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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION

A. General Ba nd

This report has three primary objectives. These are:

1. To examine and evaluate the proposal of the City and Borough of
Juneau (CBJ) to annex approximately 140 square miles, including the
Greens Creek mine;

2. To examine the annexation proposal in the context of the “ideal”
boundaries for the City and Borough of Juneau; and

3. To provide the Local Boundary Commission with recommendations
for action regarding the annexation petition and determination of the
ideal boundaries of the CB]J.

B. Role of the Alaska Local Boundary Commission

The Local Boundary Commission (Commission or LBC) was created under Alaska’s
Constitution to address municipal incorporations, boundary changes and related
actions. It is one of only two State boards established by the Constitution (the other
being the University Board of Regents). '

Thirty-four years ago, the delegates to Alaska’s Constitutional Convention con-
cluded, after considerable study and debate, that establishment and revision of local
government boundaries should be the responsibility of the State. Thus, the
Constitution (Article X, Section 12) provides that:

A local boundary commission or board shall be established by law in
the executive branch of state government. The commission or board
may consider any proposed local government boundary change.. . .

Shortly after Statehood, the Alaska Supreme Court summed up the extensive
considerations which led the Constitutional Convention delegates to this position:

An examination of the relevant minutes of [a series of 31 meetings held
by the Committee on Local Government at the Constitutional Con-
vention] shows clearly the concept that was in mind when the local
boundary commission section was being considered: that local politi-
caldecisions donot usually create proper boundaries and that bounda-
ries should be established at the state level. The advantage of the
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method proposed, in the words of the committee — “lies in placing the
process at alevel where areawide or statewide needs can be taken into
account. By placing authority in this third-party, arguments for and
against boundary change can be analyzed objectively.” (Fairview
Public Utility District No. 1 v. City of Anchorage; 368 P.2d 540).

The Commission is charged with the responsibility to review and act upon a variety
of municipal jurisdictional issues. These consist of proposals for: 1) annexations to
cities, boroughs and unified municipalities, 2) incorporations of cities and boroughs,
3) merger and consolidations of cities, boroughs and unified municipalities, 4)
detachments from cities, boroughs and unified municipalities and 5) dissolution of
cities, boroughs and unified municipalities.

C. Composition of the Commission

The Commission consists of five members appointed by the Governor. Appoint-
ment of Commission members insures statewide representation. One member is
appointed from each of Alaska’s four judicial districts. The Chairman is appointed
from the state at-large.

Members are appointed by the Governor “on the basis of interest in public affairs,
good judgment, knowledge and ability in the field”. The Local Boundary Commis-
sion is a citizen commission, that is, members are not State employees and receive
no compensation for service.

D. Present Membership of the Commission

Provided below is a brief introduction to each of the five members of the Commis-
sion:

C.B. Bettisworth, Chairman. Mr. Bettisworth was appointed to the Commission in
1980, serving from the Fourth Judicial District. In 1987 he was appointed Chairman
of the Commission. Mr. Bettisworth is an architect by profession and manages his
own architecture, planning and project development firm. Mr. Bettisworth has
served as a member of the Local Boundary Commission under three Governors. As
LBC Chairman, Mr. Bettisworth serves at-large, He resides in Fairbanks.

-

Comrnission in 1987 serving from the Fourth Judicial District. She was elected Vice-
Chairman of the Commission the following year. Ms. Dugan is the City Clerk/
Treasurer for the City of North Pole. She resides in Fairbanks.

Shelley Dugan, Vice Chairman. Ms. Dugan was appointed to the Local Boundary
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Jo Anderson. Ms. Anderson was appointed to the Commission in 1975 serving from
the First Judicial District. She is employed by the Alaska Department of Health and
Social Services. During her tenure with the Commission, Ms. Anderson has served
three Governors. She resides in Wrangell.

Lamar Cotten. Mr. Cotten was appointed to the Local Boundary Commission in
1988 serving from the Third Judiclal District. He is employed as the Borough
Administrator of the Aleutians East Borough. Mr. Cotten resides in Anchorage.

Guy Martin. Mr. Martin was appointed to the Commission in May of 1989. He s
employed as the Lands Manager for the Bering Straits Native Corporation. Mr,
Martin resides in Nome.

E. nghnigal Support For the Commission

The Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs {Department or
DCRA) provides technical and administrative support to the LBC.

Under the law, the Department s required to examine the proposed annexation and
issue a formal report and recommendation for consideration by the Commission.

However, the Commission and the Department are independent of each other. The
Department’s recommendations, such as those contained in this report, are not
binding upon the Commission.

The De_partmen t's report often serves as a mechanism to focus thought and discus-
sion upon issues which typically emerge when major annexations to existing
borough governments are proposed. Often, the DCRA report serves as a “point of
departure” as these issues are examined in the Commission’s public deliberative
process.

F. Actions Which May Be Taken on CBJ Petition

The LBC has various options for action with respect to the pending CBJ annexation
petition. These are:

© The annexation petition could be accepted as submitted,
° The petition could be rejected, or

[~]

The petition could be amended and approved.
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The first two are options are simple — basically involving either approval or refusal
of the requested annexation.

The Local Boundary Commission may also amend petitions. Amendments may
consist of expanding or reducing the area proposed for annexation. The Commis-
sion may also amend the petition to provide that an alternative method of annexa-
tion be used. Any amendment, particularly in the case of an expansion of bounda-
ries, carries with it the responsibility to ensure that rights to due process are

protected.

If the Commission approves a petiion for annexation under the legislative review
process, the legislature must reject the petition to prevent it from taking effect.

G. ‘Model’ Bo_rou h Boundary Proije

On June 7, 1989, the LBC published notice that it was postponing consideration of
pending proposals for all borough annexation and incorporation petitions. This
decision affected not only the petition from the City and Borough of Juneau, but also
petitions for annexation submitted by two other boroughs (Matanuska-Susitna and
FairbanksNorth Star). In addition, two petitions for incorporation of boroughs were
affected (Denali and Valleys Boroughs).

A formal statement issued by the Commission at that time read:

The action taken by the Commission will delay consideration of the
annexation and incorporation proposals for about one year. During
this time, the Commission will develop a boundary guideline map
which identifies ‘ideal” boundaries for existing and potential future
boroughs throughout Alaska.

Accordingly, the Local Boundary Commission has directed staff to recommend
model borough boundaries from among various potential options for the configu-
ration of borough government in central Southeast Alaska. Examination of the CBJ
“ideal boundaries” is being undertaken within the parameters of the broader
statewide model boundary map project.

H. Background on Borough Government

Article X, Section 3, of Alaska’a Constitution requires that:

Theentire Stateshall bedivided into boroughs, organized or unprgan-
ized. They shall be established in a manner and according to stan-
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dards provided by law. The standards shall include population,

geography. economy. transportation, and other factors. Each bor-
ough shall embrace an area and population with common interests to

th imum degree ible.

Alaska’s First State Legislature made a number of attempts to divide the State into
boroughs in order to imnplement Article X, Section 3 of the Constitution. One
measure would have initially divided the state into 24 unorganized boroughs.
Another proposal would have created 14 organized boroughs, but left “pioneer
areas” of Alaska outside of organized boroughs until they developed a tax base.
Altogether, at least five different measures were introduced. While all of these
proposals received serious consideration, none were adopted. '

The 1961 legislature enacted a law simply placing the entire state — all 586,412
square miles of lands and 78,125 square miles of tidelands and submerged lands —
into a single unorganized borough. Clearly, this act failed to ‘divide the state into
boroughs according to standards so that each borough embraced an area and
population with common interests to the maximum degree possible’ as the
Constitution requires. However, by the same act, the legislature established
Alaska’s first statutes creating a process for formation of organized boroughs
through local action.

Any belief on the part of the legislature that residents of the state would take the
initiative to divide Alaska into organized and unorganized boroughs was dashed
over the next two years. By 1963, only 1 borough had incorporated — the Bristol Bay
Borough encompassing only 873 square miles {one tenth of one percent of the state).

The 1963 legislature enacted a law mandating that organized boroughs be formed
in eight regions. These were Juneau, Ketchikan, Sitka, Kodiak, Kenai, Anchorage,
Mat-Su and Fairbanks. In doing so, the legislature expressed the intent that:

no area incorporated as an organized borough shall be deprived of
state services, revenues, or assistance or be otherwise penalized
because of incorporation.

In 1968, the State withheld funding from the Haines Independent School district,
forcing the creation of the Haines Borough. After 1968, pressure from the State to
form boroughs ceased to exist. Oil was discovered at Prudhoe Bay in quantities
sufficient to eliminate the need for new revenues. In 1972, the North Slope Borough
was formed.

The flood of new wealth from Prudhoe Bay allowed lawmakers and local residents
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tomaintain the statusquo with respect toboroughs through themid-1980’s. By 1986,
however, Alaska’s oll revenues had begun to nose dive.

The continued decline of oil revenues has brought about an unprecedented level of
interest in the extension of borough government (through both annexation and
incorporation). Boroughs which were formed under the Mandatory Borough Act of
1963 with the false promise of indemnity regarding State services and revenues
bepgan to seek new tax bases to make up further cuts in State support. In addition,
previously unorganized areas sought to incorporate in order to offset cuts in State
funding which they too were experiencing.

In the past four years, the Local Boundary Commission has received 11 petitions for
the formation of new boroughs or for the alteration of boundaries of existing
organized boroughs. In these four years, the Commission has approved the
extension of organized borough government through incorporation or annexation
of more than 100,000 square miles.

However, the 1961 law placing all “areas of the state which are not within the
boundaries of an organized borough” into a single unorganized borough remains
on thebooks. Assuch, Alaska’s single unorganized borough currently encompasses
nearly two-thirds of the state.

Under this law, all of the Mansfield Peninsula, Glass Peninsula, Horse Island, Colt
Island, Windham Bay and Hobart Bay are included in the same borough (the
unorganized borough) as Diomede, Bethel, Dillingham, Glennallen, Attu and
Metlakatla. Such a diverse group of interests as represented by these communities
can hardly be said to meet the constitutional requirements for setting borough
boundaries.

The failure to properly divide Alaska into organized and unorganized boroughs in
the more than three decades since statehood has created a number of problems.
Almost without exception, every proposal to form an organized borough or to
change the boundaries of an existing borough has generated intense regional
contflicts. Typically, these conflicts end upin long and drawn out legal battles which
drain finandal and human resources of the affected regions. In fact, every borough
incorporation and boundary change over the past 22 years has resulted in a legal
challenge.

Ongoing economicand social developments virtually guarantee that the pressure to
organize new areas of Alaska will continue to grow. Foremost among these is the
certainty of further declines in State revenues. In addition, the upcoming reappor-
tionment of the state legislature (which will be in place for the 1992 elections) will

N J
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shift more political power to areas already organized. This, in turn, may bring about
further legislative mandates concerning borough formation.

It is the desire and hope of the Local Boundary Commission that the type of conflict
which has characterized the extension of borough government in the first three
decades of statehood might be avoided or at least greatly diminished. In an effort
to achieve this goal, the Commission is undertaking the “ideal” borough boundary
study.

In effect, the Comnission wishes to accomplish, for planning purposes, what the
constitution (ratified by the voters of Alaska in 1956) requires.

If nothing more, the model boundary study being conducted by the Commission
provides communities and others the opportunity to better plan for the prospect of
organized borough government.

The following questions are among those which will be addressed during the course
of the Commission’s consideration of the CBJ annexation petition.

What are the “ideal” boundaries of the CB]. That is, do the Greens
Creek Mine, Funter Bay, the Mansfield Peninsula, the Glass Peninsula,
Horse Island, Colt Island, Windham Bay and Hobart Bay have greater
links to the Juneau region than they do to other existing or potential
future organized boroughs?

If these areas do have greater ties to the Juneau region, should they be
annexed to the City and Borough of Juneau at this time? If not, why
not?

S
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SECTION II
BACKGROUND OF PROCEEDINGS

A. City and Borough of Juneatt Annexation Proposal

On June 1, 1989 the City and Borough of Juneau (CB]) submitted a petition to annex
approximately 140 square miles, including a portion of Admiralty Island and
adjacent waters. The essentially unpopulated area includes the Greens Creek mine,
with a taxable value estimated by the State Assessor’s office at $62 million.

If the annexation is ultimately approved as submitted, the following consequences
are anticipated:

The area within the boundaries of the CBJ would increase about 4.5%
and the value of taxable property within the CBJ would increase by
approximately 5.3%.

No additional residents would be served by the borough.

Revenues of the CBJ would grow. Annual property and sales tax
revenues of the CBJ would increase by about $336,000 and $150,000,
respectively. In a little over two years, however, State funding for
Juneau schools under the education foundation formula would de-
cline by about $248,000 as a consequence of the annexation. Over the
long term, the net annual increase in revenues to the CBJ would
amount to an estimated $238,000.

Due to a restriction in the City and Borough of Juneau’s sales tax code, the CBJ does
not impose sales tax on the sale of equipment and supplies to be delivered to the
mine (or other developments outside its municipal boundaries). The prospective
sales taxes and revenues which would be derived from property taxes on the mine
development subsequent to annexation constitute a notable financial incentive for
annexation. These revenues, however, would be offset somewhat by a reduction in
State funding under the education foundation program.

AS 14.17.025 requires that the CBJ contribute at least “the equivalent of a four mill
tax levy on the full and true value of taxable real and personal property in the district

as of January 1 of the second preceding fiscal year . ..”. The required contribution

is deducted from the level of education funding provided by the State. If the
$62,000,000 Greens Creek mine were annexed into the CBJ in March, 1991 (the
earliest possible date), funding for the CBJ schools would decrease by $248,000 be-
ginning in FY 94. _

\. 8 )— J
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In summary, for FY 91 through FY 93, the CBJ revenues would increase by an
estimated $486,000 on an annual basis (using current data). Beginning in FY 94,
however, the figure would drop to an estimated $238,000 annually.

The expansion of the boundaries of the CBJ to the “ideal” boundaries suggested in
this report would approximately double the revenues received by the CBf under the
National Forest Receipts (NFR) program. In the current year, the CBJ received
$498,750 in funding from that program. Thus, based on funding in the current fiscal
year, the larger boundaries would mean a revenue increase of nearly $985,000 an-
nually, until FY 94 when the figure would drop to approximately $737,000. How-
ever, it should be stressed that funding under National Forests Receipts program
may fluctuate widely based upon economic activity in the Tongass National Forest.

The annexation wotlld notincrease the CBJ's receipts under the federal paymentsin
lieu of taxes program (PL 97-258). Payments under that program are limited by
population and other factors. The population within the present boundaries of the
CBJ and the areas under consideration for annexation are such that the CBJ's
program entitlement would remain unchanged as a result of any annexation.

The petitioner argues that since the mine and related economic activity increases
demand upon all CBJ service delivery mechanisms, commensurate enhancement of
its tax base through annexation of the Greens Creek Mine is both appropriate and
necessary.

Development and submission of the CB] petition appears to have been at least
partally motivated by expressions of interest in borough formation on the part of
municipal officials of the Cities of Angoon and Hoonah. Examination of the
feasibility of establishing a ‘Chatham’ borough encompassing the Greens Creek
Mine had been underway since February, 1988. Ultimately, although both the
Hoonah and Angoon City Councils independently expressed intent to promote
development of petitions for borough incorporation of the area encompassing the
Greens Creek Mine, no competing Chatham Borough incorporation petition was
lodged.

(To ensure concurrent consideration of a borough incorporation petition with a
competing annexation or incorporation petition, the competing proposal must be

submitted within 150 days of the date of the original petition filing. In this instance,

the deadline to achieve competing status would have been 10/28/89.)

Obviously, the potential for submission of a competing petition concerned the CBJ,
since it was shouldering the burden of additional demand for services as a conse-
quence of the Greens Creek Mine swelling the resident Juneau workforce.

{ 9 )
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On May 25, 1989, the Assembly of the CB] adopted Resolution No. 1382 authorizing
the submission of the annexation petition. On June 1,1989, the Department received
the petition. Following its review, the Department notified the petitioner’s repre-
sentative on July 7, 1989 that the form and content of the petition were found to be
in substantial compliance with applicable laws and regulations. Notice of filing of
the petition was published in the Juneau Empire, the Petersburg Pilot, the Sitka
Sentinel and the Wrangell Sentinel. Notice was published in each of these newspa-
pers on August 4, 11, and 18, 1989. In addition, the Department sent a copy of the
notice of filing to 162 potentially interested parties and submitted the notice of filing
for publication in the Alaska Administrative Journal.

On April 9, 1990 the first draft of this report on the CBJ annexation petition and
‘model boundaries’ for adjacent regions was released. The deadline for comments
relating to the draft wasinitially May 17, allowing five weeks for publicreview. This
period was extended, however, to allow the City and Borough of Juneau Assembly
further opportunity toevaluate the DCRA draftrecommendation and reacttoit. On
May 7, 1990 LBC staff met with the CBJ assembly at a regularly scheduled Assembly
meeting. Residents of the Funter Bay and other interested parties also addressed the
CBJ Assembly at the meeting.

C. Future Proceedings

This report and recommendation is scheduled for release nolater thanJune 22, 1990.
The initial hearing by the LBC has been scheduled for July 13,1990 at the following
location:

JUNEAU MUNICIPAL ASSEMBLY CHAMBERS
155 SOUTH SEWARD STREET

An effort will be made to connect the following sites to the hearing via teleconfer-
ence. However, if for any reason one or more of these sites is not connected to the
teleconference, the hearing may proceed as scheduled.

ANGOON - CITY HALL
PETERSBURG - CITY HALL
HOONAH - COMMUNITY EDUCATION OFFICE, HOONAH SCHOOL
KAKE - CITY HALL (tentative, contact City Hall)

EXHIBIT L
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The Commission may conductadditional hearings, if it deerms them necessary. Even
though the LBClegally has 90 days following a hearing in which to make a decision,
it has indicated that it plans to make a decision on the CBJ annexation request by
August, 1990.

