














Memorial Park — Disrespectfulness for Veterans

Along the linesof tt  in  ned, | think that choosing to develop housing so close to the veterans’ site is disgracing the
veterans. When they decided to be buried there, they believed that they would be at peace for the rest of time, in a
quiet, wooded location, not have their space sold off to the highest bidder.

We appreciate you time and consideration of our comments. Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or
comments.

Thanks again,
/s/ Bill Raften

/s/ Tomoka Raften
Bill and Tomoka Raften






To: Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly
From: Peter E. McKay

Subject: Public Comments regarding KPB Planning Proposed Classification of Parcel ID No.
013-028-11 and 013-028-12

Date: 2/25/19

Assembly members,

The Kenai Peninsula Borough (KPB) Planning Department has proposed changing the
Classification of several Parcels.

| am writing to ask the Assembly members to reject the proposed Classification change for KPB
Parcel ID No’s 013-028-11 and 013-028-12. The KPB proposes to change these parcels from
“Undesignated” to “Rural”. This Classification change is the first step towards toward disposal
or lease of the property and development of the Parcels.

My objection to this classification change is based on the incomplete responses from the KPB
Planning Department to the list of 37 issues and concerns that | submitted. In my opinion —the
Parcels should remain “Undesignated” until the issues and concerns are adequately addressed.

My list of many concerns was submitted electronically to the Planning Department on February
3, 2019 and were printed and available as part of the Planning Commission Desk Packet for the
February 4, 2019 KPB Planning Commission Public Hearing.

The minutes of the February 4 Planning Commission meeting indicate that several of the 37
issues and concerns were discussed - in a general manner. Mr. Mueller of the KPB Planning
Department did state that “the questions were all good ones that are often asked in land
management”.

| am particularly concerned that the Planning Commission did not address my concerns about
power and road access to the Parcels and the potential impact to my neighborhood. Discussion
with the KPB Planning staff indicate that KPB may be involved in additional surveying and land
study this summer and may be the developer of these parcels. This may include resolution of
the ROW and access issues. Now is the time to detail a development plan for the land use —
prior to classification.

In addition, the Department / Agency Comments were not addressed. The Alaska Department
of Fish and Game commented that public access to an existing trail that bisects the two Parcels
should be preserved. |did not find any record of discussion of this in the Commission meeting
minutes.



Ultimately the Planning Commission did not follow my recommendation to take no action on
these two Parcels —and the Planning Commission voted on February 4, to recommend the
Classification change to the Assembly.

This matter is now before the KPB Assembly for a vote.

In my opinion these parcels are not ready to be re-classified at this time. There are many issues
that need to be resolved first. The development of these parcels should proceed in a thorough
and measured manner.

| ask the members of the KPB Assembly to please reject the proposed Classification change for
KPB Parcel ID No’s 013-028-11 and 013-028-12 at this time.

Respectfully
Peter McKay
55441 Chinook Rd
Kenai, AK 99611

(907) 776-5745



To: Kenai Peninsula Land Management
Planning Department
144 N. Binkley St.
Soldotna, AK 99669
From: Peter McKay
55441 Chinook Rd
Kenai, AK 99611
Date: February 3, 2019
Subject: Public Comments on proposed re-classification of KPB Parcels No. 013-020-11
and 013-020-12.

I am writing to comment on proposed re-classification of KPB Parcels No. 013-020-11 and 013-
020-12.

This matter is scheduled for discussion before the KPB Planning Commission on Monday
February 4.

| live in this area - within a 1/2 mile of Parcel No. 013-020-11.

| do not have a problem with the current classification of the two parcels - Undesignated.

For me - Undesignated means that the lots will not be developed and the KPB will keep these
lots in the bank for the future.

This move to reclassify the two parcels is the first step toward development of the parcels.
This step is one that permits public input and allows public questions.

Here are some of my questions.

Why is this land being reclassified at this time?

Who initiated this proposal?

What is the purpose of the reclassification?

Is disposal (sale) of the parcels planned?

If so, what is the time frame for disposal?

