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October 18, 2011
Keene Residents Against the Borough
Keene Channel, Alaska

Local Boundary Commission

Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development
550 W. 7th Avenue, Suite 1770

Anchorage, AK 99504

Dear Sirs:

We, the undersigned, oppose the formation of the Petersburg Borough. We believe the
petition submitted by the City of Petersburg to be flawed and we believe the proposal
does not meet the criteria set forth in AS 29.05.031 or in 3AAC 110.045 - 67.

Reasons given to form a borough. pages 2 and 3 of the petition:

Thepeﬁﬁonstartsoﬁ'bysuggesﬁngPetersbnrgisabomtobeplacedintoaboroughby
the State or about to be annexed into an existing borough'. Both of these possibilities are
farfetched at best. There is no evidence that either prospect is being considered by
anyone other than Petersburg.

The incorporation proposal will not enhance Petersburg’s regional identity. If anything,
it will dilute and confuse their identity. In fact, they seem to be confused themselves as
they are in the process of trying to ‘brand’ themselves to build an identity in the minds of
prospective residents and businesses. They seem to not be aware the current city is
already known far and wide as ‘Little Norway’.

Borough proponents seem to believe that somehow the use of lands to the north of
Petersburg is going to be denied them®. There is no basis for this belief and an unfounded
belief is not a reason to form a borough.

If the current City of Petersburg feels that those residing outside the city are not paying
their fair share for goods and services obtained inside the city, they can establish a user
fee for those goods and services. This would be a far preferable solution than to be
forced into a borough where Petersburg can (and will if history teaches us anything) tax
us without providing us with anything in return. We wonder how Petersburg residents
would feel if Juneau or Seattle charged them a higher rate for goods and services because
they don’t pay property taxes in those communities.

We already enjoy individual rights and participate in public endeavors and do not need a
borough to provide us with something we already have.

;.Seepagez,Section& Petition for Incorporation of Petersburg Home Rule Borough.
Ibid.
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The petition suggests that we are not enfranchised®. Nothing could be farther from the
truth. We can vote in State and Federal elections and many of us do so. These elections
giveusallthevoiceweneedorwaminaﬂ'aimtbataﬁ'ectomimmediateneighborhoods
as well as the areas surrounding us. We have no desire to be a part of local government
but prefer to deal with one another on a personal level, working out plans, differences, or
social issues in a face-to-face manner.

Dividing Kupreanof Island in half is hardly following natural geographical features.
GivenﬁeseemingsﬂengﬁwiﬂxwhichKakeoppos&sthisbomugh,ﬁappwsthis
division was made simply to keep Kake from having a voice in the process. It is highly
unlikely borough proponents could have gotten the signatures needed to propel the
petition forward had Kake been included, as it should have been.

Given the reality of redistricting, remaking Petersburg into a borough will do nothing
towards strengthening their regional voice. Petersburg’s voice will be ‘but a whisper’
according to one of their elected officials. Adding our few widely varied and discordant
voices will do nothing to enhance the whisper. It will only serve to make it less distinct.

Borough proponents say that incorporation will create a regional government that will
provide services in an efficient, fair, and cost-effective manner. The petition goes on to
say they will not provide us any services that we don’t want. Since we do not want any
of their services, they are going to provide us nothing in an efficient, equitable, and cost-
effective manner. Which came first, no service or no cost? How many additional
employees will they need to provide us with nothing?

WefailtoseehowgivingPetersburgmorelandwillenhanceomlifestyl&sorspur
economic growth. If they would spend more time enhancing their own lifestyles and
spurring economic growth and opportunities within the current City of Petersburg, they
would attract more residents and businesses. Their recent kafuffle over trying to spend
$1.5 million for private land for a storage yard when they have plenty of unused
municipal land is a prime example of misdirected thinking. Not using their current city
resources wisely should be reason to question how they plan to use additional resources
as a borough.

