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4. Preserving The Status Quo

When asked what form of governance residents preferred, a full 62 percent of respondents to the opinion survey said that they preferred the status quo.  As it was worded in the survey, the respondents indicated that “the best choice for the future” was to “stay as it is – part of unincorporated King County.”  Of the remainder, 22 percent favored annexation, and 12 percent favored incorporation.  While these responses shed light on current attitudes, they also raise some important questions.  First among these questions may be: “Is the status quo a viable, long-term option?”

Is preserving the status quo really an option?

The answer to this question depends upon what one means when one says, “I want to preserve the status quo.”  If one means, simply, “I want to remain part of unincorporated King County.” – then that is entirely possible.  While State and county policies encourage unincorporated urban areas to pursue incorporated status, under current law it is not possible to force a community to either incorporate or annex to a neighboring city.

If, on the other hand, one thinks of preserving the status quo as, “I want Petrovitsky to remain unincorporated, and I want to continue receiving the same levels of public services.” – then maintaining the status quo becomes less certain.

As directed by Growth Management Act statutes, King County is now encouraging all unincorporated areas within the Urban Growth Boundary to pursue incorporated status.   Areas that generate large amounts of revenue relative to their costs-to-serve are the most attractive areas for annexation or incorporation.  As these areas with the best “balance sheets” are subtracted from King County’s revenue and cost pools, one would expect the resources available to the County for provision of local services to remaining unincorporated areas to come under pressure.

Ultimately, of course, one must view the County’s balance sheet as a whole.  Revenues lost because of annexations or incorporations may or may not be counterbalanced by increased revenues from other sources.  Likewise, changes in the set of public services the County provides may or may not mean a change in relative expenditures for local services.  When thinking about their options for future local governance, however, residents of urban unincorporated King County should continue to bear in mind the changes the County is experiencing as a result of the Growth Management Act.

This report does not include an extensive analysis of the effects of maintaining the status quo in Petrovitsky.  Instead, it focuses on the two options for the area to achieve incorporated status: incorporation as a new city and annexation to an existing city.
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