
w2/117

cc: Mr Louis 0. Meison
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The Honorable Peter Goll

Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Goll:

This fall, the Haines Borough Assembly passed Resolution
#243, which supported the passage of HB 15

This bill requires an advisory election on any contested
annexation. While it does not prohibit any action the Local
Boundary ~ Commission might take, it does allow more

information _to the Commission so they can make a better
decision. The more information the Boundary Commission can
?ather the better the decision they can make. The cost of
he above election will be borne by the Borough or Cit
unless Part of the annexed area is in an unor?anlzed Boroug
- then the State would have to pay the cost of the election.

The only reason the City of Haines didn't triple its size
was hecause the Borough held an advisory election and was
able to show the Legislature that annexation was not wanted.
Unfortunately, the " Local Boundary Commission had already
made their decision hefore the eléection so they were unable
to use this information.

| urge YOU to vote in favor of HB 15 when it reaches the
floor of the House.

Sincerely,

R.E. Henderson
Mayor
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4 State of Alaska

COMMITTEES POUCH V
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
HOUSE HEALTH, EDUCAT'ON (907) 465-4968
AND SOCIAL SERVICES
(Co-Chairman) 914 CLAY COURT
HOUSE JUDICIARY ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503
HOUSE COMMUNITY AND (907) 276-6844
REGIONAL AFFAIRS Representative Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
District 11

Spenard, Upper Midtown Anchorage

February 20, 1985

Mr. Ed Hays
P.0O. Box 98
Wasilla, AK 99827

Dear Mr. Hays:

Thank you for your telegram in support of House Bill 15, requiring an
advisory election before an annexation may be proposed to the legislature.
It is coincidental that you sent me this letter at this time, because literally
last evening in a special session, the joint Community & Regional Affairs
House and Senate Committees met and discussed this issue generally.

Your representative, Peter Goll, who chairs the House Community &
Regional Affairs Committee was working with several of us on this bill.

We are now attempting to find out more information about how other states

handle this problem.

From my recollection of my law school days, different states have different
procedures for ensuring fair representation in the annexation process.
Several cases have just been brought to the committeesl attention, that
may show significant problems with the present procedure.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Chairman Goll for his information,
along with a copy of your telegram, with the request that it be included
in the official committee file on this bill, so that your recommendation in
support of it can be passed out to the other members of the committee.

Cordially

MFG/ke
cc: Rep. Peter Goll



Representative Peter Goll

Chairman, Community and Regional Affairs
House of Representatives

Pouch V - Mail Eton 3100

Juneau, AK 33811

Dear Representative Goll:

The Haines Borough Assembly was instrumental in tne introduction
of HB 15 and feel mat this is a necessary check device on

Local Boundary Commissions, yet Will not interfere with their
constitutional authority.

I understand nna: Representative -.-or. will soor, introduce a
Sponsor Substitute for tnis bill s. -hat he can fully suroort
tne bill. We .nave no problem witr tne Substitute oill me wurge

you to support it.

Enclosed 1is a copy of Haines Borough Resolution -255 supporting
HB 15.

Sincerely.

R. 2. Her.aersor-
Heine: bcrougr Mayor

Enclosure (i)



HAINES BOROUGH

Resolution 235

A RESOLUTION OF THE HAINES BOROUGH ASSEMBLY SUPPORTING
HOUSE BILL 15 INr THE FIRST SESSION OF THE FOURTEENTH

ALASKA LEGISLATURE.

WHEREAS, annexations have occurred throughout the state
0.1 various municipalities, and

WHEREAS, the very citizens who are being annexed into
the municipality have not had an opportunity tc express tnsm-
selves on the issue by voting in an election, and

WHEREAS, the desires of the citizens in the area proposed
for annexation should be one of the considerations in tne
annexation procedure,

NOW THEREFORE, SE 1T RESOLVED that the Haines Eorougn
Assembly approves of HB 15 which requires an advisory
election before any annexation action can be proposed cefore
tne Legislature oy tne Local Boundary Commission.

ADOPTED Jsnuar 934

Hanaerson. Mayor

ATTEST:

VAN §
Frank M. Haas, Assemoly Clerk

Audrey M Geek **:u Borough Clerk



Haines, Alaska 99827
iVlarch 1%, 1975

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative

We are definetely for House Bill Number 15 requiring an
advisory election before siny annexation should be imposed on the
people of Haines. We believe it is the greatest protection of our

freedom to have such an election.

Sincerely,

A v,

Richard Fredricks

Susan Fredricks



HAINES BOROUGH

Resolution 235

A RESOLUTION OF THE HAINES BOROUGH ASSEMBLY SUPPORTING
HOUSE BILL 15 IN THE FIRST SESSION OF THE FOURTEENTH
ALASKA LEGISLATURE.

WHEREAS, annexations have occurred throughout the state
by various municipalities, and

WHEREAS, the very citizens who are being annexed into
the municipality have not had an opportunity to express them—
selves on the issue by voting in an election, and

WHEREAS, the desires of the citizens in the area proposed
for annexation should be one of the considerations in the
annexation procedure,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Haines Borough
Assembly approves of HB 15 which requires an advisory
election before any annexation action can be proposed before
the Legislature by the Local Boundary Commission.
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FMS
REPRESENTATIVE MAX GRUNBERG

JUNEAU AK

I URGE YOUR SUPPORT OF HOUSE BILL NBR 15, REQUIRING ADVISORY ELECTION

BEFORE AN ANNEXATION MAY BE PROPOSED TO THE LEGISLATURE. GIVE THE
CITIZENS BEING ANNEXED A CHANCE TO EXPRESS THEMSELVES, BY VOTING IN
AN ELECTION.

ED HAYS

BOX 98
HAINES AK 99827

1-0167-0 1601876
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IN THE HOUSE EY GOLL BY REQUEST
HOUSE BILL NO. IS’
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: MAn Act requiring an advisory election Dbefore an

annexation may be proposed to the legislature.”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 44.47 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 44.47.582. ADVISORY ELECTIONS ON ANNEXATIONS. (a) A
proposed annexation- may not be voted on by the Local Boundary Commis-
sion unless an advisory election on the proposal has been held, and
the results considered by the commission. The advisory election shall
poll

(1) the area proposed to be annexed;

(2) any municipality that includes the area proposed to be

annexed; and
(3) the proposed annexing municipality.
(b) The director of elections shall supervise an advisory elec-

tion held under this section in the general manner prescribed by the

Alaska Election Code (AS 15). The state shall pay all election costs.



