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ever, the Commission acts
on petitions well before
the expiration of the 90
day period.

A meetln% of the Commis-
sion to act on a petition is
open to the public. How-
ever, the Commission does
not take testimony during
a (ecisional meeting, .
although the Commission
may seek a point of clari-
fication from its staff or an
interested party. Due to
budget constraints and
other practical limitations,
decisional meetings of the
Commission are often held
In the course of conduct-
ing other business before
the Commission. For that
reason, decisional meet-
ings are usually held in a
community other than, the
one in which the hearing
was held.

Decisions of the Commis-
sion require agreement by
at least three of the five
members of the Commis-
sion. The Commission
may take any one of the
following actions on the
petition:

1 Approve the petition
without amendments or
conditions.

2. Approve the petition with
amendments or condi-
tions. These may include

altering the boundaries of  tW0 RI’QCedUI’ES under

the territory proposed for
annexation or requiring
voter approval of the
proposed annexation. 10

3. Deny the petition.

10._ Adoption of a Writ-
ten Statement of Decision

The law requires that the
Commission adoPt a
written statement of deci-
sion within thirty days
from the date that it”
reached its oral decision.
The statement of decision
sets forth the reasoning of
the Commission with
resEect to the action it
took on the petition.

The law requires that a
copy of the statement of
decision be provided to
the petitioner's representa-
tive and to any parties
who have filed formal
briefs (respondents).
Again, in this case, no
briefs were filed in re-
sponse to the petition.
Anyone else wishing to
obtain a copy of the state-
ment may make a request
to the Local Boundary
Commission Staff.

11. Reconsideration

Once tne Commission acts
on a petition, there are

which it may reconsider
the action taken. The first
is a relatively quick and
informal process using
Robert's Rules of Order,
the parliamentary rules
adopted by the Commis-
sion. These rules enable a
majority of the Commis-
sioh members to (iumkly
bring back for further
consideration, a motion
which has already been
voted upon, Under these
rules a motion to recon-
sider must typically be
made and seconded on
the same day as the origi-
nal vote.

According to Robert's
Rules of Order, the pur-
pose of the parliamentary
reconsideration process is
to "permit correction of
hasty, ill-advised, or erro-
neous action, or to take
into account added infor-
mation or a changed
situation that has devel-
oped since the taking of
the vote". However
giver the formal and
eliberate nature of mu-
nicipal boundary proceed-
mgs, this G’orocess IS not
often used by the Com-
mission.

The second process Is one
established under the
Commission's regulations.
This process allows the
Commission to order



reconsideration on its own
motion within 20 days
after the statement of
decision is mailed to the
petitioner and respon-
dents.

Additionally, any inter-
ested person may file a
re_(%uest for reconsideration
within this same 20 day
period, A request ‘or
reconsideration must
describe in detail the facts
and analyses that support
the request for reconsid-
eration. Requests for
reconsideration are filed
with:

Local Boundary Commission
Staff

Department of Community &
Regional Affairs

333 West Fourth Avenue, Suite
20

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2341

Fax: 2694520

If the Commission takes
no action on a request for
reconsideration within 30
days after the statement of
decision was mailed to the
petitioner and respon-
dents, the request for
reconsideration is auto-
matically denied. If the
Commission grants a
re_(%uest for reconsideration
within this 30 day period,
a petitioner or respondent
is allotted 10 days from
the date the request for
reconsideration is granted
to file a responsive brief.

If the Commission agrees
to reconsider an action
under this second process,
if. typically requests fur-
ther analysis from staff
and may conduct an
additional hearing.

Parties seeking reconsid-
eration of a decision of the
Commission are encour-
aged to contact LBC Staff
for details of the complete
procedures.

12. Court Appeal

Any party who has a
sufficient” interest in a
matter acted upon by the
Commission may %Pp_eal
the Commission’s decision
to Superior Court. An
apPe_aI must be made
within thirty days from
the date thé Commission's
written statement of deci-
sion was mailed or deliv-
ered to the petitioner,
respondents and others
who requested the docu-
ment.

It is not necessary that
parties seek reconsidera-
tion (step 11) in order to
appeal a decision of the
Commission to Superior
Court. If, however, a
party does seek reconsid-
eration, the thirty day
deadline for filing an
appeal with the court is
suspended for the time

taken up by the reconsid-
eration proceedings.

Typically, many months
(Ssometimes years) are
involved in processing an
appeal at the Superior
Court level. Of course, a
Superior Court decision
may also be appealed to
the"State Supreme Court,
involving substantial
additional time. The filing
of an appeal in Superior
Court will not delay
implementation of an
annexation proposal,
unless the court specifi-
cally orders that the pro-
ceedings be halted.

Although actions of the
Commission are often
appealed to court, they are
very seldom successful.
The Alaska Supreme
Court has consistently
taken the position that
courts should not substi-
tute their judgment for
that of the Commission,
Thus, as long as there is a
reasonable hasis for the
Commission's decision
and proper procedures
have been followed, an
appeal is not likely to
succeed.ll

13. Final Action

If the Commission ap-
proves (or amends and
approves) a petition seek-
ing a boundary change



using the legislative re-
View process
sion must submit a formal
recommendation for the
boundary change to the
next regular session of the
legislature for final ap-
proval.

In accordance with Article
X, Section 12 of the Con-
stitution of the State of
Alaska, the recommenda-
tion must be submitted
during the first ten days
of the next regular session
of the Ieﬂlslatu_re. Mem-
bers of the legislature then
have 45 days from the
date of submission to
consider the recommenda-
tion. If the Ie(t;lslature
does not adopt a joint
resolution rej[ectlng the
recommendation, it be-
comes final at the end of
the 45 day review period.

If the legislature adopts a

joint resolution, the annex-

ation is denied. Accord-
ing to I__e?lslatlve_RuI_e No.
49, a joint resolution is
"adoPted by both houses
and then signed by the
?overn_or as a ministerial
ormality. The joint reso-
ution is treated in all
respects as a bill but it is
not subject to veto."

As an alternative to the
legislative review process,
the Commission. ma}/
amend the petition 1o

the Commis-

Standards for annexation relate to whether . . .

most efficiently.

A WD PR

The city is willing and able to serve the territory.

The city currently serves the territory.
There is a need for services which the city can provide

The territory is similar in character to the area within

the existing boundaries of the city.

o U

The territory is likely to grow and develop.
The health, welfare and safety of city residents is

endangered by conditions within the territory.

~

current city boundaries.

© 00

city.

Annexation is necessary to extend services within the

Property within the territory is owned by the city.
The territory is an enclave within the boundaries of the

10 The territory should be annexed for another valid public

purpose.

provide that the matter be
decided by the voters
residing In the territory
approved for annexation.

14, Federal Voting Rights
Act Review

All municipal boundary
changes in Alaska are
subject to review under
the federal Voting Rights
Act. This federal require-
ment is intended to ensure
that changes in voting
rights, practices and pro-
cedures (including those
brought about by annex-
ations) will not result in
"a denial or abridgment of
the right of any citizen of
the United States to vote
on account of race or
color" or because a citizen
is a "member of a lan-
guage minority group".

It is the responsibility of
10

the city whose boundaries
are changed to seek re-
view of the annexation
under the Voting Rights
Act. Staff of the Commis-
sion are available to assist
cities in meeting their
obligation under the Vot-
ing Rights Act. 1t s
stressed that an annex-
ation may not be imple-
mented until the annex-
ation has been given
favorable review under
the Act.

STANDARDS FOR
ANNEXATION

The criteria or standards
which are used to evalu-
ate the merits of a pro-
posal for annexation of
contiguous territory to a
city are set forth in law.22
These relate to the above.



These standards for an-
nexation of territory to a
city are briefly summa-
rized as follows:

1. Willingness and Abil-
ity to Serve the Area (19
AAC 10.080)

It must be shown to the
satisfaction of the Local
Boundary Commission
that the CI'[?/ IS both will-
ing and able to extend
"full municipal services"
to the area proposed for
annexation. These ser-
vices are defined as "all of
the services that a munici-
pality is providing to its
residents with revenues
raised from the _
municipality's general mill
levy cr sales or use taxes"
(19°AAC 10.840(9)). It
does not include services
funded by user fees (e.q.
utilities). "Nor does it
require the Cty to build
roads, sidewalks, water
and sewer utility exten-
sions, or other capital
projects to the area pro-
posed for annexation.

If the area will not receive
“full_ municipal services",
the Commission may still
approve the annexation if
the city is willing to estab-
lish ditferential tax zones
to compensate for the
lower level of services.

In addition to standard

number 1, a proposal to
annex territory contiguous
to the eX|st|n? boundaries
of a city must meet at
least one of nine other
standards. These nine
standards are summarized
below.

A. Provision of Uncom-
pensated Services 19 AAC
10.070(a)8) _ This stan-
dard is met if residents or
property owners in the
area proposed for annex-
ation receive or may be
expected to receive city
services without paying
;Froperty taxes to the city.

his standard may be
satisfied even if the ser-
vices are provided inside
the current boundaries of
the city.

B. Need for Services &
Ability to Serve 19 AAC
10.070(a)(4{ If the area
proposed for annexation
needs municipal services
and the city can provide
those services more effi-
ciently than another mu-
nicipality, this criteria is
satisfied:

C. Urban Character 19
AAC 10.070(a)(3) and 19
AAC _10.070(@? his stan-
dard is met if the area
proposed for annexation is
similar in character to the
area already within the
city limits. " In evaluating
this standard, the Com-

n

mission may consider
whether:

» the property in the
area proposed for
annexation is platted;
the property is used
for residential or com-
mercial purposes;
» the property is suitable
for urban purposes;
the population density
of the area proposed
for r .nexation 1s_simi-
lar to L area within
the emstmg_ city limits;
the population”of the
area proposed for
annexation stems from
growth beyond the
oundaries of the city.

D. Grozvth and Develop-
ment 19 AAC 10.070%a)(5)
If the area proposed for
annexation is likely to
grow and develop, this
standard may be met.
However, the Commission
must also conclude that
the utr will plan for and
control that development.

E. Health, Welfare and
Safety (19 AAC.
10.070(a)(6) This standard
may be met if the resi-
derits of the city are en-
da_n%_ered by conditions
existing or developing in
the area proposed for
annexation. To satisfy this
standard, the Commission
must also determine that
annexation will enable the



city to relieve those condi-
tions.

F. Need for Service Exten-
sion (19 AAC 10.070(a)(7)
If the city needs to include
any of the territory pro-
posed for annexation in
order to extend services to
an area currently within
its boundaries, this stan-
dard is satisfied, Ex-
amples of such instances
might include the need to
develop a new site for a
sanitary landfill, water
source ‘or sewage disposal
facility, or the need to
requlate the community's
watershed.

G. City-owned Property
(19 AAC 10.070(a)(2) If
the city owns property
within” the territory pro-
posed for annexation, this
standard is met.

li. Enclave within City
Limits (19 AAC _
10.070a)(1) If the terri-
tory proposed for annex-
ation is surrounded by
property already within
the corporate limits of the
%_It%j/, this standard is satis-
jed.

