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From one reader: “How DARE you publish a full page ad oppos-
ing the TLA proposed increase in the annual assessment without any 
information about who or what individual or group paid for this out-
rageous piece of crap. Scott Lauretti, you should be ashamed.”

From another: “Why would The Skinnie accept an anonymous ad, 
particularly one that is both misleading and false? I thought The Skin-
nie was a responsible business neighbor of Skidaway Island. Appar-
ently not. Revenue the only consideration, after all these years? And 
at a particularly critical moment in the Landings history! Shame on 
you. You should release the name of this individual in the next issue, 
print an apology, address the issues highlighted in the TLA’s response 
and commit to never accepting an anonymous ad going forward. Or 
simply shut down your magazine.”

And one more: “I am very disturbed that you ran a full page ad 
(against the Landings Association Assessment Proposal) and did not 
identify who was running the ad! The ad says “Don’t be blind...” and 
yet we are blind to who has paid for this ad. Despicable!” 

Does anybody, besides me, find it ironic that, when we offered to 
print each of the letters above, the writers – who strenuously protest 
“anonymous advertising” – declined to share their names with you? 

Here is the true story beside a single purchased advertisement (deal-
ing with an HOA proposed assessment) that ran in our magazine:

 
I wasn’t even aware of the ad until after publication. Maybe it’s a 

process flaw, but because I have other responsibilities, both commer-
cially and in service to the community, I review and edit produced 
content, not ad copy. We create (we think) a professional magazine 
every two weeks, with only one full-time staffer. Sometimes, we re-
ceive digital files for ads seconds before our printer deadline. It’s not 
feasible for me to “fact check” ads. I do, however, strive to maintain 
a superior level of editorial integrity and quality with the material we 
produce. Do you demand shame and eternal remorse for the head of 
your favorite TV network because your SHAMWOW didn’t prove to 
be the most absorbent wipe in the history of mankind? 

We welcome any and all advertisers, if they operate within the con-
fines of governing law. We have never – to my knowledge – censored 
an advertiser in 17 years. Advertising revenue is our survival suit; we 
have no other form of economic sustenance. Speaking of economics, 
we have paid more than $5 million to vendors and employees and 

service providers since we started doing our work, and we have never 
asked for a penny from a reader, nor demanded that anyone pay at-
tention to anything we say. Presumably, our advertisers have benefited 
from their presence in our pages, and their business successes gener-
ate a financial multiplier effect that uplifts the community at large. 
We have featured and promoted your favorite organizations, projects 
and fundraisers, with both editorial attention and access to our Island 
Hopping section, all free of charge.   

Personally, I have EXACTLY ZERO agenda or opinion about the 
issue that was addressed in the contentious ad. One reader says, “The 
manager of the magazine is leading a crusade…” In fact, our gen-
eral manager, Chuck Hendrix, with whom I have worked on every-
thing from farm equipment to fancy espresso machines to financial 
spreadsheets for 17 years, and whom I trust – literally – with my life, 
lives in Richmond Hill and wouldn’t know the difference between the 
aforementioned assessment and his elbow, also has EXACTLY ZERO 
agenda or opinion on the matter, just like me. 

As to the opinions expressed by the authors of the lighting-rod ad: 
If the claims are absurd, specious or representative of unsupportable 
points of view, won’t opposing truth or wisdom win the day? It’s flat-
tering to imagine that an appearance in our pages is such a powerful 
force that the natural order of things will shift, but it’s probably hy-
perbole, too.     

Among the following pages, you’ll find letters – written by readers 
with the fortitude to sign their names to claim their opinions – that 
address the proposed assessment (which is germane to some of our 
readers and completely irrelevant to others who don’t have access be-
hind the gates), and other issues. We haven’t now, nor will we, turn 
a letter-writer away, so long as his or her submission refrains from ad 
hominem attacks (unless you want to attack me, which I am likely to 
print). We are pleased to see a range of articulated perspectives; such 
variety is consistent with our philosophical predisposition for con-
structive dialogue and open exchange.