5-0759B

Cook
3/18/87

Original sponsor: Goll

IN THE HOUSE

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 163 ( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to advisory elections on certain

annexation proposals.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 29.06 is amended by adding a new section to read:
Sec. 29.06.045. ADVISORY ELECTIONS ON ANNEXATIONS. (a) If a
municipality requests an annexation proposed tobe effected wunder
AS 29.06.040(a) and (b), and if there are people residing in the area
proposed for annexation, the municipality shall present the results of
an advisory election on the proposal to the Local Boundary Commission

at the hearing conducted under AS 44.47.581. The advisory election

shall be conducted by the municipality in the area proposed for
annexation in accordance with procedures for aregular or special
electio 1i.

(bl If an annexation that is not requested by a municipality is
propos ' ; be effected under AS 29.06.040(a) and (b), and if there

are pe;.xe residing in the area proposed for annexation, the director
of elections shall present the results of an advisory election on the
proposal to the Local Boundary Commission at the hearing conducted
under AS 44.47.581. The advisory election shall be conducted by the
director of elections in the area proposed for annexation in the
general manner prescribed by the Alaska Election Code (AS 15). The
state shall Day all election costs for elections under this subsec-
tion .

(c) A municipality may conduct an advisory election on an

Si- CSFB 163( 1



annexation proposal in which all municipal voters may participate and
the municipality may present the results of the election to the Local
Boundary Commission if the area of the proposed annexation is

(1) located within the municipality; or

(2) proposed to be annexed to the municipality.

(d) Nothing in this section affects the authority of the Local
Boundary Commission to present proposed boundary changes to the legis-
lature under art. X, sec. 12, Constitution of the State of Alaska.

(e) This section applies to home rule and general law municipal-

ities .

* Sec. 2. AS 29.10.200 is amended by adding a new paragraph to read:

(49) AS 29.06.045 (advisory elections on annexations)



n EIdORANDUM June 16, 1983

SUBJECT: Constitutional amendment requiring voter
approval of annexations
(Work Order No. 13-1464)

TO: Representative Peter Goll

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Legislative Counsel

You have asked me to draft a bill that would amend the
Constitution of the State of Alaska dealing with annexation.
Before property outside a municipality may be annexed the
annexation is to be approved by a majority of the voters in
the municipality and in the area proposed for annexation.
Several questions need to be considered before this amend-—
ment can be drafted.

1. Article X, section 5 grants authority to establish
service areas within boroughs. However a new service area
may not be set up if

the new service can be provided by an existing
service area, by incorporation as a city, or by
annexation to a city.

What if a service can be provided by annexation to a city,
but the city refuses to approve the annexation? Is the

borough precluded " rora establishing the service area under
this section? IT jo, there is no way to provide a special
service to the area even though the voters strongly desire

the service. This potential problem might be avoided by
requiring approval of the voters only in the area to be
annexed. That way if the voters desire a particular level

of service that cannot otherwise be obtained, the area could
be annexed to a city and the voters of the city would not be
able to halt the annexation.

2. If an area within a municipality is annexed to a second
municipality, the first municipality might be considerably



Representative Peter Goll
Page 2
June 16, 1983

affected. Should annexation be approved by the municipality
that will lose the area as well as by the municipality* that"
will gain it? What will the effect be if annexation is
approved by one municipality and not by the other?

3. If annexation must b-" approved by the voters in the
area proposed to be annexed, how is the annexation of
unoccupied land going to be accomplished?

4. You have asked for an amendment that would address the

guestion of annexations particularly. Should a vote also be
required before two municipalities can be merged or consoli—
dated? Now Article X, section 7 provides that cities may be

merged, consolidated, classified, reclassified or
dissolved in the manner provided by law.

5. Under Article X, section 12 the local boundary commis—
sion considers proposed local government boundary changes.

It may present a proposed change to the legislature, which
may, 1in turn, disapprove the proposal or, by taking no
action, approve the proposal. Under this requested amend—
ment will the 1local boundary commission have any role in the
annexation process? For example, is the local vote to be
held only after the local boundary commission accepts a
proposed annexation or may annexation occur upon voter
approval regardless of whether the local boundary commission
also approves of the annexation? Likewise,, what role is the
legislature to play in these matters? Is a proposed annex—
ation to be presented to the legislature only if approved by
the local voters, only if disapproved by the local voters
and approved by the local boundary commission for a final
legislative decision, or is the legislature to retain any
say in the matter at all?

6. If the local boundary commission is to have no
responsibility in considering annexations under this
requested draft, but if it still retains jurisdiction over
every other type of local boundary change, what is to
prevent the local boundary commission from reversing an
annexation approved by the voters simply bv presenting a
proposed local boundary change to the legislature that
reestablishes the old boundaries?

7. If annexation determinations are ultimately controlled
by local vote, at least some boundary decisions will no
longer be dealt with on a statewide rather than local level.



Representative Peter Goll
Page 3
June 16/ 1983

Is there any reason to retain statewide control over the
remaining boundary decisions? If a boundary decision is not
popular locally it could probably be overturned through the
local annexation process despite the fact that the decision
is of benefit to the state as a whole. Unless all boundary
decisions are made on a statewide basis, perhaps they all
should be made locally and the local boundary commission
should be abolished.

8. The last question | would like to pose is philosophical
rather than technical. Nevertheless, it ought to be con-—
sidered, at least in passing, with regard to this requested
amendment. Article X, section 1 provides 1in part:

The purpose of this article is to provide for maximum
local self-government with a minimum of local govern—
ment units, and to prevent duplication of tax-levying
jurisdictions.

One way to avoid the proliferation of local government units
is through annexation of property to existing municipal —
ities. To the extent that the effect of this requested
amendment is to make annexation more difficulty, does it
further the purpose of this article? It seems apparent that
the framers of the state constitution considered questions
of local boundary changes to be of statewide rather than
local concern and sought to avoid local boundary disputes by
placing the responsibility for boundary determinations with
a state commission. A copy of some of the discussion of
this issue from the Alaska Constitutional Convention
Proceedings is attached for your information.

At your request, 1 am holding this work order until 1 hear
from you.

TBC:1jb

Enclosure
24/021
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

M EMORANTDUWM December 5, 1983

SUBJECT: Voter approval of
annexations (WO 13-1464)

TO: Representative Goll

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Legislative Counsel

& ¢ /

You have provided me with additional comments from Mr. Louis
0. Nelson and asked for my specific recommendations as to
how citizen input into annexation decisions can be guaranteed
within the limits of existing constitutional restraints.