I. Other Valid Public
Purposes (19 AAC
10.070(a)(9)._This standard
is satisfied if the Commis-
sion determines that the
annexation proposi 1serves
some legitimate public
purpose other than those
covered by the eight
previously noted stan-
dards. An example might
be the inclusion of adja-
cent industrial or commer-
cial developments which
are a natural part of the
comm mity in order to
enhance the revenues of

the cm{). Another example
mlﬂht e extending voting
rights to residents who are
served by a municipal
government, but have no
right to vote in municipal
elections,

3. Interlying Property (19
AAyC (110.07 (c) 2

The law provides that
territory which does not
meet any of the nine
general Standards dis-
cussed in the preceding
section, maF still be an-
nexed if it lies between the
current city boundaries
and other territory which
does meet one or'more of
those standards. This
reflects i* strong ‘orefe_rence
for avoiding "holes" in the
jurisdiction of a municipal
government.
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CITY OF PALMER )
mately 43 miles north of

LocaTION: Palmeris  Anchorage near the

located in Southcentral confluence of the
Alaska in the Matanuska- ~ Matanuska and Xnik
Susitna Borough. Thj rivers.

community lies approxi-
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HISTORY: The history of
Palmer dates hack to the
Willow Creek Gold Rush
of 1897. During that year
George Palmer establlshed
a small cabin and store
just up stream from what

r in
pos Tt " 5 2w



is today the Old Glenn
nghwak/ bridge that
crosses the Matanuska
River. In 1915 construc-
tion of the Alaska Rail-
road brought an inflax of
workers and homesteaders
who settled in the area
near Matanuska Junction
and Palmer. In 1916, a
siding was constructed on
tlie present site of Palmer.
The White brothers began
oPeratlng a new post
office under the name
"Palmer" on July 6, 1917.
The U.S. De%ar_tment of
Agriculture built an ex-
eriment station near

atanuska in 1917 to
encourage agriculture. In
1935, more than 200 fami-
lies were relocated from
the midwest to the valley.
Palmer became the gov-
ernmental center for the
valley. The Anchorage-
Palmer hi hwag opened
In September 1936 to
provide better markets for
valley agriculture, During
the 1960s and 1970's,
Palmer's role as the center
for reqlonal, state and
federal government offices
serving the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough area
continued to evolve.13
Today, many residents of
the area commute to
Anchorage for employ-
ment.

CITY INCORPORATION
AND PRIOR BOUNDARY
CHANGES: _The City of
Palmer was incorporated
on April 30, 1951, Since
its incorporation, the City

of Palmer has effected 42

separate annexations, 40 of
which have occurred since
1970. There have been as
many as seven annex-
ations in a single year
(1984). The practice, of
Incremental annexations
apparently stems from a
desire on the part of local
officials_largely to limit
annexations to cases
where the property own-
ers initiate the request for
annexation. As a result of
the growth of Palmer's
municipal boundaries by
slight increments, a num-
ber of jurisdictional en-
claves have heen created.

The Local Boundary Com-
mission rejected a petition
for annexation of about 35
acres of city owned prop-
_ertg to the City of Palmer
in July, 1992. "This rejec-
tion Was based upon the
Commission's concern that
the annexation would
have created yet another
enclave in the municipal
boundaries of the City of
Palmer. Concerned that
several such enclaves are
Bresent within the existing
oundaries, the Local
Boundary Commission has

for several years been urg-
ing the City of Palmer to
address the ,oroblem of
jurisdictional enclaves in a
comprehensive |, rather than
on a piecemeal basis.
When confronted with a
boundary change which
would have created yet
another enclave, the Com-
mission rejected the peti-
tion.

The 35 acre annexation
Eropos_al rejected by the
ommission in July was
substantially different than
the current Proposal.
DCRA concludes that the
current proposal shares
virtually none of the charac-
teristics of the July pro-
posal.

The annexation proposed
by the current petition is a
notable exception to this
pattern.

AREA WITHIN CURRENT
BOUNDARIES: The exist-
ing boundaries of the City
of Palmer which encom-
pass the community include
about 2,444 acres (3.8
square miles). Assessed
roperty values within the

ity of Palmer are as fol-
lows: 14

REAL PROPERTY:  $39564,700

PERSONAL
PROPERTY: $14,542,593
TOTAL*: $104,107,293

* Includes Exempt Property
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CURRENT CLASSIFICA- EXPENDITURES: The following is a summary of
Tion: The City of Palmer  Operating expenses, capital improvement costs and
IS presenﬂy classified as a debt Service of the City of Palmer durlng the 12
Home Rule citv. It lies months ending December 31, 1991,

within a second class

oraanized borouah. Fire Department $183,175
J J Police Department 1,184,011
POPULATION WITHIN Library _ 305,924
CURRENT BOUND- Water Utility Service 242,040
ARIES: According to the Sewer Utility Service 157,141
1990 federal census, 2,866 Refuse Colléction 147,991
eople reside within the Road Maintenance 201,409
Boundaries of the city. Airport 74,729
The 1980 Census recorded Golf Course _ 359,606
2141 residents within the Planning & Zoning 3,500
city's boundaries. General Gov't Administration 676,881
Building Inspection 60,712

TAxes: The City of Ambulance Contract with Borough 106,363
Palmer_currently levies a Parks and Recreation 13,084
4.8 mill property tax In Public Health 141677
addition, the Matanuska- Debt Service 28,900
Susitna Borough levies a Public Works 466,613
13 mill areawide property TOTAL $4,353,756

tax. Thus, property
within the boundaries of

the City of Palmer is taxed _
at 17.28 mills. revenues of the City of OTHER INDEBTEDNESS

_ Palmer are generated by ~ Other current and long
The City of Palmer also ~ water, sewer, refuse, air-  term debt of the City of
levies a 7% sales tax with  port and golf course fees.  Palmer totaled $7,007,213,
a $10 cap on single item as of December 31, 1991,
urchases over $500.
he Matanuska-

A BONDED INDEBTEDNESS: The City of Palmer's
8eneral sales tax hut $1,193,000 General Obligation debt is recorded as follows:
0S levy-a 2% bed DEBT SERVICE FUNDS RATE BALANCE
taX areaWIde ThUS, 1964 General Obligation SewerBonds 3.75% $ 83,000
mOSt Sales W|th|n the 1979 General Obligation Water& Sewer 7 0070 910,760
boundarles Of the 1979 Internal Service - Special Assessments 7.007r 199.220

City of Palmer are
taxed at 270. Other TOTAL S 1192980

locally generated

16



The a:ea proposed for

OPERATING REVENUES: The following is a summary ; annexation would be
of revenues of the City of Palmer during the 12 monthS § taxed at 17.28 mills subse-

ending December 31, 1991

LOCALLY GENERATED REVENUES

Sales Taxes

Property taxes
Water Utility Fees
Sewer Utility Fees
Refuse CcOLcuon Fees
Alrport Fees

Golf Course Fees
License/Permits
FInes _
Charges for Services
Miscellaneous
TOTAL

PROFILE OF THE
TERRITORY PROPOSED
FOR ANNEXATION

OVERVIEW: The area
proposed for annexation
encompasses approxi-
mately 7.5 acres, consist-
ing of portions of the
Pribyl, Grasse, and Grasse
Subdivision, a portion of
the Riverside Subdivision
and a portion of the right-
of-way of the Alaska
Railroad.

POPULATION; Accord-
ing to the petitioner, the
aréa has four households
and seven residents.

LAND OWNERSHIP:
Property owners within
the ‘ared have been identi-

$1,029,393
400,487
386,985
219,551
206,731
50,262

443 568
22,336
8,708
829,958
240,121
$3,838,750

fied as follows by the
petitioner:

John Grasse
Robert Bailey
Michael Dresnek
Dean and Melinda
Dewey

Alaska Railroad

TAXES/BOROUGH SER-
vICES: Property owners
in the area proposed for
annexation currently pay
0.36 mills property tax"to
the Borough.

Areawide Property

Tax 1B.Pmills
Non-areawide

powersIl 146 mills
Road Service

Area 1.0mills
Fire Service Area 0.9 mills
Total 6.36mills

uent to annexation to the
ity of Palmer. This
hwould represent increased
Il taxes of 0.92 mills, or
= §9.20 per $100,000 of
assessed valuation. The
$ following services will
i continue to be provided
v by the Borough to the
5 area proposed for annex-
Jation even if it is annexed
to the City of Palmer:

i education

3 assessment and collec-
tion of taxes
platting .
parks & recreation
ports, harbors and
wharves _
ambulance service
transportation systems
water Pol_lutlon control
air pollution control
I|_censm8 and regula-
tion of day care facili-
ties .
historic preservation

The following services and
powers are currently
exercised by the Borough
in the area proposed for
annexation, but would no
longer be if the territory is
annexed to the City of
Palmer.



(Areawide Powers/
Services)
1 Planning and zoning

(Non-areawide Powers/
_ Services) |

1 fireworks regulatlon

> solid waste gisposal

1 regulation of motor
vehicles & operators
regulation of snow
vehicles
libraries
regulation of obscene
nude dancin
limited health and
social services _
natural gas and electric
local improvement
districts and septic
tank disposal
economic development

Services and Facilities

Funded Through Taxes

Levied By the City of
Palmer

fire protection
police protection
library

refuse collection
road maintenance
airport

planning and zoning
building inspection
pubic works

street lights

general government*
administration

ANTICIPATED INCREASE IN REVENUE AS A
RESULT OF ANNEXATION*:

hhoon

4.28 mill property tax $446.00 ]
Water Utilities 756.00 !
Sewer Utilities 432.00 |
Refuse Collection 552.00
Municipal Assistance 409.00 $
Revenue Sharing 504.00
Electric/telephone Coop Tax 24.00
TOTAL $3,088.00
Mtility fee estimates are based on four households |
with minimum charge u

18
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C hapter 4 -

APPLICATION OF STANDARDS

AND OTHER GONSIDE

This chapter presents the
analysis and conclusions
of the Department of
Community & Regional
Affairs conce_rnln% the
extent to which the pro-
posed annexation meets
the standards identified in
Chapter Two. It also
addresses other relevant
considerations relating to
the annexation proposal.

STANDARDS FOR
ANNEXATION

1, Willingness and Abil-
ity of the City to Serve
the Area

Because the law permits
parties other than a city
government to petition” for
annexation, it is necessary
to ensure that the cit
itself is willing to exfend
services to the territory
Fropose_d for annexation.
n this instance, however,
the City of Palmer initi-
ated the petition for an-
nexation. This establishes
the obvious presumption
that the City is willing to
serve the area. The De-

partment has found no
Indication to suggest that
this O’oresumptlon IS In-
valid.

Examination of this stan-
dard also requires consid-
eration of the financial
|m,3acts to the City of
Palmer which arelikely to
result from annexation.
As noted previously the
petitioner estimates that
annexation of the territory
in question will result in
an Increase In City rev-
enues amountlnﬁ to about
$3,088.00 annually.

The territory proposed for
annexation carries with it
added resPonS|b|I|t|es for
the City of Palmer. These
responsibilities include
primary public safety
services (police and fire)
for residents of the area.
The City's burden for
Flanmng, platting and
and use regulation in the
area will also increase. It
appears, however, that the
additional revenues which
will be available to the
City will allow it to pro-
vide the needed services

D

RATIONS

to the area in a respon-
sible fashion, Financial
impacts on the Borough
resulting from the annex-
ation are proiected to be
insignificant.16

CONCLUSION:
Because the City of
Palmer initiated the an-
nexation petition, the
Department concludes that
the City is wﬂlmg to serve
the area proposed for
annexation.

The Department concludes
further that the City is
capable of providing "full
municipal services" to the
area.

Thus, the Department
finds that this annexation
standard Is satisfied.

T 1B fiffilsl 11BHL Iermali

2. Provision of Uncom-
pensated Services

This standard is met if
"reside/its or property crwn-
ers within the territory
receive or may be reasonably
expected to receive, directly
or indirectly, the benefit of
city government without
commensurate property tax-



contributions, whether city
services are rendered or
received inside or outside the
territory".

The petitioner asserts that
" ... the City continues to
?rovgde street maintenance
to this area even though it
IS outside the corporate
limits since it is adFLacent
to the main north Palmer
arterial street leading to
the Sherrod and Swanson
elementary schools."

No doubt, residents of the
area outside the _C|t¥'s_
boundaries contribute in
various ways to support
City services. Clearly,
one of the most substan-
tial avenues of supCport
results when non-City
residents purchase goods
and services which are
subject to the City's 2%
sales tax, Sales taxes are
the single largest source of
locally generated revenue
received by the City of
Palmer.

CONCLUSION:

The Department concludes
that this standard is met
because the City of Palmer
currently provides road
maintenance to the area
proposed for annexation.

3 Need for Seivices &
Efficiency

In the Department's view,
two municipal services are
particularly needed in the
area proposed for annex-
ation but are mt being .
provided at an appropri-
ate level, according to the
P_etltl_oner's brief. . The
irst is "planning" (plan-
ning, platting and land
use regulation). The
second is enhanced public
safety services.