D. Procedures for Annexation

State law (AS29.06.040 and 19 AAC10.450 - 19 AAC 10.790) outlines the processes by
which municipal boundaries may be altered. Five procedures are available for
annexation of contiguous territory to boroughs. These are as follows.

Local Action/Election - If approved by the LBC, an annexation proposed under the
election process is placed before the voters. Only registered voters residing in the
area proposed for annexation vote on the matter. Owners of property within the
area proposed for annexation who are not residents of the area are not entitled to
vote. Further, individuals residing within the existing boundaries of the borough
are not permitted to vote on the matter. Annexationis effected by majority approval
of those voting on the proposal [AS\29.06.040(c)(1)].

1 Action/Municipall - Amunicipality may annex contiguous
property which it ownsby simply adopting anordinance and gaining LBC approval
[AS\29.06.040(c)(2)].

Local Action/100% of Voters and Property Qwners - If all of the individuals who
own property (including non-residents) and all of the registered voters (including
those who do nét own property) residing in an area petition the municipal govern-
ment for annexation, that municipality may initiate formal annexation procedures
through the adoption of an ordinance. Again, the annexation must be approved by
the Local Boundary Commission [AS\29.06.040(c)(3)).

Step Annexation - This process (which has seldom, if ever, been used) is intended
where services are to be gradually extended to the annexed area over a period not
to exceed five years { AS\44.47.567(b)(2)]. Under this process, the LBC firstapproves
an annexation petition. It is then submitted to the voters of the area proposed for
annexation. If passed by a majority of those casting ballots, the proposal must then
be submitted to the state legislature during the first 10 days of a regular session. If
amajority of the members of both houses of the legislature do not reject the proposal
within 45 days of its submission, the annexation takes effect.

Legislative Review - Under this method, the Commission may submit any recom-
mended boundary change to the state legislature. Recommendations may be
submitted only during the first 10 days of a regular session. If a majority of the
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members of both houses of the legislature do not reject the proposal within 45 days
of its submission, the annexation takes effect [Section 10, Article 12 of the Alaska
Constitution; AS 29.06.040(b)].

E. Legislative Review Process

The CBJ has proposed the legislative review method for annexationt. This process
is summarized as follows:

1. A petition with supporting brief is submitted to DCRA.

2. The form and content of the petition are reviewed by the
Department todetermine whether they are substantially proper
and correct.

3. If the form and content of the petition are accepted, public

notice of the filing of the petition is given.

4, The Department issues a draft report and recommendation on
the proposed annexation for public review. A minimum of 4
weeks is allowed for public comment.

5. The Department issues its final report and recommendation to
the Commission on the proposed annexation. The report is
released at least three weeks prior to the hearing to be held on
the proposed annexation by the Commission.

6. Public notice of the hearing before the Commissionis provided
at least 30 days prior to the date of the hearing.

7. The LBC conducts a hearing in or near the territory proposed
for annexation. Atleasttwo members of the Commission must
be present.

8. Within 90 days of the public hearing, the LBC renders a
decision to: a) accept the petition as presented, b) amend the
boundaries and/or modify the process proposed for annexa-
tion or ¢) reject the petition.

9. Following its decision, the Commission indicates the basis for
its action in a written statement. Any individual may file a
request for reconsideration within 20 days of the approval of

- 12 /
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thestatementof decision (see 19 AAC 10.870). TheCommission’s
decision may be appealed to the Superior Court.

10.  If the LBC approves a legislative review petition, the Commis-
sion must submit a recommendation for the annexation to the
legislature within ten days of the beginning of the next regular
legislative session.

11.  Ifnotspecifically rejected by a majority of the members of both
the House and Senate within 45 days of submission, the an-
nexation is approved.

12,  Iftheannexationis approved by the legislature, the municipal-
ity must clear the boundary change with the U.S. Department
of Justice under the provisions of the Federal Voting Rights Act.
This must be done before municipal voting rights may be
properly extended to the voters in the annexed area.

F. Examination of the Process Proposed for Annexation

19 AAC10.600 allows the LBC to consider all methods of annexation and to utilize the
most appropnate for any particular petition. Of the five alternative procedures for
annexation discussed in previously, three may be ruled out as unavailable or
inappropriate in the current instance. These are:

nexation by Ordinance of Municipall - This process is unavail-
able since the CBJ does not own all of the territory proposed for annexation.

Annexation inance Following Petition from 100% of Voters and Pr
Owners - This process is not available because all of the property owners and
residentregistered voters in the area did not petition the City and Borough of Juneau
for annexation.

Step Annexation - This process is reserved for annexations which anticipate gradual
extension of those municipal services funded with sales and /or property taxes (i.e.
“full municipal services”) to the area over a period not greater than five years. The
City and Borough of Juneau proposes the extension of “full municipal services”
immediately upon annexation. Therefore, this process is inappropriate.

The two remaining methods of annexation are the Logal Election process and the

Legisiative Review process. It appears that the principal reason CBJ officials chose
to use the legislative review process was because of the lack of resident voters in the

P rre J
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area originally proposed for annexation.

Further, the legislative review process was designed to remove annexation ded-
sions from the parochial political arena when public opinion in an area proposed for
annexation could block an otherwise justified and appropriate boundary change.

G. Criteria for Annexation of Contiguous Territory to a Borough

State laws establish criteria to be applied in judging the merits of any proposal for
the annexation of territory to a borough. The law requires:

That the annexing borough’s willingness and ability to serve the area
proposed for annexation must be established.

That one or more of eight other basic standards for annexation be met
in order for a proposed boundary change to be endorsed by the Local
Boundary Commission.

That the post-annexation boundaries of the borough also meet the
standards for borough incorporation.

H. Willingness and Ability to Serve the Areas

To approve all or part of the subject annexation, the LBC must determine with
respect to the approved area that:

the annexing organized borough demonstrates to the satisfaction of
the commission that it is capable of extending and willing to extend
services to the annexed area in accordance with this subsection. If
possible, areawide and nonareawide borough services shall be ex-
tended to the annexed area immediately. If the immediate extension
of services is not possible, the commission must be satisfied that the
services not immediately extended will be extended as soon as pos-
sible and that reasonable plans have been formulated for the capital
expansion necessary for the extension of services. (19 AAC 10.200)

I. Other Standards for Annexation

Asnoted previously, in addition to determining that the City and Borough of Juneau
is able to serve the areas proposed for annexation, the Commission must be satisfied
that the territory proposed for annexation meets gne or more of the following eight
standards to the extent that annexation is otherwise warranted. (19 AAC 10.190)

{ 14 y J
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The contiguous territory is totally surrounded by the borough’s
boundaries.

The land in the territory is wholly owned by the organized borough

The territory is in need of municipal services which the CBJ can
provide more efficiently than another municipality of the state.

There is a reasonable likelihood that future growth and development
will occur within the territory and that annexation of the territory will
enable the CB]J to plan for and control that development.

The health, welfare or safety of borough residents is endangered by
conditions existing or developing in the territory and annexation will
enable the borough to remove or relieve those conditions.

The extension into the territory of borough services or facilities is
necessary to enable the CBJ to provide adequate service to its resi-
dents, and it is impossible or impractical for the borough toextend the
facilities or services unless the territory is within the borough’s bounda-
rles.

“Residents or property owners within the territory receive or may be

“reasonably expected to receive, directly or indirectly, the benefit of
borough government without commensurate property tax contribu-
tions, whether borough services are rendered or received inside or
outside the borough. '

The annexation is otherwise necessary to accomplish a valid public
purpose.

EXHIBIT L
Page 20 of 130



EXHIBIT L

(' JUNEAU ANNEXATION/MODEL BOUNDARIES>————\

SECTION III
EXAMINATION QOF PROPOSED JUNEAU ANNEXATION
In order to approve the annexation petition, the Commission must not only be
satisfied that the petition meets at least one of the eight standards for borough

incorporation, but must also determine that the borough is willing and able to
extend services to the annexed area.

The petitioner contends that the post-annexation boundaries would satisfy all
standards for borough incorporation and four of the eight annexation standards.
After review and examination of the issues evident in the proposed boundary
change, the Department concurs with the petitioner with respect to allbut one of the
annexation standards. The standards which the petitioner asserts are met, and the
extent to which DCRA agrees or disagrees, are identified and discussed as follows.

A. Application of Borough Annexation Standards
1. Annexation Standard [19 AAC 10.190(a)(3)]: The area is in need of municipal

services which the CBJ can provide more efficiently than another municipality or the
state.

The CBJ isin a position to serve this area more efﬁciently than another municipality
or the state. This conclusion is based upon: 1) the area’s proximity to the CB], and
2) the services available from the CBJ.

Based upon the petition of the CB] and discussions with municipal officials, it is
understood that the following direct services would be available to the area
proposed for annexation as part of current general areawide services:

° emergency police services (offered in a limited capacity and
only in emergencies);

° search and rescue;

© emergency medical services;

© planning, zoning and coastal management;

building inspection.
Services located within the current boundaries of the CBJ and available to property

owners in the annexed area would include;

o the Juneau International Airport;
° the Juneau hospital;
° Juneau harbor fadlities;

\__ orat ,
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social services;

cemeteries;

libraries;

convention facilities;

museums; and

administration (Manager, Attorney, Finance)

Q Q& o o o O

Itis expected that these sameservices would be available to thearea suggested in this
report for possible expansion of the CBJ boundaries beyond the 140 square miles
requested by the CBJ. Additional services (such as fire protection) could be added
at the request of taxpayers through the formation of a service area.

Legally, the CBJ would also become responsible for the delivery of public education
in the newly annexed area. There are no schools within the 140 square miles
proposed for annexation by the CB]. However, there is one school which currently
exists in Hobart Bay (within the suggested “ideal” boundaries). The Hobart Bay
School has a student population of approximately 35 students. There is also
reported to be one second grade student in Funter Bay who receives education
through the State Centralized Correspondence Study program.

The Hobart Bay School, while a part of the Chatham School District, is actually
operated by the Southeast Island School District. Such arrangements are allowed by
AS 14.14.110 which states that “when necessary to provide more efficient or more
economical educational services, a district may cooperate or the department (of
education) may require a district to cooperate with other districts . . . in providing

~ educational services”. Thus, there is no reason why this arrangement could not
continue, if the Hobart Bay School were annexed to the CBJ.

According to the Superintendent of the Chatham School District, the Hobart Bay
School Is expected to close after the 1990-1991 school year. The school was opened
to provide education to the children of workers involved in logging activities in the
Hobart Bay area. These logging activities are expected to be completed in the near
future and the schoo! will close at that time.

If Funter Bay were annexed, the lone student in that community would continue to
receive instruction through the State correspondence program. The CBJ would not
be required to provide a school in Funter Bay. Regulations of the Department of
Education (04 AAC 05.040) require a district to “provide an elementary school in
each community in which eight or more children are available to attend elementary
school”. These same regulations also require the district to “provide a secondary
school or, if so requested by the local school committee, a partial secondary school
program . . in each community in the district in which there is one or more children

\_ 1) _J
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available to attend a secondary school and there is, or there is required to be .. . an
elementary school operated by the district.”

The Juneau School District does not offer direct correspondence study. Thus, again,
the Funter Bay student would be educated through the State Centralized Correspon-
dence Study program. Currently, there are reported to be 25 students who live in
the Juneau School District who receive instruction through the State Centralized
Correspondence Study program.

The CBJ states in its brief in support of the annexation petition thatit “. .. presently
serves as the support center for Greens Creek and several other mining projects
under exploration.” The Department concurs with the CBJ assertion that no other
community is better prepared to provide the support, transportation and commer-
cial services needed by the mining industry in the region in general, and the Greens
Creek project in particular.

The CBJ has devoted considerable time and effort to development of a mining
ordinance to regulate mining activity withinits boundaries. Itappearsmorecapable
than any other government entity in the region to provide planning and other
services which may be needed by mining and other commercial enterprises in the
region.

Travel to the area proposed for annexation is via the CBJ. The major employerin the
area proposed for annexation, the Greens Creek Mine, has its corporate offices in the
CBJ. Miners commute to work daily by ferry from homes within the municipal
boundaries of the CB]J.

2. Annexation Standard [19 AAC 10.190(a)(4)]: There is areasonable likelihood that
future growth and development will occur within the territory and annexation of
the territory will enable the organized borough to plan for and control that develop-
ment. The Greens Creek project and related activity has spurred significant
economic growth in the territory. According to the petitioner, the mine will operate
for approximately twenty years. The CBJ]’s mining ordinance would enable the
borough to appropriately regulate and control certain elements of the development.

3. Annexation Standard [19 AAC 10.190(a)(7)]: Residents or property owners
within the territory receive or may reasonably be expected to receive, directly or
indirectly, the benefit of organized borough services without commensurate prop-
erty tax contributions, whether such services are rendered or received inside or
outside the territory.

The petitioner asserts that this standard is met by virtue of the fact that Greens Creek
{18 )

(' JUNEAU ANNEXATION/MODEL BOUNDARIESH

y

NS

EXHIBIT L
Page 23 of 130




EXHIBIT L

—( JUNEAU ANNEXATION/MODEL BOUNDARIES )

Mine employees reside in the CB]. Accordingly, education and other services are
typically provided to the miners and their families by the CB]. Itis evident thatthe
Greens Creek Mine and related population have an impact upon the CB]J.

In a letter dated May 22, 1990 (see attachment A), the CBJ contends;

“without the annexation, the citizens and businesses within the CBJ
will be required to subsidize the public service costs which would
otherwise have been paid for in part by property taxes on the mine.
These costs will not be paid in full by the property taxes collected on
the Greens Creek headquarters and the property of the Greens Creek
employees located within the CBJ boundaries.”

While the Department agrees with these statements, the typical application of the
standard would be based upon actual extension of services to the minesiteitself. The
CBJ has given no indication that it currently provides direct services to the area
proposed for annexation.

When applied in a manner consistent with precedent, the Department does not
agree that this particular standard is reasonably met. Nonetheless, the Department
believes that the arguments of the CBJ are legitimate. These arguments, however,
would be more properly put forward for consideration under the public purpose
standard discussed next.

4. Annexation Standard [19 AAC 10.190(a)(8)l: The annexation is otherwise
necessary to accomplish a valid public purpose.

‘The CBJ implies in its brief that the area requires sheltering from other taxing
jurisdictions when it states “The CB] can assist In assuring that this development
activity is safe, orderly, causes minimum adverse impacts, and is not subjected to
unreasonable regulation or overly burdensome taxation.” Apparently this reflects
concern when the petition was drafted that a petition for formation of a Chatham
Borough might be initiated with the assistance of or under the auspices of the City
of Angoon.

While no such competing petition has been lodged, the CBP's decidedly proprietary
stance inissues related to the Greens Creek Mine does appear to be rather reasonably
derived from the close and continuing relationship between the prosperity of the
mine and the employment it brings and the CBJ économy. For example:

The administrative headquarters of the Greens Creek Mine is located
in Juneay; '

10 J/
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Homes of mine workers are located in Juneau and they commute to
their jobs at the mine.

Since the mine itself is located outside the CBJ’s municipal boundaries, the CBJ
receives no property tax revenue on the taxable value of the mine site. The
petitioners argue that “The local government which provides the support services
for the development and which experiences the impact from the development
should have the best opportunity to acquire the [tax] revenues associated with the
development.”

The argument could apply to an equal, if not greater, extent to the other part-time
residents and /or owners of property located in areas adjacent to the boundaries of
the CBJ but not included in the petition for annexation. In the Department’s belief,
such areas include Funter Bay, Hawk Inlet, Horse Island and Colt Island, the Glass
Peninsula, Windham Bay and Hobart Bay.

The social, cultural and economic ties of this portion of Southeast Alaska to the CBJ
are extensive. Annexation of additional territory would more fully satisfy the
constitutional instruction that a borough include “an area and population with

common interests to the maximum degree possible” within the boundaries of the

Borough (Alaska Constitution, Article X, Section 3).

The petitioner’s brief also states that “This annexation proposal is an effort to
conform the existing boundaries of the CBJ to actual development activity which
directly affects the CBJ.” To be fully consistent with this goal, the area proposed for
annexation should be enlarged.

On this basis, the Department concludes thatsufficient valid public purpose would
be served as a consequence of the annexation to satisfy this standard. In addition,
the standard could be more fully met if the area proposed for annexation were
expanded.

B._Application of Borough Incorporation Standards

19 AAC 10.220 requires that:

“the commission will approve and recommend to the legislature the
annexation of territory to an organized borough only if it finds that the
resulting boundaries of the expanded borough conform substan-
tially” to the standards for borough incorporation.

Clearly, all of the following requirements of AS 29.05.031 would continue to be

(_ JUNEAU ANNEXATION/MODEL BOUNDARIE%
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fulfilled by the CBJ subsequent to the proposed annexation.

1. The population within the expanded boundaries of the bor-
ough is interrelated and integrated as to its social, cultural and
economic activities.

Annexation would not be significant in terms of bringing additional population into
the CBJ, but would bring into the CBJ's boundaries an area which already has
significant sodial, cultural and economic ties to Juneau.

2. The population within the expanded boundaries of the bor-
ough is large and stable enough to support borough govern-
ment.

The greater Juneau area is one of the key metropolitan areas of Alaska. Its
population is ample for purposes borough government.

3. The expanded boundaries of the CB] would conform generally
to natural geography and still include all areas necessary for
full development of municipal services. -

The proposed post-annexation boundaries would conform generally with natural
geography, to the extent that this standard is typically met by other organized
boroughs.