Mr. Nelson has requested that local boundary changes, partic-
ularly annexations, be permitted to occur only if the voters
in the annexing municipality, the area to be annexed, and
the municipality that will loose the area, if any, separately
approve the annexation. This, as | have indicated to you
previously, would conflict with Article X, sec. 12 of the
state constitution which places primary responsibility for
local boundary changes with the Local Boundary Commission.

Assuming that you wish to avoid changing the state constitu-
tion, | think that the best way to insure that citizens have
the chance to be heard on annexation decisions would be to
provide for a vote along the lines suggested by Mr. Nelson,
except that the vote would be advisory only. This would
insure that, before making a decision on a particular pro-
posed annexation, the Local Boundary Commission would neces-
sarily be made aware of the feelings of the majority of the
people iirectly affected. In addition, since recommenda-
tions r change by the Local Boundary Commission must be
presehotd to the legislature, if after a negative vote the
commission nevertheless chooses to approve an annexation,
the unpopularity of that decision would be immediately clear
to the legislature. The legislature would undoubtedly take
that into consideration in determining whether to reject the
proposed change.



representative Goll
December 5, 1983
Page 2

Existing law requires that a public hearing be held to give
the citizens a chance to express their views regarding a
proposed annexation. However, because vocal minority
opinions can predominate during the hearing process, | think
it is easier for any agency to ignore public input during a
hearing than it is eto ignore a vote that reflects the feel-
ings of the majority. Consequently, requiring a vote, even
though it is advisory only, would probably go a long way
towards addressing the concerns of Mr. Nelson. Even without
ultimate legal control over an annexation issue, the major-
ity would exert considerable political influence on the out-
come.

The drawbacks to this approach would be the added expense of
holding elections and additional delay this would inevitably
cause in implementing an annexation. The expense could be
reduced, of course, by limiting the scope of the election
reqguirement. For example, perhaps only one election in the
area to annexed needs to be held rather than holding an
election in each of the three areas proposed by Mr. Nelson.
Also, since the issue at hand involves an annexation, per-
haps this bill could be limited to annexation procedures

only and not affect other types of boundary changes. If the
approach of requiring an advisory vote of some kind is taken,
| believe that only procedures for annexation under AS 29.68.-
010(a) for which legislative review is required need to be
altered. No changes will be needed to procedures for annexa-
tions by local action under AS 29.68.010(b), since that

type of annexation necessarily reflects the desires of the

local people. Enclosed you will find copies of administra-
tive regulations 19 AAC 10.450 -. 590 and 19 AAC 10,630 -
.790 which Mr. Nelson requested. Please let me know if |

can be of further assistance.

TBCrcsh
w2/117

cc: Mr Louis 0. Nelson



Register 81, April 1982

(2) the petitioner or his representative; and

(3) any person, entity, or municipality who
has filed an answering brief pursuant to 19 AAC
10.390. (EIf. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.980

19 AAC 10.410. REPLY BRIEF. Before the
hearing described in 19 AAC 10.400 is held, the
petitioner may file a brief in reply to any new
matter raised in an answering brief. (Eff.
2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
*Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.980

19 AAC 10.420. HEARING, (a) At a hearing
held pursuant to 19 AAC 10.400, the petitioner
shall first proceed to support the petition
through exhibits, testimony, and other means
which bear upon the issues raised by the
petition. The presentation shall proceed in sub-
stantially the following manner:

(1) the presentation shall be conducted by
the petitioner or his designated representative;

(2) the presentation shall be opened with a
brief discussion of the reason for and the nature
of the proposed incorporation;

(3) at the conclusion of the opening state-
ment, the petitioner shall submit a list of the
persons who will give statements in support of
the petition; and

(4) the petitioner shall proceed to conduct
his presentation in the manner indicated in his
outline; however, the chairman of the commis-
sion may allow the petitioner to deviate from his
outlined presentation.

(b) Upon completion of the petitioner’s
presentation, each respondent shall proceed, in
the manner established by the chairman and in
the same manner as prescribed for the petitioner,
to present his views. The respondent’s presenta-
tion shall include the information and arguments
which the respondent wishes to advance in
rebuttal of the petitioner’s presentation.

(c) The petitioner may rebut the respondent’s

COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

19 AAC 10.400
19 AAC 10.430

presentation. Upon completion of the
petitioner’s rebuttal, the commission will hear
views of interested persons who arc not
petitioners or respondents. To obtain the floor,
a person must be recognized by the chairman
and must state his name, add::::, and the nature
of his interest. A person purporting to speak on
behalf of a municipality shall demonstrate his
authority to do so. The chairman may impose a
reasonable limitation of the time allotted to
each speaker and may curtail repetitive and
irrelevant statements.

(d) Members of the commission may at any

time pose questions or comment on matters
raised during the hearing. Representatives of the
department,- with consent of the chairman,
may pose questions or comment on matters
raised during the hearing.

(e) The chairman may temporarily suspend the
order of proceedings set forth in this section to
allow rebuttal, counterrebuttal, or general public
comment on a particular issue or issues. (Eff.
2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.980

19 AAC 10.430. DECISIONAL MEETING, (a)
Within 90 days after a public hearing held pur-
suant to 19 AAC 10.400, the commission shall
convene a decisional meeting to examine all
aspects of the written and oral testimony
before it, to consider other relvant and reliable
information available to it, and to enter a
decision. A majority of the total membership
of the commission voting in favor of accepting
a proposed incorporation is needed to decide the
issue. The votes for and against the proposed
incorporation shall be recorded. A. petition is
rejected if not accepted. If unable to meet as
one body, the commission will, in its discretion,
provide for a conference telephone or radio
phone decisional meeting open to the public
at a time and place to be determined by the
commission.

(b) The commission will keep written minutes
summarizing its decisional meetings. The
minutes approved by the commission are a
public record. The votes taken by the commis-
sion shall be entered into the minutes.
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(c) Within 30 clays after the date of reaching
its decision, the commission will prepare a
written statement of its decision, including an
explanation of the major considerations upon
which it relied in reaching its decision.