With respect to the need
for_p_lannlngb the
petitioner's brief states:

The continued health
and safety concerns of
the City of Palmer's
residents can be miti-
gated upon annexation
through the enforcement
of city zoning ordinances
which will require the
removal of inoperable
vehicles, mandatory
garbage collection for all
city residents, compli-
ance with the Uniform
Building Code and
compliance with the
city's animal control
ordinance, which limits
the number of dogs and
cats allowed in a single
family resident Isicl as
well as prohibits the
harboring of livestock
within the corporate
limits,

In addition to planning,
platting and zoning, it
appears that annexation
would Prov;de more
efficient delivery of foollce
protection to %enera area.
According to the
petitioner's brief:

The large number of
unleashed and unre-
strained dogs which the
Matanuska-Susitna
Borough allorved to be
on the premises has
taxed the City's police
department for provid-
ing animal control to
the City residents in
this area......uiin The
annexation of this
property will not in-
crease the Palmer police
department's workload
but in all probability
will lessen particularly
the dog call responses.

In addition to the need for
services, this standard also
requires consideration of
whether the city is able to
provide the services to the
area more efficiently than
another municipality.

CONCLUSION

The Department concludes
that mummﬁal planning is
needed in the area pro-
posed for annexation and
that animal control ser-
vices are needed in the
area proposed for annex-



ation. The Department
further concludes that the
Blanmng services could be
est provided by the City
of Palmer. This is based
on the petitioner's asser-
tions that "the continued
health and safetY concerns
of the city of Palmer's
residents "can be mitigated
upon annexation through
the enforcement of cit
zoning ordinances an
health ordinances which

will require the removal of

inoperable vehicles, man-
datorY garbage collection
for all city residents,
compliance with the Uni-
form Building Code and
compliance with the city's
animal control ordinance .

Thus, the Department
concludes that this stan-
dard is satisfied.

4. Urban Character

This standard is met if the
Local Boundary Commis-
sion concludes’ that the
area proposed for annex-

ation is "'urban" in charac-

ter. Factors to be consid-
ered in this regard include
whether the property s
suitable for residential and
commercial purposes.

The area is described as
follows:

there are four
houses and one garage,

of which one is inhabited
by the owner of record
of the largest number of
lots described above
while three remaining
houses are inhabited
from time to time by
various people. The
City was informed by
the resident that there is
no zvater or sewer
services to the property
at this time.

The property has heen
subdivided and fronts a
major arterial street as
designated in the 1985
City of Palmer Traffic
Study17. The seven resi-
dents of the area consti-
tute a population density
of 597 residents per square
mile. The population
density compares favor-
ably with the population
within the existing bound-
aries of the City, currently
about 750 residents per
square mile,

CONCLUSION:

The Department concludes
that the territory pro-
posed for annexation is
urban in character as
defined by the regulations
of the Local Boundary
Commission. Thus, this
standard is satisfied.

5. Growth and
Development

The department is not
aware of special growth
expected in the area pro-
posed for annexation
during the immediate
future.

CONCLUSION:

The Department concludes
that there is no "reason-
able likelihood" that no-
table future growth and
development will occur
within the area proposed
for annexation. The area
Is already fairly devel-
oped, with a population
density of about 550 per-
SONs per square mile.
Consequently, the Depart-
ment concludes that this
standard is not met.

6. Health, Welfare and
Safety

This standard is met if the
residents of the city are
endangered by existing or
developing conditions i
the area proposed for
annexation.

The petitioner's brief notes
the receipt of a petition in
1990 from 61 area resi-
dents urging the City of
Palmer 10 annex the area.

Conditions allegedly
existing in the area which



threaten the health, wel-
fare or safety of individu-
als p_resentlg residing
within the boundaries of
the City of Palmer
include "loose dogs going
onto adlolnlng property
and getting into garbage
cans, do%s harassm_(t]_
school children waiting, for
the school bus at a desig-
nated pick-up site ... ",

CONCLUSION:
It is concluded that
standard is met.

7. Need for Service
Extension

According to the peti-
tioner, annexation is nec-
essary to enable the City
of Palmer to extend ser-
vices to the territory cur-
rently within its bound-
aries. The petitioner has
descriped packs of loose
dogs in the area proposed
for annexation and the
relation to the neighboring
city's animal control ef-
forts.

CONCLUSION:
The Department concludes
that this standard is met
with respect to animal

8. City-owned Property

The City of Palmer does

not own any of the prop-
erty proposed for annex-
ation.

CONCLUSION:
Because none of the prop-
erty in the territory pro-
posed for annexation is
owned by the City, this
standard’is not met.

9 Erdae within City
Lirmits

Although the exmtm_g
boundaries of the City
surround the terrltorr
proEosed for annexation
on three sides, the terri-
tory proposed for annex-
ation is not an enclave.

CONCLUSION:

The Department concludes
thatt this standard is not
met,

10. Other Valid Public
Purposes

The department is un-
aware of any other Publlc
purpose which would be
met by the annexation.

CONCLUSION:
Accordingly, the Depart-
ment concludes that "an-
other valid public pur-
pose” would not be
served by this annexation,
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OTHER
CONSIDERATIONS

A. Vote on Annexation

Alaska's Constitution
Elaces a duty upon the,
ocal Boundary Commis-
sion to judge an annex-
ation proposal on its
merits rather than its
political appeal. The
Alaska Supreme Court has
carefully examined the
duty and role of the Com-
mission and has con-
cluded that those who
reside or own property in
an area to be annexed by
a municipality have no
vested right that annex-
ation take place only with
their consent.18 Specifi-
cally, the court stated:

Nothing in the
Commission’s existin
regulations govern when
annexation proposals must
be presented to the voters
and when they may be
submitted to the legisla-
ture for final approval.

However, the
Commission's new regula-
tions do contain such
provisions. The decision
regarding which ?_rocess
may be used for final
approval (i.e. election or
legislative review) is
within the discretion of
the Commission. Because



no regulations currently
apply to this question, the
Department believes that
the pendmg new requla-
tions may be used to
uide the Commission in
is matter. The new
regulations state:

Territory that meets
all of the annexation
standards sgecmed in
19 AAC 10.090 — 19
AAC 10.130 may be
annexed to a city by
the legislative réview
process if the commis-
sion also determings
that annexation wili
serve the balanced
best interests of the
state, the territory to
be annexed, and all
political subdivisions
affected b¥ the annex-
ation. In this regard,
the commission will,
In its discretion, con-
sider relevant factors,
including whether;

(1) the territory is an
enclave surrounded by
the annexing city;

(2) health, safety, or.
general welfare of city
residents is or will bé
endangered by condi-
tions existing or po-
tentially developing in
the territory, and
annexation will enable
the city to regulate or

contral the detrinental
effects of those condi-
tios;

(3) extersion of city
senvioss or facilities
into the territory is
necessary to enable
the city to provice
choLAte SEVICES 10
city res_lblobrts aditis
inpossible or inprac-
tical for the city to
extend the facilities or
SErVIoes Linless tre
tamitory is within the
bounchries of the aty;

(4) residents or ﬁ_rop-
erty owners within the
territory receive, or
may be reasonably
expected to receive
directly or indirectly,
the benefit of city
government without
commensurate tax
contributions, whether
these city benefits are
rendered or received
inside or outside the
territory, and no prac-
tical or"alternative
method is available to
offset the cost of
providing these ben-
efits;

{5) annexation of the
erritory will enable
the city to plan and
control reasonabl
anticipated ?r_owt or
development in the |
territory that otherwise

24

adversely inpect
ety ad

© temitory is so
sparsely inhabited, o
S0 extensively inhab-
ited by who
are not landowrers,
tl’natt%I Ior&al electlonI
Wou adequatel
by
ori
o

The first five of these
factors are largely equiva-
lent to standards for an-
nexation which have been
previously examined in,
this chapter. The remain-
ing factor, subsection (6)
requires consideration of
the characteristics of the
prospective voters. In this
Instance, the territory is
populated by only 7 indi-
viduals. According to the
?etmo_ner_s,_onl one of
hese individuals is a
registered voter.



CONCLUSION
The Commission must
weuih the obvious appeal
of allowing the voters to
give final approval to any
annexation, against the
needs and interests of the
parties involved. How-
ever, it is critical to keep
in mind that the interested
parties are not limited
strictly to the residents
and property owners of
the territory prroposed for
annexation. They also
include the residents and
property owners within
the current boundaries of
the City of Palmer, the
Palmer” city Eovern_ment,
the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough government and
the State of Alaska.

The area is so sparsely
inhabited, with only one
regls_tered voter, that an
election would be ren-
dered impractical. How-
ever even in the absence
of this circumstance the
balanced interests of the
various Partles involved in
this matter warrant the
use of the legislative
[eView process.
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C hapter 5 -

SUVIVARY AND
RECOVIVENDATION

SUMMARY
The proposal for annex-
ation of 7.5 acres to the
City of Palmer is justifi-
able. Based upon its
analysis, the Deﬁartment
has concluded that:

[2 The City of Palmer is
wHImgl and able to
serve the territory

proposed for annex-

ation.

[2 Road maintenance
services are currently
provided by the City
of Palmer. There is a
need for municipal
planning services
within and extending
beyond the territory
proposed for annex-
ation. There is also a
need for enhanced
public safety, specifi-
cally animal control, in
the territory proposed
for annexation. The
City' of Palmer can
provide the needed
services most effi-
ciently.

[2 The area proposed for
annexation is urhan in
character as defined in
the Local Boundary
Commission's regula-
tions.

[2 The Citv of Palmer has
the willingness and
ability to extend "full
municipal services" to
the area proposed for
annexation.

O Annexation of the
subject area would
facilitate improvements
to the area and would
likely lead to an in-
crease in property
values for neighboring
areas within the exist-
ing Palmer municipal
boundaries.

Voter approval of the
boundary change proposal
is impractical in this in-
stance, due to the absence
of sufficient registered
voters in the area pro-
posed for annexation, the
Department has concluded
that the balanced interests
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of the parties involved in
this annexation support
the use of the legislative
review process. This
conclusion was reached on
the basis of guidel' *
recently adopted by the
Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

On the basis of the
analysis presented in
this report, the Depart-
ment recommends that
the Commission ap-
prove the annexation of
the 7.5 acres requested
by the City of Palmer.



ENDNOTES

1 Of these, Robert Bailey and Melinda Dewey are property owners in the area
proposed for annexation.

2 A copy of the letter and the draft meeting minutes of the hearing were submit-
ted with the petition for annexation.

3 Article X, Section 12 of Alaska's Constitution: AS 44.47.567: AS 29.05: AS 29.06.

4 Flgig\z/)iew Public Utility District No. 1 v. City of Anchorage, 368 P.2d 540 (Alaska

5 On June 29, 1991, the Local Bou_ndary Commission adopted regulations revising
the procedures relatln? to municipal boundary changes. However, these new
regulations are not Ye in effect. The Attorney General's office completed its
requisite review of the regulations on June 19, 1992, The regulations were then
filed by tne Lieutenant Governor on July 1, 1992. The regulations take effect
thirty days foIIowm% such filing (July 31, 1992) and upon preclearance by the
U.S. "Department of Justice under the terms of the federal VOtIn? Rights Act.
Department of Justice approval is expected in mid-September of 1992. The dis-
cussion of procedures in this chapter reflects the existing regulations for those
steps which have been or will be completed by mid September (steps 1 - 7).
Steps to be completed after mid-September aré described in terms of the new
regulations (steps 8 - 14).

6 These include the right to individual notice of all proceedings and the
Commission's written statement of decision, the right to call sworn witnesses to
testify at a hearing of the Commission and the right to file a responsive brief in
the event reconsideration is granted.

' These comments are included in Appendix A.
8 The city's response is also included in Appendix A.

q There have been times in the past when a party has argued that due process
requires the Department to circulate a revised draft report if there has been a
change in the Department's recommendation. Given the Department's role in
municipal boundary proceedings (i.e. an agency which makes a recommendation
to an independent decision making authority) and the fact that a public hearing
always follows the Department's report, DCRA does not consider it to be a
violation of due process to publish a final report which presents a different
recommendation than the one stated in the draft report.
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10 If the Commission were to enlarge the boundaries, the Commission must ensure
that rights to due process under the Alaska and U.S. Constitutions are protected.

