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Melissa Henshaw

From: Southeast Conference <arielle@seconference.ccsend.com> on behalf of Southeast Conference 
<info@seconference.org>

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 12:30 PM
To: Steven Eisenbeisz (Assembly)
Subject: SEC Annual Meeting -It's a Wrap!

 

 

2020 Annual Meeting - It's a Wrap! 
 

 

 

Despite the unconventional format, the numbers point to a 
huge success for this year's Annual Meeting! 

 
 

 

244 Registrants  
 
41 Phenomenal 
Panelists and Presenters  
 
18 Incredible Sponsors  
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2 New SEC Board 
Members  
 
$12,000 raised for the 
UAS Scholarship + $50 
per tie received at the 
SEC office  
(pledged by Senator Kiehl. 
Thank you Senator!)  

 

Thank you to all who registered, the SEC membership, Annual Meeting Sponsors, and 
Panelists and Speakers! Together, we will stay strong and come through this difficult 
economic season. 

 

Access Annual Meeting Video Recordings and Presenter Materials 

  

 

  

  

 

  

Southeast Alaska By The Numbers 
 

Our own incredible Meilani Schjivens with 
Rain Coast Data has released Southeast 
Alaska By the Numbers 2020. 
 
In addition to providing an overview of long-
term trend analysis, Southeast Alaska by the 
Numbers also provides the most up to date 
2020 indicator data. In many ways 2019 
should have marked the region’s return to a 
more prosperous and growing economy. Total 
jobs were up, along with overall wages. 
Tourism, seafood, mining, and health care 
jobs were all up, and timber jobs were up by 
10%. Nearly every community in the region 
posted job gains. The number of school 
children in the region increased for just the 3rd 
time in 23 years. The number of cruise ship 
passengers that visited the region in 2019 
increased by 14% over the year before as 
1.33 million passengers sailed up the inside 
passage to spend their summer dollars across 
the region’s larger port communities. The 
continued loss of government jobs was being 
offset by increases in other sectors, allowing 
the overall regional economy to return to a 
positive trajectory. On March 13th, schools 
across Alaska were closed until further notice, 
a clear signal that the COVID-19 epidemic 

had arrived in Southeast. The virus would soon take the regional economy down with it. From April 
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through July the region lost nearly 7,000 jobs across every sector, but tourism was particularly 
devastated. The region has lost 17% of its jobs due to the pandemic so far, and is the most economically 
impacted area in Alaska. On top of COVID-19, Southeast Alaska is currently experiencing one of its worst 
fishing seasons on record. 

 

Download your copy of Southeast Alaska By the Numbers 2020 

  

 

  

  

SEC Welcomes Two New Board Members 
 

 

Zakary Kirkpatrick 
Corporate Director of Marketing & Public 
Relations Allen Marine/Alaskan Dream Cruises  
 
Kirkpatrick was born and raised in Juneau and 
developed a passion for showcasing his home 
state from a young age. Growing up in the capital 
city, he worked as a freshwater fishing guide, 
whale-watching deckhand/naturalist, and U.S. 
Forest Service Ranger at the Mendenhall Glacier. 
After graduating with a degree in Advertising from 
Brigham Young University, Zak determined 
to apply his education in the state and industry he 
loved. After six years in Sitka with Allen 
Marine/Alaskan Dream Cruises, he now serves on 
the organization's executive team as 
the Corporate Director of Marketing and Public 
Relations.   

 

 

Kaitlyn Jared 
Executive Director  
Skagway Development Corporation 
 
Mrs. Jared was born and raised in Skagway. In 
2016, she received her BA in Business 
Administration with a minor in Economics from 
UAA and an Associates in Accounting in 2018. 
Additionally, Jared has completed post-graduate 
courses in Grant Development, Maritime Port 
Management and is currently pursuing her 
Master's in Public Administration. She began 
working for the Skagway Development 
Corporation in 2018 at which time she became 
involved with Southeast Conference. As the 
Executive Director, she supports economic and 
community development in Skagway by pursuing 
the goals outlined in Skagway’s 2020 
Comprehensive plan.  

 

Upcoming Committee Meetings 
 

Be Part of the Solution! 
Stay informed and weigh-in on the issues facing the industries that matter the most to you! Join the 
conversation at the next Southeast Conference Committee meeting! All meetings take place via Zoom. 
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October 
 

Visitor's Industry - October 14
 

Transportation - October 21 
 

Energy - October 28 
 

November 
 

Timber - November 4 
 

Mining - TBD 
 

 

 

View the entire 
Upcoming Committee 

Calendar 
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Southeast Conference | PO Box 21989, 612 W. Willoughby Avenue, Suite B, Juneau, AK 99802-1989  
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Unsubscribe assemblyeisenbeisz@cityofsitka.org 

Update Profile | About our service provider  

Sent by info@seconference.org powered by  
 

 
Try email marketing for free today!  
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Melissa Henshaw

From: /inda %ehnNen <alfafishaN@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, -une 1�, 2020 1:23 PM
To: Steven Eisenbeisz (Assembly)� 5ichard Wein (Assembly)� .evin .no[ (Assembly)� Thor Christianson� 

*ary Pa[ton (Assembly)� assemblymoser@cityofsitNa.org
Subject: CA5ES Act distribution
$ttachments: 6-1�-20 SitNaB1onprofitBmemoBtoBAssembly copy.pdf

�ĞĂƌ DĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ͕ 
 
/ Ăŵ ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ Ɛ/ƚŬĂ ůĞŐĂĐǇ 
ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͘  / ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĂĚ ŚŽĐ ŐƌŽƵƉ ƚŚĂƚ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŵĞŵŽ ĂŶĚ ĨƵůůǇ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚƐ͘  �ƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐ 
ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƌĞůŝĞĨ ĨƵŶĚƐ ĂƌĞ ĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇ ĂůůŽĐĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŝƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ďŽƚŚ 
ƐŚŽƌƚ ĂŶĚ ůŽŶŐƚĞƌŵ͘ 
 
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵͲ 
 
 
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
 
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
 
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
 
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
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To: City and Borough of Sitka Assembly 

From: Sitka nonprofits   

Re: Municipal CARES Act assistance to nonprofits 

Date: June 18, 2020 

 

Cc: John Leach, City Administrator 

 Sitka Municipal CARES Act funding working group 

 

We have reviewed the CARES Act funding working group notes, and are very grateful to see 

funding for nonprofits included in the draft framework for distribution of municipal funds. We 

appreciate the Assembly’s recognition of the importance of the services our organizations 

provide, and we concur with the need to design a program that will get CARES Act funds into 

the community quickly and with minimal burdens on both City staff and nonprofits. We are 

writing to provide suggestions on final program design. Specifically, we recommend:  

 

• With respect to the purpose of the assistance, we believe that nonprofit grants should 
be designed to maximize benefits to the community.  

 

• To allow for a different process and criteria for nonprofit and businesses grants, we 

recommend that the City create a discrete allocation for nonprofit organizations rather 

one pool of funds to assist both nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses. We 

suggest allocation of $2 million to nonprofits out of the $5 million recommended by the 

working group in Category 2.  

 

• With respect to guidelines for amount of assistance to nonprofits, rather than awarding 

grants based on size of organization, we recommend consideration of some or all of the 

following criteria to take benefit to the community into account: 

 

o Employment, as measured by number of full-time employees and total payroll 

divided by number of employees for last complete fiscal year. 

o Constituencies served, with higher priority/more funding available for 

organizations that serve low income households, youth, elders, persons with 

disabilities and Sitkans who have experienced trauma  

o Services provided, with higher priority/more funding available for organizations 

that meet basic and essential needs, including but not limited to food, housing, 

health, safety and social services, childcare and summer or after school activities 

for youth 

o Economic activity generated, as measured by % of revenues from sources of 

funding outside of Sitka (e.g., grants, contracts, donors from outside town, 

earned income from tourism, etc.) 
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o Community relationships, as evidenced by providing programs or services in 

partnership with public entities (e.g., school district, Park Service, Forest Service, 

UAS), other nonprofits, or businesses in Sitka. 

o Viability, which could be addressed by asking and yes/no question about 

whether organizations have a financial and operational plan to sustain programs 

and services for the next 12 months 

o Track record, which could be addressed by asking for number of years in 

operation and whether organizations have a five-year history of clean audits (if 

audits are required based on size of the organization or its programs) 

• With respect to eligibility, we do not recommend categorically excluding organizations 

with any past due liability to the City incurred after the pandemic began. We also 

recommend that the City require that nonprofits have been in existence for at least 12 

months, be current with filing IRS Form 990 (if required) to be eligible, have written 

bylaws, and at least 75% of its board seats currently filled.   

 

• With respect to process, we fully understand and concur with the need to get CARES Act 

funding out quickly while minimizing the administrative burden on City staff and 

nonprofits. To that end, we recommend that the City delegate the application process 

and grant recommendations to one of Sitka’s grantmaking organizations, or a 

committee of grantmakers, all of which would be ineligible to apply for funds. This 

entity would solicit and review applications in accordance with the criteria outlined 

above and make recommendations to the Assembly on funding within the total amount 

of CARES Act funds allocated to nonprofits.  We believe that a structure and process 

could be established that would result in recommendations to the City prior to August 1.  
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Thursday, August 6, 2020 �:2� AM
To: /inda %ehnNen
&c: Assembly� WilloZ Moore� Camille )erguson� Stephen 5hoads� Tim 5yan� Chandler O'Connell� +ahlen 

%arNhau� 'an )alvey
Subject: 5e: SitNa Seafood 'istribution

>ŝŶĚĂ͕ Ğƚ Ăů͕ ŐƌĞĂƚ ǁŽƌŬ ŽŶ Ă ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ŝƐƐƵĞ͕  ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ĨŽŽĚ ƚŽ ƚŚŽƐĞ ǁŚŽ ŶĞĞĚ ŝƚ͘ 'ŽĚ ďůĞƐƐ͘ WĂǆ  

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
 

KŶ �ƵŐ ϱ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϰ͗ϱϴ WD͕ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

 �ĞĂƌ DĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ͕ 
 
/ ǁĂƐ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚĞĚ ǇĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ ďǇ �ĂŵŝůůĞ &ĞƌŐƵƐŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ dƌŝďĞ͕ ǁŚŽ ůĞƚ ŵĞ ŬŶŽǁ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƚĂƐŬĞĚ 
ŚĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝŶŐ Ă ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ŶĞĞĚ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ͘  �ĨƚĞƌ ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚĞƌ / ƌĞĂůŝǌĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ 
ŵƵƐƚ ŶŽƚ ďĞ ĂǁĂƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŚĂƚ ALFA͕ in collaďoration ǁith ^eaĨooĚ 
WroĚƵcers �ooƉeratiǀe͕  ^itka ^oƵnĚ ^eaĨooĚ͕ the Alaska ^Ƶstainaďle Fisheries drƵst͕ anĚ ^itka DƵtƵal 
AiĚ ůĂƵŶĐŚĞĚ ŝŶ ůĂƚĞ DĂƌĐŚ͘  WůĞĂƐĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŵĂŝů ĂŶ ƵƉĚĂƚĞ͘ 
 