(d) The commission will immediately mail its
written decision to the petitioner and to other
interested parties who give written notice that
they desire a copy of the decision. (Eff.
2/31/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.980

19 AAC 10.440. PUBLIC MEETINGS. The
commission will, in its discretion and before
consideration of a petition requesting incorpora-
tion of a municipality, require a petitioner to
conduct informational meetings or hearings in
the area proposed for incorporation to acquaint
the residents of the area with the purposes
sought to be accomplished and the benefits
which are expected to be derived by the
residents should the incorporation be made and
to solicit public opinions on the proposed
incorporation. The commission will, in its
discretion, require that transcripts or minutes be
taken of the meetings or hearings for the com-
mission’s use and require that the petitioner’s
representative certify to the commission that the
meetings or hearings were conducted as directed
by the commission. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.980

ARTICLE 13.
PROCEDURES FOR BOUNDARY
CHANGES REQUIRING LEGISLATIVE
REVIEW

Section
450. Applicability
460. Petition
470. Petitioner
480. Form and contents
490. Exhibits
500. Briefs
510. Service
520. Review of petition
530. Notice of petition
540. Call for hearing
550. Answering brief
560. Reply brief

COMMUNITY AND IIB ~ A L AFFAIRS

19 AAC 10.430
19 AAC 10.470

570. Department report

580. Hearing and decisional meeting
590. Noncompliance
600. Determination of procedure

610. Certification of boundary changes
620. Public meetings

19 AAC 10.450. APPLICABILITY. The provi-
sions of 19 AAC 10.460 - !9 AAC 10.620
apply to an annexation or detachment pro-
ceeding initiated pursuant to AS 44.47.567(b)(2)
and AS 29.68.010(a). (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

19 AAC 10.460. PETITION. A request for a
local government boundary change under
19 AAC 10.450 — 19 AAC 10.620 is initiated
by filing an original and six copies of a petition
and supporting brief with the commissioner.
(Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.460 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.010.

19 AAC 10.470. PETITIONER, (a) A petition
may be initiated by

(1) the governing body of a municipality

whose boundaries are to be changed;

(2) the governing body of an organized

borough in which the territory is located;

3) at least 10 percent of the registered voters

residing in the territory to be annexed or
detached, in the municipality to be dissolved,
or in each municipality to be® merged or con-
solidated;

(4) the commissioner.

(b) The person or entity initiating the petition
shall be designated the petitioner. (Eff. 2/21/82.
Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, r c. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.470 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.020.

19-18
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19 AAC 10.480. FORM AND CONTENTS, (a)
The petition shall be addressed to the commis-
sion and shall bear a caption which clearly
identifies the nature of the boundary change and
the municipality or municipalities whose
boundaries are to be changed.

(b) The petition shall contain the following
information about the territory:

(1) the name and residence address or mailing
address of each petitioner;

(2) the name, telephone number, and mailing
address of the representative designated by the
petitioner to receive service, notice, and other
correspondence relating to the proceedings on
behalf of the petitioner;

(3) alegal boundary description;

(4) a legal description of the boundaries of
the municipality should the boundary change be
effected;

(5) the assessed or estimated value of taxable
property, giving separate totals for real and
pe-sonal property;

(6) the number of residents in the territory;

(7) the rate or rates at which real and
personal property are taxed;

(8) the rate or rates of sales and use taxes
levied and collected;

(9) the amount and a full explanation of the
outstanding bonded indebtedness for which the
territory is wholly or partially responsible;

(10) the population and area of the
municipality affected by the proposed boundary
change. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.480 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.030.

19 AAC 10.490. EXHIBITS, (a) The petitioner
shall append to the petition the following
exhibits:

REGIONAL AFFAIRS

19 AAC 10.480
19 AAC 10.490

(1) amap or maps showing

(A) the present boundaries of the munici-
pality whose boundaries ar« to be changed
and the boundaries of the municipality il
the proposed boundary change becomes
effective; and

(B) sufficient detail to define the streets
and roadways of the municipality;

(2) an affidavit of the petitioner, or his repre-
sentative who prepared the petition, indicating
the source from which thv. information
contained in the petition was acquired and
stating that a census or other reliable enumera-
tion of the territory was conducted by him or
under his direct supervision, specifying the date-s
when the census or enumeration was begun and
completed and verifying that it was taken
accurately;

(3) a copy of the agreements, if any, entered
into with another municipality regarding the
transitional provision of services and distribution
of assets and liabilities;

(4) a certified copy of the resolution or ordi-
nance authorizing the municipality to file the
petition if the petitioner is a municipality:

(5) the affidavit of the petitioner or his
representative that service of the petition has
been made in compliance with 19 AAC 10.510.

(b) Maps submitted as exhibits to i opies of the
petition shall conform in color and other
distinguishing markings to the original exhibit.

(c) If an official census has been made of the
territory by the federal, state, or municipal
government within three years of the date of
the petition, a copy of that census may be
appended to the petition in lieu of the census
affidavit required under (a)(2) of this section.
(Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.490 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.040.
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19 AAC 10.500. BRIEFS. The petition must
be accompanied by a written brief. The brief
shall fully set forth the reasons supporting the
boundary change and shall demonstrate that the
boundary change meets the applicable standards
established in this chapter for annexation or
detachment. The commission will, in its discre-
tion, require additional information which it
determines will be useful for evaluation of the
petition. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.500 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.050.

19 AAC 10.510. SERVICE, (a) The petitioner
shall, by certified mail, serve a copy of the
petition and brief, together with accompanying
exhibits, upon every municipality in or adjoining
the territory. The service shall be made at the
same time that the petition is filed with the
commissioner.

(b) The petitioner shall arrange that the
petition, exhibits, and brief will be available for
inspection by the general public at a designated
place in or near the territory. The affidavit
required under 19 AAC 10.490 shall specify the
exact location where and when the petition is
available for inspection. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.510 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.060.

19 AAC 10.520. REVIEW OF PETITION, (a)
The department will review the petition and
brief and determine whether they

(1) are in substantially the proper form; and

(2) contain the factual information required
by this chapter.

(b) If the department determines that the
petition or brief is deficient as to form or
content, it will return the defective petition or
brief for correction or completion. If the depart-
ment determines that the petition and brief are
in substantial compliance with these regulations,
it will notify the petitioner that the petition
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and brief have been accepted. (Eff. 2/21/82,
Reg. 81)
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor's Note: 19 AAC 10.520 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.070.

19 AAC 10.530. NOTICE OF PETITION, (a)
Upon receipt of notice from the department
that the petition and brief have been accepted,
the petitioner shall cause notice of the filing of
the petition to be published in a newspaper of
general circulation in the territory. The notice
shall be in the form specified by the commis-
sioner; shall include a brief explanation of the
proposed boundary change, the name of the
petitioner, and the name of each municipality
whose boundaries are to be changed; and shall
indicate the place where the petition and brief
may be inspected by the public as provided in
19 AAC 10.510. Additionally, the notice shall
advise persons that they may tile an answering
brief pursuant to 19 AAC 10.550 in response
to the proposal or that they may submit
written comments to the department.

(b) The petitioner shall furnish the commis-
sioner with proof of compliance with (a) of this
section. Upon receipt of the proof, the com-
missioner shall submit the petition and brief
to the commission.