11 These statements are not made in an effort to discourage court appeals, but rather
in the interests of providing a better understanding of the nature of Commission

proceedings.

The re%ulatlons adopted by the Commission on June 29, 1991 (see discussion in
endnote # 3) also revised the standards or criteria for annexation. Because S0
many important procedural steps (steps 1 - 7) have been comlpleted in this par-
ticular proceeding under the "old regulations”, due process clearly dictates that
the Commission judgie the annexation on the basis of those regulations rather

than the "new" regulations.
15 Source: City of Palmer Draft Comprehensive Plan, June, 1992

14 Provided by Cathy Cook, Matanuska-Susitna Borough, 9-10-92

13 Non arewide services for which funds are currently budgeted include libraries,
animal control, septage treatment and landfill.

16 REVENUE SHARING: The loss of Revenue Sharing Funds to the Borough
resulting from annexation will be msn_inlflcant. Under the Revenue Sharing
formula, the Borough's population includes the pORU|at_I0n within the City of
Palmer. Thus, the Inclusion of the 7 residents in the City's boundaries will not
significantly decrease the Borough Revenue Sharing entitlement.

MUNICIPAL ASSISTANCE: Unlike Revenue Sharing, that aspect of the Munici-
loal Assistance program formula under which the Borough's entitlement is calcu-
ated does not count residents within the City of Palmer. Thus, the Borough is
expected to lose an estimated $409 annually as a result of annexation.

17 According to the petitioner's brief, this was prepared by Datum Engineering.

AN Fairview Public Utility District Number One v. City of Anchorage, 368 P.2d 540
(Alaska 1962)
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CITY OF PALMER i
Jo|

“S S
PALVIER, ALASKA, 09645 Phore [907] 7453771
AHOMERLEQATV
RECFI VED
June 12, 1992
JUN 16 1992
Dept, of v_wiinii. J. .. affairs

Mr. Dan Bockhorst

Local Boundary Commission

333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 220
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2341

Div. of Municipal & Reg. Asst.

RE: City of Palmer Annexation
Section 28, Township 18N, Range 2E, S._M.

Dear Mr. Eockhorst,

The City of Palmer has reviewed the written comments provided
by numerous individuals as well as the petitions signed by 77
individuals.

The City of Palmer filed their petition with the Local
Boundary Commission regarding the proposed annexation for
legislative review which contained specific requirements and
sworn statements regarding the facts and findings as
required.

The area residents who originally signed the petition for the
City of Palmer to annex this property have not waivered in
their strong position or sentiments. The subject parcel is
bounded on three sides by the city and this will help to even
our border.

To this day, June 12, 1992, the City continues to provide
street maintenance services to this area even though it 1is
outside the corporate limits since it iIs adjacent to the main
north Palmer arterial street Ileading to the Sherrod and
Swanson elementary schools.

Since this area 1is outside the corporate limits of the City
and the Alaska State Trooper manpower s being reduced, the
complaints by the city residents for the most part go
unheeded since the problems are often nuisance complaints
rather than life threatening. This places the adjoining city
residents in a helpless situation.

AGROWNG FRONTIRRIN THE HEART OF THE MATANUSKA VALLEY

BHD 1



Mr. Dan Bockhorst - July 12,1992
Page 2

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough, in which thisproperty iIs
located, does not regulate the number of vehicles one can
have on their property whether operative or inoperative, nor
provide zoning for any area within their corporate limits.
Because of reduced and continued tight borough budgets,
animal control and nuisance ordinances are poorly enforced.

The City of Palmer stands on the merits of the brief as to
why this area should be annexed.

Should you have any questions,please feel free tocontact
me.

Yours truly,

David L. Soulak
City Manager

City of Palmer
DLS/cac

Enclosure: Petition

cc: Mayor Cartel and Councilmembers



Wt the udarsiged,residats of ., PRalner, inplore tre City of Palner”s assistane
in conrecting the aodirttias at Bladk 1, Rinersice Sid - rerely - Ed Briley™s
procerty on Esst Exgle Street. Ve raaliz said prgoerty is ot within tre ity limits
but feel sarething MST be dore doout tte deploreble coditias here.  He eare area
isa "julkyaddig'l The shads he rants aut would certainlly not nest health requirerants
with o ruming vater or secer. He hisNO LESS  then 20 dogs who bark alll hours of e
cey and night.  Also peple in this area canot put their garkege aut without it keirg
tom goart In a matter of minutes by his dogs.

The farst pagple signing this reguest Ine directly redt o or aacss frin this asa
ad have attaded their oan persoal rotes of incidants with aninals of Hr. Bailey™s -
plus tre de~valuation of aur prggerty in this area because of this "sesae” aatss

tre roed.
NAME ST. ADDRESS
1 f) -
~ lét"lSdkess’\ FCB\E7V L-X5&C
P $JL oa) W E£--4SacC
ST. ADDRESS FEIE
M . . J W . St lZmv: YHT&M?
yar oh Loz —— P
‘NW S ( ST. AEDHESS FADKE”
77 a foin ™. GEAM., *72/ 1 QYJU
NAME ST. ADDRESS
. 0o
NAME ST. ADDRESS RN
QMU d i 1&1-rMi,
NAME ST. ADDRESS pesta
N N .
NAME A P — ST. ADDRESS %(TNEZ 22:
y- X __
Y- ST. ADDREssaty\t_ gall s @Jlﬁf_ amH
PW r/V I i)rs>/ M r-SW
NAME ST. ADDRESS 7 PLCLE
A
“UE- ST- ADDRESS ' PHENE

(Mm MMtU AM ) 6 7¥C -1 3 ./



*X/- 3-*11 f\

NAME

NAME

£U > kJO JAWUJk M >
NAME

NAME



[A/uef

PHONE
PHONE

PHONE

NAME PHONE

NAME PHONE

0/rfiR A T \rag*iiiL

Im M
NAME PHONE



PHONE

2 4 6 -
PHONE
PHONE
PHONE
ig 3 K™yl
z syl Sr. add(rJJgss /y PHONE
\ ~ \ Property OUjVULH
CUJrfy f \JusydJc? So> <£ss/ (Qich!&
ST. VDDRESS / PHONE
350 <£NT fitkct-i S7
NM*E - . ST.ADORES PHONE
T7T-TMA T4 M 2
PHONE
PHONE
PHONE
PHONE

*3IBBESKERS



/o fib bké& azdlL'

o a v U e & oy?uub> & Thé& y/LjtxjlJ dACflbo Aj2n'

& J C& unxjOrcAd & Mdjkxl&
070 & -b?J dAE<EIfIt , KZATX&u)-fo V7T % ~ [ [ c¢/sU. Z*CA
s& bzdj$sE zAzj/lddsviul. pz<£f& 7TLJ azf€ TC'sbzsrtbls y"AAp& JA fi
fy b shfi& y-Cry>wid 7TA Ayiryvi? 0 sz50
ToGj (F,SUAUMa™cdjfzzd UhulMA<ms& Tch

SO/ &TT QINZCASHN)  /ACTXSXATY Y &/ CovA/

~ATRA /8 Muiw JkU)ib u b juU4a”A O fib '
fyU P /lcy0 Acb& b &4AS 20& db /TEC aojAA,
fiu U Z A M sVLA?sixpy& '>yf) cAr& fiA ar] /[&&sEdd /dd
/
AyriuA d” zef> <tZ)

) <A<ix2gjAacA J=/wwz>- [F<ycdd'TuzgA Ay,
[SiLth™A JAdCc& O JAj
duscirdzdl a’ndjZCAd& J dTO dd KCtHUZOO0AVXT .
bbbdfic/C-iA fib> EAVKE<E& ] do ddAE£7ro<fPuyM o ddfi*yxJ/ Az& tluxssz
t" CA | 6 /£ oxp|i®
MTe& L& tyid Cjm zj{LkJJfL A ~



ID: PALMER CITY COUNCIL
RE: EDGAR BAILEY

We, Richard & Eleanor Vogt, have lived at Lot 2, Block 2 of Riverside Subd. located at
the corner of North Denali and East Eagle Sts.since 1977; being the first hone owners
within the City limits in this subdivision at that time.

We have constantly been harassed through the years by animals from Mr. Bailey"s

property. First it was horses trampling our yard. 1 called the Palmer Police and

was told they could not impound them as they had no facilities to keep them. Next

came cattle * same story. Next it was a huge hog who attacked our dog who was

chained, as City ordinance requires - then it (the hog) rooted up our newly sown

lamn as well as two of our neighbors lawns and garden. AT. —ee of us signed a complaint
but nothing ever came of 1 ! After that it was his goats ogs, dogs and more dogs!

The situation lias gone from a little junk and a few dogs to a full-fledged junk-yard
and a lot of dogs. See”s everyone hoocws if they want to get rid of a junk car just
bring it to Ed! This makes for a situation where it is impossible to sell our
residence - we tried in 1987 and hiad several people interested. A couple of the
prospective buyers told us they weren®t buying because of this "slun" area.

We both have health problems - namely, heart trouble and high blood pressure and one
cannot get a decent night"s sleep (or day time for that natter) as the dogs bark all
hours of the day & night. They also scatter the garbage, go in the flower beds and
have even ccme into our garage and took fish we had thawing which we intended to smoke.
We are often up late at night since we are both retired and see hig dogs roaming the
neighborhood. During the day he keeps then pretty much at home with the use of a
whistle.

We have worked hard and invested a lot of money to have a nice yard and flcwers; we
have won several first pL.ce ribbons at the State Fair, and it is very discouraging
to have to put up with his critters.

We realize everyone has right to his cwn lifestyle tut when it starts infrinc.”
everyone else"s lifestyle something MIST be donell

Therefore, we as citizins and taxpayers of the City of Palmer, request the Council
to attempt to correct this terrible situation.

Thank you.

Sincerely,



In the six years that we have lived at 334 E. Eagle we have many problems with Mr.

Bailey"s animals ccming in our yard. At one time we had 12 dogs, 2 cons, and 5 or 6
goats in our yard! The cows and goats cane and eat our flovers and lilac tushes and
the dogs are constantly into our garbage. The dogs barking keeps us awake all night.

We have called the Palmer Police on several occasions to ge his animals out of our
yard. They have gone and talked to him and we have also talked bo him about the
situation and e only says "'l try to be a good neighbor”, but before lcng we are

again bothered by the animals.

In addition to the animal problem, the entire place is so full of junk and old cars
that 1t is a detriment to the neighborhood and caruainly decreases our property —alue.

We sincerely hope something can be done about it.
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To the City Council of Palmer,

b %re the Ward famrly and ave Irved on ﬁ corner of North
Chugia . and a a le” A or the ears.
ﬁre wrrérnv\d MS n re ards to] drn ro Iems we
ave ith Mr. e}gs dogys and Nis unsrg ty and increasing
collections of junk on his property.

Srnce movrng to thrs neighborhood eight years ago we have
seen Mr. Bail e)és collection of used Junk cars, rental shacks,
ocer oarts nd other assorted unk Iﬁ)l es rise fo such a level
t 1S a maIJor eyesore to us an the whole nerghborhood and
eel 1t has decreased the value of our property.