4. The economy of the expanded borough indudes human and
financial resources capable of providing municipal services.

Annexation of the area would permit the CBJ to increase its annual revenues. Much
of the anticipated revenue would be derived from the Borough's areawide real and
personal property tax. The current tax rate which would apply to the mine is 5.42
mills (note: most urban areas of the CBJ are currently taxed at about 13 mills). On
the basis of the area’s estimated taxable value, the 5.42 mill tax would generate
approximately $336,000 per year. The CBJ also estimates that $150,000 in additional
annual tax revenue would accrue to the CBJ since goods for the Greens Creek Mine
would no longer be exempt from CBJ sales tax, as is currently the case.

Annexation of the mine, however, would cause the CBJ’s funding from the state
under the education foundation formula to decline by an estimated $248,000
beginning in FY 94. Expansion of the boundaries to those suggested as ‘ideal’
boundaries in this report would offer potentially significant increases in revenues to
the CBJ under the National Forest Receipts program. Program receipts would

\. 21 J
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approximately double. In the current year, the CBJ received $498,750 in program
funds. Historically, however, NFR funding has fluctuated greatly from year to year.

5. Land, water and air transportation facilities of the expanded
borough allow the communication and exchange necessary for
the development of integrated borough government.

The petitioner notes (brief, page 31):

The area to be annexed is no more distant or difficult to reach than
many other areas of the CB] which are not on the road system. Airand
water access from the CBJ to the Greens Creek area is in place at this
time. The use ofa vessel by the mining company for daily commuting
by workers indicates adequate proximity.

While owners of property in other, adjacent areas in the vicinity might argue thata
lack of road access renders inclusion in CB] boundaries inappropriate, in the context
of the State of Alaska as a whole, the lack of road access prohibits neither the delivery
of desired municipal services nor the exchange necessary to provide responsible
municipal government.

The Department concludes that this standard would continue to be met, at least to
the minimum degree required by Alaska law.

C. Other Considerations Regarding CBJ Annexation
1. History of Existing CB] Boundaries

The Greater Juneau Borough was incorporated in 1963. Less than two years later,
the Borough unsuccessfully proposed to annex approximately 2,657 square miles.
The area proposed for annexation included all of Admiralty Island and a portion of
the majnland lying south of the Borough.

The area proposed for annexation included the community of Angoon. It also
encompassed other areas which are presently inhabited. These include Funter Bay,
Hawk Inlet and Colt Island. Records are not available to indicate why the 1965
annexation proposal was never implemented. .

In 1970, the Greater Juneau Borough, the City of Juneau and the City of Douglas
unified to form the City and Borough of Juneau. The boundaries of the CBJ have
never been extended beyond those of the former Greater Juneau Borough.

\_ D) .
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The recent resurgence in mining activity in the region presents an array of both
challenges and opportunities for municipalities in the region. While it presents an
opportunity for the area’s economy to become more diversified, demands upon
government services ranging from education to emergency medical services can be
expected to increase. Thus, impacts upon its service delivery mechanisms and the
opportunity to broaden its tax base through annexation prompted CBJ policy
makers to initiate the current annexation effort.

2. Modgl Boundaries

The Department believes that areas adjacent to the 140 square miles proposed for
annexation appear to belong within the model boundaries of the City and Borough
of Juneau. These include Funter Bay, Horse Island, Colt Island, the Glass Peninsula,
Windham Bay and Hobart Bay.

Residents and property ownersin these areas appear to have greater social, cultural
and economic Hes to Juneau than to a prospective Chatham Borough or any other
region.

The Department’s preliminary recommendation (issued April 9, 1990) concerning
the model boundaries of the CBJ did not suggest inclusion of any of the mainland
south of the current boundaries of the CBJ. However, in a letter dated May 22, the
City-Borough Manager requested the inclusion of certain mainland areas to the
south (see Appendix A). Specifically, the letter noted:

We also request changes in the ideal boundary map for Central
Southeast Alaska. The ideal boundary map should be reviewed to
determine whether the mainland section of the proposed Chatham
Borough should be divided between a possible northern addition to
the proposed Petersburg/Wrangell Borough and a possible southern
addition to the CBJ. The mainland area immediately south of Juneau
is more within the CBJ's area of responsibility than that of a potential
new borough. A Juneau-based corporation, Goldbelt, conducts log-
ging activities in Windham Bay and Hobart Bay and Juneau residents
recreate in these areas. The CBJ already supplies emergency services
in this area and several Juneau-based commercial operators transport
people and goods to various location south of the ideal boundaries of
the CBJ as proposed by DCRA.

The Department finds the rationale put forward by the CBJ City-Borough Manager
to warrant the expansion of the recommended ideal boundaries as shown in Exhibit
B.
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3. Impact Upon Financial Viability of Chatham Borough

-

Annexation of the Greens Creek Mine to the City and Borough of Juneau would
significantly diminish the property tax base of a prospective Chatham Borough. The
mine has an estimated value of $62,000,000. That represents 48.3% of the estimated
taxable value of a prospective borough encompassing Kake, Hoonah and Angoon.

While the relative value of the mine is significant in terms of a prospective Chatham
Borough, its exclusion from that prospective borough may actually increase its
viability. As discussed earlier, inclusion of the mine in the CBJ will increase its
required local contribution to schools by $248,000 — the same would hold true for
a Chatham Borough.

The CBJ will more than offset the reduction in the loss of education funding through
the levy of municipal property taxes. Unless a prospective Chatham Borough were
willing to levy a property tax at least equal to 4 mills, inclusion of the mine would
actually be a financial burden on the borough (an exception would exist if the
borough would be willing to levy a severance tax).

. Typically, property taxes are viewed by residents of sparsely populated rural
boroughs as being among the least desirable means of raising local revenues. For
example, none of the three most recent boroughs formed (all of which encompass
rural, sparsely populated regions) levy property taxes.

Unless the property tax base of a borough is significant, property taxes are typically
avoided because the tax is relatively difficult and expensive to collect. The property
tax base of a prospective Chatham Borough encompassing Hoonah, Kake and
Angoon would not be particularly strong. Including the Mine, the property tax base
in the Chatham Borough would be slightly more than 75% of the average per capita
tax base in all organized boroughs in Alaska. Without the Mine, the property tax
base would be about 40% of the average per capita tax base in all organized
boroughs.

With respect to a possible severance tax, based upon a written opinion of the State
Attorney General’s office, it is believed that a Chatham Borough could levy a
severance tax on mines operating within its boundaries. However, no borough in
the state currently levies such a tax. Any attempt to levy a severance tax on mines
in a Chatham Borough would be expected to meet with considerable legal and
political resistance. Thus reliance on such a tax may prove to be inappropriate.

Perhaps the greatest concern in terms of this annexation regarding the financial
viability of a prospective Chatham Borough would be the inclusion of significant
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additional portions of the Tongass National Forest within the CB]. Because, bor-
oughs are entitled to National Forest Receipts strictly on the basis of the extent of
National Forests within their boundaries, annexation of any additlonal forest lands

to the CBJ will diminish potential program revenues for a prospective Chatham
Borough.

As noted earlier, based on current levels of funding, the annexation to the CBJ of the
3,087 square miles suggested for inclusion within its ‘model’ boundaries would
generate nearly $500,000 in additional National Forest Receipts for the CB]. If these
National Forest properties were included within a Chatham Borough, the same
would hold true for that government. $500,000 representsthe equivalentofa7.5mill
property tax for the prospective Chatham Borough (based on value excluding the
Greens Creek Mine). As noted earlier, it is important to recognize that revenues
under the National Forest Receipts program can fluctuate widely from year to year.

This circumstance notwithstanding, the Department and the Commission agreed at
the beginning of the ‘model’ boundaries study that boundaries should not be
gerrymandered to ensure financial viablity of a particular region. That is not to say
that financial viability is not an important issue, but rather that it is an issue wl'uch
should be considered independent of the boundary issue.

Therefore, because the Department believes that the Windham Bay and Hobart Bay
areas are more closely linked to the CBJ, inclusion of these areas within the model
boundaries of the CB] is considered most appropriate.

e
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SECTION IV
CONCLUSIONS

Regarding CBJ] Annexation Petition

The CBJ’s proposed annexation of the Greens Creek Mine satisfies all
necessary standards for annexation. However, a central issue related
to this annexation petition is whether the proposed post annexation
CBJ boundaries include, to the extent warranted, all of the territory
that is socially, culturally and economically interrelated to the Bor-
ough to the maximum degree possible.

Regarding Model CBJ Boundaries

The Department concludes that the ideal boundaries of the CBJ are
more expansive than the area petitioned for annexation, even though
it is evident that the model boundaries encompass the Greens Creek
Mine. The ideal boundaries of the CBJ also encompass other adjacent
areas, inctuding the Mansfield Peninsula, the eastern half of Seymour
Canal, Glass Peninsula, Horse Island, Colt Island, Windham Bay and
Hobart Bay. The proposed boundary change should be expanded to
include areas likely to receive CB] services or to be heavily utilized and
impacted by area residents.

While annexation of the Greens Creek Mine would diminish the tax
base of a future Chatham Borough (but might not adversely affect its
financial viability), the Greens Creek Mine has too many links with the
CBJ to justify its inclusion in any other Borough.
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SECTION V
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department’s position in these matters is presented as a series of recommenda-
tions for consideration by the Local Boundary Commission. It is important to keep
in mind that the Department and the Commission are independent of each other.
Ultimately, the decisions will be made by the Local Boundary Comimission and,
presumably, the Legislature. The Commission is under no obligation to accept the
recommendation of the Department and the Legislature is under no obligation to
accept the recommendation of the Commission.

A. Regarding CBJ Annexation

1 The Departmentrecommends that the Local Boundary Commission
make the annexation of the Greens Creek Mine contingent upon the
inclusion of all areas found to be within the‘ideal’ boundaries of the
CBJ. In the Department’s view, these include the eastern half of
Seymour Canal, all of the Mansfield Peninsula, Glass Peninsula,
Horse Island, Colt Island, Windham Bay and Hobart Bay. The area
recommended forannexation by DCRA encompasses approximately
3,087 square miles. The suggested configuration of the territory
recommended forannexationis reflected on themap in Exhibit B. A
written description of the ideal boundaries is provided in Exhibit C.

The Department’s rationale for recommending that the proposed annexation peti-
tion be expanded is based upon the following:

The 140 square mile area proposed for annexation by the CBJ is uninhabited. If
approved as requested, the annexation would generate significant revenues for the
CBJ, but would not create significant demands on the CBJ for delivery of services.

The annexation proposed by the CBJ is similar in many respects to one proposed by
the Fairbanks North Star Borough a year earlier. Fairbanks had petitioned to annex
pump station number 7 of the trans-Alaska oil pipeline. Like Juneau’s proposal, this
annexation would have generated significant revenues for the borough with no
significant increase in the demand for services.

Although approved by the Local Boundary Commission, the Fairbanks annexation
generated intense conflict (not only in the region, but statewide as well). This
conflict spilled over into the legislature where the matter was debated for several
days. Ultimately, the legislature — which has final say in such matters — rejected
the Fairbanks annexation. In doing so, the legislature sent the message that
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boroughs should not be allowed to annex 'select' areas while ignoring ‘less desirable’
areas which should also be within their boundaries.

In response to concerns raised in the course of the Fairbanks annexation, the
Commission determined that future requests forborough boundary changesshould
be examined with due consideration given to the affected region’s “ideal” regional
government boundaries.

Accordingly, as a matter of policy, the Department supports the Local Boundary
Commission’s model boundaries effort. In this spirit, examination of every petition
for annexation of territory to existing boroughs is routinely evaluated in the light of
model boundaries for the respective borough. The petitioner has identified ties
between the Mansfield Peninsula and its residents with the CBJ]. The Department
contends that similar strong ties exist with the other areas suggested for inclusion
in the CBJ.

Since the effort to expand the CBJ boundaries has been initiated, it would be
irresponsible to not include all of the area appropriately within the extended
boundaries. It would be particularly irresponsible if an effort to attempt the full and
appropriate extension of CBJ boundaries were deferred because of political pres-
sures imposed by purely parochial interests or recreational property owners wish-

ing to avoid property taxes.

The Department’s position with respect to the CBJ annexation proposal is consistent
with its recommendation concerning the resubmitted Fairbanks annexation pro-
posal. In the case of the pending Fairbanks petition, the Department recommended
that the annexation of pump station number 7 now be permitted only if the
annexation is expanded to take in an additional 4,558 square miles which are
believed to be within the ‘ideal’ boundaries of the Fairbanks Borough. The
Commission is scheduled to rule on the Fairbanks proposal on the same date as it
conducts the hearing on the Juneau annexation proposal.

2, The Local Boundary Commission should approve an amended an-
nexation petition on the condition that the CBJ Assembly adopt a
regolution affirming its willingness and ability to extend areawide
services to all of the territory encompassed by the expanded peti-
tion.

As noted earlier, the Commission’s regulations require that annexation should be
rendered only after the LBC is satisfied that the CBJ has demonstrated that it is
willing and able to extend municipal services to the annexed territory. In this
instance, the Department maintains that the LBC should condition approval of the

TR J/
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annexation petition on the submission of an assembly resolution pledging extension

of borough services to all of the area determined by gpe Commission to be within the
ideal boundaries of the City and Borough of Juneau.

In a letter dated May 22, the City-Borough Manager of the CB]J stated that:

The CBJ does not object to the establishment of broader bouridaries if
the LBC finds that this is in the best interests of the state, Juneau and
the affected communities and residents.

While the letter was specifically authorized by the CB] Assembly, a more formal and
specific resolution concerning the matter would still be in order. Further action by
the Assembly would presumably follow the dedision of the Commission regarding
these matters. Once the Commission acts, the Assembly will have a formal decision
to consider regarding the ‘ideal’ boundaries of the City and Borough of Juneau.

The Department realizes that the recommendations in this report will certainly
generate controversy. However, the recommendations relate to what is perceived
to be the ‘model’ boundaries of the CBJ. Given the evidence of social, cultural and
economic integration of the area recommended for annexation with the CB]J, the
Department feels the present recommendations are appropriate. However, in the
event the Commission accepts the recommendations, the Department also recog-
nizes and respects the right of the CB] Assembly to withdraw its annexation petition
should the Assembly not wish to accept the larger area.

- © J
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EXHIBIT A

CORRESPONDENCE CONCERNING THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF
JUNEAU PROPOSED ANNEXATION AND MODEL BOUNDARIES

(SHOWN IN REVERSE CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER)
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Alaska State Leqislature

COMMITTEES:
FINANCE
SENATOR JIM DUNCAN Vics Chiam —
HEALTH EOUCATION
P.O.BoXV JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-3100 & Soc1AL Services
B
(907) 4654766 um:m
DEECONOMIC
June 12, 1990
Mr. Dan Bockhorst, Supervisor R J
Grants and Local Boundary Commission UN14 1990
Division of Municipal and Regional Asst. D... .
949 East 36th, Room 405 Div. of 1s "™ % Reg Affal
Anchorage, Alaska 99508 Mutiicipa) g Heg Assl;a

Dear Mr. Bockhorst:

This letter is to pi-ovide you with my recommendation on the matter
of the propesed City and Borough of Juneau annexation of the Greens Creek
Mine.

I have received a number of letters from individuals, predominantly
with cabins in Funter Bay and other affected areas, who believe annexation
of a larger area than the original proposal would be detrimental to their
interests. After reviewing their concerns, I have to agree that they are
legitimate.

I feel there are compelling reasons to annex only the Greens Creek
Mine area. Juneau is the bedroom community for the Greens Creek Mine.
We provide schools, roads, and other public services to employees of the
mine. Greens Creek Mine receives the benefit of these services without
paying property taxes on the mine itself, therefore the mine is not picking
up the full social cost of its operations.

Conversely, the property owners in Funter Bay and other remote
areas who own predominantly recreational cabins, feel that annexation of
their property would be harmful. In actuality, remote recreational sites
receive little or no benefit from orgamzed municipalities. One of the
reasons people chose to recreate or reside in remote areas is to be free of
governmental interference and regulation. In fact, regulation by a
municipality would defeat the need of many Alaskans to be free of
government regulation in at least one area of their lives.
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Mr. Dan Bockhorst, Supervisor
Grants and Local Boundary Commission
June 12, 1990 EXHIBIT L

Page 2

While it would be nice to be able to draw nice, straight lines on a map
in designating all boroughs in Alaska, I do not feel in this case it would be
beneficial to any of the parties concerned to do s0. Therefore I recommend
the Boundary Commission approve the City and Borough of Juneau's
original request to annex only the Greens Creek Mine area. Your favorable
action on this recommendation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

ST

Jim Duncan
Senator

cc: Sam & Helen Pekovich
Phillip & Carol Gray
Peter & Patti Jones
Phillip & Donna Emerson
James A. Doyle
Kevin Ritchie, City Manager, City & Borough of Juneau
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Moy 28, 175U

Mpr., U.bL. Vettiswarth, Chair
Locs) Boundary Lommiseion
130 Swyward St,

Juneau, AKX, 79311

Dear Mi-, Bettiswnrtn,

My $amily and I 1ive 5t Funter B3y which it sn Mans=-
¢ield Peninsulsx, the northern tip of Admiralty I3land,
In the last month my femily and I have just become aware of
aarious potential chAmges t2 our subsitftence lifegtyle
brought on by proposed City and Barouaoh of Juneau ann&xation
of our arrs e to pressurgy being exsrted by the Loca! Boun-
dary Commiz<:ohn.