(c) A petition filed with the commissioner
may not be considered to be pending before the
commission until the petition and brief have
been submitted to the commissioner pursuant to
this section. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.530 is based on ? former version of
19 AAC 10.080.

19 AAC 10.540. CALL FOR HEARING. The
commission will establish a time and place for
a hearing concerning a proposed boundary
change which shall be held in or near the
territory. The commission will publish notice of
the hearing at least 15 days before the date of
the hearing at least three times in a newspaper of ,
general circulation in the territory, through
other news media, or by posting in a public
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place, whichever is most feasible. At least 15
days before the date of the hearing, the com-
mission will give public notice of the hearing
and cause notice o.' the hearing to be served by
certified mail upon

(1) the municipalities specified in 19 AAC
10.510;

(2) the petitioner or his representative; and

(3) any person or municipality who has filed
an answering brief pursuant to 19 AAC 10.550.
(Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
o 7" Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.540 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.090.

19 AAC 10.550. ANSWERING BRIEF, (a) A
person or entity residing or owning property
in the territory, or the governing body of
a municipality affected by a proposed boundary
change may file a briefin opposition to the pro-
posed boundary change. The original of the brief
shall be filed with the commissioner together
with proof that one copy was served upon the
petitioner or his designated representative.

(b) A person, entity, or municipality filing an
answering brief shall be designated a respondent.

(c) The answering brief shall indicate the
factual information thought to be incorrectly or
incompletely presented in the petition or the
petitioner’s brief and shall demonstrate the
manner in which the proposed boundary change
fails to satisfy the appropriate standards pre-
scribed in this chapter. The brief shall include
a discussion of the considerations set forth in
19 AAC 10.500. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 8")
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.550 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.100.

19 AAC 10.560. REPLY BRIEF. Before a
hearing is held pursuant to 19 AAC 10.540, the
petitioner may file a brief in reply to any new
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matter raised in an answering brief. (Eff.
2/21/82, Reg. 8P
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.

AS 44.47.567

Editor's Note: 19 AAC 10.560 is based on a former version ot
19 AAC 10.110.

19 AAC 10.570. DEPARTMENT REPORT.
The department will prepare a report on the
proposed boundary change. The report will
summarize the issues raised in the petition and
briefs and may comment upon those issues or
any other issue which the department considers
relevant to the proposal. The report will contain
recommendations to the commission. The
report will be filed with the commission before
the date of the hearing established under 19
AAC 10.540. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.570 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.120.

19 AAC 10.580. HEARING AND
DECISIONAL MEETING. The commission’s
public hearing and decisional meeting concern-
ing a proposed boundary change will be
conducted in the manner set forth in 19 AAC
10.420 - 19 AAC 10.430. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg.
81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.580 is based on former versions of
19 AAC 10.130 and 19 AAC 10.140.

19 AAC 10.590. NONCOMPLIANCE. The
commission will, in its discretion, waive com-
pliance with tne regulations of this chapter if
substantial rights of interested parties are not
prejudiced by the waiver. A deviation from the
procedures set forth in this chapter is waived
by the commission unless the commission or a
party objects. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: .Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor's Note: 19 AAC 10.590 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.150.
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19 AAC 10.600. DETERMINATION OF PRO-
CEDURE. If there are alternative procedures for
effecting a boundary change, the commission
will select the procedure which it considers most
appropriate under the circumstances. (Eff.
2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor's Note: 19 AAC 10.600 is based on a former version of

19 AAC 10.160.

19 AAC 10.610. CERTIFICATION OF
BOUNDARY CHANGES. Within 30 days after
a boundary change becomes effective, the
department will prepare a certificate of the new
boundaries. The department will transmit
duplicate originals of the ceitificate to the
municipality or municipalities whose boundaries
have been changed. The department will also
record a copy of the certificate in the recording
district in which the boundary change has taken
place. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.610 is basrd on a former version of

19 AAC 10.170.

19 AAC 10.620. PUBLIC MEETINGS. The
commission will, in its discretion, and before
e considering a petition requesting a boundary
change, require municipalities whose boundaries
are proposed to be changed to conduct meetings
or hearings in the area to acquaint residents with
the purposes sought to be accomplished and the
benefits which are expected to be derived by
residents should the boundary change be made
and to solicit public opinions on the proposed
boundary change. The commission will, in its
discretion, require that transcripts or minutes be
taken of the meetings or hearings for the com-
mission’s use and require tiiat the municipality
certify to the commission that such meetings
or hearings were conducted as directed by the
commission. (Eff. 2/21/32, Reg. 81)
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Not?: 19 ‘AAC 10.620 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.180. t
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ARTICLE 14.
PROCEDURES FOR BOUNDARY
CHANGES BY LOCAL ACTION

Section

630. Application of provisions

640. Filing of petition

642. Department review of petition

645. Review by local boundary commission

650. Annexation without election

660. Annexation or detachment by election

670. Notice of election

680. Conduct of election

690. Form of ballot

700. Canvassing of election

710. Effective date of boundary change

720. Annexation of municipally owned
property

730. Timeliness

19 AAC 10.630. APPLICATION OF PROVI-
SIONS. The provisions of 19 AAC 10.460 —
19 AAC 10.530 apply to boundary changes under
19 AAC 10.630 - 19 AAC 10.730. However, at
least 25 percent of the registered voters of the
territory must petition for a boundary change
under 19 AAC 10.630 - 19 AAC 10.730, rather
than the 10-perccnt requirement provided by
19 AAC 10.470(3). The provisions of 19 AAC
10.630 - 19 AAC 10.730 apply to local
boundary changes authorized wunder AS
29.68.040(b). (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.630 is based on former versions of
19 AAC 15.010, 19 AAC 15.020, 19 AAC 15.030, 19 AAC
15.170,19 AAC 15.180 ar.d 19 AAC 15.190.

19 AAC 10.640. FILING OF PETITION. A
petition initiated by 25 percent or more of the
registered voters of the territory shall be filed
with the clerk of the municipality affected by
the proposed boundary change. Within 14
calendar days of the receipt of the petition, the
governing body of the municipality shall
conduct a public review of the petition. Within
14 calendar days following the public review,
the municipality shall forward the petition,
exhibits, and related materials, together with a
report of its findings and recommendations
concerning the petition, to the department. A
petition initiated by the governing body of a'
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municipality shall be forwarded, along with
other required materials, directly to the depart-
ment. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.640 is based on former versions of 19
AAC 15.050 and 19 AAC 15.210.