One . of the other pro]blems has Sbeﬁn Mr. Bailey's a m Is COWS,

rt;oats pigs and ? ese anrmaI ave been In" everyh ? ards
earrngr rass, flowers an eavrn heir pr%n s al (?V
t(he d. (\{ ears ago g ug en(ie arou ur vyar &
eep our childre d keep the animals ?ué thrs hs wor ed
to some extent ut we Stt get an occasipna % that é gs the
ence t 15 also unsafe to R our gar age In th rbage
ity 1, g e L, 10N g8 e g 0
trg thsse OVEer an w%rﬁ tRegirds 0ff. . Iey has any ere
rom F to 30 dogs. which rn |n cks t rou out tge |u end
of Palmer ﬁettrn into gar fcarrnd ung. and old
We pad to ave our bus Stop ove [s] o ur homg In o
to ne able to watch our children at ﬁop an make sure
En%sgﬁgs OIv?/rr]f'et gr?dh?rwhe%mw\evmrle \tvoaltlertgour masﬁ o?g eﬁV\%eeV?n
to ta emryvalks in the nerghborho%d : 1y
Our. biggest c mpl%nt againBt these anrmals is their c ntin-
ual barking 3 q t seven days a week tr Ba Iegs dogs
wake-up me” ap amily several times a ni ht or hour at a
time. | work sh |ft work and tryrnd to slee urrng te day IS
h%toah”{m%“a'ﬁr t 'erhaverdted.sea%‘& 5 a”%teYe“ Works. TM wile
t ave ca1|ed h 8£%y%olrce }a a% nrqroo ers the
%u% Anima ontroI elter ma’v?/ trmef ut ha recerve
'J) Nothrng onvrnce r areE}/ 0 anglt In wrt
d or his [0n Xar ‘ W brdrng X pa |
mr suppose ewou rea apprecidte an in
d W d t { h
this situation we couId get.

B?n“hra K. a\/\?ard
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WALTERJ. HICKEL. GOVERNOR

DEPT.OFCOMMUMTI& REGIONALAFFAIRS

MUNICIPAL AND REGIONAL ASSISTANCEDIVISION

X 333WESTA4TH AVE., SUITE 220 0O P.O.BOX 348 O P.O.BOX290 U 1001 NOBLE STREET. SUIT
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501-2341 BETHEL. ALASKA 99559-0348 DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576-0295 FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 997011
PHONE: (907) 269-4500 PHONE: (907)543-3475 PHONE: (907) 842-5135 PHONE: (907) 452-7126 |

O 1503RD STREET 0O 710 MILL BAY ROAD 0O P.O.BOX 350 O P.O.BOX41
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-1291 KODIAK, ALASKA 99615 KOTZEBUE. ALASKA 99752-0280 NOME. ALASKA 99762-0041
PHONE: (907)465-4750 PHONE: (907) 486-9379 PHONE: (907) 442-3696 PHONE: (907,443-5457

May 29, 1992

Mr. David L. Soulak, City Manager
City of Palmer

231 W. Evergreen Avenue

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Dear Mr. Soulak:

The period for filing answering briefs and initial written
comments concerning the City of Palmer®s annexation proposal has
expired. During the comment period, no briefs were filed,
however written comments were submitted by the following parties:

Michael J. Gallagher Dila A. Brounard Christine Graham

Dean and Melinda Dewey Theresa D. Fuller Marguente Elncore
Clarence E. Furbush Michael Ford Edward Benson

Judith C. Thrift Trina Lords L.O. [not readable]
Jana Thrift Marisse E. Knox Patricia [not readable ]
Dennis [not readable] Jim and Suzie Feuer Dee Dee Brady

Dale Anderson Robert [not readable] Anna E. Stroman

Joe Williamson Ina R. Su Su Karen L. Lafave

Cheryl L. Calvert Matthew Godfrey Judith Eaken

Jerry L. McKenzie Michael E. Krebs Gay-Lyn Gayner

Albert [not readable] Thomas Summerville Linda L. Bouwens-Cross
Dewey and Laura Godwin Keith Smith Petition signed by
Robert E. Bailey 77 Individuals

A copy of each of these comments is enclosed. 1 would
appreciate any response you wish to offer with respect, to these
comments. In accordance with 19 AAC 10.850, any response on

behalf of the City should be submitted to this office within two
weeks of the receipt of this letter.

Cordially,

Dan R. Bockhorst
LBC Staff
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May 26, 1992

LBC Staff KECEiV ci.'

Department of Coamunity and Regional Affairs
333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 220
Anchorage, AK 99501-2341 MAY 2 8 1992

[EFT. GFCOML. & B oM,
— ""Vigyal * FEC (¢

Dear LBC Staff,

I am writing in response to the petition for legislative review
annexation to AS29.06.040 (B) of approximately 7.5 acres within Section 28,
Township 18 N, Range 2 E, S.M. I am very much against this action.

I do not believe annexation should be allowed against the owners® will.
Such an act must not be taken lightly. It is against the most fundamental
right of a landowner. The entire purpose for conveying property rights with
or without certain easements, restrictions, or covenants is so a buyer may
purchase a peice of property specifically for his or her own purpose. Title
is held in accordance to the restrictions imposed at the time of purchase,
common belief being that absent some extenuating circumstance only the owner
is entitled to change those rights. Without the right to have and keep title
as it is written in the purchase agreement, what is the reason for having
one at all?

1 beg you to deny this petition. It is not essential for Palmer to have
these properties within its city limits. Without such a need, support for
annexation despite the owners®™ objections, cannot justifiably be given.
Rejecting this proposal will preserve the rights of the landowner as well
as let it be known to all that Alaska is proud of its standing as the Great
Land of the Last Frontier and the defender of freedom, for which this country
so proudly represents.

Note: Identical Letters were received from 29 individuals.



May 25, !c,z2

LBC Staff eLiV .
Department cf Community and Regional Affairs

333 W. 4th Avenue, Suits 220

Anchorage, AK 99501-2341 may 2 3 2CZy

LPAL "RR.

Dear LBC Staff,

I am writing in response to the petition for legislative review
annexation to AS29.06.040 (B) cf approximately 7.5 acres within Section 23,
TOwnship I3 N, Range 2 S, S.M. I am verylmucn aaainst tnis action.

I do not believe annexation should be allowed against the owners® will.
Such-an act must not be taken lightly. It is against the most fundamental
right of a landowner. The entire purpose for conveying property rights with
cr without certain easements, restrictions, or covenants is so a buyer may
purchase a peice of property specifically for his or her own purpose. Title
is held in accordance to the restrictions imposed at the time of purchase,
ccnmon belief being that absent some extenuating circumstance only the owner
is entitled to change these rights. Without the right to have and keep title
as it is written in the purchase agreement, what is the reason for having
one at all?//

I beg you to deny this petition. It is not essential for Palmer to have
these properties within its city limits. Without such a need, support for
annexation despite the owners® oDjections, cannot justifiably be given.
Rejecting this proposal will preserve the rights of the landowner as well
as let it be known to all that Alaska is proud of its standing as the Great
Land of the Last Frontier and the defender of freedom, for which this country
so proudly represents.
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Jana Thrift
P.O0. Box 2574
Palmer, AK 99645

KECEIVtu

LBC Staff

Department of Gonmunity and Regional Affairs

333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 220 MAY 2 8 1992

Anchorage, AK 99501-2341 T FOM &N avs
— e[ *HG "'n

Dear LBC Staff,

I would like to express my deep concern regarding intentions to forcibly
annex certain properties surrounding Palmer. I am strongly against such an
action.

The petition for legislative review annexation according to AS29.06.040(B)
of approximately 7.5 acres within Section 28, Township 18 N, Range 2 E, S_M.
once again includes property in the Riverside Subdivision, lots 4-10 and 21-27.
Many times the owner of this land has objected to annexation of his property.
Having bought his property unrestricted more than 20 yrs. ago, he has been a
long-time resident and businessman in this community.

Mr. Bailey uses his land, in various ways, to support himself in his
elderly years. It is his right to live there, in his old cabin, with his
animals, of whatever kind he chooses. But he stopped raising farm animals
because of complaining neighbors. You see, after moving there they decided
that they didn't want the eyesore of his place across the street anymore.
With only his family of dogs Mr. Bailey tried to accomodate his incoming
neighbors. However, blaming him for every barking dog in the city, they
continue to complain and say that even with a Kennells license he shouldn"'t
be allowed to keep them there. Over and over it has been taken to the city
council to consider annexation so that the rules that govern his property
can be changed to suit his neighbors liking. It is not right, and over and
over again himself and others have fought against it.

Again he is forced to give reasoning for wishing to keep his property

unrestricted, as it was when purchased. As a landowner | am apalled that he
must even have to face this dilemna. It threatens the entire real estate
system and every landowner in this state. Palmer wants to expand, whether the
landowners like it or not, according to city o fficials. But what does it mean

when a man can buy his property and hold title the same way for 20 years, until
one day his newly acquired neighbors decide that they don't like it and his
entire lifestyle is threatened.

We're country' people (in this Valley) and the reason we don't live in
New York is because we chose to move to this Great Land of the Last Frontier,
where we could buy a spot on this earth to live on as we please, without hurting
anyone, and withou*-. the fear of being the target of just such a case as this.
| beg you not to aliow this to go on. By denying this petition you w ill be
upholding the essential right of all men (and women) to buy and own land in
this country, in freedom, and in the manner established by law.
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My 9, 1992
To: Members of the local Boundary Commission

From: City of Palmer residents M.J. Gallagher and family

Subject: Annexation of Lot 22, Pribyl, Grasse, and Grasse
Subdivision; Lots 1 through 10 and Lots 20 through
27, Block 1 of Riverside Subdivision as well as a

portion of the Alaska Railroad right-of-way.

Dear Members,
Vie are writing this letter to voice our support of this annexation and to

urge you to recommend to the legislature that this action is needed for the

good of all the residents of this area including those directly affected by it.
Firstly, this area is surrounded on three sides by landowners presently in
the city limits who are required to pay Palmer City taxes. However, with the

City powerless to enforce city ordinances in this area the adjacent property
owners have to accept such things as lack of sleep due to barking dogs, (as of
the last City Council Meeting on this matter the owner admitted to having 15)
the eyesore of approximately 40 junk vehicles, assorted debris including but
not limited to shopping carts, appliances, old building materials and Iloose
trash that blows onto our property, and the fact that our tax dollars pay for
the maintenance of the road that this property abuts.
Aside from the personal inconveniences that have been mentioned previously,

there is a real threat to the personal safety of the tenants on Mr. Bailey's

property. This property has no septic system nor is it tied 1into the city
sewer system. We have witnessed these tenants, including small children going
to the bathroom (figuritively speaking) outside on this land as well as wusing
it as a playground. We question the cleanliness of the property what with the
large amounts of oogo also. None of the structures of which there are several
appear to conform to building codes and <j.ialso presents a danger to the res-
idents therein. |l personally alerted one of Mr. Bailey's tenants of a chiminey

fire on the wooden structure that he lives in with two small children.



It's almost certain that Mr. Bailey will show that since the Palmer City

Council unanimously voted to annex his Property that he has made an attempt to
clean up his area. He has painted all of his buildings and has had trash and
debris hauled from there. Please do not be misled by this. Over the years,

every time he has been faced with this annexation issue he has done the same
thing only to revert to his old ways as soon as the heat was o ff. In 1990 he
did this prior to a City Council vote to annex and convinced them of his intent

to mitigate these problems. Based on this the City Council did not approve

the annexation attempt. Shortly thereafter the large amounts of dogs were back,

more junk cars were brought in and things were right back to where they were

before. After numerous complaints by area residents the Palmer City Council
chose to consider annexation by legislative review. Prior to that vote (1991)
he once again started removing trash, kept his dogs somewhat quiet and had

several people (not area residents) testify in his behalf at a City Council
meeting. This time the vote v/ias not to his Iliking. Once again things get
worse and now that the time is approaching for the Boundary Commission to act
on this, he once again is sprucing up and will attempt to convince you of his
intent to keep things tidy and quiet. Please don't be taken in by this and if
do believe he is sincere try not to forget the safety factor here for the well
being of his tenants. We have agonized over the potential hardship this may
cause Mr. Bailey but after trying to get these problems solved in a neighborly

manner, we seem to have no other choice but to support this forced annexation.

you



2407 McKenzie Drive
Anchorage, Alaska

99517
May 1992
DEC Start
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 220
Ancnorage, Alaska 99501-2341
Re: State of Alaska, Local Boundary Commission Public notice for
filing of petition for annexation of 7.5 acres to the City of

Palmer.
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Ref: The proposed annexation of Lots One (1), Two (2)
and Three (3) of Riverside Subdivision and the notice of the Local
Boundary Commission®s public hearings on the petition, times and
locations to be later established.