The CTBJ propceed an znned of tha Greene Creek pom iy
operation in Hawk Iniet and in return the LBC e-.-t2n3zzCc “oese
bowundasries to include Funmnter Bay. Dus ftg the i&:t :hat the
'BC did not inferm the residents of Funter Bay ot .hisg

chanz: it nas incurred & 1ot of time trring to acquarc -

forf. ion, expeanse in trave! costs to aAppear before the CEBJ
xunc:t mestinas and streass incurred by the LBC s JackK o
.ncern for the rasjdents and 1and owners af this area.

I have been trring to read all the information avail-
ables *  me &t this time and am finding it gquite difficult to
und: and. In the Mod=) Roundaries Study {Chatham/Juneac,
Cig - 98%" therer is a quettion and answer s#ction that
2ts7-  that the LBC "...wil! not create boroughs. It wil!
not = <n promota nr propase the formation of regironk!
governments," &nd yet 10 the Aug., 1789 Chatham Region
Borough Feasibility Study there is s ztatemennt of borough
government by the LBC (sttszchment C pg. 93 ) that recommenda
to the legiatature, "4% t+5 provide for the formation of bor-
oughs in all parte of the ztate, coupled with 2 mechanism to
#nsurs that 511 boroughs created in this fashion are finan-
cially viable." Hocw can the LBC tell the voting public one
thing and then propgossr just the oppozite to thée lawmarers?

I cannot see that putting all the Emal! commumitiss in
Sautheast in "ideal"” bdundzries is going to help the ctate’
monay nroblems or the problems of exch totally separate Com—
munitvy, The State of Alazka rreatad a aroblem for them—
«&lvss during the bl1g money S4ys of the gil pipline by sup-
plving too much to too many and now must put the burdsn back
nn the pecple. That iz fine, if the people want it they
shoulz ezpect to pay for ity but don't do it bv throwing
together communities tnat do not, “embrace =n area &nd ,op-
nlation with common intereetes to the maximum Jdegres poi=
sihlie.* fin naga %0 or the Lhatnem FHegion Borough Feusi -
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Sriitys Stugdy there g » gtatement on the position of the
bral Rewermmant Sommitbes that =ave, "zlthnugh veluntery
incarparatinn was nrafapanl:, Argani2ed boroughs ghoul o be
crastad without approvd! in the aresn if considerad necessarvw
Bv the stata®, Mayv | quate Article 1| section X of the
ztate cometitution. “All politicsl power i3 1nherent 1 tRe
peopie. A}l government or;ginates with tne peopls, is
founded on the.r will only, ana ie instituted solely for the
Gund OFf The [EORI- 53 3 WRGiw."

Euprw lArtar fpnm the =mallep comminivies ! have seen
1n &l vour stuci#s has the same repty. no oné wants o hbe
part af Fny nraantzaa barmach ana FodonR”t rhaink 1t 13 right
for the State ot Alasex to force any community into a
orough becaute the LEL +eeis they have 1o draw linsd Of A&
map and, "#guare the cocrnert”,. The State should take the
initiative from these finaings by the LBC and let each
cammunity in southeast take care of ifself with its own Tax
baze.

I now would likKe to refer to the "Report and Recom-
menpdatinan o the Alazsks | nra?! Boundarv Commission concerning
ther Aapplication of Berough Incerperation Standards.” Fg. G
nf thiz reporr Jated Anri] ¥,1990,

I am enclosing a lettar | wrote to the Mayor of Junezau
that rovars tha firsy nnin*. Th fhe Rest nf my Knowledae
thia letter waz not read at the assembly meeting and I have
received no reply. Perhaps vou can tell me the socixl,
cultursl and sconomic tiee that make Funter Bay different
tharn Hoonah, Pellcan, Elfin Cove or Gustavus, [f I am 20
clmsee tm Juneay why does i1t take me three and a h&lf hours
tn run mv boat to Auke Bar oF =&ven hours to Jun&sy proper?
Funter Ravy has Anre A week matl wervice: ouring the winter
this can pe e¢xtended to & month or more due Lt weathazr. lo
charter & plangs and xttend & CBJ DoOrough meeting, stay in
motel ., rent & car, ekt meal: ste. zan cozt #4300 to $T00:
this arncessibhilitv to |ocal government? Taking HooOhAh &35 AT
¥xamplie in comparigon, 1t % connectad directly ta Jungau DY
State ferry service three times a week, {summer’) and numer—
mus Aailv arheduted flights throughout the vear. Many of
their bysiness and tocial activities are Juneau centerad,
They have a Juneau FM radio station repeater. &1l of these
circumstances seem to show greater “cultural, #o6Cikl, and
economic ties” to Juneau than the community ot Funter Say
wyor had.

I have & hard t:!me underttanding scint #2. It sounds
Like an 1nuading cauntrv Justifving 1ts actions, The CBJ
could znnex the whole unorganized Borough and say tha: they
are 'arge and stable enough to cupport borouah covernment.
Point #3 talkes zboust natural geography., | guese ali one hesz
to do ie logk at the map with the jines the LBC nae drawn to
c&¢ thrs., Firget ot a!i Aaom:rality 13 an [#land, totslly
separated “rom Juneau: the croposerd LBC =npnexstion onl»
inciudes a amall eection of this isiand and with a boungarv
1ine that followe n9e raturs! aqeography. At the CBJ council
meeting of May ?th, Mr.GCene Kane of the Department of

o
is
a
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Community and Remlrnal Mffpirs satated to the coungi) thit
the Man2¥leld Peninsula wae Belng included in the selaction
tn , "enuare the cornere” of the CBJ bourndary. I would 1iKe
tn know what happened to the square CoOrners on the EoOUThern
houndarias of the | B = anlarged annex lines’t

Point #4 snn aom= ~f #2 has to do with supp!ying muni=
ripal aervices., Can vou tell me how the CBJ is going o
aupply thiza area with servicer zxcepi for taxee &nd entorce-
ment of borough 1&ws?® For (8 vsare [ havs supplied my fami—
1v with auvery amenitv we reed end we do not need beérough
saruvices that canrot be =upplied,

An the top of psge 10 there (£ the quote wbout the
expandad area conforming Ysubstantially* teo these stenAards.
Mas anv one from anry of your offices or organization teen tO
Funter Rsv tAn rome tn all these conclusione? In point HO it
2tates that Furter 2ay 1s no more Q:3tant or difficult to
reach than manv other sreas of the CBJ: if this is true »ou
should be able to come out here and tRIK tO us on & regQular
baziz, O[O other areas oFf the porouah that are QRly¥ acces—
2ible by air or watar haye 2 resident papulation?

Btsfr law s53ve, "The entirz State shall be divided inteé
boraughs, arganized or unorgan i Ied.” Funter Bay is part of
the unorganized borodugh and wiches to remain in it. We are
pm more Y"relatest to Juneau than anhy oOf the other cutliving
communities, T would even zay less so than many of them, and
I cannct ses that any of the factors used i1n setting bounda-
ries are *ult+iitled by the annexation of Funter Bay By anvy
borougn. On page 10 once agqain it saye, "Annexation would
not b2 significant in terms of bringing additiconal popula-
tion intn the CBJ,...". ! would like to believe that the
inchiwidnals a4 this State are zignificant,

-

-
Respactful lv vours,
— .
Y Q:};hg¢¢d ‘. e
-— e M ..:::{"-. B T LANLINE P 75 “lan__
Philip Xy Fmerson Donna K. Emerson

cct Ms. Jo Anderton, Mr., Lamar Cotten, Ms. Shellr Duaan,
Mr. Guy Martin, Leoczl Boundary Commissionerds:

Senater Kichard Eli&acn

Representative Petzr Golli
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ArLaska-Dano Mings COMPANY

P.O. BOX 210609 ‘
AUKE BAY, ALASKA 99821 e —
REC.
May 25, 1990 ("" ' e
Local Boundary Commission Component Depr, f Comm 4
Department of Community & Regional Affairs Div. of a4, ¥ ‘“-w. Affairg
949 E. 36th Ave. Room 405 ST % Reg, Agy,

Anchorage, Alaska 99508
Dear Sirs:

As the undersigned atated before the City and Borough of
Juneau Assembly meeting of May 7., 1990 the above Company,
ag an owner of property fronting on the south shore of
Funter Bay, Mansfield Peninsula, Admiralty Island, objects
and protests to the annexation of the Mansfield Peninsula
by the CBJ as proposed by the Department at this time on
the following grounds.

The property of the Company gives promise of containing
one or more deposits of commercial ore which promise has
not yet been proven. The Company needs, and is trying hard
to obtain, exploration by an entity willing to invest
substantial sums, way beyond the limited resourcea of the
Company, to conduct that exploration.

Interesting such an entity in the property will be more
difficult, and pogsibly unlikely, should the area be
annexed for a number of reasons. The mandatory

borough functions alone twould mean at best a tax, even
that of a special service district at a mill rate of
between 4 and 6 mills, which would soon exhaust the
limited financial resources of the Company, or

increase the costs of such exploration and thus decrease
the interesat of such an entity.

Perhaps more important is the realization that annexation
would mean planning and zoning in a distant and sparsely
settled area under ordinances developed for urban area
concerns which could defeat mineral exploration. And while
a limited service area could be devised in which other
ordinances would not apply there would be concerns that
such an accomodation could be unilaterally changed at any
time. It is apparent that some segments of the mining
industry, possibly cone which might be willing to do that
needed exploration, do not regard the CBJ mining ordinance
as one that encourages mining exploration, as it was
ordained to fit the needs of an urban area, not that of
Funter Bay.

So there exists a gituation whereby annexation at this

EXHIBIT L
Page 45 of 130



EXHIBIT L

time would hinder and possiblv defeat mineral exploration
which if accomplished could in the future result in
valuea to the State and to CBJ in the form of mining and
corporate taxes, propertyv tax, sales tax, user fees and
other revenues.

In the meantime CBJ does obtain revenues from the
Mansofield without the cost of extending its governmental
services to that area. In the past, and in the present,
activities on the Mansfield has generated business for
Juneau merchants and vendors of gservices all of which
leads to taxable property and tranesactions. That business
haes been sought as valuable. Almost all of that
activity has been extended to that area by residents of
Juneau who are taxpavers in CBJ. The Company pavs sales
taxes on purchases and services rendered to it by
residents of CBJ.

The people of the Mansfield and the activities conducted
in it have chiefly relied on Juneau and CBJ facilities.
While that establishes a cordial relationship it does not
of itself justify annexation at this time, as there
appears not only no need by CBJ services, but instead an
aversion to the enforced rendition of them.

This relatioship does however justify the concept of
eventual annexation when circumstances change by reason

of mining or other development leading to more settlement
and a need for municipal services, and supports the
approval of the model boundary proposed by the Department.
This economic and cultural relationship should prevent the
annexation of the area bv any other city or borough.

In view of the present lack of need for serviceg which
would be rendered to the area as a result of annexation,
annexation should be deferred. And should the Company
property be developed into a producing mine, the CBJ
would be the economic beneficiary of such activity which
could well justify annexation at some time in the future.

Such deferral would not run counter to the Constitutional
mandate that all government powers shall be vested in
boroughs and cities, nor the conseguent State aim of
eventual organization of the unorganized borough,
considering that over 64% of the State is still in the
unorganized borough.

The Company therefore proposes and requests that
annexation of the Mansfield Peninsula be deferred until

some future time, and that the model CBJ boundary proposed
EXHIBIT L
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by the Department be approved in concept, subject only to
changes that might be warranted by conditions existing at
the time of annexation.

Rﬁtgy subfitted,
Fd. Ed6 'ﬁHﬁaﬁ&

President

¢¢: Hand delivered to
Mr. Peter Freer,
Local Boundary Commigsion
Juneau, AK 99811-2110
Mr. Kevin Ritchie
City & Borough of Juneau
155 5. Seward, Juneau 99801
Majled to:
Members of the Local Boundary Commission

CRRCBJ
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CITY/BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
YW ALASKAS CAPITAL CITY 'y

s
. P N A= —
r‘-Jv‘ 8M Om’n
May 22, 199 mmvd'ﬁpw
gy

Mr. Dan Bockhorst

Grants and Local Boundary Commission Supervisor
Division of Municipal and Regional Assistance
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
949 East 36th, Room 405

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Re: Draft Report to LBC on CBJ Annexation Petition
and Ideal Boundary Study

Daar Mr. Bockhorst:

The City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) is pleased to have this
opportunity to comment on the Dapartment of Community and
Regional Affairs' (DCRA) draft report to +the Local Boundary
Commission (LBC) on the CBJ's annexation petition and the "ideal
boundaries” for the central portion of Southeast Alaska. The
CBJ's comments are as followe:

l. The CBJ did not attempt to annex all of the Mansfield
Paninsula or any of the Glass Peninsula in its annexation
petition submitted to the LBC. The annexation petition was
intended to solve the problem of having a large number of
CBJ citizens who work beyond the CBJ boundaries. Additional
annexation i1is beyond the scope of <the CBJ's present

patition.

2. The CBJ does not object to tha establishment of broader
boundaries if tha LBC finds that this is in the best
intereets of tha state, Juneau, and the affectad communities
and residents. Howaver, considerable public notice and
discussion should take place before final boundaries are
drawn. The standards for annexation discussed in the CBJ's
petition may or may not be met with respect to those arsas
which are being suggested by DCRA as appropriste for
annexation becasusa they are within ths recommended "i{deal
boundaries” of tha CBJ.

3. The CBJ received no objections from property owners in the
area proposed for annexation in the CBJ's petition.
However, with respect to the expanded annexation boundaries
proposad by DCRA, the CBJ has received nothing but
objections from property owners within the proposed expanded

155 South Seward Street, Juneau, Alaska 99801 CEXHIBI L
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Dan Bockhorst -2- May 22, 1990

boundary area. These objections have bheen voiced most
strongly by the residents of Funter Bay.

The CBJ is very concerned with the apparent lack of notice
of the ideal boundary study given to property owners in the
area of the ideal CBJ boundaries as proposed by DCRA. The
testimony and written comments received by the CBJ from
these property owners has uniformly reflected a lack of
notica from DCRA as to the existenca or nature of the study.
The CBJ strongly urges DCRA to give notice to all property
owners, including Forest Service leaee holders, within
DCRA's proposad ideal CBJ boundaries of the upcoming public
hearings on the CBJ's annexation petition and DCRA's report
and recommendations.

The draft raport states that the CBJ's petition does not
meat the annexation standard set forth in 19 AAC
10.1950(8){7). That standard reads: "Residents or property
owners within the territory receive or may reasonably ba
expected to receive, directly or indirectly, the benefit of
organized borough services without commensurate property tax
contributions, whether such services are rendered or
raeceived inside or outside the territory."”

The area proposed for annexation will ba much like the Taku
River, Lucky Ma, Shelter Island, and Teku Harbor areas; all
of thase areas are already within the CBJ. These areas
receive all areawide services although the number of full-
time residents in these areas is low. Many of the property
owners 1in thesea areas own their property for recreation
purposes, and also own urban property within the CBJ for
rasidential purposes. Thae CBJ also collects property taxes
from their place of work 1f it is privately owned.

Greens Creek is the only private business which employs a
substantial number of CBJ residents that pay property taxes
on only a small portion of its facilities, i.e., its
corporation headquarters in Junsau. Howeaver, Greens Creak
employees generata as much public service cost as 200
employees of a mina development located within the
boundaries of the CBJ. Thus, without ths annexation, the
citizens and businesses within the CBJ will be required to
subsidize the public service costs which would otherwise
have been paid for in part by property taxes on the mine.
These costs will not be paid in full by the property taxes
collected on the Greens Creek headquarters and the property
of the Greens Creek employees located within the CBJ
boundarias. The property owner within the territory
proposed for annexation (Greens Creek) is receiving the
benefit of CBJ services without commensurate property tax
contributions, Therefore, annexation standard 19 AAC
10.190(a)(7) is met.
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Mr. Dan Bockhorst -3- May 22, 1990

6. We also requast changes in the ideal boundary map for
Cantral Southeast Alaaka. The ideal boundary map should he
raviawed to determine whather the mainland section of the
proposed Chatham Borough should ba divided betwaen a
possible northern addition to the proposed
Petersburg/Wrangell Borough and a possible southern addition
to the CBJ. The mainland area immediately south of Juneau
is more within the CBJ's area of responsibility than that of
a potential new borough. A Juneau-based corporation,
Goldbelt, conducts logging activities in Windham Bay and
Hobart Bay and Juneau residents recreate in these areas.
The CBJ already supplies emergency services in this area and
several Juneau-basad commercial operators transport people
and goods to various locations south of the ideal boundaries
of the CBJ as proposed by DCRA.

7. We request that the LBC's plan to hold a public hearing in
Juneau on Friday, July 13, at 7:00 p.m. be reconsidered, as
Friday is not a good day of the week for an evening meeting.
The CBJ recommends Thursday, July 12, at 7:00 p.m. for the
public hearing in Juneau. The CBJ strongly recommends that
the LBC also hold a public hearing in Funter Bay, the
largest community in the expanded annexation area proposed
by DCRA.

Let me know if there i1s any further information you need from the
CBJ, and please send us DCRA's final report and the LBC's hearing
schedule as soon as these items are available. Also, thank you
for granting the CBJ the extension until June 15 to respond to
the draft report. However, with <this submittal of these
comments, the extension is no longer necessary.

We look forward to continuing to work with DCRA and the LBC on
this matter.

evin C. Ritchie
City-Borough Manager

KCR/BJB/mjm

cc: Mayor and Assembly
Planning Commission
Barbara J. Blasco, City-Borough Attorney
Murray Walsh, Community Development Director
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May 21, 1990

Dept. of Community and Regional Affairs
155 5. Seward Scirect
Juneau AK 99801
Murray Walsh

Bruce Botelho
Rosgsalee Walker

Rosie Peterson
Dennis Egan

John McKinnon

Caren Robinson

McKie Campbell

Errol Champion
George Davidson

Dear Assemblymen:

I would like to protest the annexation of Admiralty Island
cabin sites. The cabin we are concerned about in located

in the Seymor Canal area. This annexation will not benefit
anybody with cabin sites in the area up for review. I would
like to address the assembly members comment in the newspaper
about nobody protesting the annexation thus far, since it was
only last week I first heard about this new ordinance or I
would have protested sooner. There ought to be a better way
of announcing these ordinances that come up for review.