19 AAC 10.642. DEPARTMENT REVIEW OF
PETITION, (a) The department s'. U review the
petition and brief and determine whether they
are in substantially the proper form and contain
the factual information required by 19 AAC
10.630 — 19 AAC 10.730. If the department
determines that the petition is deficient as to
form or content, it will return the defective
petition for correction or completion. If the
department determines that the petition is in
substantial compliance with these regulations, it
will so notify the petitioner.

(b) The action required by the department in
(a) of this section will be accomplished in no
more than 30 working days from the date the
department receives the petition. (Eff. 2/21/82,
Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.642 is based on former versions of 19
AAC 15.060 and 19 AAC 15.220.

19 AAC 10.645. REVIEW BY LOCAL
BOUNDARY COMMISSION, (a) A decision of
the commission on a petition submitted under
19 AAC 10.630 - 19 AAC 10.730 will be
rendered within 30 days of receipt of the
petition from the department. The commission
will, in its discretion, act by telephone or mail.
However, noncompliance with the time Ilimit
established in this subsection for commission
action will not affect the validity of a resulting
boundary change.

(b) Notwithstanding other provisions of this
chapter, if the commission determines that a
proposed boundary change is of compelling
public importance or if the interests of an
individual or organization may not be properly
protected the commission will, in its discretion
and without limitation, require that the petition
be acted upon pursuant to 19 AAC 10.450 —
19 AAC 10.620. If the detcmiination is made,
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the commission will schedule public hearings
within 45 days, and will notify the petitioner
of its determination. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.645 is based on former versions of 19
AAC 1S.070 and 19 AAC 15.230.

19 AAC 10.650. ANNEXATION WITHOUT
ELECTION, (a) Notwithstanding the provisions
of 19 AAC 10.660 — 19 AAC 10.710, an area
adjoining a municipality may be annexed by
ordinance of the municipality if all property
owners and registered voters within the area
petition the assembly or council for annexation.

(b) If an annexation petition is submitted
pursuant to AS 29.68.010(b)(3) and this
chapter, the department will determine whether
the requisite signatures have been obtained. The
department shall notify the assembly or council
whether the petition is in accordance with this
section and if it is in accordance with this
section and the commission does not object to
the annexation within 30 days, the annexation
is effective upon the date of the notification.

(c) For the purposes of this section, “property
owners” means all persons or entities necessary
to convey fee title to the real property in
question but does not include mortgagees,
trustees, beneficiaries under deeds of trust, or
the federal, state, or anv municipal government.
(Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.650 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 15.140.

19 AAC 10.660. ANNEXATION OR DETACH-
MENT BY ELECTION. Not less than 60 nor
more than 90 days after the notification
required by 19 AAC 10.670, the assembly or
council shall sulvit the proposition to the
voters in the area proposed to be annexed or
detached. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS'44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.660 is based on former versions of
19 AAC 15.080 and 19 AAC 15.240.

19-22a



Register 81, April 1982 COMMUNITY AND

19 AAC 10.670. NOTICE OF ELECTION. The
assembly or council of a municipality which
receives a petition for a boundary change under
19 AAC 10.660 - 19 AAC 10.710 shall give
notice of an election by publication in a news-
paper of general circulation in the territory
proposed to be annexed or detached once each
week for a period of three successive weeks
before the election, and by posting notice in
three public and prominent places within the
territory proposed to be annexed or detached
during the same period. If no newspaper of
general circulation is available, public posting
of the notice will suffice. Posting of the notices
and initial publication of the notice in the
newspaper shall be at least four weeks before
the date of the election. The notice shall state

(1) the proposition to be submitted;

(2) the boundaries of the territory to be
annexed or detached; and

(3) any provision or agreement governing
distribution of liabilities or assets. (Eff. 2/21/82,
Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.670 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 15.090.

19 AAC 10.680. CONDUCT OF ELECTION.
Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, the
assembly or council of the municipality affected
by the proposed boundary change shall conduct
the election in the manner prescribed by its
election code. The municipality  whose
boundaries would be affected shall pay the
election costs. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.680 is based on former versions of
19 AAC 15.100 and 19 AAC 15.260.

19 AAC 10.690. FORM OF BALLOT, me
assembly or council shall place upon the ballot
the following proposition: “Shall the following
described territory be annexed (detached) to
(from) the (name of municipality)......c...cc.oeeae.
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? Yes or No.” (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12

Alaska Const.

AS 44.47.567

Editor's Note: 19 AAC 10.690 is based on former versions of
19 AAC 15.110 and 19 AAC 15.270.

19 AAC 10.7'DO. CANVASSING OF
ELECTION. The assembly or council shall meet
within 10 days of the election and canvass the
votes cast. The assembly or council shall issue a
certificate showing the number of votes cast in
favor of the proposal and the number of votes
case against. The certificate, together with the
ballots cast, shall immediately be filed with the
clerk of the municipality and a copy forwarded
to the department. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.700 is based on former versions of
19 AAC 15.120 and 19 AAC 15.280.

19 AAC 10.710. EFFECTIVE DATE OF
BOUNDARY CHANGE. A boundary change is
effective upon the approval by a majority of the
voters voting on the question residing within the
territory and upon the subsequent filing of the
certificate required by 19 AAC 10.700. (Eff.
2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.710 is based on former versions of
19 AAC 15.130 and 19 AAC 15.290.

ANNEXATION OF
MUNICIPALY OWNED PROPERTY, (a)
Notwithstanding other provisions of this
chapter, municipally owned property adjoining
the municipality may be annexed by ordinance
without voter approval.

19 AAC 10.720.

(b) Within five days of adoption of an ordi-
nance annexing territory pursuant to (a) of this
section, one certified copy of the ordinance,
giving the date of adoption, shall be filed with
the department. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567 .

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.720 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 15.150.
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19 AAC 10.730. TIMELINESS. A proposal
under this chapter which is defeated in an
election may not be included in a like proposal
covered by a subsequent petition under this
chapter Tiled within one year after the first
petition. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.730 is based on former versions of 19
AAC 15.160 and 19 AAC 15.300. .

ARTICLE 15.
PROCEDURES FOR STEP
ANNEXATION

Section

735. Applicability
740. Petition

750. Local election
760. Taxes

770. Voting

780. Ordinances

790. Borough services

19 AAC 10.735. APPLICABILITY. The provi-
sions of 19 AAC 10.740 - 19 AAC 10.790apply
to annexation proceedings initiated pursuant to
AS 44.47.567(a)(4). (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

19 AAC 10.740. PETITION. An annexation
petition submitted to the commission may
request that during each of not more than five
full fiscal years after the annexation takes effect,
the rate of taxation for city services on the
annexed properties shall be at a specified
percentage of the full city tax rate. The proposal
shall provide an increase from fiscal year to
fiscal year until the percentage equals 100
percent of the full city tax rate. The city may
not tax annexed property at a rate other than
the percentage authorized for that year; how-
ever, the city pursuant to AS 29.53.405 may
levy taxes on the annexed area at a different
percentage from that authorized for the year in
question, if the difference is attributed to the
cost of provision in the territory of a special
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service not supported by the general city levy.
(Eff. 2/21/82. Reg. 81)
Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor's Note: 19 AAC 10.740 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.190.