ϭͿ ^ŝŶĐĞ ůĂƚĞ DĂƌĐŚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĨŝůůĞƚƐ ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĂŶĚ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ 
ƐĞůĨͲŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ DƵƚƵĂů �ŝĚ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ĂƐ ͞ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ͘͟  dŚĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĚŽŶĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ͕ 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ^W� ĂŶĚ ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ŽƵŶĚ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ĨŽƌ ĨƌĞĞ Žƌ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŝŶŝŵĂů ĐŽƐƚ ŽĨ Ψϭ ƉĞƌ ƉŽƵŶĚ͕ ĂŶĚ 
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚ t��<>z ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĚŽŽƌ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ͘ �ĂĐŚ ǁĞĞŬ͕  Ğǆtra Ĩish has ďeen ĚeliǀereĚ to ^itka 
ĨooĚ ƉantriesͶ^itka driďe oĨ Alaska͕ ^alǀation ArmǇ͕ or the ^itka ^AFs shelter͘  tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ 
ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ĚŽŶŽƌƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ >ĞŐĂĐǇ &ƵŶĚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŚŝƐ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞŵĂŝŶĚĞƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǇĞĂƌ ĂŶĚ ďĞůŝĞǀĞ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ŶĞĞĚ͘  
 
ϮͿ tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚ ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ ŽĨ ϭ͕ϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĨŝůůĞƚƐ ĚŽŶĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ Žƌ E^Z�� ĂŶĚ 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ŽƵŶĚ Žƌ ^W� ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĞƌ ůƵŶĐŚ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ĂůƐŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ^ŝƚŬĂ DƵƚƵĂů �ŝĚ͘  dŚĂƚ 
ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ƌŽĐŬĨŝƐŚ ĂŶĚ ŬŝŶŐ ƐĂůŵŽŶ͖ ůĂƚĞƌ ƚŚŝƐ ŵŽŶƚŚ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ĂůƐŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƐĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ ĂŶĚ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů 
ƐĂůŵŽŶ ĨŝůůĞƚƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĞƌ ůƵŶĐŚ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘  dŚŝƐ ƐĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ ǁĂƐ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŐƌĂŶƚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽŶͲ
^ŝƚŬĂ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͘ 
 
ϯͿ tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ϰϬ͕ϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƐĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ ĂŶĚ ůŝŶŐ ĐŽĚ ĨŝůůĞƚƐ ĨŽƌ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ 
ŝŶ ƚŚĞ WĂĐŝĨŝĐ EŽƌƚŚǁĞƐƚ͘  tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ ƚĂƌŐĞƚĞĚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ŽĨ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ ŝƐ ƐŽůĚ ƚŽ 
ƌĞƐƚĂƵƌĂŶƚƐ ƚŽ ŚĞůƉ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝĐĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ ĐĂŶ ĂĨĨŽƌĚ ƚŽ ƉĂǇ ƚŽ ůŽĐĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ͘  tĞ ŚĂǀĞ 
ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĂŶ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ϰϬ͕ϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ůŝŶŐ ĐŽĚ ĂŶĚ ƐĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ ĨŝůůĞƚƐ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ 
ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ ;ĂƐ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ĂďŽǀĞͿ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůŽǁĞƌ ϰϴ͘  dŚĞƐĞ ƚǁŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĨƵŶĚĞĚ ďǇ Ă ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ 
ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͘ dŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĨŝƐŚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŽǁĞƌ ϰϴ ƚĂƌŐĞƚĞĚ �ŽůƵŵďŝĂ ZŝǀĞƌ dƌŝďĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁĂƐ 
ĐŽƵƉůĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ůŽĐĂůůǇ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ŶĞĞĚ ǁŚŝůĞ ƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘  ^ŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ǁĂƐ ĐŽŽŬĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƐĞƌǀĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ Ă ĨŽŽĚ ĐĂƌƚ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ǁĂƐ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ ŝŶ ďŽǆĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ůŽĐĂů 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞ͘ 
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ϰͿ dŽĚĂǇ ǁĞ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ŽĨ ϰϱ͕ϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ �ƌŝƐƚŽů �ĂǇ ǁŚŽůĞ ƐŽĐŬĞǇĞ ĨƌŽŵ Ă ^ŝƚŬĂ ďĂƐĞĚ 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ͶEŽƌƚŚůŝŶĞ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐͶ ĨŽƌ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ ŝŶ �ŚŝŐŶŝŬ �ůĂƐŬĂ ĂŶĚ ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ 
ƐŵĂůů ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘  ^ŽĐŬĞǇĞ ƌƵŶƐ ůĂƌŐĞůǇ ĨĂŝůĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ůŽĐĂůƐ ŚĂůƚĞĚ 
ĞǀĞŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐƵďƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ŚĂƌǀĞƐƚ͘  dŚŝƐ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ǁĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ďǇ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ͘ 
 
ϱͿ &ŝŶĂůůǇ͕ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ŽŶĞ ŵŽƌĞ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů ŐƌĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ ŵŽƌĞ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ 
ŽĨ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ͕ ůŝŬĞůǇ ƐĂůŵŽŶ͕ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ŶĞĞĚ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĂŶĚ �ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͘ 
 
dŽ ƐƵŵŵĂƌŝǌĞͲ  �>&� ĂŶĚ ŽƵƌ ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĞ �ůĂƐŬĂ ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ &ŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ dƌƵƐƚ ŚĂǀĞ ŵĞƚ ŶĞĞĚ 
ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ ǁŝƚŚ ďŽƚŚ ĚŽŶĂƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ďǇ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ůŽĐĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ůŽĐĂů ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ 
ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĚŽŶĂƚĞĚ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǇĞĂƌ͘  tĞ 
ǁŽƵůĚ ŚĂƉƉŝůǇ ĞǆƉĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŽ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ Ă ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ŝĨ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ŝƐ 
ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĨƌŽŵ ůŽĐĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ůŽĐĂů ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ͘ tĞ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ 
ƚŚĞ ŐƌĂƐƐƌŽŽƚƐ͕ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ ŝƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŐƌĞĂƚĞƐƚ 
ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ůĞĂƐƚ ŵŽŶĞǇ ƐƉĞŶƚ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͘  /ƚ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇ ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͖ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ 
ĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ͕ ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐ ĨŽƌ ΨϮ͘ϱϰ ƉĞƌ ƉŽƵŶĚ ŽĨ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ͘ tĞ ŚĂǀĞ 
ĂůƐŽ ƐĞĐƵƌĞĚ ŽŶĞ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ĚŽůůĂƌƐ ŽĨ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ͕ ƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇ ĨƌŽŵ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ Ăůů ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ͕ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ ĂŶĚ ŵĞĞƚ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ŶĞĞĚ ŝŶ 
�ůĂƐŬĂ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ WĂĐŝĨŝĐ EŽƌƚŚǁĞƐƚ͘ /Ŷ ƌŽƵŶĚ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ͕ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ŚĂǀĞ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ Žƌ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ ŽĨ 
ϯϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƚŽ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ͘   
 
tĞ ŚŽƉĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĂŶǇ ƐƚĞƉƐ ǇŽƵ ƚĂŬĞ ƚŽ ĨƵŶĚ Ă ^ŝƚŬĂ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ͕ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ 
ĚƵƉůŝĐĂƚĞƐ͕ ŽƵƌ ǁŽƌŬ͘ 
 
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŽ ƌĞĂĚ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ŽŶ ŽƵƌ ǁŽƌŬ͘  / ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŚĂƉƉǇ ƚŽ ĂŶƐǁĞƌ ĂŶǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ 
ǇŽƵ ŵŝŐŚƚ ŚĂǀĞ͘ 
 
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
 
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
 
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
 
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
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To: City and Borough of Sitka Assembly 

From: Sitka nonprofits   

Re: Municipal CARES Act assistance to nonprofits 

Date: June 18, 2020 

 

Cc: John Leach, City Administrator 

 Sitka Municipal CARES Act funding working group 

 

We have reviewed the CARES Act funding working group notes, and are very grateful to see 

funding for nonprofits included in the draft framework for distribution of municipal funds. We 

appreciate the Assembly’s recognition of the importance of the services our organizations 

provide, and we concur with the need to design a program that will get CARES Act funds into 

the community quickly and with minimal burdens on both City staff and nonprofits. We are 

writing to provide suggestions on final program design. Specifically, we recommend:  

 

• With respect to the purpose of the assistance, we believe that nonprofit grants should 
be designed to maximize benefits to the community.  

 

• To allow for a different process and criteria for nonprofit and businesses grants, we 

recommend that the City create a discrete allocation for nonprofit organizations rather 

one pool of funds to assist both nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses. We 

suggest allocation of $2 million to nonprofits out of the $5 million recommended by the 

working group in Category 2.  

 

• With respect to guidelines for amount of assistance to nonprofits, rather than awarding 

grants based on size of organization, we recommend consideration of some or all of the 

following criteria to take benefit to the community into account: 

 

o Employment, as measured by number of full-time employees and total payroll 

divided by number of employees for last complete fiscal year. 

o Constituencies served, with higher priority/more funding available for 

organizations that serve low income households, youth, elders, persons with 

disabilities and Sitkans who have experienced trauma  

o Services provided, with higher priority/more funding available for organizations 

that meet basic and essential needs, including but not limited to food, housing, 

health, safety and social services, childcare and summer or after school activities 

for youth 

o Economic activity generated, as measured by % of revenues from sources of 

funding outside of Sitka (e.g., grants, contracts, donors from outside town, 

earned income from tourism, etc.) 
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o Community relationships, as evidenced by providing programs or services in 

partnership with public entities (e.g., school district, Park Service, Forest Service, 

UAS), other nonprofits, or businesses in Sitka. 

o Viability, which could be addressed by asking and yes/no question about 

whether organizations have a financial and operational plan to sustain programs 

and services for the next 12 months 

o Track record, which could be addressed by asking for number of years in 

operation and whether organizations have a five-year history of clean audits (if 

audits are required based on size of the organization or its programs) 

• With respect to eligibility, we do not recommend categorically excluding organizations 

with any past due liability to the City incurred after the pandemic began. We also 

recommend that the City require that nonprofits have been in existence for at least 12 

months, be current with filing IRS Form 990 (if required) to be eligible, have written 

bylaws, and at least 75% of its board seats currently filled.   