Be it known that we wish to file opposition to the proposed
annexation. As the owners of the above named three lots, we are
not in Tfavor of the annexation because as previously stated four
times iIn the same number of years when the City of Palmer

attempted to annex the property. My objections are the same as
stated at the previous hearings. This land is used for
agricultural purposes as it has always been since we acquired it
in 1975 and at this time 1 wish it to remain the same. It is
presently in hay fields as is the remainder of the approximately
25 +/- acres. I can see no benefit to have it annexed at this
time. It would only create another tax burden on me which the land
can not support. I own approximately 25 acres of which these
three lots are a part of. The Riverside Subdivision was created

as a paper subdivision many years ago and was never surveyed.

Most of i1t was vacated and if 1 decide to subdivide it at a future
date 1 would want to vacate these lots and subdivide the entire 25
acres to properly fit the lay of the land. As 1 have previously
stated, this pioperty is used as hay meadows, there are no

animals, it is kept clean and neat. There are no buildings or
crash on this property.

Again, as the owners of Lots 1,2 & 3 of Riveside Subdivision, we
want to go on record as being opposed to the annexation of these
tnree lots into the City of Palmer.

Respectfully,

DMan R.~Dewey

MAY 1 , 1992 Melinda M. Dewev j
ﬁKOTﬂil&z?é T s



STATE OF ALASKA
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION
PUBLIC NOTICE OF FILING OF PETITION FOR ANNEXATION

OF 7.J ACRES TO THE CITY OF PALMER

The Gly of Palmer has submitted a petition for legislative review annexation pursuant to AS 29.06.040(b) of approximately
75 acres within Section 28, Township 18 N, Range 2 E, S. M,, including;

Pribyl, Grasse and Grasse Subdivision - Lot 22
Riverside Subdivision - Block 1, Lots 1 through 10and
Lots 20 through 27
Portions of Zero Avenue, N. Denali Street,and Chugach Street

A portion of the right-of-way of the Alaska Railroad.

A copy of the petition can be viewed 8DUa.m. -5:00 pm, Monday through Friday at

Palmer City Hal
City Clerk's Office
231 West Evergreen Avenue
Palmer, AK 99645
Phone: (907) 745-3271

Notice of the Loral Boundary Commission’ public heanngfs) on the petition will be published when times and locations
have been established. Any person may filean answering brief (see 19 AAC 10.550) or initial written comments supporting
oropposing thisannexation proposal. Briefs and initial written comments must be received by May 29,1992, The Local
Boundary Commission's rules prohibit contacting Commission members directly and require that any written comments
on this petition be directed to:

LBC AT
ofComunityand Regiaell Affairs
, AK
Telgdoe: <QONZHED

st AT* AL



M onday, ThicX3 S’

ToeL6C

e\ M kyaX A n T ,5* Xu M X) Cpr 2 iIX finxSA.
A & U

XX A s2r\o b o lb @)UUE gyyLaruvvarnr 7. 50 CA>~e§ M ARcUAPA
m AACIXA, s as/rOUNVMEY) [ v, iu'xgyz MBS

AsuxXAuC) x3u d y~rnro(zvn JX>< sn XXsd *xA-4E [yrhoj ditcu i *McEuaté .

M <Xt AadJL o M ih J ia * J) dLItn XnJ2 fluMSIM"U-£>0 M Mhd?i<s& O V 7t
A Co (0 asyM-
t

x1 AyLAui~k<) 0 -TIXAMU - AvAJtyaltZ*r weg? ~7 8

MU R (M LEX t AM~GEW xJh-L4 tZfI&d. JALCS)U 4 v

Uu.tIxXt Z3NMXQISSO -tw A/ ¢3D fe jtT AsU vt/
dXarjuxXx. 3 /M a 7
RECFi VED
BX MN<JIM £/
APR 30 19 N m
Dgot, ct Ljm. 4 Ryg. Aflairs-/ »
»,V. of Municipal 4 Reg. Aaaf. A

P AL-tftr A M ffA



PETIT GAIN
& A

V.Y W Y)C. <.

J)ate.

/- 0

L hdh~ L Spcor RRRKFH

y In [u

5-H -n

\LIV

S"db 'U H o di.

AUGUST

UILBIN

\J@n\e

o T ¥ 1t5n

"ﬁ..-

A v 1°-

v?25 7/ Um'SiLui FtSﬁ/faOteL

Javanv/ | |1

//1IC Ootfluen 1* N

FHRKGL &L W e — -

W
N ALLE A
wrjfkrd-e fij
I § @°Y 1°<3H
V QXc"-V Tk CjI~

tS& STkKVtSte
UoX& 7~)

ru/iMc 4fC a% "Vv™>

1991

At o

/MANa e /No.

,N0 N VT <IN

??7<E

'm -321/0

%



a
AUGUST  *991 CG:,\C

PETITION GQGNNST THE [E Cl IY OF PABMEEgugé(é&iEDS fCLEi(ﬁA"gUégé‘* IW* .
TE
A%TEMP FN |J|E§ ENFPIR?I%
/YG" e pho'\".. "o,
775- ~ASjb
[~'7* Ma>< T/ = k.-"a i
W A > CrWFrQglpL~ 9/flc~A - . L26SLzhB 7
/1 0 vl - 1 : _
Sret"g iLC IMNe - . J X u - ~ \
fcr tSaX | G
UOLL J es FO\ K YYOP\F KE.,t w-_.D 77707979
- 5N
W CcA ,Z
u"v7 « ft -
~T=>/7  \£)Almaye .J 2-uULN 90?m 7V-VC

-N-7- T/ ¥y S AT | IN-/[Q*’W,‘H'[ 2/&_1ﬁh& i 1e"/-w: ;70 anlal & 2-f31-

#]?. 2criV Wooris sk oy oot s 1

< -7 -v/ O xz7Z A . M j/V ;»3 72 /v
q
i |
?-??/, <NS?/ Pauwft /div
-9/ f f.G'{6* r'tloJc L 33/0°GtrS"0-
n ; N h a . N AN
c"Cl£u.

T/6> L V<[ '] Y% =

rdg?  z 1t Tle.cylfclo ' z- az.:- 1" **
fLibie-c yliel
/% g/ /Ury [i-a
P-/7-9/ mc.-m H r*u”™0o Jjc rLr iz ti
Hi1zlL AkA.rXhi?, AL oris 1?22y MNhoar
fflo i gqh&stf
y lolv c: i/, JK 9 /5-53S0
sm . 7ys~-7iyy
Towe \. v 5k Ov

"o . ®j. L JJ



PETITION AGAINST THE
OF ANY AND ALL PROP
AS THE UNDERSIGNED F
AND ATTEMPTING” *ITS O

Jywv-2-84332

IPTACr CCMM. & HcG. AKAircr

f-H \y~"1

yw.OfX/VX Cnrw”pL/)
p.0-.e0xTU

a m uoQbiua,kx k

n JJLsdQr~~3r>tA<]|L

#
-//74A<uida. n h vy



PETITION AGAINST THE CITY OF PALMERS FORCED ANNEXATION
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AUGUST 1991

PETITION AGAINST THE CIlTT

%

AND ATTEMPTING IT

CER&
THE CITY IS OTSSTEPH*
S OM EMFIR- BUILDING

AUGUST 1991

PETITION AGAINST THE CITY OF PALMERS FORCED ANNEXATION
OF ANY AND ALL PROPERTIES OUTSIDE CURRENT CITY LIMITS
WE THE UNDERSIGNED FEEL THE CITY IS OVERSTEPPING ITSELF
AND ATTEMPTING ITS OWM EMPIRE BUILDING
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LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION REGULATIONS

Article 3. Standards for Annexation to Cities

ction
Application of standards _
Anhexation of incorporated territory

ctl&onr bilit
1ICaDIll
AR

Se
. 80
exsble ¥err|tory 90

Se
05. .
10. .

19 AAC 10.065. APPLICABILITY. The provisions of 19 AAC
10070 — 19 AAC 10.090 apply to a proposal for annexation by local
action (19 AAC 10.630 — 19 AAC 10.730), by legislative review (19
AAC 10450— 19AAC 10.620) or by the step process (19 AAC 10.735
— 19 AAC 10.790). (Eff. 2/21/82, Register 81)

Authority: Art. X. Sec._12. Ak. Const.
AS 4447567

19 AAC 10.070. ANNErJVBLE TERRITORY, @ Teritory
which Is contiguous 1o a city may be annexed to that city ifone or
more of the folloving standards are met:

@ tre contiguous territory is totally surrounded by the dty’s
boundaries;

@ te lad in the taritory s wholly owned by the city;

(3 the tarritory s urban In daracter,

(4) the tarritory i In need of municipal services which the city
can provide more efficiently than another municipality;

O there sa reasonable likelihood that future growth and devel-
opment will occur within the territory and that annexation of the
territory willl enable the city to plan for and cottrol that devellop-
ment;

©) the health, welfare, or safety of city residents s endangered
by conditions existing or developing in the territory and annexation
will enable tre city to remove or reliee those coditias;

(7) the extension into the tarritory of city servioss or fecilities B
necessary to enable the city to provide adequate service to city resi-
dents, and it s Inpossible or inpractical for the city o extend the
fadlities or servicss uinless the territory iswithin the city’s bound-
aes;

® residents or property owners within the territory receive or
may be reasonably expected to receive, directly or irdirectly, the
berefit of city government without commensurate property tax con-
tributaans, whether city services are rendered or received insice or
autsice the tenritary;

(9 the annexation s otherwise necessary to accorplish a valid
public purpose.
® Territory which isnot contiguous o a city may be annexed t

the city if

@ the lad in the tarritory swholly owned or leased by the city
or used primarily for the performance of city fuctios; and

(@ annexation ksnecessary to enable the city to achieve adequate
antrol, protection, or management of the property.



LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION REGULATIONSa_

(continued)

(©) Territory which does not meet the standards of (a) of this section
may be annexed to a city if the territory lies between the city bound-
ary and other noncontiguous territory which meets the requirements
of (&) of this section.

(d) In determining whether territory is urban in character for the
purposes of (a)(3) of this section, the commission will, in its discretion
and without limitation, consider whether the property is platted or
held for sale for residential or commercial purposes, whether the popu-
lation density of the territory approximates that of the annexing city,
whether the population of the territory stems primarily from actual
growth of the city beyond its legal boundaries, and whether the prop-
erty is valuable primarily by reason of its suitability for prospective
urban purposes.

(e In determining whether the standard established in (a)(8) of this
section is met, the commission will consider alternative methods
available to the city for offsetting the cost of providing services to
individuals or property beyond its property taxation powers. (Eff.
2/21/82, Register 81)

Authority: Art. X. Sec._12. Ak. Const.
AS 44.47567

Editor® note*. — 19 AAC 10.070 is
8gtdd on a former version of 19 AAC

19 AAC 10.080. APPLICATION OF STANDARDS, (a) The
commission will not approve an annexation unless the annexing city
&k "Trtrates to the satisfaction of the commission that it is capable of
ei. nng, and is willing to extend, services to the annexed area as
follows:

(D full municipal services shall be extended to the annexed area
immediately unless

(A) the annexation is pursuant to 19 AAC 10.735 — 19 AAC

10.790; or

(B) the immediate extension of full municipal services to the
annexed area is impossible because of a lack of necessary facili-
ties, in which case the annexing city shall satisfy the commission
that it will provide the services within a reasonable time;

(2) if the annexation is under 19 AAC 10.735— 19AAC 10.790,
the commission must be satisfied that the city's plan for gradual
extension of services reasonably compares with a plan for gradual
extension of taxation and provides for extension of full municipal
services to the annexed area within the time period established
under 19 AAC 10.740.