19 AAC 10.750. LOCAL FLECTION. The
commission will require the governing body of
the city to which annexation is sought to sub-
mit the proposal to the voters in the area to be
annexed. The city shall bear the expenses of the
election and shall submit to the department or
commission the information and reports that
either may require before, during, or after the
election. The election is not valid unless the
notices pertaining to the election, the way in
which the proposal is phrased on the ballot, and
the timing of the election have been approved
by the commissioner. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.750 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.200.

19 AAC 10.760. TAXES. The percentage of
city taxes on newly annexed properties is
determined as follows:

(1) city services to be provided during each
year are scheduled by the petitioners or the
commission in consultation with city officials;

(2) the cost of each service as a percentage
of the gross general fund expenditure for the
fiscal year immediately preceding the annexa-
tion is computed,;

(3) newly annexed residents pay a percentage
of the full city property tax rate equal to the
total percentage cost of all services provided.
Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
* Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC '0.760 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.210.
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19 AAC 10.770. VOTING. Residents in the
newly annexed territory have the same voting
privileges as other city residents. (Eff. 2/21/82,
Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.770 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.220.

19 AAC 10.780. ORDINANCES. City sales-tax
ordinances and all other city ordinances except
those applicable to city services not yet provided
in the territory are immediately effective in the
annexed territory. (Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.780 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.230.

19 AAC 10.790. BOROUGH SERVICES. The
city must accept immediate responsibility for
non-areawide borough services currently
provided in the annexed territory. (Eff. 2/21/82,
Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec, 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor’s Note: 19 AAC 10.790 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 10.240.

ARTICLE 16.
PROCEDURES FOR MERGER OR
CONSOLIDATION OF MUNICIPALITIES

Section
SCO. Procedure for merger or consolidation
8J.0. Effective date of merger or consolidation

19 AAC 13.200. PROCEDURE FOR
MERGER OR CONSOLIDATION, (a) In
considering a merger or consolidation petition,
the commission will use the same process as set
out in 19 AAC 10.630 - 19 AAC 10.700 for
considering local action annexations except that
the election on the question of merger or con-
solidation shall be counted in the following two
categories:

(1) votes cast within cities; and
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(2) votes cast outside cities.

(b) To pass, the merger or consolidation pro-
posal must be approved in both categories set
out in (1) and (2) of this section. (Eff. 2/21/82,
Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

19 AAC 10.810. EFFECTIVE DATE OF
MERGER OR CONSOLIDATION. If the pro-
posal to consolidate or merge two or more
municipalities is approved as required by 19
AAC 10.800, the merger or consolidation is
effective 90 days from the filing of the certifi-
cate of election results with the commissioner.
(Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

ARTICLE 17.
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Section
820. Severability of parts of regulations
830. General provisions

840. Definitions

19 AAC 10.820. SEVERABILITY OF PARTS
OF REGULATIONS. The provisions of this
chapter are severable, and if any provision of
this chapter is declared invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the invalidity does not
affect the remaining provisions of this chapter.
(Eff. 2/21/82, Reg. 81)

Authority: Art. X, Sec. 12
Alaska Const.
AS 44.47.567

Editor's Note: 19 AAC 10.820 is based on a former version of
19 AAC 20.010.

19 AAC 10.830. GENERAL PROVISIONS.
(a) Nothing in this chapter may be construed to
require the commission to approve a boundary
change which the commission determines not to
be in tne oeat interest ofsound local government.

(b) The enumeration in this chapter of
standards or factors for consideration may not
be construed as exclusive of other factors which,.
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O PO BOX 280

Honorable Peter Goll KOTZEBUE, ALASKA 99752
Chairman PHONE: (907) 442-3675
House Community and Regional O 1514 CUSHMAN STREET, ROOM 201

Affairs Committee FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701

_ PHONE: (907) 452-7126
State Capitol
Pouch V O PQ BOX 10041
DILLINGHAM ALASKA 99576

Juneau, Alaska 99811 PHONE: (907) 842-2245

Dear Representative Goll:

Please accept my apologies for the delay in informing you of the Local
Boundary Commission®s thinking on H.B. 15 (with your penciled changes).

As | had indicated to you 1in Juneau on February 19, the Local Boundary
Commission did discuss this subject during a work session held in
Anchorage on February 25. Additional discussion also took place
informally en route to a Local Boundary Commission hearing in Akiachak
on March 2.

Basically, the Commission opposes requiring an advisory election to be
held for legislative annexations. We feel that the legislative
annexation process 1is a legitimate means for a municipality to annex
territory and that adequate safeguards against the misuse of this
process, i.e. Department of Community and Regional Affairs investigation
and report, Local Boundary Commission hearing and decision, and
Legislative review, already exist.

The Commission has no objection to a municipality undertaking opinion
polls in areas proposed for legislative annexation. However, we do not
feel that an at /isory election should be mandated since the "popularity"”
of legislative annexations 1is not the primary issue which the Commission
must consider in making a judgement 1in such cases.

In am sorry | cannot be of more assistance to you on this subject as |
realize it is one about which you are personally concerned. I would
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like to thank you for the courtesy which you showed me and other Local
Boundary Commission members in Juneau. It was very much appreciated.

cc: DCRA, MRAD
LBC Commission Members
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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99508
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March 22, 1985

POSITION PAPER

RE: CSHB 15

SPONSORS: Representatives Peter Goll and Andre Marrou (by
request)

Program Eff~cts of the Bill (with Division of Election's
involvement »

The Committee Substitute 1is substantially different from the
original bill in two respects:

1. The Committee Substitute would require that an advisory
election be conducted only in the area proposed for
annexation. The original bill would also have required

advisory elections in:

a) any municipality that includes the area proposed to be
annexed; and

b) the municipality proposing annexation.

2. The Committee Substitute would no longer require the State
to conduct the elections in those instances where a
"legislative review" annexation petition is initiated by a
municipality. However, our experience has been that such

petitions are virtually always submitted by a municipality
(although administrative regulations also permit such
petitions to be submitted by residents or the Commissioner
of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs).