 

• With respect to process, we fully understand and concur with the need to get CARES Act 

funding out quickly while minimizing the administrative burden on City staff and 

nonprofits. To that end, we recommend that the City delegate the application process 

and grant recommendations to one of Sitka’s grantmaking organizations, or a 

committee of grantmakers, all of which would be ineligible to apply for funds. This 

entity would solicit and review applications in accordance with the criteria outlined 

above and make recommendations to the Assembly on funding within the total amount 

of CARES Act funds allocated to nonprofits.  We believe that a structure and process 

could be established that would result in recommendations to the City prior to August 1.  
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *arry White <garryZhite@gci.net>
Sent: Thursday, -uly 30, 2020 �:33 PM
To: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)� .evin .no[ (Assembly)� .evin Mosher (Assembly)� 5ichard Wein (Assembly)� 

Steven Eisenbeisz (Assembly)� 9alorie 1elson (Assembly)� Thor Christianson
&c: -ohn /each� -ohn P. SZeeney� Melissa +aley� Michael +armon� Amy Ainslie
Subject: SitNa Economic Profile 2020
$ttachments: Mc'oZell *roup SitNa Economic Profile 2020 )inal 5eport.pdf

,ĞůůŽ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ DĞŵďĞƌƐ͕ 
 
�ƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ŝƐ Ă ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ^��� ŚĂĚ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ DĐ�ŽǁĞůů 'ƌŽƵƉ ŽŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ͘   
 
^��� ŝƐ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŶŐ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ DĐ�ŽǁĞůů 'ƌŽƵƉ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ Ă ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ 
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ ŽĨ �ŽǀŝĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐĂůĞŶĚĂƌ ǇĞĂƌ͘ 
 
WůĞĂƐĞ ĨĞĞů ĨƌĞĞ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ ŵĞ ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͘ 
 
dŚĂŶŬ zŽƵ͕ 
 
'ĂƌƌǇ tŚŝƚĞ  
�ǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ 
^ŝƚŬĂ �ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ �ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ �ƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ;^���Ϳ 
ϯϮϵ ,ĂƌďŽƌ �ƌ͕͘ ^ƵŝƚĞ ϮϬϮ 
^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �< ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳͲϳϰϳͲϮϲϲϬ 
 
ǁǁǁ͘ƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŶĞƚ 
ǁǁǁ͘ƐĂǁŵŝůůĐŽǀĞ͘ĐŽŵ 
ǁǁǁ͘ƐŝƚŬĂŵĂƌŝŶĞ͘ĐŽŵ 
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Introduction 

This document provides a high-level overview of the latest data available on key socioeconomic indicators for 

Sitka. Many of the economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic are not yet evident in available data, which may 

have time lags of a month to more than a year. The observed or likely effects of COVID-19 are discussed where 

possible. 

The information is presented in three segments: 

• Demographics 

• Economics 

• Industry trends 

For some key indicators, data for other communities or Alaska overall are provided for context. 

Key sources of data include Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (DOLWD), Alaska 

Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), the federal Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), and various McDowell 

Group research publications. Where warranted, monetary values have been presented in both nominal and real 

(inflation-adjusted) dollars using the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Urban Alaska Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
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Summary 

COVID-19 has dramatically changed the local, state, and national economic landscape. Economic losses have 

been severe, and the path to recovery is unclear. 

As Sitka entered 2020, several underlying trends were evident in socioeconomic data: 

• Sitka’s economy is diverse, with important contributions from the seafood industry, tourism, health care, 

and “national interest” federal government, including the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and the U.S. Forest 

Service (USFS). This diversity provides a degree of economic resiliency. 

• Sitka’s economy has shown long-term stability, with employment fluctuating within a narrow band over 

the past decade. Sitka has largely been spared the losses Alaska suffered through the 2015-2018 

recession driven by the 2014 oil price collapse.  

• While employment and population have been generally flat, total and per-capita real (inflation-

adjusted) income earned by Sitka residents has been growing through at least 2018 and probably into 

2019.  

• Recent population decline is of concern. With another year of decline in 2019, Sitka has experienced 

three consecutive years of population loss. Compared to 2014, Sitka’s population has declined by a 

total of 534 residents, a 6% decrease. Based on demographic trends through 2019, Sitka’s population 

is projected to continue slowly declining, slipping to 8,300 by 2030, about 250 fewer residents than in 

2019. 

The economic shutdown in March and April resulted in sharp declines in business sales and steep employment 

cuts. By April, unemployment in Sitka reached 12.8%, triple the March rate of 4.2%. More than 500 Sitka resident 

workers filed unemployment claims in April. May and June numbers showed some improvement, with 

unemployment at 12.4% and 11.7%, respectively. (The statewide unemployment rate in June was 12.3%, while 

the national rate was 11.2%.) 

The economic damage associated with COVID-19 crosses many sectors of the economy, particularly restaurants 

and bars, hotels, retailers, and health care services. Further damage will unfold over the summer due to losses 

in the visitor industry, which could cost the Sitka economy more than $30 million in direct visitor spending.  

CARES Act funding, Payroll Protection Program (PPP) funding, Economic Impact Payments, expanded 

unemployment insurance payments, and other sources of federal funds have added (or will be adding) much 

needed cash (likely totaling more than $40 million) to local residents, businesses, and other organizations. 

However, these are temporary infusions into an economy that could take several years to fully recover. 
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Demographics 

Population 

• Sitka’s population totaled 8,532 residents in 2019, down a little less than 1% from 2018. While the 

decline was small, it was the third consecutive annual decline. Since 2014, Sitka’s population has 

dropped by a total of 534 residents, a 6% decrease. 

• Sitka’s population has been fairly steady over the last 30 years with total population cycling between 

highs of about 9,100 and lows of around 8,600. However, Sitka’s population is now at its lowest point 

since the 1980s.  

Figure 1. Sitka Population, 1991 to 2019 

 
Source: DOLWD. 

• The recent population decline in Sitka is greater than declines in other communities and in Alaska 

overall.  While Sitka’s population was down by 4.2% between 2016 and 2019, Alaska’s was down 1.2%, 

Juneau’s was down 2.2%, and Ketchikan’s was down 0.1% over the same period. 

Table 1. Population Trends in Sitka and Other Areas, 2010-2019 

Year Sitka Juneau Ketchikan Alaska 

2010 8,881 31,275 13,477 710,231 

2011 9,018 32,331 13,722 722,159 

2012 9,052 32,657 13,891 730,603 

2013 9,054 32,941 13,836 736,071 

2014 9,066 33,000 13,889 736,423 

2015 8,899 33,128 13,820 737,022 

2016 8,905 32,705 13,753 739,676 

2017 8,748 32,302 13,782 737,847 

2018 8,652 32,247 13,843 736,239 

2019 8,532 31,986 13,739 731,007 

Source: DOLWD. 
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Figure 2. Population Change (2010 = 1.00) 

 
Source: DOLWD. 

• Declining school enrollment in Sitka reflects out-migration and other demographic shifts. School 

enrollment in 2019-20 (1,251 students) was at its lowest point since peaking in 2013-14 (1,421 students). 

Enrollment is down 12% over the 2013-14 to 2019-20 period. 

Births/Deaths 

• Population change results from a combination of net migration and natural increase. Natural increase 

is the difference between the number of local deaths versus the number of births. 

o Sitka experienced a natural increase of one in 2019 with 67 births and 66 deaths. 

o The rate of Sitka’s natural increase has been trending down over the last two decades as a result 

of both decreasing birth rates and increasing death rates.  
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Figure 3. Sitka Births, Deaths, and Natural Population Change 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 

• Sitka has seen a steadily decreasing birth rate over the last 20 years. During the 2000s, Sitka’s birth rate 

averaged 13.5 births per 1,000 people. Last year Sitka had a birth rate of just 7.9.  

• Sitka’s birth rate is now one of the lowest of any region in Alaska and is 42% lower than Alaska as a 

whole. 

Figure 4. Birthrates for Alaska and Selected Communities, 2019 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 
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Figure 5. Sitka Net Migration 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 

Age and Demographics 

• Sitka’s population is getting older. The median age of a Sitka resident has grown from 38.1 to 40.1 over 

the last 10 years. This is significantly higher than the Alaska median age of 35.5 but similar to that of 

other Southeast communities. Of the 14 borough/census areas in Alaska with the highest median age, 

nine are in Southeast Alaska, led by Haines with a median age of 48.6. 

Figure 6. Sitka Population by Age Group 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 
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• Sitka’s population has three distinct age groups: 

o Children age 10 to 19: Ten years ago, there were 1,185 children aged 9 or under. Now, 10 

years later, these children are aged 10 to 19. The current number of children aged 10 to 19 is 

1,078, meaning that this cohort of children has declined by 9% over the last 10 years.  

� There are now only 906 children aged 9 and under, a 24% reduction from 10 years ago. 

This means that not only has the cohort of children currently aged 10 to 19 shrunk by 

9%, the number of children replacing them has shrunk even further.  

o Adults age 25 to 44: The number of adults aged 25 to 44 in Sitka has been consistent over the 

last 10 years, staying between about 2,420 and 2,480. The size of this group holds steady while 

there are persistent reductions in age group populations on either side. This implies that some 

of this cohort moves to Sitka at around 25 and then slowly begins leaving Sitka starting at about 

35.  

o Adults age 55 to 64: This age group represents the largest cohort in Sitka. Ten years ago, when 

these residents were age 45 to 54, they were by far the largest age group in Sitka. As they have 

aged, their population has decreased by about 9%.  

Population Projection 

• Sitka’s population is projected to decrease to 8,300 by 2030 and to 7,500 by 2045, based on the 

trajectory of current migration and natural change trends. 

• Sitka’s projected 25-year decline, at 11.7%, is greater than Juneau’s (-0.6%) and Ketchikan’s (-8.2%) and 

in sharp contrast to the statewide growth projection (+14.6%) over the next 25 years. 

• It is important to note that DOLWD population projections are not updated every year and may be 

adjusted in the future to reflect current population trends as well as economic events.  These projections 

were prepared prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Table 2. Population Projections Through 2045 

Year Sitka Juneau Ketchikan Alaska 

2019 8,532 31,986 13,739 731,007 

2020 8,609 32,242 13,620 746,582 

2025 8,489 32,554 13,561 770,392 

2030 8,312 32,640 13,418 790,777 

2035 8,092 32,531 13,186 808,367 

2040 7,829 32,240 12,919 823,771 

2045 7,530 31,783 12,607 837,806 

Total Change (%) -11.7% -0.6% -8.2% +14.6% 

Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 
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Economic Profile 

Sitka’s Economic Footprint 

There are various ways to describe the size of Sitka’s economy.  

• The Bureau of Economic Analysis measured Sitka’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2018 at $512 

million, up from $488 million in 2017. GDP is a measure of the market value of final goods and services 

produced in Sitka annually. In 2018, the private sector accounted for $367 million (72%) of Sitka’s total 

GDP. 

• BEA estimated total earnings in Sitka at $397 million in 2018, up from $377 million in 2017. Total 

earnings is a measure of wages and self-employment income for residents and non-residents working 

in Sitka.  

• Sitka residents’ personal income totaled $622 million in 2018, up from $589 million in 2017. Total 

personal income is a measure of income from all sources earned by residents of Sitka. This measure 

does not include wages earned locally by nonresidents. 

• Total gross business sales are a measure of local business activity and provides a good barometer of 

overall trajectory of the economy. According to City and Borough of Sitka data, gross sales totaled $411 

million in FY2018 and $407 million in FY2019.  
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Employment Trends  

• Sitka’s economy included an average of 4,311 wage and salary jobs in 2019, according to DOLWD data. 

This measure of employment does not include self-employed fishermen, other self-employed people, 

or active duty military. 

• Wage and salary employment in Sitka increased 1.7% (70 jobs) between 2018 and 2019. The significant 

decrease in local government employment (down 87 jobs, 12.8%) and the increase in health care jobs 

(up 82 jobs, 14.1%) are likely the result of SEARHC assuming control of Sitka Community Hospital. 

• COVID-19: While specific data is not yet available, sectors hit hardest by the COVID-19 pandemic 

include leisure & hospitality, retail trade, transportation, and health care. Additional information about 

employment impacts of COVID-19 is provided in the labor force section of this report. 