There are none of us who are anti-borough just for the sake of being anti. If the petition
set forth positive and tangible benefits for all proposed residents, there are many of us
who would be in favor of it. Unfortunately, the petition with the attached charter is

designed only to benefit the existing bureaucracy.
Statute and Administrativi concems:

While the language in many of the laws relating to borough formation are vague and
open to interpretation we feel our construal carries the most weight because we will be

’Page3,Section6.PetitionforlnomporaﬁonofPetetsbmgHomeRnleBomugh



Letter to LBC fromKRAB 3

the persons who are most affected by any decision regarding the petition. We therefore
ask that any findings you make in this matter lean our way whenever legally possible.

We do not think of ourselves as residents of Petersburg. Most of us get our mail and
supplies in Petersburg. Some of us attend church and other social activities there.
Almost all of us use Petersburg as our arrival and departure point to access our homes,
cabins, or recreational lands. However, if Petersburg were not there, we would use
Wrangell. If both were gone we would use Kake. Therefore, Petersburg is not our social,
cultural, or economic core.

We are a disparate group with many different cultural beliefs with one exception. We
view each other and ourselves as self-reliant individuals. We are not like residents of
Petersburg who have chosen an urban lifestyle with all the attached restrictions, solutions,
and diversions. We are not homogenous and it was with great difficulty that we managed
to come together to oppose this petition.

The boundary of the proposed borough does not follow natural geography in such a way
as to incorporate all areas necessary for full development of municipal services. Kake is
on our island and was excluded, we suspect for reasons stated above. We live in an area
where there will be no municipal services, fully developed or not.

Those of us who live in and around Keene Channel fall into three economic categories.
We are retired, we own our own business, or we are engaged in commercial fishing.
There are two families who own their own businesses. One is a part time kayaking lodge
that takes 2 or 3 groups out each summer. The other owns a fruit and vegetable business
based entirely inside the current City of Petersburg. A few of us are engaged in
commercial fishing. The majority of us are retired or summer only visitors. There is
absolutely and certainly not enough wealth or income in this area to support municipal
services.

While most of us have boats or skiffs that we use for our transportation, there are no
public transportation facilities available. Tides and weather frequently interfere with our
plans and would seriously impede our ability to meaningfully participate in any local
government. Most council meetings are held at night and this would preclude us from
participating for half the calendar year.

The above paragraphs address criteria specified in AS 29 and 3 AAC.

3 AAC 110.055 speaks to resources both human and economic to address the delivery of
essential municipal services in an efficient and cost-effective manner. The only service
they will provide to us is to tell us how much we owe in taxes. This is hardly an essential
(to us) municipal service. It will cost them more to inspect, assess, keep track of, and tax
us than they will get in return through taxation. Looking at their own figures, they only
expect to gain $184,000 per year from the entire proposed borough®. It is unlikely that

* See page 37 of the Petition for Incorporation of Petersburg Home Rule Borough
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this amount of money will pay for the additional personnel and services needed to collect
the tax.

Conclusion:

We understand that the Local Boundary Commission is not charged with deciding
fairness or weighing emotion. But you must recognize that the City of Petersburg has a
long history of not playing fairly or equitably with those whom it gobbled up in prior
territorial expansions. It is our understanding that Scow Bay waited 20 or so years for
sewer while paying full mill rate. Frederick Point was annexed and paid full mill rate for
years with no services and for a while not even any road access. People out the road but
within the city limits complain they pay full mill rate with no water or sewer. The City of
Kupreanof incorporated specifically to avoid being gobbled up by Petersburg.

Whenevaluaﬁngﬁnmeeventsitisoﬁenadvisabletoexaminethepast As explained in
the preceding paragraph, it is clear that granting Petersburg’s petition will only benefit
the existing city government. It will do nothing to benefit those who live in the area to be
annexed.

We believe that in its present form the petition to incorporate Petersburg as a borough
and dissolve it as a city is flawed and should be denied. We wish to make sure you
understand this is not because we are anti-government but we do not see any benefit for
us in this petition and we believe it will detract from everyone it purports to be trying to
help.

Thank you for your consideration,
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