In conclusion I would like to say that putting a tax on all

cabins in this area will lesson the pleasure that cabin owners
have being able to go and hunt and fish in this beautiful area.

Thank you,

Farlin F. Cameron
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May 18, 1990

LBC Component

Department of Community & Regional Affairs MAY-?QJ w
949 E. 36th Avenue, Room #405 oL o 390
Anchotage, Alaska 99508 Dﬁ:o;_cbmm

FAX: 563-1734 Munie - R %0y,

To Whom It May Concern:

The issue of annexing into the City & Borough of Juneau a 1116
square mile area of Admiralty Island has received little community
focus or debate. The players in this issue are the State’s Local
Boundary Commission, the City Government and the Green’s Creek Mining
Consortium who line up against the residents of the Mansfield and
Glass Peninsula and Horse Island and Colt Island. Government and
business want to expand the Borough, however the people who own what
little private and permitted land there is in the proposed expansion
area do not want to be acgQuired,

Thus we have the classic back drop of the "Big Guy" against the
outnumbered "Little Guy". This issue will no doubt be settled on the
principle that serves the good of the whole, I must ask what that good
is?

As the local sportsman knows and cherishes, the distance between
the City of Juneau and Admiralty Island might as well be half a warld
apart. The individuals who have chosen to make a life in places like
Funter Bay live under very different circumstances than the assembly
members who are soon to represent them. It is fundamentally correct
to say that the conditions of life, the interests, wants and needs of
the rural residents about to be acquired by the City & Borough will be
diminished when they become involuntarily annexed.

Clearly the losers are anyone who owns property in the expansion
area and anyone who ever dreams of owning and building a remote cabin
without permits and City & Borough of Juneau building codes. So who
are the winners and what is the ’‘good of the whole’ that's being
served?

Green’s Creek Mine is a winner presumably, since they proposed and
are in favor of their leased mining properties being acquired by CBJ.
In fact they are the reason for the expansion. The prospect that in
the short life time of the mine they would be encompassed by a new
Chatham Borough is enough encouragement to side them with CBJ
expansion. They have cut their losses by siding with the largest
regional metropolis that could command the greatest political access,
This has a bipolar effect on Alaska’s rural development by leaving out
the peripheral communities that may have a indigenous claim to the
resources being extracted.
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The City and Borough Government perceives themselves and the
people they represent as winners in this new arrangement. This
assumes that Big {5 Better and Taxes will exceed the cost of services
iezd;red in the newly annexed areas. Neither of these assumptions are
.ikely.

If you are an active Juneau Hunter, Fisherman, Kayaker, Adventure
Trekker or Naturalist; the notion of :ti:= City and Borough extendirg
poelitical control into the Seymour Canc. sheouid _z ~ufiic.ent £9 awe
off a warning light. For those of us like myself, who welcome Green’s
Creek Mine to this community must understand that annexation is not
necessary for its continued positive contribution to this local
economy. Ultimately we must understand that the Green's Creek Mining
consortium is a Multi-National Corporation with a responsibility to
its shareholders and not to the benevolent good of the whole.

The State’s Local Boundary Commission’s proposal to expand upen
the City and Borough relatively meager annexation plan is disingenuous
at best. While governments world wide are pushing towards decentral-
ized political systems with greater regional autonomy, the State of
Alaska appears to be backsliding.

Very truly yours,

Peter D, Jones
P. 0. Box (02-1064
Juneau, Alaska 99802-1064
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May L7, [990

LBC Component
Department. of Community & Regional Affairs
949 E. 36th Avenuc
Rooit ¥405
Anchorane, Alaska 99508

-~

FAX: S93-1734

Ta Wrkom It May Conceorn: .

thin: it hinghly unfair “or the ity & Borough ot Juneau to be ailowed
"0 anprove annexaticn of a 140 mile perimeter, wnich happen:z t2 inciude
arse and Cnlt [stland.

Prth Horse and Colt [siand are 3trickly recreational area” .old via state
T~~*aries gver the oast 10 years. As a land and cabin owner on Sarse isiano
¢ 'inc T ounconstitutional to have to pay taxes basea upoo 2 Lity whim of
desirinng tax moniss from the Greens Creek Mine.

if ynu want Greens Irgek Mine dollars, fine, but do not find it necessary
to pass vourgreed on to other existing Juneau and Uouglas ctaxpayers. We 2lreacy
pav our taxes through cur mortgage and housing 1oans and property values,

,
N9t -3 mertion tne Stupidy of having to build recreatiora! cabins to Lity codes
s firovi-e water and sewer requirements wnen w& “lve no SuUCh TUXUrIes imng
Trovides o ous by the Lity.

I bought Tand nn Horse Island to get away from . -zau ard rave e culet 7. (2
‘0 qet awady with my kids., [ did not buy land ¢ ouild ¢ full time home '~
Lity limile.

Thank vou.

1)

I I B _7 .

i Al ,.._,/ N..;{d-"k_‘_.)._.
synei =g ©
bood, Boy
Tanean. -
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Jordan Creek Center
8800 Glacier Highwey, Suite 223
Junzau, Alaska 99801

William G. Ruddy
James B. Bradley
Kathryn M. Kolkhorst

EXHIBIT L

RUDDY, BRADLEY & KOLKFHORST

A PROFESSIONAL CORFORATION
ATTORNEYY AT LAW

May 17, 1990

PO. Box 34338

Junesu, Alsaks 998034338
Telaphons (907) 7890047
Fax (907) 7890783

RECEIVED

MAY £ 120

, . mp'- of Co
Local Boundary Commission Component Div,
Department of Community & Regional
Affairs
949 East 36th Avenue, Room 405
Anchorage, AK 99508

of Municipy) o Reg.

Re: Proposed annexation of Mansfield Peninsula by
the City and Borough of Juneau

Lear Persons:

I am an owner of real property in Funter Bay and am
strongly opposed to the proposed annexation. Some of the
reasons for my opposition are as follows:

1. There is wvirtually no community of interest
beatween CBJ and Funter Bay. Indeed, most of the people who
go to Funter do it to egcape Juneau. Is it really
necessary to allow the City to pursue them?

2. If annexation took place,the City and Borough of
Juneau would provide absolutely no services to Funter Bay
except, perhaps, planning and zoning, which, to the best
of my knowledge and belief, no one in Funter wants anyway.
Beyond that, the City is incapable of delivering any
service. That may not be too bad because the people of
Funter don't want any City services anyway. However, it
is strikingly mindless to kelieve that it makes sense to
take a community of people who do not wish to be brought
into the city, bring them in against their will, give them
no services and make them pay for the privilege. That sort
of a result can only be the product of an overzealous and
uncaring bureaucracy.

3. There has, in limited circles, been discussion
of placing all land within the state into one borough or
another thereby ignoring the concept of the unorganized
borough which has served the state so well over the years.
While such an organizational move is possible, I believe
the concept 1is highly unlikely to survive serious
legislative scrutiny. If time proves me wrong and it
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Local Boundary Commission
May 17, 1990
Page 2

bacomes necessary to place Funter Bay into some borough,
the problem can be dealt with at that tinme. For the

present, Funter is in the unorganized borough and wants to
stay there.

Thank you for your time and attention.
Very truly yours,

KOLKHOR.

JBB:gm
cc: Local Boundary Comfission, Juneau
Honorable Dick Eliason
Honorabhle Peter Goll

Mr. Kevin Ritchie, Juneau City Mapager
F. 0. Eastaugh
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May 17, 1990

LBC Component

Department of Community & Regional Affairs
949 E. 36th Avenue, Room #405

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

PAX: 9563-1734

To Whom It May Concern:

I think is highly unfair for the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) to
be allowed to acquire annexation of a 140 mile perimeter, which
happens to include Horse Island and Colt Island.

Both Horse Island and Colt Island are strictly recreational areas sold
through State of Alaska lotteries over past years. As a land and
cabin owner on Horse Island I find it unconstitutional to have to pay
t:xes based upon a CBJ desire for tax monies from the Green’'s Creek
Mine

I understand Green’s Creek Mine approached CBJ first on this issue,.

If the City and Borough of Juneau want Green’s Creek Mine dollars and
Green’s Creek Mine wants CBJ protection and services, fine, but do not
find it necessary to pass your greed on to other existing Juneau and
Douglas taxpayers. We already pay our taxes through sales tax, land
and property values.

Not to mention the stupidity of having to build recreational cabins to
City cocdes and meet water and sewer requirements when we have no such
luxuries or services being provided to us by the City. Nor want any.

I bought land on Horse Island to get away from Juneau and have a quiet
unrestricted place to spend time with my kids. I did not buy land to
build a ecabin to CBJ specifications and codes. What happens when I
want to put a deck around my cabin. Do I fly a CBJ building inspector
at my expense to Horse Island to tell me how to plan my dream. Hell
no!

Thank you,

Patti F. Jon¥s
P. O. Box 02-1064
Juneau, Alaska 99802-1064

CC: The Juneau Empire runi{ffhf" :%
Murray Walsh, CBJ TS I IS F R
Rep. Jim Duncan o
Rep. Fran Ulmer MAY 2 2
Rep. Bill Kudson De Y2 < 1390
Pt. of coﬂlrn

DJV ot MUmp,,

P
L

i ,. “."’ frm
Y - .
el .
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CITY/BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
* ALASKA'S CAPITAL CITY

May 16, 1990

Mr. Gane Kane

Division of Municipal and Regional Assistance
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
949 E. 36th, Room 407

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Mr. Kane:

The City and Borough of Juneau Assembly requests the Local Boundary
Commission (LBC) allow the CBJ until June 15 to make a formal
response.

We request that the LBC's plan to hold a public hearing in Juneau
on Friday, July 13 at 7:00 p.m. ba reconsidered. July 13 is a
Friday and thus not a good day of the week for an evening meeting.
We recommend Thursday, July 12 and we would be glad to provide a
hearing room either in our Assembly Chambers or Centennial Hall.

Please advise if there are additional arrangements we can make.
Sincerely,
&““ ~ 7 2"&’[“‘}5»&
Kevin Ritchie

City Manager

KCR:smo -

RIEC:E]\/E19
MAY 105723

Dept. of Com

M. & Req.
Olv. of Muni eq. Affairs
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May 14, 1990

Dan Bockhorst, LBC Component

Department of Community and
Regional Affairs

8949 E. 36th Avenue, Room 40S

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Mr. Bockhorst:

My husband and I are full-time residents of Funter Bay which
falls into the area your commission has recommended to be
included in the Greens Creek annexation by the City and Borough
of Juneau. My husband and I are opposed to this annexation
proposal. The City and Borough of Juneau is not committed to the
annexation of any territory other than the area around the Greens
Creek Mine, and the community of Funter Bay has expressed a
desire not be annexed by any borough.

There are no City or State services provided or requested. We
are a responsible community that takes pride in doing for
ourselves. Our houses are built at least to code for fire and
building safety purposes and septic systems are installed as a

matter of course. We haven’t done these th%ngs because
inspectors were breathing down our necks rather we ve done them
because we recognize the importance of prevention. We provide

all our own service needs of electricity, water, sewer and trash
removal with no help from any State or Federal agency. There is
no scheduled freight system servicing our community. There are
no schools for the two school-age children. The children are
being educated through home schooling. Government wants in for
the purpose of regulation and taxation. It’s difficult for us to
see what we gain in return.

We appreciate the fact that you want to draw the lines and square
the corners so to speak. However, we ‘re having trouble accepting
that in this sgquaring up we should end up as a part of the Juneau

Borough. We have what has been referred to as a minimalist
attitude toward govermment which is the term that was used to
describe the Community of Gustavus. The State Constitution

recognizes the unorganized borough when it states that all areas
will be included in boroughs both organized and unorganlzed.
With this in mind we feel we would be better served by remaining
in an unorganized borough status.
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Letter to Dan Bockhorst
May 14, 1990
Page 2

. Thank you for taking public comment. Please keep UM informed of
your actions.

Sipcerely, .
- /

77/ Rlafew
Kardy Cooperrider #nd

Joseph Giefer
4 Crab Cove
Funter Bay, AK 99850

cc: Southeast Regional LBC
Honorable Dick Eliason
Honorable Peter Goll
Kevin Ritchie
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Sam and Helen Fekovich

F.0. BHox Z@885 RECE’

Junmau. Ak F9EE2D
May 14, 1998

Local EBoundary Commission Component
Department of Cammunity and Regional Affairs
2?49 E, T4th Avenus. FRoom 485

Anchoraga. AK 9528

Dear Sir or Madam:

This lztter 13 to obiect to the local boundry Zommissions
recommendation that the City and Borough of Juneau annex
all of Mansfield Feninmsula and other areas as well. such &s
Green‘s Creek. =stc.

My wife and I are proparty owners and part-time residents
in Funter Bay and plan to oe full time residents thera in
two to three vears.

I can see no reason 1n the world why Funter BRay. Green’s Creek.
or any other community should be annexed into the Juneau
Borough. or any other borcugh for that matter.

We are self sufficiemt in Funter Bay and have not asked to be
annered. rnor have we asked for any services! and though we buy
our supplies in Juneau or Hoonah. we pay premium prices for
getting them to Funter Bay. Often times the freight comes to
more baing shipped from Juneaud to Funter bay than from Seattie tpo

Jurmeau.

We supply our own water. sewer. electricity etc. and have no
state or borough roads: no paolice or fire protectiaon. and no
schools. We also have no t.v.. telerphone. mail., freight, ferry
or any other services- The latter services are not borough
functions, although they might like them to be!
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I fail to seae how Juneau. Heoanah., Angoon. Haines. or anvybody for
that matter. 13 going to do one aamn thing for Funter Bay
residents e:capt tax them for nothing. Somahow that does riot
ssen right or fair to me. and I hore to vou.

I might add that whatever service they could try to give would be
inerfective and inefficient. costing far more to try and provide
than it’'s worth. but government beging what it is, I suppose that
won't make any difference to the powars that be.

AS a life long Alaskan, ras:dent and prorerty owner of both
Juneau and Funter Bay., I am somawhat concerned with the new
mentality of some of the voters 3:nd public officials who szesm +o
have the attitude of "get all vo. can get no mattzr in7 == wiat
it hurts". 1n the name of sa calied "Governmental Frogress" f{or
further the empire).

Sincerely.

A i

Sam Fekovich

cc: Pater Freer. Local Eoundary Commission
The Honaorable Dick Eliason. Alaska State Senator
The Honorable Feter Goll. Alaska State Representative
Mr. kevinm Ritchie. Juneau City Manager
The Honorable Jim Duncan, Alaska State Senator
The Honorable Fran Ulmer, Alaska State Representative
The Honorable Bill Hudson, Alaska State Representative
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Sarah and Charles Lupro
3051 Nowell Avanue
Juneau. Alaska 99801
Mav 14, 1990

Loca: Zoundary Commission Compenmant
Tgpartment 9F Taommunitv and S=2g9iopal Affalirs
949 £, 3&th Ave.. Room £G5S

anchorage, Alaska 99308

As ~esidernt=z and property owners in Juneaw and
awners 2+ prooerty in Funter BRay we reguest .our
reccrdéftc show we are in strong opbosition ta the
zAnexztion of Funter Sav by the Jdneau Boroush.

zan 32 -zac~=d Toem Jupgau o0 -
ar zmall hoat znd hoth are re

1 -0

]
DT T ane

= etricte

cv weathzr conditiones. Mone of Lhe servicses suco
ag fire znd polize protection. streets, water zand
sewer sarvices can 92 Zrovided 9 are wanted (o

Al though =he Juneau EBarough could increase “heir
tax btase bv this annexaticn, the adminmistraticn
alone wil! Yecocme z2n added avoens2 Yo the Zoraugn.,
The cast oFf holding citv/borough eiections. Zairc
reguasted to sovide palic Tarvicas. Lthe zzrwect
“ype o7 “iresignting mauvioment znd Tirefightersz .o
the zZase 2Ff & fire wil! 2e an additional axoerca
to ths Zorough. We =3 taxoaverz o+ Juneay opiest

to Aanother increase in our taxes for somethisg
that e 70t needed or wanted.

\
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We ‘eal +“his oroposed annexation should not =e
considered without input +“rom the =esidents znd
property ownere of “unter Ray. There should He a
public hearing heid in Funter Bay so 311 concermnad

narties have 2 chance *o exoress their views.

"":”-“HE t:"'_'.-: P k2 reme -\-u--ul"I LY

“’/’/g;uw / %

- T’ r
Zaranh Luore Zharieg M. L_orn
==: Hdomamshiz Tlay T laser

’Jcr\,—-\v—- 4=l = Tmem=ma G

A ol /- TlizZml=

. = a e—

~oSal doundas _oTMLESLCoC. L Tagire
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David A. Harton, Jr. "AYIB 13&3

P.0.Box 021032
Jun@au, Alaska, 79802 Div. of

o
-

May 14, 1990

Local Boundary Commission Component
Department of Community and Regional Affairs
?49 E 26 Ave., Rm 405

Anchorage, Alaska 993508

N Tl e

Gent lamen: e

I wish to state that I own four waterfrant lots that were

farmer fish trap sites aon Mansfield Peninsula on Admiralty
Island and to date have built two cabins with outbuildings -
=n twgo of these rour lats. I have plans fo cuild two mare

Zapins in the mear “wture and do not laok forwara &
with Juneeu Eorough Euwilding Codes nor taxis i+ k-2
annexed by Junear Torcugh o anyv othar tarcugn <or

mattar.