Table 1. Sitka Employment Trends, 2016-2019 

Industry 2016 2017 2018 2019 2018–19 
Change 

2018–19 
Change % 

Government Sector             

Federal Government 126 120 113 108 -5 -4.0% 

State Government 326 320 323 315 -8 -2.5% 

Local Government 681 692 679 592 -87 -12.8% 

Private Sector             

Construction 188 158 154 156 +2 +1.1% 

Manufacturing 445 495 477 547 +70 +15.7% 

Seafood Processing 363 411 393 462 +69 +19.0% 

Retail 449 449 459 448 -11 -2.4% 

Transportation 290 293 270 270 0 0.0% 

Scenic & Sightseeing 145 140 113 125 +12 +8.3% 

Financial Activities 125 119 117 116 -1 -0.8% 

Professional & Business Services 173 177 187 203 +16 +9.2% 

Educational and Health Services 664 678 688 771 +83 +12.5% 

Educational Services 83 ND 78 80 +2 +2.4% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 581 ND 609 691 +82 +14.1% 

Leisure & Hospitality 521 522 518 521 +3 +0.6% 

Accommodations 138 149 157 148 -9 -6.5% 

Restaurants and Bars 357 341 332 343 +11 +3.1% 

All Other 241 260 257 264 +7 +2.9% 

Total Employment 4,229 4,283 4,241 4,311 +70 +1.7% 

Source: QCEW, DOLWD. 
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Wage Trends 

• Wages earned in Sitka in 2019 totaled $208.7 million, up 6% from the 2018 total of $196.6 million. The 

change included a drop in government wages and an increase in private sector wages, likely related to 

change in hospital management. 

• The average monthly wage in Sitka in 2019 was $4,033 (the equivalent of $48,396 annually). The average 

was higher in the government sector ($4,734; local, state, and federal combined) than in the private 

sector ($3,818). 

• Sitka’s average monthly wage in 2019 was about 15% below the statewide average of $4,748. 

Table 4. Sitka Monthly Wage and Total Annual Wages Trends, 2014-2019 

 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total Annual Wages ($millions)      

Government $61.9 $62.6 $62.1 $61.4 $63.4 $57.7 

Private industry $137.0 $133.1 $121.7 $124.1 $133.2 $151.0 

All Sectors $199.0 $195.6 $183.7 $185.5 $196.6 $208.7 

Avg. Monthly Wages       

Government $4,382  $4,433  $4,565  $4,521  $4,739  $4,734 

Private industry $3,402 $3,274 $3,271 $3,302 $3,550 $3,818 

All Sectors $3,656 $3,572 $3,617 $3,624 $3,862 $4,033 

Source: QCEW, DOLWD.  
 

Table 5. Average Monthly Wage, Statewide and  
Selected Communities, 2019 

 Average Monthly 
Wage 

Alaska $4,748 

Anchorage $5,002 

Juneau $4,397 

Ketchikan $4,047 

Sitka $4,033 

Petersburg $3,576 

Wrangell $3,546 

Source: QCEW, ADOLWD.  
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Wage/Salary Employment and Self-Employment 

• Wage and salary employment and self-employment together accounted for 6,530 jobs in Sitka in 2018, 

according to the latest available BEA data. 

• Wage and salary employment accounted for 4,452 jobs, or 68% of all employment in Sitka in 2018. Self-

employment accounted for 2,078 jobs (32%). 

• Self-employment accounts for a larger share of jobs in Sitka (32%) than in Juneau (21%), Ketchikan 

(24%), and Alaska overall (22%); the discrepancy is likely attributable to Sitka’s high number of 

commercial fishermen.  

Figure 7. Wage and Salary Employment and Self-Employment, 2018 
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Labor Force/Unemployment 

• Sitka’s labor force averaged 4,336 workers in 2019, ranging from 3,879 in January to 5,012 in July. The 

labor force includes employed and unemployed (but seeking employment) residents. It does not 

include seasonal nonresident workers. 

• Sitka’s average annual unemployment rate had been declining steadily over the past eight years, until 

2019.  

• COVID-19: Labor force statistics provide the first measures of the economic impact of the pandemic.  

o Sitka’s unemployment rate climbed to 12.8% in April, triple the March rate of 4.2%. In April, 519 

Sitka resident workers were unemployed, out of the total resident labor force of 4,063.  In a 

typical April, approximately 170 to 190 Sitka workers are unemployed.  

o The 505 Sitkans who received unemployment insurance payments in April 2020 received a total 

of $1.31 million in benefits for the month, including the $600 per-week federal supplement. 

Figure 8. Sitka Labor Force, 2010-2019 

 
Source: DOLWD.  
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Figure 9. Unemployment Rate (%), by Area, 2010-2019 

 
Source: DOLWD.  

 
Table 6. Unemployment Rates (%), by Area, 2010-2019 

 Sitka Rest of 
Southeast Alaska 

2010 6.3 7.7 7.9 

2011 6.1 7.7 7.6 

2012 5.7 7.3 7.1 

2013 5.5 7.2 7.0 

2014 5.1 7.4 6.9 

2015 4.6 6.9 6.5 

2016 4.6 6.5 6.9 

2017 4.5 6.3 6.9 

2018 4.1 6.1 6.5 

2019 4.2  6.2  6.1  

Source: DOLWD. 
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Nonresident Workers 

• In 2018, Sitka’s workforce included 1,993 non-

Alaska residents and 318 Alaskans from 

elsewhere in the state. 

• Nonresidents are an important source of 

labor for Sitka employers. Non-Alaska 

residents accounted for 34% of the local 

workforce in 2018. Including Alaska 

residents from elsewhere in the state, 39% 

of the workforce was non-local.  

• In the private sector, nonresidents 

represented 39% of the Sitka labor force in 

2018. Those workers took home 26% of the 

private sector wages earned in Sitka. 

• Sitka is more dependent on nonresident 

workers than Ketchikan and Juneau, as 

illustrated below. 

 

Figure 11. Share of Alaska Residents in the Sitka Workforce, 2010 to 2018 
 

 
Source: DOLWD. 
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Figure 12. Share of Workers that are Local Residents 

 
Source: DOLWD. 

 

Seasonality of Employment 

Overall Seasonality  

• During the off-season months of October to March, Sitka has averaged 3,836 employees over the last 

four years. In the peak month of August, employment has averaged 5,209 over the same period, 36% 

higher than the off-season. This number does not include self-employment, such as commercial 

fishermen, or active duty military.  

Figure 13. Sitka Employment by Month  
(Averages for Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 
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Seasonality by Sector 

For the following analysis, Sitka employment is broken into four categories: 

• Seafood processing employment 

• Seasonal tourism-dependent employment 

• Moderately seasonal tourism-influenced employment 

• Non-seasonal employment.  

SEAFOOD PROCESSING EMPLOYMENT 

• Seafood processing is Sitka’s most seasonal sector, peaking at more than 900 employees during the 

summer months and dropping below 200 in the winter.  

Figure 14. Average Monthly Seafood Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations 

EMPLOYMENT IN TOURISM-DEPENDENT SECTORS 
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Figure 15. Average Highly Seasonal Industry Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 

EMPLOYMENT IN MODERATELY SEASONAL SECTORS 

• A number of sectors are moderately dependent on tourism, increasing 15% to 30% during the summer 

months. These include retail, restaurants and bars, and other transportation. Other sectors are also 

somewhat seasonal, such as professional services. The winter average employment for these industries 

combined is 1,375 while the August peak climbs to more than 1,600.  

Figure 16. Average Moderately Seasonal Industry Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 
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NON-SEAFOOD/TOURISM EMPLOYMENT 

• Employment is generally consistent throughout the year for sectors not directly impacted by seafood 

or tourism. This includes local, state, and federal government, as well as health care. The slight dip in 

employment in June and July is related to school district employment. 

Figure 17. Non-Seafood/Tourism Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 

Personal Income 

• Sitka residents earned $622 million in total personal income in 2018. This is a measure of income from 

all sources, including from employment, investments, and transfers from government. 
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(inflation-adjusted) dollars.  
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Figure 18. Sitka Total Personal Income, 2009-2018 ($millions) 

 
Source: BEA, DOLWD, CPI. Real values calculated by McDowell Group using the Urban Alaska CPI. 

• Per capita income among Sitka residents was $71,972 in 2018. Nominal per capita income in Sitka 

increased each year between 2009 and 2018, except in 2016.  

• Per capita income increased 29% between 2009 and 2018, similar to the 26% growth in personal income. 

Figure 19. SItka Per-Capita Personal Income. 2009-2018 

 
Source: BEA, DOLWD, CPI. Real values calculated by McDowell Group using the Urban Alaska CPI. 

• Employment income represents 60% of Sitka resident income; investments account for 27%; and 

transfer payments (from government to individuals) account for the balance. Employment income 

includes both wage and salary income and proprietor’s income (including self-employed fishing).  

• Over the last 10 years, investment income has grown faster than employment income and has 

accounted for more than half of the growth in real personal income in Sitka.  
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• The 27% of Sitka’s income attributable to dividends, interest, and rent is higher than Ketchikan, Juneau, 

and the state as a whole. It has been a major driver of Sitka’s income growth over the last 10 years and 

has helped make Sitka’s per-capita income among the highest in the state.  

Figure 20. Sitka Personal Income Sources by Area. 2018 

 
Source: BEA. 
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Key Industry Conditions and Trends 

Seafood Industry 

• The seafood industry is a key source of jobs, income, and tax revenue in Sitka. Based on preliminary 

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) data, in 2019, 398 Sitka resident permit holders 

harvested 27.8 million pounds of fish with a total ex-vessel value of $38.5 million. 

• The ex-vessel value of all seafood landed (and processed) in Sitka in 2018 totaled $61 million (2019 

data is not yet available). 

Figure 21. Sitka Resident Commercial Fishing Earnings, 2009-2018 ($ Millions) 

 
Source: CFEC 

 
Figure 22. Estimated Seafood Landings Value in Sitka, 2009-2018 ($ millions) 

 
Source: CFEC 
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Table 10. Sitka Resident Participation, Harvest, and Earnings, Value of Sitka Landings, 2009-2019 

 Active Permit 
Holders 

Total Pounds 
Harvested 
(millions) 

Total Ex-vessel 
Earnings  

($ millions) 

Estimated Sitka Landings 
Value ($ millions) 

2009 468 29.4 30.5 51.3 

2010 458 33.9 42.7 62.2 

2011 467 37.4 48.5 86.5 

2012 481 25.5 43.4 66.2 

2013 456 50.2 47.2 84.3 

2014 456 35.7 43.6 71.3 

2015 445 36.5 36.4 59.4 

2016 450 24.3 38.0 55.0 

2017 425 33.5 47.8 75.4 

2018 414 23.9 42.7 61.0 

2019 (prelim.) 398 27.8 38.5 na 

Source: CFEC 

• Sitka resident harvest of sablefish (black cod) accounted for more than $11.4 million in ex-vessel income 

in 2019. Sitka power trollers earned $8.1 million. Local halibut fishermen earned more than $6.5 million 

in ex-vessel income, based on preliminary data. Seiners earned $5.3 million. 

Seafood Processing 

• Seafood processing accounted for an annualized average of 

462 jobs in Sitka in 2019. This includes peak monthly 

employment of 1,048 (August) and a monthly low of 170 

(January). 

• Sitka’s seafood processing sector generated total wages of 

$24.2 million in 2019. 

• Seafood processing generated $1.2 million in raw fish tax for 

the City and Borough of Sitka in FY2019. 

• Sitka’s largest property taxpayer and three of the top eight 

property taxpayers are seafood processors. Those three 

processors had a total combined assessed property valuation 

of $33 million in 2019.1  

 

1 City and Borough of Sitka FY2019 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. 
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Hatchery Impacts 

• Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (NSRAA), based in Sitka, produced commercially 

harvested salmon with a total ex-vessel value of $16 million in 2019. The year 2018 was a record high, 

with total ex-vessel value of $29 million. 