Comments
The effects of these changes are to:

1. Reduce the fiscal 1impact of the bill by reducing the
extent of the elections required;

2. Transfer this reduced fiscal impact from the State to
municipal governments (again, our experience has been that
legislative review annexation petitions are virtually
always submitted by a municipality).

21-P1H
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As such, the philosophical 1issues <concerning the aspects of
this bill which do not relate to cost are basically the same as
those expressed 1in the Department®s position paper regarding
the original bill.

Again, it must be recognized that the Legislative Review
process for annexation has been a part of the State
Constitution since its ratification by the people of Alaska in
1956. This process was included in the Constitution 1in order
to provide municipal governments with the means to effect an
annexation to accommodate a compelling public need or public
interest in those circumstances where a majority of the
residents in the territory proposed for annexation might not
support it.

While CSHB 15 would not require that Legislative Review
annexations gain approval from the voters, it does require that
the Commission consider the results of the advisory election.
Further, the results of the advisory election would, no doubt,

enter into the deliberations of the Legislature. Again, the
nature of Legislative Review annexations 1is such that they are
seldom supported by the people proposed for annexation. As

such, the 1implications of requiring an advisory election seen
to conflict with the principles behind this process.

Therefore, the Department is opposed to this measure.

Emil Notti
Commissioner



POSITION PAPER
RE: HB 15
SPONSOR: Representative Peter Goll
Program Effects of Bill

The bill would add a new section (AS 44.47.582) to the laws
governing the procedures of the Alaska Local Boundary
Commission. The new section would require that before the
Local Boundary Commission could act upon a petition for
annexation pursuant to the Legislative Review process (i.e. AS
29.68.010(a), an advisory election on the proposed annexation
would have to be held and the results considered by the

Commission. The required election would have to separately
tally the votes of the residents of:
1. the area proposed to be annexed;

2. any municipality that includes the area proposed
to be annexed; and
3. the proposed annexing municipality.
The bill requires the Division of Elections to supervise the
election and for the State to pay all election costs.

Comments

There are Tfour different means of annexing territory to a

city. Three of the four methods require approval of the Local
Boundary Commission and/or all of the property owners and/or
resident voters before an annexation may be effected. The
fourth means, the Legislative Review process, requires the
approval of the Local Boundary Commission and the State
Legislature. It is this fourth process which is the target of

House Bill 15.

The Legislative Review process for annexation has been a part
of the State Constitution since its ratification by the people
of Alaska in 1956. This process was included in the
Constitution in order to provide municipal governments with the
means to effect an annexation to accommodate a compelling
public need or public interest 1in those circumstances where a
majority of the residents in the territory proposed for
annexation might not support it.
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While, HB 15 would not require that Legislative Review
annexations gain approval from the voters, it does require that
the Commission consider the results of the advisory election.
Further, the results of the advisory election would, no doubt,

enter 1into the deliberations of the Legislature. Again, the
nature of Legislative Review annexations 1is such that they are
seldom supported by the people proposed for annexation. As

such, the 1implications of requiring an advisory election seenm
to conflict with the principles behind this process.

Interestly enough, shortly before this bill was introduced,
certain members of the Local Boundary Commission expressed a
desire to have municipal governments conduct a poll of the
residents of an area proposed for annexation through the
Legislative Review process.

Other concerns we have regarding this bill are:
< that the requirements for the election could add from

45 to 90 days to the time required for the processing
of a legislative review annexation petition;

0 that presently, the State is not involved in
conducting local elections within a municipal
government, this may be considered by local

governments as an infringement by the State on local
responsibilites;

< the elections would require the expenditure of
substantial amounts of money [note: Division of
Elections to prepare fiscal note].

Of course, the last two concerns could be resolved by modifying
the bill to require that the elections be conducted by the
municipality to which the territory has been proposed for
annexation.

Emil Notti, Commissioner
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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99508
PHONE: (907) 563-1073

April 2, 1985

The Honorable Peter Goll, Chairman
Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Alaska State House

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska

Dear
RE* CSHB 15

You have requested our suggestions for 1improvements to CSHB 1
an Act requiring advisory elections for legislative review

annexation proposals. We have identified three alternatives to
advisory elections which we Tfeel have substantial benefits over
an election. These alternatives, in order of our preference, are
mandatory public hearings by the Department, informational

meetings conducted by the Local Boundary Commission and mandatory
public opinion polls.

four preference would be to add a new section to AS 29.68 which
would require the Department to conduct a public hearing on
" petitions for annexation wusing the legislative review process.
Such requirements would be similar to the provisions currently
"required by AS 29.18.070 for incorporation proposals.

The hearing could accomplish the same objective as that proposed
by CSHB 15, in that it would enable residents of the territory to
state their preference on the proposed annexation. In fact, a
hearing would provide the residents with far greater opportunity
than that provided by an advisory election to 1impact this
agency"s recommendation on proposed annexations. An advisory
election would simply tally the number of voters 1in favor and the
number opposed to the proposed annexation, whereas a hearing
would enable individuals to articulate the rationale for their
positions.

The fiscal impact of such requirements would not be great. |
estimate that the costs relating to travel, per diem, providing
public notice of the hearing and other direct expenses (excluding
currently salaried personnel costs) would be approximately $500
per hearing. Assuming five such annexation proposals per year,
the fiscal 1impact of this requirement would be estimated at
$2,500 per year.
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As an alternative to a statutory mandate Tfor the public hearing,
the Committee could request the Department to begin, as a matter
of policy, conducting hearings on such annexations 1in the manner
discussed above. The Department could even include such
provisions in the administrative regulations governing
proceedings concerning legislative review annexations.

The second option would require, by either statue or regulation,
that the Local Boundary Commission hold an informational meeting
on the petition prior to the public hearing.

As the less preferred alternative, the Committee could propose
adding a new section to AS 29.68 which would require that a
public opinion poll be conducted 1in the territory proposed for
annexation. As is the case with the public hearing, a proper
public opinion poll could serve to provide the Department and the
Local Boundary Commission with greater wuseful 1information than
would be provided with a simple tally of votes from an advisory
election.

Standards and procedures for the conduct of public opinion polls
would have to be carefully developed to ensure that the poll was
both accurate and creditable. For example, by requiring a poll
of every registered voter in the territory proposed for
annexation whose State Voter Number ends with an odd number,
would ensure that the poll would be highly representative of the
total number of registered voters and that the individuals polled
were selected in an unbiased manner.

I feel that the burden for conducting the poll should be placed
on the petitioner. As such, there would be no fiscal 1impact on
the State for such requirements. Again, as an alternative to
imposing such requirements by law, the Department could require
public opinion polls through its administrative regulations.

Attached for your information is a list of questions which might
be used in such a poll.