I da not agree that the state of Mew York has the right to afa~

-

zax mv Wall Street investment portfoliec. nor ¢o0 I believe
-uneau Porcugh zheuld have the +ight to tax mv investments

on Admiralty Island. I spent 22 month= in Vietram

'I'I

reedoms that Maticnal defesncz 9Qrovided. However,
=Eee ANV direct ten=“1+ to me from anv htapes wowid
—av 4“2 the Juanesu Dorocugh o anv sther sorough 7 &
stments =nd 1ToEn OrdAanlZeq Loroul
" - Y R ﬂeteaan_ “osgit Rl Ear
TERET aOr Ancn ANeal TUIET NoOWS Taw Tn GR
M 1nve5tment5 winh B _1tv/8craugh af Junesu 2lr
For what community I
szoceition o nv A
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sand gave
& part ot my body for this great fair nation. I would do it
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have to

'ice benefits I receive. I am

oy the record, I am opposed to annexation of Creencs
Mine by any barough ir that they struck a combromisa
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Fage 2 Hortan
May 14, 1990

Thank-yau for your time. I hope vou will give ﬁhi! i.if-‘a
time Alaskan a brzak sag r=zetcrs mv faith in this arsat
U«sS.A. Flease make this part of tha public recora.

Sincarely

DIl TS

David A. Hortan. Jr. /
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Ritip & Donna Emerzon
Crap Cowe

nter Zax, ~K o FF250-0144)
May 10, 1990 RECE!‘."ED

Y 1o joC

Loczal EBoundary CTommicsion MA = IS

Pa7 5. Sth Ave., Sulte 403 O-pt. of Comm. & Reg. Affsirs
mnchorage, AK 799503 Biv. of cical &

l] Ll a

Commission Member=z:

e wigh to reiterate to wyou *hat we are adamant!y oppoted to
inglusion in the CTity and Borough of Juneau’s "ideal bounda-
rtes". The =tzate of &jaska, through »our actions, iz for-
Zing the community of Fumter Baw nto an organtzed borouagh
zgainst sur wishes and bEgst interestz. The Citwv and 2orcouah
2f Juneau has azked that we be removed from the annexatian
propozal. The LCBJ recognizez the ozlidity of our arguments
aainst znnexation; however, they would poscsibly zuccumb 10
pressyre from »our 3gency with thair annpexzation of Greens

Creek =zt stake.

The Leocal Boundarx Commiszzion tas not at zny time contacted
any bona fide resident of Funter Bay to inform uz of the
activities they have undertaken znd which atfect use o wi=
tall». It woutd be most informative ta peruse the mailing
list of the "1,000 copies of an informationail tablard on the
Chatham/Juneau made]l borough boundarw map project” which if
ttates in thn oraft Sropozal dated 4CFCP0 were masled o
"132 municipzlities, organizzhtions, business znd other
tnterested partiez on 127729, I received z copy of the
vratt “roposzl and tabloid fraom Repreeentatiue Feter Goll s
o¥fice zt my cequest, on May 2, 1?90, Dogz *hiz kKing of
exclugiomary action zhow the ztzate to be truly "inuwiting
comments on or before Januarw 10, 1?20"%

Le fupther feel that should the LBC feel compelled to in-
clude Funter Bar in an "idezxl boundar¥", we be included in
the Haines ideal boundar». Many srguments could ke made to
xlign our communitty with Hajnes: lat it Le snough to cite
the pacagraxoh 2 pags 14 of the above mentioned Draft Fro-
pogal. It refers to the'minimalizt attitude" of Gustavus
toward government. This can certainly be zaid of Funtsr Say
tnoam 2ven ztronger ein, as me have NO state provided or
subsidized services in this community,

e =gain request that the Commizzion hold public hearinge in
Funter Bay %o gather the testimony of the permanernt regi-
dents of the community prior to taking any zction on this
matter., bie alz20 request that cur protezts be made 5 matter
ot record. e further requeszt that 1) proceedings that in-
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aive Shese mattIird 2@ Mmage dMown T2 g3 A xmple rme <ar 3
o camment = malt, or to attend :nv Sspen meetimgs, =11 o+
these requezts Zzrtinl, zeem £ us o De wmell within the
intent < tme Pmwz ot the Thate o+ ~Alazka.
Tincerel:,
. -
Qym/m- K Coeran_
Conna K. Emersan
. o -
\:-—-\\-n\\ '\\(-'—:k.kw,\u\-\
Philip J. eraan
cz:  Tepatce Sick Eliason
Fepresentative Fete Gl
raurn Ritechie, Sitw Manaaer of Juneau
Fater Sreer, Supervizor, TE Regional J8f1ce of LBEC
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A - 'I‘:f_: J\ g A _:‘l
oLl = 2 SIl=unutes -
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES ‘ P.0. BOX 3-1000

25-ATa4LH

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99802
PHONE: (907) 789-6261
SOQUTHEAST REGIONAL DIRECTOR

May 10, 1990

RECE:E!Y =,

LBC Component MAY 14 13C0
Alaska Department of Community

and Regional Affairs Dept. of Comm. & Reg. Affalrs
949 East 36th Avenue, Room 405 Div. of Municipal & Reg. Asat.

Anchorage, Alaska 99508
Ladies or Gentlemen:
We have reviewed the draft report concerning 'ideal boundaries' of exiating
and prospective boroughs in Southeast Alaska (including the propoaal by the
City and Borough of Juneau to annex Greens Creek Mine).
We have no comments to offer at this time.

Sincerely,

Lo

athan W. Scribmner

cc: Peter Freer, Supervisor, Southeast Regional 0ffice, Department of
Community and Regional Affairs
Mark §. Hickey, Commissioner, Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities
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JOEL BENNETT PRODUCTIONS
114 WEST SIXTH STREET
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801
U.S.A. (907) 586-1288

RECE!VZD

May 9, 1990 MAY 14 1390
of Comm. & Reg. Affsirs
Local Boundary Commission %::' of Municipal & Reg. Asst.

Department of Community and Regicnal Affairs
949 E. 36th Ave. Room 405
Anchoragae, AK 99801

Dear Members of the Commission,

This is to strongly object to the Local Boundary Commission's
recommendation that the City and Borough of Juneau annex all
of Mansfield Peninsula, as well as other areas, and Greens Creek.

I am a property owner and part-time resident of Funter Bay,

with a history of over 20 years of use of the area. In my view,
there is no good reason at this time to place the small community
of Funter in a borough that can provide no services to it.

Non road-connected areas in the State must be treated differently
for purposes of Borough annexation, unless (1) the residents
request annexation, or (2) a reasonable level of services can

be provided. It is clearly unreasonable otherwise.

Moreover, borough annexation of Mansfield Peninsula would run
counter to the very essence of why persons have chosen to locate
there. Surely this is not a policy in the best interests of
either the State or the local government.

Please modify your recommendation to exclude Funter and the
Mansfield Peninsula from annexation to any borough. Additicnally,
no hearing has been hald for the benefit of Funter bay residents.
No final action should be taken until this occurs.

This is a very serious matter to all of us concerned. Please
reconsider your recommendation, in view of the objections of
the property owners involved.

ryours sinc%, ‘ /
g _LJ’*""G—O--L 6(

el Bennett

cct Southeast Regional Office, Local Boundary Comm'n
Sanator Dick Eliason
Representative Peter Goll
Mr. Kevin Ritchie, Juneau City Mgr
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Frhilip J. Emerzon

2 Crab Cove

Funrer Bay, &K,
PPES0-014n0
May %, 1990

Cear Mayor Botelhe and fallow assembly members,

Due toa ths act that it is gconomically imposeible for
me to attend current and future assemblry meetinge and that
Wwith weekK)y mail zervice | can only write letters 2very
other week, would you please read this tetter at the rnaxt
assembly meeting that sercatns to the 2nnexation of
Mansfisld Fenninsula,

I wonld tike tm rziterate on the comments made Ly two
of the residentz of Funter B2y at yaur May 7th meeting.

First | would 11Ke st to co on record that the
community of Fumter Bay wagz not (nformea by the Local
Eouncary Commisston of any potantial changeg 14 QUr =tatus
as an unnornganiTed borough. |t was stated by Mr. Gens Kane
at the Maw 7R "RI mearing rhat x1] concerned communities
were sent aformation on the format:ion of ideal Rorcugh
poundari:ss and this was ndt LRy begcays:s Funter Bar wei
naver informec. I alen naoticed that Mr, Kane stxted that the
whole etate must be divided up into berodghas. For some
resasn ke 12fr ~ugt fhe whole Taw; Article X, section 2 of
the Alasks state repstitution ctates that, "The sntirz state
shall be divided into boroughe, organized and uaorganrzeg.”
Furnter Bay i4 part of the unorganized borough &nd wishes to
ramgin &g 3uch. Thers as 2180 & statzment mads that Funrter
Fzv would not exist sxcept for Juneau, I7ve naver nesrd
surn AmReirs rrazoning 0 omy life. Would Junesuy 2x18%
g«rept tor ceattias”

T have heard there neves ben = number of Comments made
bv warigus members oF¥ the assemoly on Eoth telayision 20nd
ragdio conczrning *he sact that Funter Sazy does not S&y it7=
$2ip zhare nf borough $#rvicas. My fami!» and I szpend on the
average thres wsekKs 5 vear in Juneau, I dsually run my
fiening boat *he thres And A half naurs to Auke Bay where my
maorage faet arz FS.U2 2 day v fax, I remt a car £fQr prOX.
$40 5 aay + taw, ! ouy ¥na! for thts car + tax. Lle buy all
our meals in town wng cecasionally rent A motetl room 4+ tax.
For suerv sgrvice We use ang for everything we consume 17
Junesd we pay taxes. How do we differ from the people +«rom
Hoonah, Petican., Elfin Zove, Haines etc. that come F3 Junesy
and takKe agvazniage of what s zvailabie? I+ the CEJ were fo
FNRa¥ Zuery cSMMUDItv thar buys groceries, buliding supplied
wNQ dogz Qe LankK 'na N Juneau o0 wdui s C-Z-J'“'.'Elir!'l‘:' have
wour handes fuli. The criteria 22¢ up Gy the iModsi
Boundariess Mommic=inn Srydy states. "Alagka s constituiion
requires that 2zin Doroush snall embrace an arek and
papular:an WirR ~mmmon intereasrs to the magzimum degres
poTzible "
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My tatal 1ncome & cCerived trom irallbing, 1A The 1ast
i0years 1“ve scid 4 King salman i Juneau, my 2conomic and
tocial life centers on my fishing and involwes the
communities of Excursion lnlet, Haonah, Elfin Cove., Systavus
and Pelican. I have built my cwn house here at Funtep,
inetalled my cwn water srstem, generxte my Oown Howar, ljve
oh & poverty iavel jncome and have never hagd to seek stateé
or federal aasistance. My wife teaches our children, we do
not have roads and we <o not own a car. We harvest x large
amoynt of our food from the S¢& and !zxnd, and the community
2t Funter Bay nas never =glicited monetary iid of zsSsS1Stance
from any state, federal, or local sgency. | asK rou, ga [
Share Ccommeon (ATArests with ryou?

A2 & fisherman [ travel to many of the zmall
communitiee and I zes that the state has supplisd them x|
with talesncnes, t.v., dishes, cammunity genérztors,
sub21dizZed «lectric bills and wnen fthere are 7 schoof age
cehyigren pressnrt the =tate suppiies a teacher IND =CHCGI

facilitbras,

Dotz rthe boursunh TaKE Cver this respOniiDlilty whnen |
rine et & communt Ty LDcgs 3 ocorough al<o tzikKe over the
responziDit1ty OfF thae =T31rs Marine floar=s> Dnres The torough
Have thne reeprnsiblire af callearriag =) rhEe Frash that
accumJl atez +from "recreationzi vassetlst’s

Due *o rne *xct tnat Funter Bay dosg not =hare common
Ihterests i rth e UBJ ta the mavimum A=qgras passibta, we 90

not want t2 oe 1ncluded :n the 1deai boarougn bouncrieg or

SOt 2.
Resovctfully vaurs,

Frilip M, Emereon peoana K. Emcrcon
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Funter Bav, slazka

ay =, 1770

RECE!Y i)

Local Boundary Commission Component AR Tals]
Department of Community and Fegional Affairs MAY'141"0
?4% E. 36th Amue., Suite 4095 » Affairs
. pt.. of Comm. & ReQ.
anchorsge, &K 79503 %L. of Monicipal & Reg. Awt.

Gentlemern:

&“long with 2ur meighbors, my wife and I wicsh tao be placed on
record as opposing annexation of northern Mansfisld Perninesu-
‘a by the City znd Boreough of Juneaw. Such acticon would in-
ziuge our =small communi bt =oFf Funter Ear znd would not bepe-
it us or CBJ. For that matter, we zae no advantaiges (o0

b2ing ingluded in any Organized Borocugh. The onitr zpparent
beneticiary would be the Local EBoundary Commizzion, whose
concept of "ideal" boundaries would be zatisfied.

Dur primary objection to annexation iz that, dye o our lo-
cation and lack of surface transportation, no services coutld
be expected from CBJ. Funter Bay is not connected to Juneau
by reoad, nor iz it a port—-of~call on the State Ferrv System.
Travel here iz mainly by airc, which iz expengive znd often
subgect to weather delars, CBJ would not benefit, decspite

being able to collect taxesz without providing seruicez, as
sppraiesl and coilection costs wmould Tikelsy excesd monies
receied,

Mo stronger Case for annexation could be made f Funtsr Ear
and northern Mansfteld Peninsula had =<conomic and population
grawth potentizl. It does not. Only fishing andsor 1459Qing
could accomplish this, but the canner» and the once numerous
t1sh buyers are gQone, and the timber i3 of low grade., In

addition, little private land an which to build homes iz
available.

Fer the information of the Local Boundarw Commiszion. Funter
Bay has existed as a community since about 1700, Ttz pre-—
sent population of =leven - eight adultsz, threse children -
kas been =table for many ryears. Alzo, for theze =zzme ~ears,
we have been completzly ignored by the Ztate znd Federal
Fovernments whernever matteres concerning Admirzalty [z1and

were under discussion., To these entities, Angoon wie and is
the anly =ett1emen+ an Admiralty Izland. and the ane vhoce
views are zolicited zand conzidered. Thiz annexation matter
i a good example. It was only by chance that Funter Bay
residents learned of it and were able to obtain, 2 short tweo
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meeKs ago. & copy of Dratt Feport and Fecommendation (dated
4,590, lJe object o thiz arpiftrary ang unfair trextment,

If, at zome ftime in *he fuyture, [t becomes mandaftory that
#21) areas in the Ztate become part of xn Organized Earough,
we $eel our interests would be better served by znnexzation
to Haines, rather than CBJ. 1iJe have more in common iwith
that #ntity and would have 2 larger vwoice in Borough af-
fair=. Only & minor amendment in the Dratt "ideal" bounda-
riee would be required.

Finally, we must remind the LSC that Funter Bay i= in the
Chatham School District. Our State Senator is in Sitka, our
Representative in Haines., Annexation by ZBJ would raquire
these to be changed.

Sincerely,

——— 7
%J:MC? S e ,L_
Yimees A. [oyle

1 Crab Cove

Funter Bay, AK #7830-0140

Peter Freer, DCRA

State Fep. Peter Goll

State Sen, Dick Eliasen

Keyin Ritchie, Juneau City Manager

M
N
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4410 N. Douglas Hwy.
Juneau, Alaska 99801

May 9, 1990
LBC Component RECEIYVED
Department of Community and Regional Affairs —-e <
949 E, 36th Avenue, Room 405 MAY'141390

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

. Dept. cf Comm. & Reg. Aft
Gentlemen: Div. of Municipsl & Reg. A

[ have read over the DRAFT report to the Local Boundary
Commission concerning '""ideal boundaries'" of existing and
prospective Daoroughs in central Southeast Alaska.

My +wife and I own a small plece of property (15 acres)
on northwest Admiralty Island five and one-half miles north
of Funter Bay. We use our land as a base for subsistence
hunting and fishing to feed our family. We are not opposed
to the to the City and Borough of Juneau Annexing the Green's
Creek Mine area (140 square miles), as per their original
proposal to the Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

We are very strongly opposed to the DCRA proposal to include

in the annexation all of the Mansfield Peninsula including Funter
Bay, the Glass Peninsula, Hawk Inlet, and Horse and Colt Island
{1,116 square miles). Unless it is allowable to annex only the
140 square miles surrounding the Green's Creek Mine we are
opposed to any annexation by the City and Borough of Juneau.

The annexatlon of our subsistence hunting and fishing property
on the Mansfield Peninsula would result in additional property
taxes, building permits, sewage disposal and water system permits
from the City and Borough of Juneau which would make building a
cabin on our property prohibitively expensive and troublesome.
The added costs for property taxes and higher building costs
would likely result in us having to sell our property. There
are absolutely no benefits to us from annexation by the City and
Borough of Juneau and we are completely opposed to it. Our family
lives in Juneau and pays high taxes for the beneflts we receive.
We do not wish to be taxed on our remote property because we would
then be taxed twice for the same benefits. We are living on a
retirement income. All of the Admiralty Island property owners
and hunting cabin owners from Funter Bay, Hawk I[nlet, Horse and
Colt Island, Mansfield Peninsula, and Seymour Canal that we have
talked to are opposed to being annexed, taxed, and regulated by
the City and Borough of Juneau.

Please allow only the annexation of the area immediately
around the Green's Creek Mine or donot allow any annexation at
all by the City and Borough of Juneau. Thank you.