• According to a recent McDowell Group study focusing on the 2012-17 period: 

o Hatchery salmon accounted for $120 million in statewide ex-vessel value, representing 22% of 

total salmon value. 

o Hatchery salmon accounted for $361 million in first wholesale value, representing 24% of the 

statewide total. 

o Southeast Alaska hatcheries accounted for 2,000 jobs and $90 million in annual labor income 

• NSRAA generates approximately 30% of the regional economic impact of salmon hatcheries. 

Visitor Industry 

• Sitka cruise ship traffic reached a 10-year high in 2019, when passenger volume totaled 218,600. Pre-

COVID-19, the expectation for 2020 was just under 200,000 passengers. The 2020 cruise season has 

been essentially canceled due to COVID-19, although small cruise vessels are still planning some sailings 

in August and September. 

Figure 24. Sitka Cruise Passenger Visitation,  
2009-2019 Actuals, 2020 and 2021 (Pre-COVID-19 Forecasts) 

 
Source: Cruise Lines Agencies of Alaska 

Before COVID-19, cruise passenger traffic to Sitka was projected to reach slightly more than 300,000 passengers 

in 2021, topping Sitka’s previous peak of 290,000 passengers in 2008. 

• In 2019, Sitka captured 16% of Alaska’s total cruise market of 1.36 million passengers.  

• Though a large part of the local economy, there are no regularly published, comprehensive measures 

of the employment impact of Sitka’s visitor industry, as it is spread across many sectors of the economy. 
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• In 2016 (the most recent analysis available), $715 million in visitor spending generated 11,925 jobs and 

$445 million in total annual labor income in Southeast Alaska, including all direct, indirect, and induced 

economic effects. Visitor spending in Sitka accounted for 8% of regional spending. 

Health Care and Social Services 

• DOLWD reported 691 private-sector jobs in Sitka in health care and social assistance in 2019. Workers 

in these jobs earned $44.2 million in total annual wages in 2018. The significant increase over 2018 is 

due to Sitka Community Hospital, previously reported under local government employment, 

transitioning to SEARHC management. 

• With approximately 500 employees, SEARHC is the single largest source of employment (and wages) in 

the community. 

• DOLWD figures do not include the Pioneer Home, which is reported under state government 

employment.  

• The health care sector’s economic benefits to Sitka include year-round employment and comparatively 

high wages. Monthly wages are about one-third higher than average. 

• This sector included 97 workers and $2.6 million in annual wages associated with providing various 

forms of social assistance. There are 10 employers in this category, including the Center for Community, 

Sitka Counseling, and Youth Advocates of Sitka. 

• Private out-patient care providers accounted for an average of 49 jobs and $1.6 million in wages in 

2019. 
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Federal Government 

• The “national interest” sector is another important source of year-round employment and other 

economic activity in Sitka. BEA reported uniformed military employment in Sitka at 249 active duty and 

reservists in 2018, with $22.6 million in total annual wages and benefits. 

• Civilian federal government employment averaged 114 jobs and $13.8 million in wages and benefits in 

2018. The U.S. Forest Service is the largest component of federal employment in Sitka. Federal 

government workers earned a monthly average wage of $6,978 ($83,700 annually), making them among 

the highest paid workers in the community. 

• Federal employment has declined by about 10% over the past two years. 

 

Federal Employment in Sitka, 2014-2018 

 
Source: BEA. 
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Other Economic Activity 

While seafood, health care, tourism, and federal government form the foundation of Sitka’s economy, there are 

other important sources of economic activity.  

• Organizations focused on Alaska Native affairs are a powerful economic force in Sitka. This includes 

SEARHC (Sitka’s largest single employer), the region’s Indian Health Service provider. Sitka Tribe of 

Alaska (STA) is the federally recognized government entity representing the interests of 4,000 tribal 

citizens residing in Sitka and elsewhere. STA provides a broad range of services and operates a variety 

of tribal enterprises. Shee Atiká is Sitka’s urban corporation resulting from the Alaska Native Claims 

Settlement Act (ANCSA) and is the source of income, scholarships, and other benefits for local 

shareholders. 

• Manufacturing is big business in Sitka, mainly in the form of seafood processing. However, there is 

other manufacturing activity creating jobs and income. In 2019, there were 85 jobs and $4.7 million in 

wages in manufacturing (mainly boat building) not related to seafood. 

• Sitka’s Professional and Business Services sector accounted for 203 jobs and $7.3 million in total wages 

in 2019. This sector includes a wide variety of occupations, such as attorneys, accountants, and 

engineers; science and technology professionals; and a range of administrative and facility management 

services. Employment in this sector averaged 187 jobs in 2018, with total annual wages of $6.5 million. 

• In 2019 employment in the retail sector averaged 448 jobs, with total annual wages of $13.2 million. 

Fifty companies reported employment in the retail sector. Though a portion of this sector is visitor-

related, retail employment is fairly steady over the year, ranging from a monthly low of 417 to a high 

of 484 workers. The retail sector saw some decline in employment between 2018 and 2019 (from 459 

to 448 jobs); however, retail wages increased, from $12.9 million to $13.2 million.  

• Construction employment in Sitka averaged 156 jobs in 2019, with total annual wages of $12.5 million. 

These are high-wage jobs, averaging $6,651 per month, or just over $79,800 annually. Construction 

employment held steady between 2018 and 2019 (at 154 and 156 jobs, respectively), though total wages 

increased, from $10.1 million to $12.5 million.  
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Melissa Henshaw

From: MaNena +ardZicN <sedasitNa@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, -uly 2�, 2020 6:�3 PM
To: Camille )erguson� Cory %aggen� 'umag, Adora� *arry White� *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)� -ohn +olst� 

-ohn /each� -onathan .reiss-TomNins� .en Cameron� .evin Mosher (Assembly)� Melissa +enshaZ� 
MiNe 9enneberg� 1ancy 'avis� 5enee Wheat� 5ich 5iggs� 5ichard Wein (Assembly)� 5oger +ames� 
5oger +igley� Tori )leming� Trevor +arang� zallen@alasNandreamcruises.com

Subject: SE'A %oard Meeting PacNet (��30�20)
$ttachments: %oard Meeting PacNet -uly 30, 2020.pdf

Hello All, 
 
Here is the packet for the upcoming SEDA Board Meeting at noon on Thursday, July 30th in the 
Centennial Hall Auditorium.  
 
Best, 
 
ͲͲ  
Makena Hardwick 
Administrative Assistant 
Sitka Economic Development Association 
907-747-2660 
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AGENDA 

Sitka Economic Development Association 
July 30th, 2020 

         Start 
              Time 

Call to Order           Noon  
 

         
A. Roll Call & Recognition of Invited Participants 

�  
 

B. Approve meeting minutes of June 4th, 2020 
  

C. Financial / Budget Report         
� Monthly Financials   
� Fund Raising   

 
D. Correspondence & Other Information 
 
E. Additions to Agenda 

 
F. Reports  

� SEDA President’s Report 
� STA Report  
� CBS Report 
� GPIP Report 

 
G. Unfinished Business  

1. Wind Talker Innovations – Sitka Smart City 
   
H. New Business             

1. Letter of Support related to CPCN 
2. GPIP Haul Out 
3. Sitka Economic Profile 2020 

 
I. Board or Directors Comments 

 
J. Executive Session 

 
L.  Adjourn 
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Sitka Economic Development Association 
June 4, 2020 
 

Sitka Economic Development Association 
329 Harbor Drive, Suite 202, Sitka, Alaska 99835 

June 4th, 2020 
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 

 

Call to Order -12:04 

A. Roll Call & Recognition of Invited Participants 

Members Present:  Nancy Davis, Mike Venneberg, Rich Riggs, Joe Williams, Cory Baggen, Ken 
Cameron, Adora Dumag, Roger Hames; Roger Higley 

 
Absent: Trevor Harang 
  
Staff:    Garry White,  
 
Other: Gary Paxton, John Leach, Camille Ferguson, Keith Perkins, John Holst, Zaide 

Allen, Mary Suminski 
 

B. Approve meeting Minutes of March 12, 2020 

MOTION: M/S Baggen/Hames moved to approve the minutes of March 12, 2020 
 
ACTION: Motion PASSED (8/0) on a voice vote.   

 

C. Financial/ Budget Report 

Mr. White gave a financial report, stating that SEDA will end the year in the positive, due 
in part to no State of the Economy and altering work done by the McDowell Group.  
SEDA applied for the Disaster Relief loan and receive 2k. 

D. Correspondence & Other Information 

Mr. White also briefed the board on the current re-structuring analysis of the University 
of Alaska that would absorb UAS into the UAF or UAA system.  Mr. White commented 
that this change would not be beneficial for the Sitka campus and would likely not make 
up the shortfall.  SEDA provide a letter of support of UAS. 

Mr. White provided a letter showing SEDA support for the CBS in an EDA grant for the 
secondary water system. 

E. Additions to Agenda - NONE 
F. Reports 

SEDA President Report- Mr. Harang absent 
 
STA Report- Camille Ferguson reported that STA is in the process of determining the 
best way to circulate CARES money to members of the community.  She stated that 
STA is focusing on marketing for future years, working with SEDA to help develop 
community economic development, working on installing a community garden and 
improving high speed internet. 
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Sitka Economic Development Association 
June 4, 2020 
 

CBS – Mr. Gary Paxton made a brief thank you to Sara Peterson, John Leach & Chief 
Dave Miller for their consistent hard work & dedication during the COVOD-19 epidemic. 
 
John Leach reported that the CARES Act money has been main focus, stating that the 
budget framework looks good and the intent is that there is a good distribution, money 
must be used for COVID-19 economic recovery relief and cannot be used infrastructure. 
Mr. Leach also commented a potential new COVID case in Sitka.  
 
GPIP – Mr. White gave a report on dock usage at GPIP, commenting that use is up and 
that there is interest from a small seafood company to use dock regularly.  Mr. White 
stated that RFP for the haul out closed in March and that there were 2 responses, the 
winning proposal was WC Enterprise and that the proposal is currently being vetted. 
 
Mr. White mentioned that the CBS hired a grant writer to apply for US DOT Built Grants.  
The haul out at GPIP grant application was scored a high cost benefit ratio (4.65) for port 
development/site.  Mr. White was continuing to work on haul out & generate more public 
support.  Bulk water remains of interest, Mr. White is in dialog with a company from the 
United Arab of Emirates discussing potential water agreements. 
 

G. Unfinished Business 
1. No Name Mountain / Granite Creek Master Plan 

May 29, 2020 the CBS released that Master Plan for No Name Mountain, the CBS 
determined that the land would be suitable for housing, recreation/tourism, wetland 
mitigation but not suitable for a cruise ship dock and the CBS found that demand for 
rock was not currently high.  Mr. White mentioned that public comments were 
generally not in favor of development, he plans to increase public knowledge stating 
that there is more value than walking trails, also commenting that housing could be 
placed along ridge according to CBS report.  Mr. White will further vet the Master 
Plan. 
 