Will the properties be sold by public auction?

Will the parcels/lots be offered by lottery?

Will the parcels/lots be offered by sealed bid?

What future development is proposed for the property?

. Why is the proposed reclassification (only) "rural?"

. Has the Borough considered the classification "Residential?"

. Has the Borough considered the classification "Institutional?" This could limit the
parcels use to a summer camp use or other institutional entity.

. Has the Borough considered the classification "Preservation?" This would preserve the
area for waterfowl, beavers, bears and other wildlife that currently life in and use the
parcels. This could be applied to parts of the parcel(s).

14. Have any critical fish and wildlife habitat been identified in the parcels? Bear

dens? Eagle nests, beaver lodges etc.

15. Has the Borough considered using multiple classifications? For example, some

section(s) of the parcels could be rural, some preservation, resource etc.
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16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

Will these parcels be surveyed, subdivided by the borough and then offered to the
public?

Will the development of the subdivisions be done by the Borough, or will these be
private developments?

What sized parcels are under consideration?

In the Borough G4 information packet on page 210, the Finding of Facts No. 7 -
classification of soils the findings indicate that soils would be "very limited for septic
tank absorption" and "limited for dwelling sites". | do not agree with these soil
classifications and the assumption that these would not make good dwelling sites. It is
my experience that the underlying sand/gravel below the surface soil provides
outstanding drainage in many locations in these parcels. | recommend the Borough
perform several more soil samples prior to the determination that the soil is largely
limited for septic tank absorption/drainage and largely unsuited for dwelling sites.

| request the Borough please present to the public the financial calculations for the
many possible land disposal strategies. This would include options to include no
classification change or development at this time, development and disposal of the
parcels in one sale, two parcels etc. all the way down to disposal of individual assorted
size lots from 1-3-5 acres. This would include evaluation of the potential revenue of the
disposal by private sale, public outcry auction, sealed bid, lottery etc. This would
include the financial effects of the various parcel classifications. If possible - the effects
of future property tax income to the Borough from the various disposal scenarios should
be considered.

Has the Borough performed archeological surveys of the subject parcels to ensure that
native remains, and cultural resources are not present or impacted?

Does the Borough propose public access to Suneva Lake?

Would non-lake front lots in the subdivision(s) have access to Suneva Lake?

Would the lots on the lake be suitable for float planes?

Would there be zoning issues for float planes if the classifications were "Residential?”,
“Rural?", "Preservation?"

Please clarify what the Borough means by the statement: "50-foot-wide public
easement along the shoreline of Suneva Lake." (as found on Page 4 of the mailer).
Would property rights of land owners extend to the lake (waterline)?

Would structures (docks etc.) in the lake be permitted?

Would there be zoning issues for docks if the classifications were "Residential?”,
“Rural?", "Preservation?"

Would there be watercraft permitted in the lake?

Would there be zoning issues for watercraft if the classifications were "Residential?”,
“Rural?", "Preservation?"

The information packet indicates that power and road access to at least one of the
parcels is planned via Sockeye Ave. This potentially could increase traffic in my
neighborhood. | have many concerns about how this component of development will
be managed.

Has the borough evaluated the suitability of Kishka Rd and Sockeye Ave for this
increased traffic?



34. Will the Borough make improvements to these existing roadways and/or subdivision
access roads?

35. Will the Borough provide road maintenance to existing roads and/or subdivision access
roads?

36. Does the Borough plan a capitol project to install an engineered dam at the North end of
Suneva Lake? A breech of the (home-made) dam at the North end of Suneva Lake could
cause lakefront properties to lose their lake.

37. Will road installations or other parts of development require crossing or disturbing any
waters that may require permit(s) from the Army Corps of Engineers?

In my opinion these parcels are not ready to be re-classified at this time. There are many issues
that need to be resolved first.

The development plans for these parcels needs to be more fully detailed before reclassification
and then disposal is approved by the Planning Commission.

Respectfully
Pete

Peter McKay
55441 Chinook Rd
Kenai, AK 99611