(b) The commission will, in its discretion, conduct public hearings
or investigations after a detachment to determine if the service re-
guirements of residents are being met. If the commission determines
that the service requirements of the residents of the territory are not
being met, it will, in its discretion, begin annexation proceedings un-
der this chapter.
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LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION REGULATIONS

(continued)

(© Notwithstanding the provisions of (a) of this section, the com-
mission will, in its discretion, approve an annexation by a city which
has authority to establish and operate differential taxation zones if
the commission is satisfied that the city is willing and able to use that
authority to

(@ provide the territory with such services as may be desired by
residents of the territory; and

(2 insure that the annexed area is not subjected to unfair taxa-
tion for services not available in the annexed area. Eff. Z21/82,

Register 81)

Authority: Art. X. Sec._12. Ak. Const.
AS 44.47.507

Editor's notes. — 19 AAC 10.080 i
bgsoegoon a former version of 19 AAC

19 AAC 10.090. ANNEXATION OF INCORPORATED TER-
RITORY. la) For the annexation by a city of territory of another
municipality, the vommission will determine the method by which
assets and liabilities are to be distributed between the city and the
municipality formerly providing services. In determining the distribu-
tion of liabilities and assets, the commission will, in its discretion,
approve an equitable agreement between the municipalities affected
but will independently review the proposed agreement.

(b) Territory which is part of a city may not be annexed to another
city unless the commission determines the annexation to be in the
best interests of .he annexing city, the city from which the annexed
territory is taken, and the annexed area.

(c) Separate or additional proceedings are not required for detach-
ment from a city or borough of territory which becomes annexed to
another city; the detachment is effected by and at the same time as
the annexation. E. 221782. Register 81)

Authority: Art. X. Sec._12. Ak. Const.
AS 44.47 567
Editor's note#. — 19 AAC 10.090 is

ued on former versions of 19 AAC
5030 and 19 AAC 15.040.

o
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SESSION:

Stale Capitol
Juneau, Ak 9980M 182
(907) 465-4989

INTERIM:

P O Box 142

Eagle Rivei AK 995//
(907) 694-4949

Senator Randy Phillips, Chair
Community and Regional Affairs Committee

SJR 20 - Disapproval of the Local Boundary Commission®s
Recommendation to annex new territory to the
City of Palmer

Attached 1is background information on the property the City of
Palmer is seeking to annex.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

representative Fran Ulmer

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Al Vezey, Chair
DATE: March 5, 1993

As lindicated to you during the committee hearing on Thursday,
the extremely bright flood light, which was being used by the
television camera person was both distracting and uncomfort-
able. After an hour of bright lights, | left the committee room
with a headache in search of some aspirin. When | returned to
the room, you were all gone.

I understand a vote was taken on SJR 20 and it failed to move. 1
want you to know that if you would like to reconsider the vote
on the resolution on Saturday, 1would be happy to vote to pass
the resolution from committee.

I've not personally decided whether to vote for or against the
resolution, but | have no objections to the resolution continuing
on in the process so that other people can have the opportunity
to review the record and make a decision on the annexation.

FU/bvh

Sl Ol et e Aok



WALTERJ. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

333 W.ATHAVE. SUITE 220
LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-2311

(907 269-4500

February 5, 1993

The Honorable Randy Phillips

Chairman . _

Senate Committee on Community
and Regional Affairs (C&RA)

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

RE: Annexation to the City of Cordova
Dear Senator Phillips:

On January 20, 1993 Twrote to 3/0u transmitting five recommendations of the Local
Boundary Commission (LBC) for annexation of territory to cities, | noted in m%/ letter.
dial individuals had until January 28, 1993, to request that the LBC reconsider ifs

with respect to the Cordova annéxadon.

Two timely requests for reconsideration of thac matter were filed subsequent to my letter.
The LBC gddressed bod), requests at a meeting held February 2. After careful
consideration, the Commission denied both requests.

If you have any further questions concerning this matter, please contact me or Dan
Backhorst.

decision

Cordially,

Darroll Hargiaves
Chairman
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The following recommendations by the Alaska Local Boundary Commission arc
incorporated in the 1992 Annual Report. Copies may be obtained from the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs.

Vil. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ANNEXATION UNDER
ARTICLE X, 8 12, ALASKA CONSTITUTION

he Local Government Article od‘ the Alaska, Constltuthon tovides that the, LPcaI Bo ndag/
ommlss||on ma! ({resent roposed houndary diangcs 1o t eIe%gs ture ur| ie first ten Xs f
ular legislative 3es$ Hie chan eﬁecomse tive ézatler |n pesente t0 t

F ﬁﬁﬁlre or dt ale en %e SESS dps A IC EVET C0 ES USé un £5%.a ?T%g LH]E ] E)?gsrgngstﬁe

i owm“gs?ﬁ%“ﬁr%%dge% R T o by D et
HOONAH

The Cit OLHéaonah submilted a petition to annex about 185 square miles under the legislative
review metho

sion conducted a publi hann in Hoonah on October 10,1992, Qn Navember 21, (he
ol e L

etails concerning the annexatio roceeﬁimsard the canclusions of the Local Band
ommjssjon, c%m mi ﬂéj gnnexatlo etifion are discusse mci m?%

i B R
gtgeLﬂ ouncgry %nbm SSign fg p% en&o c muniy %éqsgglo al %rs %35
Fourth Avenue Anc orage 'AK 99501-2341, telep one; 26945 452

Pursuant lo Article X Section 12 of the Alaska Constitution, Ihr Commission herehy recommends
annexation of t th%oﬁowmg area to the Gty oF Hoonaﬂ] Y

Beginning at the protracted northeast comer of Section 22, T13S, R61E, Copper River Meridian
(CRM);

(henre.south (o (he protracted southeast comerof the northeast >ne-quartcr of the northeast
one-quarter of Section 27. T43S, RME. CRM :

thence. east to the protracted northeast comer of the southeast ore-quarter of the northeast
one-quarter OfSection *6, T43S, R61E, CRM

thence, south to the protracted southeastcomer of Section 35, T43S. R61E, CRM

thence, west to a point within Purt Fredenck where the protracted southwest comerof the
Southeast one-quarter of the southwest oraM iuarter of Section 32, T43S, R61E, CRM ; would be;

thence, north to a point within Port Frederick where the protracted northwestcomer of the
northeastnne-qulrter of Uio northwest one-quarter of Section 32, T435, R61E, CRM ; would be;

thence, east to a point within Port Frederick where the protracted northeast comer of Section
32, T43S. R6LE.CRM would be;

thence, north to the intersection With the boundary of Alaska Tide!:lids Survey No. 29,
ijr[jroved by the Directorof the Alaska Division of Linds on |une 25, 1961 (hereinafter ATS No

tiiencc. N 34° 1V to Comer No. 4 of ATS No. 29;

thence. N 51 F.to the line of mean-low water;

thence, meandering along the line of mean-low watergenerally in a northerly and easterly
direction to the intersection with extension of the protractLX| northern boundary of Section 2t,
T43S, RtilE, CRM

thence, east to the protracted northeastcomer of Section 22, T43S, R61E, CRM ; the paint ol
beginning;

excluding therefrom, the territory currently within the boundanes of the City of Hoonah:

containing [25 square miles, more or less] all in the Silka Recording District, First ludirial
District, Stale of Alaska.

A nap of the area recommended for annexation is presented on the following page.
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HAINES #1

On Mardt 4,1992, the City of Haines submitte ition. to annex about 4.75 square miles
op Iang1 under the Iee at%e revaiew metlﬁ I(ij (thlngth QOctober 9, f92 putgwc hear%ng
on the matter, the LBC approved the petmon

Details, concerning the annexation Elroceedm s and the conclusions of ihe Local Boundar
Commission conc rmngthe ity of Haines' 4.71s aremIeannexat|onpetltlonaremclu e
In the Commission's Novem ? 51992 Statem? ntof Decision. That document, comprising

17-legal size pages, is available upon request from the Commission's staff in' Anchorage.
Staff may be readied at

ounda Comm on. Sta
Departrré \27 ; %o% Aﬁalrs
Te|ephoﬂ%h° % %%) 1520

I'ursuant to Article X, Section 12 of the Alaska Constitution, the Commission hereby
recommends annexation of the following area o the City of Haines:

All of Sections 16, 21 and 22, and lhe on-shore portions of Sections 9, 23, 14, ")and 15,
Township 30 South, Range 59 East, Copper River Meridian, Alaska, which are not already
within the existing txiundaries of die City of Haines

A map of the area recommended for annexation is presented on lire following page
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HAINES #2

In addltlon]%us%p]‘g)rtlrnﬁ]thecn etition for the annex t|Pn of*l?Ss uare mlles&iéidress
on pages.-2 an eR rt RA recommenf tllo annexatl nof an a |t|0na
aqu'g mllesofadacenttlde ds TheCommmsgn he a eall 6(ﬂon thematteronOctober

oowm eanng t|e ommission provided an additional comment period, Setting
aN?ve er77ﬂ992 gad |r11e On December 18, the Commission approved ie annexation
of tlie additional 7 square miles.

Details conceming die ap]nexatlon roceedm%s and thT cogcluswn&of die Local Bound%g
Commlssmnconc min ILsannex% lon proposal are included In the Commission's. Decembgr
92, Statement of Decision cu ent, comprlsmg |e al-size pages, is available

on request from the o mlssmns in Anchorage. ed at
EgundaE? 0 mlssmn@tﬁ[[)n artmento ommumn an(?% onaA alsEe @urthAvenue
Suite 220, Anchorage, AK 995 1-2311, telephone; 26 1500  269-1520.

Pursuant to Artide X Segtlon lﬁ of the Alaska Constltgtlon ?_‘e Commission hereby
recommends annexadon of the following territory to the City of Haines:

beginning at the jxiint where the western boundary of Section 9, T30S, R59E, Copper
River Meridian (CRM ) intersects with the tine of mean high tide of Lutnk Inlet:

thence, N 86" Etapp.oxinuitely), 11,000 feet more'or less,across Lutnk Inletto USG .5.
triangulation station "Sarika";

thence,S 71" E (approximately), 8,(tXIfeetmore orless, to U.S.G.S. triangnlalion station
‘Taiya Pt"

thence, S 4° E (approximately) 5,250 fee! more or less lo the "Indian Rock Light";

thence, South (approximately) 18,750 feet, more or less, to the line of mean high tide
of Chilkoot Inletat the point of intersection of the southern boundary of Section 36, T30S,
R59E, CRM ,and lire line of mean high tide;

thence, meandering northwesterly along tile line of mean liigh tide of Q iilkoot Itd. 1
md Portage Cove to the intersection wntli die eastern boundary of die Gty of Haines (said
point also being Haines Toivnsile Boundary Comer No. 6);

thencv, north along the eastern boundary ofthcG ty of Haines to thenorthern boundary
of die City of Haines, a point where the northern boundary of Section 26, T30S, K59E. CRM
intersects with die line of mean high tide of Qiilkoot Inlet (said point also being Haines
Toivnsile Boundary Comer No.J9);

(hence, meandering northwesterly along die line of mean high lide of Chilkoot Inlet
and Lutnk Inlet to die paint of intersection widi die eastern edge of the noncontiguous
boundary of the Gty of Haines (encompassing the Lulak part facilities);

thence, northeasterly, northwesterly, and southwesterly along die noncontiguous
boundaries of the City of Haines lo the print where die westernedge of the noncontiguous
boundaries of die City of Haines intersects with the line of mean high tide of Lutak b let

dience, meandering northwesterly along the line of mean high tide of lutak InJet lo
the pintofintersection with the western boundary of Section 9, T30S, R59E, CRM , die pint
of beginning; containing 7 square miles, more or less, all in the Haines Recording District,
first Judicial District, Stale of Alaska.