H.  New Business  
1. SEDA Economic Resiliency Task Force 

Mr. White gave introduction to the Economic Resiliency Task Force, stating that is 
was a group comprised of members from the community formed at the onset of 
COVID-19 to help the community navigate the process of receiving economical 
stimulus funds, work force connectivity, childcare, rent relief, mental healthcare and 
best practices post COVID-19.  Of the 14 million dollars funneled into Sitka, 5 million 
will hopefully go to non-profits and small businesses.  Once the funds are distributed, 
Mr. White foresees the task force disbanding. 
 
A brief discussion was had over new travel restrictions starting June 6, 2020 (airport 
testing, state reporting). 
 

2. SEDA FY 2021 Budget 
Mr. White introduced the 2021 budget, noting that it is similar to past years, 
fundraising remains that same (35K), equity was 118k and is now 152k.  Mr. White 
stated that the Community Profile was ready to print.  Mr. White mentioned the future 
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Sitka Economic Development Association 
June 4, 2020 
 

of SEDA once there is a haul-out at GPIP, SEDA could possibly market No Name 
Mtn. or other CBS properties. 
 

I. Board or Directors Comments 

Discussion about the cancelation of the 4th of July parade and fireworks. 

J. Executive Session   
 

MOTION: M/S Cameron/Venneberg moved to enter into Executive Session at 
1:23pm. 

ACTION: Motion PASSED (8/0) on a voice vote.   

MOTION: M/S Baggen/Venneberg moved to come out of Executive Session at 
1:49pm. 

 ACTION: Motion Passed (8/0) on a voice vote 

MOTION: M/S Baggen/Venneberg moved to appoint Zaide Allen to the SEDA Board 
of Directors. 

ACTION:   Motion Passed (8/0) on a voice vote. 

 
K. Adjourn M/S Baggen/Dumag 1:51pm 
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329 Harbor Drive, Suite 212, Sitka, AK 99385   

Phone: 907-747-2660 
 
 

 
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  SEDA Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Garry White, Director 
 
SUBJECT: Gary Paxton Industrial Park (GPIP) Management Report 
 
 
 

1. GPIP Dock   
 
The GPIP Dock is open for business.  The dock had a lot of traffic during the spring of 
2019.  Most use was related to the commercial fishing fleet with vessel moving nets and 
other fishing gear across the dock.   

 
Security cameras were installed in April, which allows for better management and 
tracking of use.  
 
Next steps are to continue to monitor uses and adjust the Port Tariff to accommodate 
users of the facility.  Additionally, prepayment or pay for use electric meters are being 
investigating to allow for better management of electric use.  (05/06/2019) 
 
Dock Revenues: FY2018 - $689, FY2019 - $10,464, FY2020 (as of 10/9) - $13,436 
(10/14/2019) 
 
The GPIP Dock continues to see a lot of use this summer.  (07/28/2020) 
 

 
2. Marine Services Industries at the GPIP.    

 
The CBS is moving forward with design, engineering and permitting of an access ramp to 
support the marine service sector. (03/27/2018) 
 
The Director is researching cost and management options for the storage of fishing gear 
on GPIP properties.  (07/24/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board held meetings on June 28th and July 26th to discuss the development of 
an access ramp at the GPIP to promote the marine service industry.  PND Engineers of 
Juneau is under contract with the CBS to design, engineer and permit an access ramp.  
PND presented different concepts for the development of an access ramp.  The consensus 
was to develop a ramp at an 8% grade to accommodate both barges and larger 
commercial vessels.  The existing gravel ramp constructed by Northline Seafoods is 
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already at an 8% grade and could be improved to allow more use.  PND engineers 
provided a cost estimate of $6.7 million dollars to construct a fully operational concrete 
access ramp, EPA approved wash down pad, and all the associated upland improvement 
for a fully operational haul out yard.  The Board is in the process of prioritizing 
development with current funds available.  (07/31/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board met and set the priority order for the development of a haul out as the 
following recommended priorities phases: 
 
1. EPA approved water treatment infrastructure. 
 
2. EPA approved wash down pad or water collection infrastructure. 
 
3. Ramp infrastructure improvements, including installing a concrete ramp. 
 
4. Upland improvements (Electric, water, lighting, etc.). 
 
5. Timber float. 
 
6. Potential CBS owned infrastructure to haul vessel (Hydraulic trailer or lift). 
(10/22/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board and Assembly approved additional funding of $22,000 for PND 
Engineers to provide detailed analysis for the phased development of the haul out 
facilities.  (05/06/2019) 
 
The Director has received word from CBS Administration that Halibut Point Marina will 
be transitioning out of the marine haul out business in the next few years.  (07/03/2019) 
 
The GPIP Board reviewed and discussed the phase development estimates for the 
construction of an access ramp and associated infrastructure to construct a haul out 
facility at the park.  Total project costs are estimated to be $7.5mm.  (11/12/2019) 
 
The CBS received a proposal from the owners of Halibut Point Marina (HPM) stating 
that it will be reducing service within the next two years.  HPM additionally submitted a 
proposal to the CBS to construct marine haul out infrastructure to include; haul out piers, 
an EPA approved wash down pad with a water treatment facility, and a 100 ton lift.  
HPM is requesting a trade of other CBS property to offset the cost of construction.  The 
GPIP Board has been unable to secure funding for the construction of haul out 
infrastructure to date.    
 
The GPIP Board held a meeting on December 4th to discuss the proposed haul out 
infrastructure.  Discussion from the public and board focused on travel lift capacity, pier 
width, upland improvements needed, access, and future management.  The Board 
recommended the Assembly move forward with negotiations with HPM for a facility that 
has a new 100 tons lift, piers that are 26’ apart, infrastructure to include a float to help 
vessel navigate into the lift, a larger or additional wash down pad be included, and that 
infrastructure is added to allow people to exit vessels before being lifted.   
(12/9/2019) 
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Halibut Point Marina has withdrew with its proposal to construct a vessel haul out at the 
GPIP in exchange for other CBS property due the CBS general code that requires CBS 
property to be disposed of via competitive bid.  The CBS Assembly and GPIP Board held 
a joint work session on January 30th to discuss next steps.  The CBS Assembly directed 
the CBS Administrator to prepare and release a RFP for private sector development of 
vessel haul out at the GPIP.  (02/10/2020) 
 
The GPIP Board met on Feb. 28th and approved a draft RFP for CBS Administration 
approval to be release to the public for private sector development of a vessel haul out at 
the GPIP.  (03/09/2020) 
 
The CBS received two proposals for development of a vessel haul out at the GPIP.  The 
GPIP Board met via Zoom on April 27th and vetted the proposals as part of a selection 
committee, containing the 5 members of the Board, the CBS Administrator and Public 
Works Director.  The Selection Committee scored a proposal from WC Enterprises as the 
best proposal.  The RFP Scoring results were presented to the Assembly on May 12th.  
The Assembly gave direction to the CBS Administrator to work with WC Enterprises to 
develop a detailed agreement to move forward with the development of the haul out.  The 
CBS Administrator, Public Works Director, and the GPIP Director have been meeting 
twice a week with WC Enterprises on the agreement.  (06/01/2020) 
 
The CBS Assembly rejected the proposal by WC Enterprises due to substantial changes 
to WC request for financial support.  The CBS is working on conceptual plans and design 
for a haul out at the GPIP.  (07/28/2020) 
 

3. Bulk Water       
 
The Director continues to work with entities interested in the export of Sitka’s water.  
(05/06/2019) 
 
The CBS Assembly met on April 30th to discuss needed repairs to the Raw Water 
delivery infrastructure.  No funding or repair plan was determined.  The CBS’s ability to 
delivery water will need to be fixed before the bulk water export venture can move 
forward.  The Assembly directed the GPIP Director to continue to work with potential 
investors and exports to find a funding solution to repair the system.  The CBS does not 
believe that the infrastructure can be repaired until the penstock is shut down and 
dewatered.  Estimate timeframe for penstock shut down is estimated to be the fall of 
2021.  (06/03/2019) 
 
The Director met with Eckert Fine Beverage’s engineering firm to finalize the design for 
the low volume water loading system.  The goal is to have Eckert design, engineer, 
construct, and fund the water loading station.  The water loading station will be 
strategically located on the GPIP properties next to the Raw Water Meter building.  The 
infrastructure will be turned over to the CBS upon completion for future use of all low 
volume water exporters.  Eckert wishes to have a project completed this summer and start 
exporting water for vodka production.  (06/03/2019) 
 
The Director continues to receive inquiries from entities wishes to export Sitka’s water.  
(07/28/2020) 
 

4. Bottled Water       
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The Director continues to receive inquires for bottled water.  The Director has recently 
had conversations with entities from China, Costa Rica, and South Korea. (11/12/2019) 
 

5. Public Industrial Water 
 

The Director has met with both NSRAA and the Electric Department to find a way to 
ensure public industrial water is available to the park for economic development 
opportunities.  (06/03/2019) 
 
The CBS and NSRAA have come to an agreement on a water delivery agreement to 
allow NSRAA to use public industrial water for raising salmon.  (02/10/2020) 
 

6. Blue Lake Dam Expansion Project  
 
The Blue Lake Dam Expansion Project has been completed.  Evacuated rock from the 
project is still being stored on park property.  Rock needs to be removed from the 
property for economic development to continue on the site.  The CBS is still working on 
a solution.  (05/12/2015) 
 
The CBS Electrical Department intends to release a request for proposals of entities 
interested in purchasing rock stored at GPIP.  (06/29/2015) 
 
The CBS Electrical Department has recently investigated several plans to remove rock 
from the property.  (09/22/2015) 
 
Rock is actively leaving the park via contracts between the CBS Electric Department and 
various entities.  (07/11/2016) 
 
The Director is currently working with various groups to continue to remove rock from 
the industrial site and bring the industrial site condition back to leasable condition.  
(05/31/2017) 
 
The CBS Electric Department reports that a contractor has purchase all the remaining 
rock left in the GPIP.  The rock will be barged out of the park for use in a private 
waterfront development.  The contractor anticipates that all rock will be removed from 
the park by the end of the calendar year.  (08/01/2017) 
 
A majority of the rock in the park has been removed. Rock remains on lots 15, 16b, 19, 
and 20.  (10/16/2017) 
 
More rock has left the park.  Rock only remains on lots 16b, 19, & 20.  The Assembly 
has approved funding to clean up the waterfront and interior lots to bring back to a usable 
state.  (01/18/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board met in September and agreed to allow the CBS another 6 months to 
store rock on lots 16b, 19, & 20.  (10/22/2018) 
 
The Assembly has approved a MOA between the GPIP and Electric Department to allow 
the GPIP to charge for use of Lots 16b and 20. Rock has been stored on these lots since 

057



 5 

the Blue Lake Dam Expansion project. (06/03/2019) 
 

7. GPIP Dock Fuel Sales 
 

Delta Western has received its build permit to establish a fueling operation on the GPIP 
Dock.  The fuel tanks will be relocated from the dock itself to the uplands above the 
dock.  (07/03/2019) 
 
Delta Western has completed its fuel delivery infrastructure on the GPIP dock.  
(11/12/2019) 
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White Paper on Sitka as a Smart City by Wind Talker Innovations (WTI) 

 
OSMOSIS™  NETWORK TECHNOLOGY 

 
WTI is a Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business pioneering network and data 

communications.  The company has, over a three year span, developed Osmosis: a secure, self-healing, ad 
hoc mesh network that will provide connectivity to, and through, every single radio-enabled device.  
Utilizing WTI’s proprietary, platform-agnostic DirectPath™ technology,  Osmosis seamlessly fuses any and 
all data and communication networks, by moving data from one path to another while maintaining constant 
connectivity. Osmosis is intended to function just like Bluetooth, WiFi or cellular service, with the 
functionality and benefits of all three combined. WTI’s vision is to have a distinctive icon, just like those 
features do, that will be part of the phone, computer, tablet or other connected devices’ services tray.  
 