Sincerely,

pmt-‘ﬁ'h?
Phillip L. Gray
cc: Senator Jim Duncan
Representative Fran Ulmer
Representative Bill Hudson
CBJ Assembly members

CBJ Planning Commission members EXHIBIT L
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Philip J. Emeraon
3 Crab Cove
Funter Bay, Ak,

?9850-0140
May 8, 1990

Local Boundry Commission Component

Dept. of Community and Regional Affairs REC[]VED
?49 E. 3é6th Ave. Room 405
Anchorage, Ak 99508 Wiy - 13S0
e
Dear Mr. Rutherford : &Mm“"
’ Dept. of CORTL L8 Rog. Astt

First I would like to say that the communityOWeSEdNter e
Bay would like to be notified about any further patential
changes in our soCial, cultural and economic activities. We
have once a weeék mail service when weather permits but this
can skretch to a month or more during the winter storms.

The community of Funter Bay is located on the western
thore of Mansfield Feninsula approx. 10 miles south of Point
Retreat and 10 miles north of Hawk Iniet. We are in the
Angoon voting and Chatham school district, our Senator is
Dick Eliason from Sitka, our Reprezentative iz Feter Goll in
Hainee. I have beean a reeident of Funter Eay ¢ince 1972 and
make my living as a commercial fisherman, my fish are sold
in Hoonah, Excurcsion Inlet, Felican, Guetavusz, and Elfin
Cove. Like most small igland bush people I go to Juneau a
few timee a year to buy groceries and other supplies.

Funter Bay receives no cervices from CBJ. When I am in
Juneau [ am charged moorage on my boat, pay a bed tax at the
motelz, pay = tax for the car [ rent and tax on the fuel for
the car, The zchooling for my children iz State of &K,
correzpondence and the library and cother services for my
childrens’ =ducation are through the State of Alaskx, Our
once 3 week mai! service with lWard &ir of Juneay iz paid for
bty the Federzl Dept. of Transportation.

Each island community has it'e different needs. At
Funter Bay we have no roads, =2ach household szupplizs it’s
cwh services and as a communi ty we have never agked for
monetary aid or assistance from any local or State zgencr.
As & =mail comminity we do not need any revenue generating
capacity to provide local zervicex, and 4do not need to
belong to a borough that would be geographiczlly separste
and physically difficult to reach, To attend 2 CBJ meeting
it would cost zprox. %300 roundtrip airfsre snd probaobly
2100 2 day to =z=tay im Junezu, thi€ iz a very large sxzpente
for my zubzistence lifestyle,

I cannot zee¢ that Funtesr Bay i3 in need of zny zervices
the CBJ has to offer. If police are needed there zre State
Trooper=s (in 13 vears I’ve naver had to call the policer, i+
weé are in need of medical help we call the closest
floatplane or helicopter and get to the hospital. I‘m sure
if you checked with the CBJ firedepartment as to the
response time %o & fire in Funter Bay» there would be ro
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point in coming. Manszfield Feninzula 13 basically cwned by
the federal government snd =ztate znd they do a more than
adequate job of managing their waters and fand. I wouid
alcso tend to sar that ocur housec are better built, zoned
better and have more "green :ztrips” than most areas of the
cBJ.

In the Model Boundries Study newsletter of Dec. 198% it
states, “"The Commission and the Department agree that thisg
project should not cxll for the creation of regicnal
governmente until the local residents want fthem." ",..local
residentes zeekK the incorporation voluntarily and their area
must not lose financial resources.” The residents of Funter
Bay have made no requests to join any borough,

I think the McDowell report covers many of my views.
All the communities in the unoerganized borough have such
diversified needs that zach one should be responsible for
themselves. The unorganized bourough of Southeast zhould
remain the same and then there would be no conflict of tax
revenue grabbing from zhort term proldects liKe Greeng Creek
and logaing camps. Coes Greens Creek conform to the MNatural
agography of CBJ when one has to cross two bodies of water
snd ftwo islands?

Respectfully rours,
Philip J. Emerzon Donna ¥. Emerszon

E;g:ﬁ&& zzsgggwmuxuﬂ\ xé;ﬁﬁtﬂxl.?ffffkatédéun_/

cc: Sen. DickK Eliasen
Rep. Peter Goll
Kevim Ritchie, City Manzger of Juneau
2E Pegional 2f+ice of LEC
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R‘E(:EE,%{E1D

MA Y V- I.‘JSO
DthofCo
mm, &
Div. of Munlclpll &Ra A: o
- Asst,

runter day, aiaska
FH9650~-0140

State of Alanxs

Departaant of Coamunaty ana Kegional Azxzairs
949 Eest 36tn Avenue: Suite 400

Anchorage, AKX TI9508-430Z

Daar Sir:

Ya Actrongly gobject To tha ureartaer Juneau SCUIrrSUgn’a @IITOrts TO
incorporata the arees HNown as the fansfiaid Peninsula wnach
inciudes Funtar bay and the Green Creex Mina.

Tha Greater Junsau Surrougn 1& NoWw The Jlergeat gurrough in tThe
nation and its greédy TLeantacles arw reaching out I0r MOTE pPEOPLE
to Tax.

Ordinarily, the purpose O a burrougn or COUNTY 18 Lo ABRIAT WALh
neeadea utilities iikea sewer, water, fire and poLliCHE ProLection.

In our case, we are ovear Tiity MIiasIXrcd JuUNeAau oOn AGRMIXraLty isianc
andfar removed from Lhe Juneau sSurrougn. ey wWwou.a NOT D& aple T
provide us with anything ox any va.ue whatsoaver,

Our ComRUNATY 18 CORpOoBed OF LAGVETrai [OW-iNCOR® cCcommercialflisnermen
and theély famiiies who con 11l azzora Tnea neaavy and unnecesaary
Burrocugntaxetion. This wouid create a terrific nardshil oOn aii who

liva thare.

¥e Ttharefore moat urgeantily redquast your peraonai aasistance to ao
averything possitle Lo Aartop Lhias SUrrough LAReQVer.

Reapmcriuily, <

>ﬂ%"§? 2

Wwiliiam and rdelen dixson
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SN AERE
D EBELIYE])
}
WEY 04 1330 Philip & Donna Emerseon
3 Crab Cove
Mgg%wmw Funter Bay, AK 7°8%0-0140
DEPT. OF COMMU
AND HEGlONALA"FA'HS April 29, 1990

Local Boundary Commission Component -

Depar tment of Community and Regional Affairs - -
949 E. 36th Ave. Room 405 RECFIVED

Anchorage, AK 7?9508 .

g MA\: : - 1350
Attn: Mr. Marty Rutherford, Director fart, o Crm “"'A::?
Dear Mr. Rutherford, Div. of Munkipal & Reg-

We ure permanent, full time residentzs of Funter Bay, znd are
writing out of concern for the current proposal of the Local
Boundary Commizsion regarding the City and Borough of Juneau
annexing a portion of Admiralty Island.

We want it noted on record that we are in opposition to
being annexed into any Borough at this time. At present,
the city of Juneau provides no services to this community,
there are no services which the city could feasibly provide,
and, we do not desire any services to be provided. Our
livelihood is not in any way tied to Juneau. There is no
road connection from Funter Bay to Juneau, there i2 no ferry
connection, either. Funter Bay is not a bedroom community
relying om Juneau for services,

The proposal as =tands would cause a tax .burden on this
family. Ewven at the "low" mil rate accorded zimilar
roadless areas, the amount would be substantial to ue within
the context of cur income.

We are requesting that there be « public hearing on this
igsue in Funter Bay, to allow the residents an opportunity
to voice their ocpinions on this matter. It is prohibitively
expensive for us to fly to Juneau.

Please take note of cur objectiong., and Keep us informed of
all meetings znd the cutccme of these meetings.

Respectfully vours,

%%mWw Dornon K Enecan_

. Emerson Donna K. Emercon
zc: Sen. Dick Eliason
Rep. Peter Goll
Kevin Ritchie, City Manager
“SE Regional Nffice of LBC
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ATIKON

Foresr Prooucts inc

January 30, 1300

Alaska Local Boundaries Caommission
349 Cast 36th Ave., foom 2408
Ancharage, Alaaka 39508

Gantliemen:

in tha Decembar, 19088, ismue of the Local Boundariea Commission

publ ication, a model boundar ies study was proposad for thas
Chatham/Junesu area. As a timber owner with oparations on tha wast
ajde af Admiral ity laland, Atikon Forest Producta ia vary |Intarsastad
in this proposal .

Wa wouid | ik@ to go an record as opposing the expansion of tha
current Junesu borough. We see no banetfita to inciuding our property
at Cube Cove a3 a part of an expanded borough. On the ather hand, we

sae several negative imptications froem the stanapo:nt of aaditlonal
tax Duraens.

Pleaaar keep us Informed as the Boundaries Commiasion progresasaas Cn
its study to eatabl iah expanaed boundaries for the current Juneau
barough.

Sincerely,

,%21124ﬁ/;

Richard Hirschberg [‘-
Presiaent/CEOD P _’ j "‘
i

AH/sh FEB g 1990 —

+ [

ce: Jahn Sturgeon _?"‘1 "o
Jim Senna T
Olek Buhter

Trans-Poctic Boce Canter. Sukfe 407 1700 Paciic Hghway 605t focoma, Ivoaningron 9644 (206)@&% %
:ﬁﬂomuaunxr.mmunq.nmuqaurﬁcaﬁmnnleUﬂ&ﬂosﬂ
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EXHIBIT L STEVE COWPER. COVERNOR

PO BO
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR PO.BOKIIID  somt1as

PHONE: (907) 465-2700

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER
FAX: (907) 465-2784

January 25, 1990

C. B. Bettisworth, Chairman
Local Boundary Commission

949 East 36th Avenue, Suite 404
Anchorage, AK 99508

Dear Mr. Bettisworth:

Enclosed you will find comments prepared by staff of the Research

~and Analysis Section of the Department of Labor, concerning the
Model Boundaries Study.

Should you have questions on these comments, please feel free to
contact Greg ' Williams, State Demographer, at 465-4500.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Study and
apolcgize for the lateness «of our response.

Sincerely,
Jim Sampsaon
Commissioner
Enclosure
JS/gd
o7.a9LM EXHIBIT L
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COMMENTS ON THE MODEL BOUNDARIES STUDY

In general, the following principals should guide the formation of
boroughs throughout the State and Southeast:

1. It is important that all areas of the state be included in
boroughs as the basis for future economic development and
allocation of state resources.

2. It is important that boroughs have as large a population as
poasible.

L

Boroughs should have a3 large a contiguous geographic area as
possible. Islands should be included in their entirety in
one borough toc facilitate future infrastructure development.
"Doughnut" boroughs and the formation of boroughs which
isolate small economically untenable areas should alao be
avoided.

94, Boroughs must be large enough to already have resources, or
be able to work toward development of substantial economic,
searvice, and tax bases,

S. Small community-based boroughs should be avoided because they
lack the economic base for future growth. Too many small
boroughs make governance and provision of services difficult.
They contribute to inefficient operation of state and local
government programs because of their small scale of
operations.

6. It is important that independent communities be able to
retain their local governments and cultural heritage within
boroughs. Therefore, existing city boroughs annexing
territory should not absorb existing communities into the
city/borough government.

In my opinion, Southeast should be divided into five or six
boroughs. This could be done primarily through the creation of
one or two new boroughs and the annexation of the remaining
territory to the other four existing boroughs in Southeast.
Population estimates are for 1988. I would oppose the formation
of a separate Chatham Borough. It would have a population of only
2,593 and no economic or population center. It would also leave

the Yakutat area, which cannot economically support a separate
borough, completely iscolated.
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Southeast Island Borough - This borough would consist of mosat of
Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area, and the Prince of Wales part of
the Prince of Wales-Quter Ketchikan Census Area. This borough
would include the Petersburg, Wrangell, Kake and Southeast Island
School Districts. The population of the borough would be 10,630
people and would have economy based on logging, fishing, and
possible port facllities for products from Canada in the future.

Ketchikan Borough - Ketchikan-Gateway Borough should annex the
area currently in the Quter Ketchikan part of the Prince of Wales-
Quter Ketchikan Census Subarea. Most of this area is occupied by
Misty Fjords and 1is uninhabited. The population of the borough
would be 12,770 people 2nd include the communities of Hyder and
Meyers Chuck in addition to the existing Ketchikan Gateway
Borough. This annexation would add any future economic activity
from the Quartz Hill Mine to the borough economy.

The Metlakatla Indian Reservation with 1,596 persons would
probably wish to form its own borough. The legal status of
Metlakatla as a reservation and its unique Tsimshian culture may
require a separate borough. The small population and limited
economy of Metlakatla, however, would suggest that it should be in
some way allied to Ketchikan Gateway Borough.

Sitka Borough - Sitka Borough should be expanded through
annexation to include all of Baranof and Chichagof Islands. This
would mean the annexing of Port Alexander and the communities of
Hoonah, Elfin Cove, Tenakee Springs and Pelican. I recommend that
Sitka Borough be a different unit from Sitka City to allow
retention of independent city governments in the annexed areas.
This borough would have a population of 9,726.

Juneau Borough - Juneau Borough should be expanded through
annexation to include all of Admiralty Island and all of the area
along the Canadian Border to the Southeast Island Borough. This
would include the communities of Angoon and Hobart Bay as well as
the Greens Creek Mine. Again, I recommend that Juneau Borough be
different from Juneau City to allow the City of Angoon to retain
independent government. The population would be 25,611. It might
be cleaner to leave Juneau as a City/Borough and annex the City of

Angoon to Sitka Borough. This would mean splitting Admiralty
Island between two boroughs.

Glacier Bay Borough - Haines Borough should be expanded through
annexation to include Skagway, Klukwan, Yakutat, Gustavus and
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Glacier Bay National Park. The populaticn would be :,757 persons.
This borough would have the largest geographic area and the
smallest population in Southeast. While the Park and Yakutat
ireas are difficult to access from Haines, the population of this
area (about 800 persons) is too small to form & separate borough
that could be economically self-supporting. Since Haines Borough
is currently the second smallest korough in Alaska, the addition
of this contiguous population and land area would benefit Haines.
Future mining and tourism would aid the borough economically.
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531 WEST llth STREET
JUNEAU. ALASKA 9801
CCTORER 12, 1989

ALASKA DEPY, OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS
949 EAST 3J6th AVENUE - ROOM 405
ANCHORAGE, ALASEA 99508

ATTENTION: DAN EOCKHORST
DEAR MR. DOCKHORST:

IN RESPFONSE T0 YOUR NOTICE OF FILING OF A PETITION FOR
ANNEIATION OF THE MANSFTELD PENINSULA AND THE GREEN CREEK MINE
3Y THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU LET ME SUGGEST THE FOLLOWING.

MY #1 SUGGESTION IS THAT YOU ATTACH ALL OF THE NORTHERN HALF
OF ADMILITARY ISLAND TO THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU. YOU
START AT THE PRESENT SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE JUNEAU BOROUGH AND
CRAW A LINE WEST TO THE HORTHEAST CORNER OF THE SITKA BOROUGH
THEN NMORTHWEST UP CHATHAM STRAIT TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE
HAINES EOROUGH. A3 A MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE THAT [REW THE
PRESENT BOUNDARIES OF THE JUNEAU HOROUOH I WOULD HAVE INCLUDED
ALL OF THE ABOVE WHEN WE FORMED THE JUNEAU BOROUGH BUT DIDW'T
THINK WE COULD HAVE GOTTEN IT THROUGH BOUNDARIE COMMISSION.
THIS WOULD SQUARE UP THE PRESENT BOROUGH AND STILL ALLOW ROOM
FOR RURAL BOROUCH TO BE FORMED IF DESIRED.

MY #2 SUGGESTION IS THAT YOU DRAW A LINE FROM THE MOUTH OF
HAWK INLET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE HAINES EOROUGH. THIS
WOULD EE BETTER THEN THE SPOT ANNESATION THAT IS BEING PREFOSED.

JUNEAU TS THE SERVICE CENTER FOR ALL OF THE ABOVE AREA AND
ALTHOUGH THEY COULD EXIST WITH OUT US IT WOULD BE MORE EXPENSIVE
AND DIFFICULT. THEIR QUALITY OF LIFE IS ZETTER EECAUSE OF THE
EXTSTANCE OF THE JUNEAU BOROUGH.

0 S P
SHAW

ALEERT L.

REGEVE]

oct |

bissy

Dept. of Comm. § Reg.

Otv. ot Mynigipnl & M‘MM!

Page
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Jumeau, AK 99B01
September 26, 1989

Dan Bockhorst

Department of Community and Reglonal Affairs
949 East 36th Ave., Room 405

Anchorage, AK 99508

Dear Mr. Bockhorst:

My wife and I own a small plece of property (15 acres) on
northwest Admiralty Island {(Mansfield Peninsula area). It 1is about
five miles south of Point Retreat and five and one-half miles north of
Funter Bay. There are no structures on the property, although we plan
to build a small hunting cabin at some future date. The property is used
for subsistence hunting and fishing and recreation only.

Our concernm 1s over efforts of the City and Borough of Juneau during
1989 to apnex part or all of the Mansfield Feninsula for taxation and
regulation purposes. The original intent of CBJ appears to have been to
annax mainly the Greens Creek mine for taxation purposes, but more recently
their long~range intent is to annex all of the Mansfield Penimsula.
We are not opposed to the GCreens Creek mine area only being taxed, especially
£ CBJ incurs extra expenses for schools, etc., because of the mine operatiom
and influx.of workers to Juneau. Other communities such as Angoon, Hoonah,
Tennakee, Sustavus and Haines also have shown interest in annexing all or
part of the Mansfield Peninsula on Admiralty Island for taxation and regu-
Etion purposes.