You’re welcome to portray me or us as villainous in this. All I can at-
test to is what is in my heart. And that is to entertain and connect and 
support our shared communities. We shine light on your neighbors…
real people – military veterans, kids, pets, difference-makers, interest-
ing characters. We actively seek your story ideas. And, I’m sorry, but 
I don’t feel the afore-mandated shame, as I’m comfortable with the 
continued effort we dedicate to doing quality work. 

As always, thank you for reading. Enjoy.

upfront

Letters to the editor

FIERY CONCERNS
Chatham Emergency Services (CES) is 

the independent, non-profit, lone provider 
of fire and emergency services to the unin-
corporated areas of Chatham County. In past 
years the rates for subscribers who opt for this 
valuable service were based on self-appraisals 
of properties, using the CES billing method 
of a “15-tiered value approach.” In Novem-
ber of 2019, CES changed to a rate system 
using property values provided by the Cha-
tham County Board of Assessors. In itself, 
this was a good decision, as some subscribers 
could have undervalued their properties, to 
result in a lower premium. However, the mill 
rate selected by CES resulted in rate increases 
in excess of 23 percent for every subscriber I 
contacted.

Georgia Power is regulated by the Georgia 
Public Service Commission. There is no regu-
latory agency charged with oversight of CES. 
They only have a board of directors, selected 
internally, with subscribers able to vote for 
the nominees or withhold a vote prior to the 
annual meeting. 

Savannah’s local media reporting, around 
November of 2019, suggested that CES an-
ticipated an increase in rate increase for that 
month of 11 percent. For an average of 11 
percent, thousands of homes would have had 
to have experienced increases less than 11 
percent to offset the 23-27 percent increases 
on homes in the Skidaway division. Accord-
ing to some reports, some property owners, as 
of November of 2019, were being charged as 
little as $25 for their annual service. The min-
imum annual rate for a residential property 
valued above $160,000 is $125.

Consider a house valued at $350,000 on 
a $100,000 lot. In 2019, the subscription fee 
was $404. Under the new millage rate calcu-
lation, at 3.2 mills for the home’s assessed val-
ue of $140,000, the subscription rate is now 
$498, or a 23.3 percent increase. 

The impact of these rate increases was not 
immediately felt throughout the community 
since bills are sent out annually in the month 
that subscribers purchased their property. No 
media coverage mentioned a rate increase in 
excess of 23 percent. I asked CES officials 
about the increase. One board member told 
me that he believed, from internal discus-

sions, that rate increases were likely to be in 
the 25-30 percent range. 

I have not been able to determine the ra-
tionale for the choice of a mill rate of .5 for 
land and 3.2 for buildings. I have not been 
able to access the CES budget or financial re-
sults. To my knowledge, there is no budget 
available for subscribers to see, nor is there 
documentation provided to subscribers to 
justify such an increase, even if it was based 
on prior year shortfalls or projected increases 
in expenses. Furthermore, the CES annual 
newsletter distributed in August mentions 
the receipt of several state and federal grants. 
I cannot determine if these funds help subsi-
dize newly increased rates. 

Granted, CES (to include EMS) provides 
valuable services for which we must pay, but I 
am troubled by the difference between the 11 
percent figure reported in November of 2019 
and the higher increases I have observed for 
Skidaway properties. I would like to see a 
detailed accounting of actual rate increases. 
I and, presumably, other subscribers were, 
at best, blindsided by a major increase of as 
much as 23 to 27 percent. 

Bruce La Vigne

Ed. Note: An open letter from CES to sub-
scribers announcing and explaining the impetus 
for rate change calculations is available at the 
organization’s website, chathames.org.

WHODUNNIT? 
I just read The Skinnie of September 4, 

2020. I am very upset at the publication of 
a full page ad encouraging residents of The 
Landings to vote no on the TLA assessment. 
I don’t have a problem with someone placing 
the ad even though I support the assessment. 
What I have a problem with is the fact that 
there is no indication anywhere of who or 
what group paid to have the ad run in your 
publication. This is not a letter to the editor 
but an ad. This issue has become contentious 
and quite mean spirited. I am disappoint-
ed that you did not require the person who 
placed the ad to indicate who or what group 
paid for it. Thank you. 

Pat JamesTo contact The Skinnie with your ideas, responses, letters and more, email us at mail@theskinnie.com
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