 
WTI’s Mission: 
 

WTI’s mission is to turn all mobile devices into a global network of access points where users can 
connect directly with one another any-time, any-place, securely. WTI designed Osmosis as a downloadable 
software, to sit over-the-top of existing networks, seamlessly integrating into the nodes, and extending those 
networks, or to act as a stand-alone network when infrastructure is not available.  The innovative design will 
collectively form a seamless, lightweight architecture from the devices themselves, utilizing this 
revolutionary framework to support edge computing, mobility, security and safety.   
 

One of the key benefits of Osmosis is its ability to extend existing network boundaries, thereby 
mitigating the massive CapEx typically associated with new network infrastructures.  Osmosis can act like a 
5G enabler while reducing the footprint costs associated with 5G rollout. WTI has focused its initial efforts 
on software defining the utilizion of four spectrums of implementation, combined with the beam-forming 
characteristics of 5G network implementation.   
 

WTI has designed and patented several proprietary algorithms and protocols that operate in these 
spectrums, but are not limited to or by them, to solve the global issue of uneconomical network connectivity.  
Osmosis will be able to provide coverage beyond line-of-sight, connect seamlessly across all modes of 
transmission, and pass Gbps data-rates everywhere. Some of the overarching solutions that Osmosis provides 
are: 1) a self-healing, secure, ad-hoc mesh network in which every node is essentially a router, 2) support for 
the first persistent polar coverage ever, 3) support for multi-modal implementation through all forms of 
transportation - planes, trains, autos, ships, individual cargo containers, equipment & phones, 4) 
augmentation of cellular, air-to-ground, air-to-air & satellite coverages, 5) facilitation of the USDOT’s 
“Road to Zero” initiative to reduce traffic fatalities and 6) enabling the next technology revolution, including 
full autonomy for automotive, aviation and drones. 
 

WTI is developing cutting-edge network encryption (which will be NSA compliant) that allows for 
data to be passed inside of the Osmosis-secured pipe without visibility or detection of the encrypted data 
within. WTI’s patented Osmosis technology enables communication to stay at the IP layer, meaning that any 
internet enabled device can access the network. This is key to enabling off-grid communication with 
DirectPath reach-back capability.  With Osmosis, data can now be routed through disconnected network  
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nodes. Osmosis has near infinite vertical applications, but the first of many will be in the aviation, telecom, 
automotive, off-grid, national security and smart city sectors.  
 
Wind Talker Innovations Team: 
 

WTI’s Co-founders are both United States Air Force combat veterans who have decades of 
experience in running businesses, hiring teams, building strategic roadmaps, executing program management 
and using WATERFALL, AGILE/SCRUM and LEAN principles. They have managed and led teams 
responsible for operations, logistics, maintenance, design, requirements, finances, development, test, quality 
assurance, fielding, standardization and life cycle management. 
 
 
The Future: 
 

Wind Talker Innovations is seeking commercial and government partners that are motivated to be 
part of the next generation of communication capabilities, and has been diligently developing relationships 
with select entities in each sphere. Some of those potential partners include: 

 
Commercial: Comcast, Verizon, CTA (CES & CES Government), Delta Airlines, Alaska Airlines, 
Boeing & Raytheon 
 
Government: DoD (USAF, USN), DARPA, Office of the Secretary of Defense, FAA, DHS, CBP, 
Tacoma, Washington, Mexico Beach, Florida, Lakeland, Florida and Anchorage, AK 

 
 
Sitka as a Smart City: 
 
 The austere geography and lack of communications infrastructure within the City of Sitka and 
surrounding areas presents several challenges to providing reliable voice and data communications, 
regardless of provider. A solution to improve the reliability and range of service for cellular and emergency 
response communications is long overdue, and could relatively easily be satisfied by the deployment of 
Osmosis. Implementation will alleviate one of the greatest communications challenges faced by this 
community, which is excessive network load and degraded cellular signal, which becomes particularly 
evident when the population swells and there are one, two, or on some days now three cruise ships in port. 
Osmosis has the ability to leverage and benefit from this increased demand – turning limitations into 
solutions, Osmosis only gets faster as network load increases.  By integrating the influx of new Osmosis 
nodes into the network, Osmosis will use this additional capacity to transform into an expanded and robust 
infrastructure with exponentially-multiplied supporting nodes available. Osmosis will also extend the range 
of current infrastructure to those areas where locals and tourists alike migrate to on a daily basis, and where 
coverage does not currently exist, which will instantly provide greater connectivity and instantly enhance 
personal and community safety.  

 
The possibility of monetizing this service could generate a substantial new revenue stream for Sitka’s 

economy through a variety of means that were never before possible or feasible. It would be mutually 
beneficial for WTI and the City of Sitka to explore options on how to best implement Osmosis to meet these 
challenges by designating Sitka as a Smart City pilot program, and ultimately building upon the successes 
that would be collectively realized through such a partnershp. 
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Tuesday, July 28, 2020 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  SEDA Board of Directors 
    
From:  Garry White - Director   
 
Subject: Letter of Support related to CPCN 
 
Introduction 
 
I was asked if SEDA would consider writing a letter of support to help spur the 
development of private sector electric vehicle (EV) charging stations in Alaska.   
 
In Alaska, a person (developer) may need a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity from the Regulatory Commission of Alaska (Commission) before beginning 
utility operations and receiving compensation for providing services to customers.   
 
The regulation in place that requires a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity is 
outdated and does not allow sufficient revenue to be generated to make up for the 
installation costs of the EV charger. Therefore, businesses, tribes and local governments 
are choosing not to invest in EV chargers. 
 
The attached letter of support asks for the Regulatory Commission to exempt EV 
charging stations.   
 
Action 
 

• SEDA Board approval of letter of support.   
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30 July, 2020 

The purpose of this letter is to express Sitka Economic Development Association’s support for 
exempting businesses wishing to resell energy to electric vehicles at charging stations from the State 
of Alaska requirement to obtain a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. Sitka has excess 
electricity from our hydropower facilities Green Lake and Blue Lake, that when redistributed to the 
community in the form of electric vehicle chargers could create additional revenue while also supporting 
green energy initiatives. Sitka’s environment and resources are optimal for a thriving electric vehicle 
community.  

The addition of EV chargers in the downtown area will encourage local shopping, and promotes clean 
energy infrastructure use among small businesses. The added income from the use of the chargers will 
be an incentive for business owners to invest in the equipment. This can also support tourism growth 
and attract new residents, while retaining current Sitka locals.  

The regulation in place that requires a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity is outdated and 
does not allow sufficient revenue to be generated to make up for the installation costs of the EV 
charger. Therefore, businesses, tribes and local governments are choosing not to invest in EV chargers.  

The State of Alaska requires any entity which sells electricity to more than 10 customers a year to obtain 
a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) from the State of Alaska. The cost of 
obtaining a CPCN is high enough that small businesses are not willing to put money into EV chargers. 
The regulations were put in place to prevent duplicate sets of expensive utility infrastructure to insure 
that energy costs remain low. The regulation was established before the increased interest in electric 
vehicles created a demand that can be easily met by utilizing excess power from the overproducing 
hydro plants. The Sitka Economic Development Association recommends the Alaska legislature create 
an exemption from the CPCN requirement for businesses reselling electricity to electric vehicles at 
charging stations.  

As it stands, EV charging stations are giving electricity to their consumers for free. This is not an 
economically viable plan and therefore there is very little interest currently in creating these facilities for 
the community.  

As society is evolving to meet the increased demand for energy efficient products, electric vehicles are 
gaining popularity and infrastructure must be put in place to support this new technology. The leaders 
of Sitka, and of our state, must take action to ensure that outdated barriers do not reduce our 
community’s competitiveness, and economic growth opportunities.  

 

 

Garry White, Executive Director 
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Tuesday, July 28, 2020 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  SEDA Board of Directors 
    
From:  Garry White - Director   
 
Subject: GPIP Haul Out 
 
Introduction 
The CBS venture to have a vessel haul out facility constructed at the Gary Paxton 
Industrial Park (GPIP) has again shifted, with the CBS now again taking the lead to 
design and construct the facility.   
 
Background 
The GPIP Board has long recognized the importance of the fishing and maritime industry 
to the community of Sitka.  The GPIP Board and CBS have been working on vessel haul 
out development concepts since the GPIP properties were acquired.   
 
The GPIP Board hired consultants to provide conceptual design and cost of estimates for 
a haul out starting in the early 2000s.  Haul out conceptual designs have shifted from 
traditional marine haul out piers, to an access ramp concept, and now back to the 
traditional marine haul out piers.  Funding for a facility has always been an issue with 
getting the haul out constructed.   
 
The public announcement in the fall of 2019, that Halibut Point Marina (HPM) will cease 
public haul out operations in the next few years has intensified the priority of establishing 
a marine haul out facility at the GPIP.   
 
The GPIP Board and Assembly held a joint work session on January 30th, 2020 to discuss 
different concept regarding; ownership of facility and operations, infrastructure needed to 
support the fleet, and funding for the haul out construction and operations.  The 
Assembly gave direction to develop a RFP to investigate private ownership and 
operations of a haul out.   
 
The GPIP Board met on February 27th, 2020 to recommend approval of a RFP.  The CBS 
Assembly met on March 10th, 2020 and approved the RFP for release.  On March 11th, 
2020, the City and Borough of Sitka (CBS) released a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the 
Construction and Operation of a Marine Haul Out and Shipyard.  The RFP was open until 
April 15th, 2020.  The CBS received two proposals from the RFP process.  
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The GPIP Board met on April 27th to discuss and score both proposal as part of the CBS 
RFP Selection Committee.  The CBS Selection Committee scored the proposal from WC 
Enterprises (Now SIMS) with the highest score.  The CBS Assembly accepted the GPIP 
Board’s recommendation to move forward with negotiating terms to move forward on a 
haul out at the GPIP with WC/SIMS at its May 12th, 2020 meeting. 
 
The CBS Administrator, Public Works Director, and myself met with the SIMS folks and 
negotiated a term sheet for SIMS to construct and operate the haul out.  At the last 
minute, SIMS concluded that their financial predictions on the estimate construction costs 
were off and they could not build the haul out without a financial subsidy from the CBS.  
The substantial change in SIMS financing caused their proposal to fall outside of the RFP 
process and their proposal was not approved by the Assembly.  They Assembly then 
directed the CBS Administrator to create a plan for the CBS to construct the haul out, 
mainly contingent on grant funding.   
 
The CBS applied for a USDOT Build Grant and a Port Infrastructure Development 
Program Grant in May 2020.  The CBS should find the results of the grant applications in 
fall 2020. 
 
Additional Information 
 
The CBS Assembly will be considering a proposal to allow for a $100,000 budget to be 
established for the CBS Public Works Department to start planning for construction of a 
haul out at is 7/28/2020 meeting. 
 
Action 
 

• SEDA Board discussion on a CBS haul out at the GPIP. 
 

064



Page 1 of 1 

 
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  SEDA Board of Directors 
    
From:  Garry White - Director   
 
Subject: Sitka Economic Profile 2020 
 
Introduction 
 
Attached is the Sitka Economic Profile 2020 prepared for SEDA by the McDowell 
Group.   
 