We are very much opposed to our subsistence hunting and fishing
property on Admiralty Island being annexed, taxed, and regulated by
any community inasmuch as there are no services that could be provided
that would justify any tax whatsoever. We purchased our land on Admiralty
Island with the knowledge that it was outaide the boundaries of CBJ and
exempt from taxation. Also we are living on a retirement check and canmot
afford more taxation, especially where no services are provided. We own a
home in Juneau and already pay high taxes for all the services we recelve
in the Juneau Borough. We are also strongly opposed to any annexation
because of new bullding regulations that would affect the bullding of even
small cabins. We camnot afford to bulld a cabin unless it is comstructed
of salvaged materials because of our limited income. We also prefer to
design our own water and sewage disposal systems rather than having CBJ tell
us how to install them at prohibitive expense ro ua.
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We have attended several public meetings by CBJ in Juneau on the
proposed annexation and all property owners on North Admiralty Island were
strongly opposed to being annexed, taxed, and regulated (Funcer Bay, Horse
and Colt Island, Barlow Cove). I have aleo called numercus property owners
and cabin owners on the Mansfield Peninsula and all have been opposed to
annexation by CBJ.

We strongly prefer that the "insfield Peninsula on Admiralty Island
not be annexed by the City and Borough of Juneau or any other commmity.
If forced into annexarion by srate regulation, we prefer that the Mansfield
Peninsula be annexed by a borough or commmity other than CBJ. The City and
Borough of Juneau would likely impose the highest tax rate and the most
severe bullding and land use regulations on remote area landowners.

Most of Admiraley Island is a national monument. There are queations
48 to whether private holdings surrounded by a national monuw.ent or U.S.
Forest Service land can be taxed by tha CBJ. Also, can private cabins on
land leased from the U.S. Forest Service be taxed?

Please keep our name on your mailing list to receive materials concerning
annexaticn of the Mansfield Peninsula on Admiralty Island (hearing notices,
draft/final reports, etc.). Thank you.

ARG £ Ry
baw? ). %!

Phillip L. Gray
Carol J. Gray
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ANGOON
OE ALASKA PHONE:
NGOON 99820 (907) 788-3653
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Jeasd 2 1989

g;pt. of Comm. ¢ Reg. Affairs
» of Munigipat & Reg. Asat,

June 2, 1989

Gene Kane

Local Govarnment Specianlist

Dept. of Community & Regilonal Affairs
949 E. 36ch Ave., Suite 406
Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Mr. Kana,

At a special meeting held on May 31, 1989 the council of the
City of Angoon passed a motion to "procead with the formation
of a borrough to include the Admiralty Island in it's entirety.”

This action is a follow-up to the previous Resclution sent to
the Local Boundry Commission. There should not be any annex-—
ation of any portion of Admiralty Island allowed.

During ﬁﬁe next 60 days the council of the City of Angoon will
be reviewing the boundaries to be included in the petition for
the borrough formation.

We will keep you posted as the petition developes.

Sincarely yours,

ce: Sen. Dick Eliason
Rep. Peter Goll
Peter Freer, Supervisor
Community & Regional Affairs

egiak
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'y ANGOON
C'F ALASKA PHONE:
NGOON 09820 (907) 788-3653

RESOLUTION NO. 839-06

RESOLUTION FOR THE LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION.

WHEREAS, The ity of Angoon has been included in the Chatham
Borough Study without the request of the Council of the City of
Angoon, and

WHEREAS, The City of Juneau is proposing tc annex a portion of
Admiralty Island during the upcoming Legislative Session, and

WHEREAS, The City of Angoon haa been working on a study that
involves the Western Shores of Admiraity [sland or the entire
Admiralty Island, and

WHEREAS, The study of the Chatham Borough and the proposal by
the Clty and Borough of Juneau is directly in conflict with the
interests of annexation of Admiralty Island by the only community
located on the Island, and '

WHEREAS, The City of Angoon is involved with the Departaent of
Community and Regional Affairs on a Borough Study and annexation
of Western portion of Admiralty Island,

NOW THEREFCRE BE IT RESOLVED: that the City of Angoon strongly
urges the Local Boundary Commission not to accept or approve any
annexation proposals, prior to the presentation by the Council of
the City of Angoon, on lands located on Admiralty [sland.

Passed and approved by the Angoon City Council this May 17, 1988
by a vote of 4 Yeas, <l Nays, A.  Absent, _¥

Abstain.

For the City of Angoon

r

)

7} ,
ATTEST: .o e
City Clerk

SEAL'-

\-\“‘_-‘-, -
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GREENS CREEK MINING COMPANY
a subsidiary of BP MINERALS AMERICA

3000 Vintage Blvd. / Suite 200
luneau. Alaska 99801
Telephone: 1907 7894171
Facsimiie: (907 789-7112

H.M.““Ward’* Wimbome

(ienera) Manager

May 18, 1989

The Honorable David G. Hoffman
Alaska Dept. of Community
and Regional Affairs
P.O. Box B
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Commigaioner Hoffman:

Greens Creek commissioned the McDowell Group to review the
Draft Chatham-Region Borcugh Feasibility Study. In general,
the McDowell Group’s response makes it clear. there is not a
sufficient economic relationship between the communities
within the proposed borough to warrant a creation of a
borough, and that the cost of the proposed borough government
has bheen underestimated in the study. Finally, the McDowell
Group review recognizes that the relationship Greens Creek
has with any community is with Juneau, where the mine workers
reside and where Greens Creek’s head offices are.

Greens Creek endorses the study and asks that you give it
full consideration in your review of comments.

Sincerely,

UM [T U

H. M. Wimborne
Ganeral Manager

61.39 .
HMW,/C 3 - Mq»u Q,Q—a

=rErOiiE] [E§ﬂ§H§§U%ﬂ[§§r_
RE“ ) @ R MAY 10 1989 L[H

N L] -Oq
COMMISSIONER'S GFEFICE
g;m. B e o nttaleg COMMUNITY 3 REGIONAL AFFAIRS
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THE McDoweLL GROUP
MANAGEMENT AND BCONOMIC CONSULTANTS

a division of

39 DATA DECISIONS GROUP. INC.
Mr. Ward Wimborne

Greens Creek Mining Company
3000 Vintage Blvd.
Juneau, Alaska 99801

May 15, 1989

Dear Mr. Wimborne:

Regarding our review of the Alaska Department of Community and Regional
Affairs' Draft Chatham-Region Borough Feasilbility Study, we have the following
comments.

Contrary to the agsessment made implicitly by Community and Regional Affairs
(CRA), the proposed borough does not satisfy Alaska borough formation standards
that requires "the population [in the proposed borough] is socially, culturally, and
econamicaily interrelated.” In fact, communities within the proposed borough fall
into one of three sets of communities that are quite diverse socially and culturaily.
These communities are economically similar is certain respects but they are not
economically interrelated. Further, there is no economic relationship, either direct
or indirect, betweert the Greens Creek mine (which would represent nearly half of
the boroughs assessed property value) and the communitles within the proposed
borough. The financial viability of the proposed borough would be radically altered
if the tax base represented by Greens Creek were dedicated to offsetting mine
population-related costs in the borough (the City and Borough of Juneau) which
supports mine operations and serves mine workers and their families. Finally, CRA
may have understated the personnel and other operating costs associated with.
development and administration of such a large and diverse borough. Further study
is warranted.

These and other points are discussed in more detail below.

Economy and demographics: The economy of the proposed Chatham Region -
Borough is based on a mix of the seafood and timber industries, primarily, as well as
some tourism industry activity. Large scale mining occurs within the proposed
borough boundaries, but this mining activity (at the recently opened Greens Creek
mine) does not impact the resident population of the proposed borough. The
ecoriomy that supports the region’s population is seasonal, with peak economic
activity during the summer fishing, timber and tourism seasons. This principally

128 DIXON STRERT JUNEALL ALASKA 99901 PHONE: (907) 000425 | 385-2%93
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resource-based economy is subject to the often erratic world prices tor timber and
seafood products. The uncertain nature of these markets and prices for these
commodities would significantly impact borough revenues (from fluctuating
Tongass Timber receipts and shared fish taxes).

The Greens Creek mine could only be artificially included in the proposed
borough's economy. The mine is geographically closer to Juneau than any
population centers within the proposed borough's boundaries, the mine's labor
force and their dependents live in Juneau (there is no resident population at the
mine site) and most of the mine's goods and services flow through Juneau (what
does not flow through Juneau is shipped directly to the mine site). The Greens
Creek mine now plays a significant role in the Juneau economy but generates
almost no impact on the economy and population of the proposed borough.
Further, the mine does not impact the lifestyles or the traditional subsistence
activities of region residents.

The communities within the proposed borough are economically similar only to
the extent that the seafood industry plays a part in most but not all of the
communities. The Kake economy is a mix of seafood harvesting and processing,
timber harvesting and subsistence. Angoon, the most traditionai of the region's
villages, is reliant on commerdal and subsistence seafood harvesting and a small
volume of tourism business. Commerdial fishing and tourism account for most of
what little economic activity occurs in the community of Tenakee Springs. Hoonah
is a mixed economy including seafood harvesting and processing and some timber
industry related activity. Pelican is a seafood processing center (though with an
uncertain future as a seafood processor) and commercial fishing port. Tourism is
playing an increasingly important role in Elfin Cove, traditionally a snug harbor,
refueling stop and fish buying station for the troll fleet. The seafood industry has
little impact on Gustavus, a community where most economic activity is tourism-
related. The region's logging communities, Cube Cove, Hobart Bay, Freshwater Bay,
and Eight Fathom Bight, are obviously solely dependent on the timber industry.

While these communities share common basic industries (growth in these.
industries is encouraged in some communities and discouraged in others), there is
very little economic interaction between the communities. None of the
communities serves as a service or supply center for the region (Juneau fulfills this
role, as does Sitka for the southern-most communities) and in generai there is
relatively little freight or passenger traffic between the communities.

Regarding the social and cultural composition of the proposed borough's
population, there are essentially three very different types of communities. Most of
the area's population is centered in the traditional Native villages of Hoonah,
Angoon, and Kake. Villages are culturally and socially related and travel is
commom among them. The primarily non-Native communities of Gustavus, Elfin
Cove, Pelican, and Tenakee Springs account for about one-quarter of the region's
population. Logging camps make up another distinct population. These sets of
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communities obviously have quite dissimlar political prioritoes, ditfering attitudes
about the role of local government and some fundamentally differing philosophies
on development issues. These sets of communities are not sodally or culturally
interrelated.

Borough government expenses: Minimally, borough governments assume the
mandatory powers of education and planning. The CRA draft feasibility study
assumes total personnel costs of just under $300,000 for six full-time employees,
including a mayor, borough clerk, finance officer, one planner and two secretaries.
Legal counsel and property assessment would presumably be contracted. This
estimate of administrative employment appears low given the size and diversity of
the proposed borough. Further more detailed costs estimated are probably
warranted.

Based on CRA estimates, one planner, for example, would be responsible for over
14,000 square miles of land, with a mix of federal, state, local and private ownership.
Federal land in the proposed borough falls under a variety of land use designations
ranging from national park to wilderness to multiple use. Private lands range from
huge tracts of Native corporation-held timber lands to small recreation tracts with
significant to litlle or no development. The borough planner wouid face a maze of
state and federal regulations that govern development on these lands. A
comprehensive coastal management plan would have to be developed and
implemented. A professional borough planner contacted for purposes of this review
was of the opinion that no meaningful borough planning effort would be possible
with only one planner.

For some of the same reasons the CRA estimate of the borough's property
assessment budget appears low. The proposed borough inciudes thousands of acres
of remote private property with highly variable values. These properties (15 remote
private property locations throughout the proposed borough totaling over 3,000
parcels), many of which are accessible by charter only, wiil require on-site inspection
approximately once every three years. Development of a valid assessment role from
scratch (with the exception of Pelican which already has an assessment role
developed) for this large and diverse region would almost certainly cost more than
CRA's estimate of $225,000. Consultation with an established Southeast Alaska real
estate appraiser estimated that development of an assessment role would cost about
$350,000.

CRA estimates of borough education costs may also be low. The cost per student
estimate of $7,700 for the boroughs 781 students does not appear adequate when
compared to the Chatham School District's FY 1988 cost of $9,211 per ADM (per
student), which would include about 40% of the borough's total enrollment, and
Kake's $3,454 per ADM (23% of the borough's total enroliment}). Hoonah's costs per
student was $6,682 in FY 1988 and no data is available for Pelican (Alaska School
District Profiles and Differential Study, Volume II). The weighted average for these
districts (excluding Pelican) is $8,457 per student. Considering that the school district
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wouid include 11 geographicaily separate sites, administrative savings wouid
probably amount to no more than salaries for a few administrative jobs. With

administrative savings of $250,000, for example, per student costs would be about
$8,140.

General comments on the feasibility study: In summary, three fundamental issues
surfaced during our review of the CRA draft feasibility study. The first is the
implied assumption that the population within the proposed borough was "sociaily,
culturally and economically interreiated.” Indeed this is not at the case and it may be
difficult to develop a borough government that could satisfy the needs of the very
different social and cultural segments within the region.

The second issue is more a philosophical issue. It is apparent from the CRA study
that the Greens Creek mine would be the finandai foundation for borough
operations. In fact, without the tax base represented by the Greens Creek mine,
borough formation would probably not be financially feasible. The unanswered
philosophical question is "What justification is there for this proposed borough
levying a tax on a major industriai facility such as the Greens Creek mine when the
burden of servicing and supporting the mine and the mine-related popuiation falls
on another nearby borough?" A true test of the feasibility of borough formation, it
would seem, would be to measure the economy that supports the population of the
area—an economy that does not include Greens Creek-against the resources
necessary to support borough formation and operation.

Finally, the CRA draft feasibility study may understate the cost of borough
development and administration. More detailed cost analysis is warranted.

This brief critique of the CRA Chatham region borough feasibility study is not
intended to downplay the importance of borough formation for many of
Southeast's outlying communities. Most of these communities do not have
revenue generating capacity sufficent to provide adequate local services. Further,
greater control over nearby watersheds and resources, long denied many of Alaska's
Native villages, is rightfully due. What is recommended, however, is more careful
assessment of the costs of borough formation in this part of Southeast Alaska. It is
further suggested that more careful consideration of relevant issues may reveal
other more equitable solutions for establishing a financial base and granting political
control to the smaller communities in Southeast.

Sincerely, j /
6{{6/ v ;// G1a At

Eric McDow
Principal

EXHIBIT L
Page 120 of 130



EXHIBIT L ;: b____ U) -/ %““U.u
- e r
g gy iy - g M
A SICICIIOR / / %
STER A HEAT UG
SONZA48 SUNBAU L ABRA RE3D B
:97Y T23-9381 L T gt
. Y
L R [
May 10, 1989 11989
0 - B 1_;'.;\
pavid Hoffman oL
Commissioner Thed ey Y
Alaska Dept. of Ccmmunity and Regional Affairs T g
P.O. Box B

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Commissioner Hoffman,

Of course I want to see Juneau prosper, my business hinges on it,
but I want to go on record supporting a Chatham-Regional Borough
proposal to contain the Greens Creek project, and on record as
opposing Juneau’s attempt to annex Greens Creek.

My reasoning is as follows:

-=-From a physical boundary point of view, Greens Creek in a
Chatham area Borough makes sense.

-=Juneau will get tax base anyway from the Greens Creek people and
operations currently within the Juneau Bureau.

~=-For the sake of economic diversification in Southeast, and the
local human needs, these little towns in Southeast need a tax base
to germinate and grow. As State oil money declines, how are they
going to make it if the big cities are allowed to ever expand by
snapping up every juicy piece of tax basge?

~--Juneau already has a disproportionate share of tax base simply
baecause the State Capitol is here.

Thank you for your consideration.

| T RE@EW@

- MAY 111989

. COMMISSIONER'S OFFICE
L5 *3% COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS

S (TE]

oss Writer

h
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( JUNEAU ANNEXATION/MODEL BOUNDARIES )

EXHIBIT B

MAP OF AREA PROPOSED FOR ANNEXATION BY CITY AND
BOROUGH OF JUNEAU AND DCRA RECOMMENDED IDEAL
CBJ BOUNDARIES
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( JUNEAU ANNEXATION/MODEL BOUNDARIEE‘D_\

EXHIBIT C

RECOMMENDED ‘IDEAL’ BOUNDARIES
OF THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU

Beginning at Eldred Rock Light in Lynn Canal at 58°58.3' North Latitude and
135°13.2' West Longitude;

Thence easterly in a straight line to Mt. Nesselrode Boundary Peak Number 98 at
58°57'44.96" North Latitude and 134°18'42.03" West Longitude on the Alaska/
Canada boundary line;

Thence southeasterly along the Alaska/Canada boundary line to the intersection
with the southern boundary of protracted T51S, Copper River Meridian;

Thence west along the southern boundary of protracted T51S, Copper River Merid-
ian to a point mid-channel in Stephens Passage;

Thence northerly along a course mid-channel in Stephens Passage to a point mid-
channel at the mouth of Seymour Canal;

Thence northerly along a course mid-channel in Seymour Canal and west of
Tiedeman and Swan Islands to a point mid-channel at the entrance to Swan Cove;

Thence northwesterly along a course mid-channel in Swan Cove to the line of mean
low tide;

Thence north to 58°00°00" North Latitude;

Thence west along 58°C0°00" to a point mid-channel in Chathamn Strait;

Thence northerly along a course mid-channel in Chatham Strait and continuing
northerly along a course mid-channel in Lynn Canal to a point midway between
Lincoln Island on the east and the mainland on the west, located at 58°30" North
Latitude and 135°4.25' West Longitude;

Thence northerly in a straight line to Eldred Rock Light, the point of beginning.

Containing 6,190 square miles of territory, more or less, all in the First Judicial
District, State of Alaska.
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