A map of the area recommended for annexation is presented on the following page.
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CORDOVA
Hi fil f f i
S e Bl R A
0raova, anua ommlss on aﬁépnde p?]l 10n tOJ gluce € 85.)10 0
proposed 0r annexal on tO square miles ana approved' the amended potilin

eta|Is concerning the ann xatlo eedln s and. the copclusions of the Local Bo du ?r}/]
ISsion €0 c%mn {f g ovas%nexatlo etltAon are scusse |nm F
e mmlssmn anu VISIon % iﬁ;

1 ala EU 0N reques TOtal etl)r%mlssmn alrin %ﬂu en CO[QP&W'F
iy ey o Sn'a%fmgﬁi%pegﬁ@fa i hr

Pursuit: . j Article X Section 12 of the Alaska Cansljlulion, lire Commission hereby recommends
annexation of he following area to the City of Cordova:

Beginning at the northeastcomerofprotracted Section 4, T15S. R2VV,Copper River Meridian (CRM );
thence, south to the southeast comer of protracted Section 28, T15S, R2VV, CRM ;
thence,east to the northeastcomerofthenorthwest 1/-tofthenortheast 1/1 ofpmlriclcd Section

33, TISS, RIW , CRM ;
thence, south to the southeast comerof the southwest 1/4 of the southeast 1/4 ot protracted

Section 21, T16S, RIW , CRM;
thence, northwesterly, in a straight line, to the northwest comer oi protracted Section I, T16S,

R3W,CRM;
thence, west, along die north boundary ol protracted Section 2, T16S, R3W , to a pointon the

divide along the Hcncy Range separating i e drainage into O ita Inlet from die drainage into the

Copper River Delta and die G ulf of Alaska:
thenre, souduveslerly along said divide to llenev Peak;
thence, westerly in a straight line to the beginning of Hartney Creek;
dience. westerly along die diiead of Hartney Creek to die point where it enters Ilartney Bay;
thence, northerly and westerly along the lineofmean high tide ofdienorth shoreof Hartney Bay

to Bluff Point,
thence, meandering along Ihe line i ' '""in high tide to the intersection with the east boundary

ulprnlracled Section 1, TI6S, R4W ,CRM
thence, north toapointin Orca Inletatthe northwestcomerofthesouthwestl/ loflhesouthwest
114 of protracted Section 31, P15S, R3W ,CRM ;
dience, northeasterly, in a straight line, to a point in Orca Inlet at the northwest comer of the
southeast 1/4 of protracted Section 24, T14S, R3W , CRM ;
dience, east to die line of mean hie tide on Nelson Bay;
dience, meandering southwesterly along the line of mean liigh ddeofNelson U.IV to die intersection
with the westboundary oi protracted Section 19, T14S, R2W , CRM ;

thence, south, to the southeast comer of protracted Section 36, T14S, R3W . CRM

dience, east to the northeastcomer of protracted Section 4, T155, R2W , die pointofbeginning
containing 2458 square miles, more nr less, all in the Cordoea Recording District, tlitrd Judicial

District, State of Alaska

Excluding dierofrom, the territory currently within the boundariesof the City of Cordova, com prising
635 square miles, more or less. Tlte net territory approved for annexation comprises 68 23 square
mills, more or his

A map of the area recommended for annexation is presented on the following page.

11 The decision of the Commission concerning this annexation became litul under 19 AAC 10570(g) on
January 8.1993. Under 19 AAC 10580, interested parlies have until January 28, 1993 to file a request
for reconsideration of die decision
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PALMER

On February 28 1992, the City of Palmer filed a petition for annexation of approximately
75 acres using the legislative Teview method.

The Commission conducted a public he nng on INovember 20, 1992, in Palmer. On
December 18, the Commlﬁs,lo,n approved thé petition. Details concernin the_ann%xatlon
grocee ings and the conclysions 0f the Local Boundary Commission co qernmgt eCﬂx
f Palmer’s annexation petition are discussed In detail in the Commission’s December 30,
1992, Statement of Dedsioa That document, comprising 11 legal-size pages, 1s available
upon request from the Commission’s staff in Anchorage. Staff' may be reached ah

Local Boundary Commission Staff
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
A AR RN
Telephone ET00 * Fak 269-4520

Pursuant to Article X, Se?tbn 12 of the AIa_fka Constit_tion, the Commission hereby
recommends annexation of the following terrilory to the City of Palmer:

W ithin Section 23, To.su. r\ip 18N, Range 2E, Seward Meridian
Fribyl, Gras*? and Grasse Subdivision - Lot 22; Riverside Subdivision - Dlock 1, Lots 1 through 10

and Lots 20 through 27; and a portion of the right-of-way of the Alaska Railroad as shown on the
Gty of Palmer's petition for annexation

A map of the area recommended for annexation is presented on the following page.
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1/28/93

Dear Senator Phillips;
| am writing in response to the petition for legislative
review annexation to as29.06.040 (B) of approximately 7.5 acres
within section 28, Township 18 N, Range 2 E, s.m. As a property
owner of lot 20, Block 1, of the revised plat of the Riverside
Subdivision, 1 would like to express my deep concern regarding
Intentions to forcibly annex this property. | am strongly against
such an action. | bought this property because it's unrestricted
and | want to keep it that way. | Beg you to deny this petition.
Respectfully,
Michael T. Dresnek,

Marilyn A. Dresnek

73/gal *

21131 Eastside Dr.
Chugiak Alaska 99567
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likes it or not, says llte state's
Local Hoomlary Com mission.
The commission voted 3-2
Monday to allow Palmer to mi-
nes his property, which lies on
Engle Street justoutside the city
lim its

Palmer has heen trying for
several years to annex Dailey's
property and Ihe land around
It, city Manager David Sonlak
has said. The city pushed for
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lems neighbors say they have
had with Dailey's tlogs and old
cars, Stm lak said.
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To: Shirley Armstrong, Senate C&RA FA X 465-4979

From: Dan Bockhorst

Date; February 8, 1993

Per your request, the following is a list of names and telephone numbers of

/™ g X ° WnerS °fthe property ProPosed f°r annexation to the City of Palmer:

AJt> Dean & Melinda Dewey (Anchoraqge) 248 3 *159-7~37

aJO Robert Bailey (Palmer) 745-3020
K)O0 Michael Dresnek (Chugiak) 688-5649
John Grasse (Mequon, Wis.)
alJO Alaska Railroad Corp (Anchorage) 265-2300 Borw'e&uldcy

The Alaska Railroad's interest is limited to a right-of-way.



1/28/93

Dear Senator Phillips;
| am writing in response to the petition for legislative

review annexation to as29.06.040 (B) of approximately 7.5 acres
within section 28, Township 18 N, Range 2 E, s.m. As a property
owner of lot 20, Block 1, of the revised plat of the Riverside
Subdivision, 1 would like to express my deep concern regarding
intentions to forcibly annex this property. | am strongly against
such an action. | bought this property because it's unrestricted
and | want to keep it that way. | Beg you to deny this petition.

Respectfully,

Michael T. Dresnek

Marilyn A. Dresnek

21131 Eastside Dr.
Chugiak Alaska 99567



ALASKA RAILROAD corporation

P.0 Box 107500* Anchorage, Alaska 99510-7500

July 11, 1991

Planning and Zoning Advisory Commission
City of Palmer

231 W. Evergreen Avenue

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Re: Riverside Subdivision, Lots 1 through 10 and Lots 20
through 27, Block 1

The Alaska Railroad Corporation is not in favor of the City of
P?Imef annexing the Alaska Railroad®"s right-of-way to the City
of Palmer.

Sincerely,



February 9, 1993

Senate Community & Regional Affairs Committee

Gentlemen:

Not being very comfortable with Public Speaking, yet needing
to defend my character and my liberty against this annexation, |
have decided to this letter faxed to you.

My anim als have, again and again, been brought up as a

reason to annex this property. I have found that it is very
difficult to answer to outright lies that have been spread by a
very few individuals, and the City of Palmer, Three small pages
of lies takes volumes and volumes to respond to. The charges

that were mentioned by Councilmember Melton this morning are
stale and unsubstantiated. My dogs do not bark "day and night".
If they were allowed to this alleged continuous barking, it would
certainly be a bother to me; | share my cabin with them. The
only two instances where my dogs have bitten anyone, which
occurred years ago, resulted in the people involved apologizing
to me for their inappropriate behavior around my dogs which
directly led to the bite occurring. I have never even been cited

for any dog bites.

The claim that a dog from this property killed Mr. Smith's

peek-a-poo raised during this annexation is the first | can ever
remember hearing of this incident. The was not my dog, but
belonged to a tenant that was on the property when | purchased

those lots.

In all the years that | have suffered this attack from these
people, through all the Animal Control complaints lodged against
me,~and the complaints mentioned by the City today, the Matanuska
Susitna 3orough never was able to substantiate these accusations
and the great bulk of these complaints were made over 3 years ago
by mostly the same six people. In fact during the summer of 1989
when this attack intensified and a large volume of complaints
were made, a crew that had v/orked in this area reported none of
my dogs were seen or heard. Cnee the crew le ft, a large number
of complaints, that were never substantiated by Animal Control,

came flooding in.

I do not allow my dogs to run loose. They sleep with me
inside my cabin at night. My dogs have occasionally escaped,
over the years, but | am always prompt to catch them. I have
picked up trash in this neighborhood, whether spread by my dogs,
or one of the one hundred in this area. My dogs are continually

being blames for behavior that is impossible for them to be
doing.

«Tnswi - saitujy ‘mi te.-zT es, 60 sfj
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There have never been any problems with my dogs and
children. Children are over here every day without incidents. .1
am a grandfather, with 7 on the ground and" three "in the pocket".

People may scorn me for my hobbey of finding uses for what
other's discard, but what those City people call junk is often
useful and necessary items to people without. Some Valley
mothers bring their children to my house to pick up clothing or
other necessary items, for the entire family.

My dogs love children, and in light of the fact that i do
not let them run loose, X deny that they have ever "harassed"
children at a school bus. The City has not shown me any
documents from the 3orough that verify that anyone has ever had
any problems with the School Bus Stop.

There is no trash or litter from spread my property. Stacks
of pallets and antique cars are not litter. There is no "loose
debris" on my property that could possibly be blowing into the
neighbors yard. If the items in my yard could blow around, they
would have long since ended up in the neighbor's yard. Eagle
Street is a school route, and | am made to pick up blowing

garbage as much as any resident of this Valley.

These people actually accuse me of devaluating their
property, and continue to argue that they haven't been able to
sell houses in this area because of me. A realtor stood up at
the Local Boundary Commission hearing and stated that she had
sold this person's home, but the buyers ware unable to get

financing.

Mr. Gallagher, with his usual respect for the truth, stated
this morning that he has been on his property since 1982. |
don't believe he became a neighbor to me until after 1989.

These people, including the City, have ever discussed what |
would need to do to appease them. They have never spoken to me
in a civil manner, or addressed me to "alleviate" their concerns.

They have instead threatened me repeatedly with annexation, and
ridiculed any attempts that | have made to conform to their
standards, or alleviate any concerns of theirs to my lifestyle,
so far.

Mr. Snodgrass spoke this morning, saying that he was there
first and the C ity grew around him, even condemning part of his
property. Now they are doing this to me. Why is this not O.K.
for him, but O.K. for me? Doe3 he have City sewer and water on

his property?

I am now and, to my knowledge, always have been within
Borough Code. I have now fenced the entire property and double
fenced my yard in an attempt to appease these neighbors.

tmisyid - saiwjjb ‘331 £6. sa S3J



They keep saying something about a refrigerator on my
property that is dangerous to children. One tenant has a fish
smoker that he made from a refrigerator, that is similar to one
owned by my complaining neighbor, Mr. Vogt. This smoker*
couldn®™t suffocate anyone with the large holes that have been cut
it. The City and the neighbors are just digging, with no"
substantial proof, for evidence of wrong doing on my part.

I am sorry that this annexation has affected 4 other
property owners, innocent of anything to do with this. My
neighbors outside of the City have always been good neighbors to
me, and 1 am sorry that this has the potential to set a precedent

against them as well. I have tried to appease nmy City neighbors,
but nothing will appease them. I will not build a bunch of
houses here as the City wants. I will continue to fight for my

rights, especially my right to use my property for my own needs.
My property Deed states” to have and to hold the same, with the
tenements, hereditaments, and appurtenances there unto belonging
or in anywise appertaining unto the said grantee(s), and to all
its success"s and assigned, Tforever.” This means that my property
is mine, and my children®s forever. I strongly oppose this
annexation and hope that you will also. Thank you!

Mr. Robert E. Bailey