Last year was the first time since 2011 that SEDA hired the McDowell Group to research 
and present data for SEDA’s State of the Sitka Economy presentation.  SEDA made the 
decision in late 2018 to reinstate the State of the Sitka Economic presentation and written 
report.   
 
Due to Covid issues, the 2020 State of the Sitka Economy presentation was canceled.  I 
asked the McDowell Group to move forward with a written report.  The presentation and 
written report has traditional happened in April.  I asked the McDowell group to hold off 
on the release of the report as to see if we could capture data related to the lockdowns due 
to Covid, which is addressed briefly in the report. 
 
The profile will be send to the community with a July Trends issue. 
 
Action 
 

• SEDA Board discussion on Sitka Economic Profile 2020. 
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Introduction 

This document provides a high-level overview of the latest data available on key socioeconomic indicators for 

Sitka. Many of the economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic are not yet evident in available data, which may 

have time lags of a month to more than a year. The observed or likely effects of COVID-19 are discussed where 

possible. 

The information is presented in three segments: 

• Demographics 

• Economics 

• Industry trends 

For some key indicators, data for other communities or Alaska overall are provided for context. 

Key sources of data include Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (DOLWD), Alaska 

Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), the federal Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), and various McDowell 

Group research publications. Where warranted, monetary values have been presented in both nominal and real 

(inflation-adjusted) dollars using the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Urban Alaska Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
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Summary 

COVID-19 has dramatically changed the local, state, and national economic landscape. Economic losses have 

been severe, and the path to recovery is unclear. 

As Sitka entered 2020, several underlying trends were evident in socioeconomic data: 

• Sitka’s economy is diverse, with important contributions from the seafood industry, tourism, health care, 

and “national interest” federal government, including the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and the U.S. Forest 

Service (USFS). This diversity provides a degree of economic resiliency. 

• Sitka’s economy has shown long-term stability, with employment fluctuating within a narrow band over 

the past decade. Sitka has largely been spared the losses Alaska suffered through the 2015-2018 

recession driven by the 2014 oil price collapse.  

• While employment and population have been generally flat, total and per-capita real (inflation-

adjusted) income earned by Sitka residents has been growing through at least 2018 and probably into 

2019.  

• Recent population decline is of concern. With another year of decline in 2019, Sitka has experienced 

three consecutive years of population loss. Compared to 2014, Sitka’s population has declined by a 

total of 534 residents, a 6% decrease. Based on demographic trends through 2019, Sitka’s population 

is projected to continue slowly declining, slipping to 8,300 by 2030, about 250 fewer residents than in 

2019. 

The economic shutdown in March and April resulted in sharp declines in business sales and steep employment 

cuts. By April, unemployment in Sitka reached 12.8%, triple the March rate of 4.2%. More than 500 Sitka resident 

workers filed unemployment claims in April. May and June numbers showed some improvement, with 

unemployment at 12.4% and 11.7%, respectively. (The statewide unemployment rate in June was 12.3%, while 

the national rate was 11.2%.) 

The economic damage associated with COVID-19 crosses many sectors of the economy, particularly restaurants 

and bars, hotels, retailers, and health care services. Further damage will unfold over the summer due to losses 

in the visitor industry, which could cost the Sitka economy more than $30 million in direct visitor spending.  

CARES Act funding, Payroll Protection Program (PPP) funding, Economic Impact Payments, expanded 

unemployment insurance payments, and other sources of federal funds have added (or will be adding) much 

needed cash (likely totaling more than $40 million) to local residents, businesses, and other organizations. 

However, these are temporary infusions into an economy that could take several years to fully recover. 
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Demographics 

Population 

• Sitka’s population totaled 8,532 residents in 2019, down a little less than 1% from 2018. While the 

decline was small, it was the third consecutive annual decline. Since 2014, Sitka’s population has 

dropped by a total of 534 residents, a 6% decrease. 

• Sitka’s population has been fairly steady over the last 30 years with total population cycling between 

highs of about 9,100 and lows of around 8,600. However, Sitka’s population is now at its lowest point 

since the 1980s.  

Figure 1. Sitka Population, 1991 to 2019 

 
Source: DOLWD. 

• The recent population decline in Sitka is greater than declines in other communities and in Alaska 

overall.  While Sitka’s population was down by 4.2% between 2016 and 2019, Alaska’s was down 1.2%, 

Juneau’s was down 2.2%, and Ketchikan’s was down 0.1% over the same period. 

Table 1. Population Trends in Sitka and Other Areas, 2010-2019 

Year Sitka Juneau Ketchikan Alaska 

2010 8,881 31,275 13,477 710,231 

2011 9,018 32,331 13,722 722,159 

2012 9,052 32,657 13,891 730,603 

2013 9,054 32,941 13,836 736,071 

2014 9,066 33,000 13,889 736,423 

2015 8,899 33,128 13,820 737,022 

2016 8,905 32,705 13,753 739,676 

2017 8,748 32,302 13,782 737,847 

2018 8,652 32,247 13,843 736,239 

2019 8,532 31,986 13,739 731,007 

Source: DOLWD. 
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Figure 2. Population Change (2010 = 1.00) 

 
Source: DOLWD. 

• Declining school enrollment in Sitka reflects out-migration and other demographic shifts. School 

enrollment in 2019-20 (1,251 students) was at its lowest point since peaking in 2013-14 (1,421 students). 

Enrollment is down 12% over the 2013-14 to 2019-20 period. 

Births/Deaths 

• Population change results from a combination of net migration and natural increase. Natural increase 

is the difference between the number of local deaths versus the number of births. 

o Sitka experienced a natural increase of one in 2019 with 67 births and 66 deaths. 

o The rate of Sitka’s natural increase has been trending down over the last two decades as a result 

of both decreasing birth rates and increasing death rates.  
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Figure 3. Sitka Births, Deaths, and Natural Population Change 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 

• Sitka has seen a steadily decreasing birth rate over the last 20 years. During the 2000s, Sitka’s birth rate 

averaged 13.5 births per 1,000 people. Last year Sitka had a birth rate of just 7.9.  

• Sitka’s birth rate is now one of the lowest of any region in Alaska and is 42% lower than Alaska as a 

whole. 

Figure 4. Birthrates for Alaska and Selected Communities, 2019 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 

Migration 

• In the last eight years, Sitka has only seen one year with positive net migration. In 2016, four more 

people moved to Sitka then left. Over the last four years alone, 615 more people moved away from 
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Figure 5. Sitka Net Migration 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 

Age and Demographics 

• Sitka’s population is getting older. The median age of a Sitka resident has grown from 38.1 to 40.1 over 

the last 10 years. This is significantly higher than the Alaska median age of 35.5 but similar to that of 

other Southeast communities. Of the 14 borough/census areas in Alaska with the highest median age, 

nine are in Southeast Alaska, led by Haines with a median age of 48.6. 

Figure 6. Sitka Population by Age Group 

 
Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 
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• Sitka’s population has three distinct age groups: 

o Children age 10 to 19: Ten years ago, there were 1,185 children aged 9 or under. Now, 10 

years later, these children are aged 10 to 19. The current number of children aged 10 to 19 is 

1,078, meaning that this cohort of children has declined by 9% over the last 10 years.  

� There are now only 906 children aged 9 and under, a 24% reduction from 10 years ago. 

This means that not only has the cohort of children currently aged 10 to 19 shrunk by 

9%, the number of children replacing them has shrunk even further.  

o Adults age 25 to 44: The number of adults aged 25 to 44 in Sitka has been consistent over the 

last 10 years, staying between about 2,420 and 2,480. The size of this group holds steady while 

there are persistent reductions in age group populations on either side. This implies that some 

of this cohort moves to Sitka at around 25 and then slowly begins leaving Sitka starting at about 

35.  

o Adults age 55 to 64: This age group represents the largest cohort in Sitka. Ten years ago, when 

these residents were age 45 to 54, they were by far the largest age group in Sitka. As they have 

aged, their population has decreased by about 9%.  

Population Projection 

• Sitka’s population is projected to decrease to 8,300 by 2030 and to 7,500 by 2045, based on the 

trajectory of current migration and natural change trends. 

• Sitka’s projected 25-year decline, at 11.7%, is greater than Juneau’s (-0.6%) and Ketchikan’s (-8.2%) and 

in sharp contrast to the statewide growth projection (+14.6%) over the next 25 years. 

• It is important to note that DOLWD population projections are not updated every year and may be 

adjusted in the future to reflect current population trends as well as economic events.  These projections 

were prepared prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Table 2. Population Projections Through 2045 

Year Sitka Juneau Ketchikan Alaska 

2019 8,532 31,986 13,739 731,007 

2020 8,609 32,242 13,620 746,582 

2025 8,489 32,554 13,561 770,392 

2030 8,312 32,640 13,418 790,777 

2035 8,092 32,531 13,186 808,367 

2040 7,829 32,240 12,919 823,771 

2045 7,530 31,783 12,607 837,806 

Total Change (%) -11.7% -0.6% -8.2% +14.6% 

Source: DOLWD; McDowell Group calculations. 
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Economic Profile 

Sitka’s Economic Footprint 

There are various ways to describe the size of Sitka’s economy.  

• The Bureau of Economic Analysis measured Sitka’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2018 at $512 

million, up from $488 million in 2017. GDP is a measure of the market value of final goods and services 

produced in Sitka annually. In 2018, the private sector accounted for $367 million (72%) of Sitka’s total 

GDP. 

• BEA estimated total earnings in Sitka at $397 million in 2018, up from $377 million in 2017. Total 

earnings is a measure of wages and self-employment income for residents and non-residents working 

in Sitka.  

• Sitka residents’ personal income totaled $622 million in 2018, up from $589 million in 2017. Total 

personal income is a measure of income from all sources earned by residents of Sitka. This measure 

does not include wages earned locally by nonresidents. 

• Total gross business sales are a measure of local business activity and provides a good barometer of 

overall trajectory of the economy. According to City and Borough of Sitka data, gross sales totaled $411 

million in FY2018 and $407 million in FY2019.  
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Employment Trends  

• Sitka’s economy included an average of 4,311 wage and salary jobs in 2019, according to DOLWD data. 

This measure of employment does not include self-employed fishermen, other self-employed people, 

or active duty military. 

• Wage and salary employment in Sitka increased 1.7% (70 jobs) between 2018 and 2019. The significant 

decrease in local government employment (down 87 jobs, 12.8%) and the increase in health care jobs 

(up 82 jobs, 14.1%) are likely the result of SEARHC assuming control of Sitka Community Hospital. 

• COVID-19: While specific data is not yet available, sectors hit hardest by the COVID-19 pandemic 

include leisure & hospitality, retail trade, transportation, and health care. Additional information about 

employment impacts of COVID-19 is provided in the labor force section of this report. 

Table 1. Sitka Employment Trends, 2016-2019 

Industry 2016 2017 2018 2019 2018–19 
Change 

2018–19 
Change % 

Government Sector             

Federal Government 126 120 113 108 -5 -4.0% 

State Government 326 320 323 315 -8 -2.5% 

Local Government 681 692 679 592 -87 -12.8% 

Private Sector             

Construction 188 158 154 156 +2 +1.1% 

Manufacturing 445 495 477 547 +70 +15.7% 

Seafood Processing 363 411 393 462 +69 +19.0% 

Retail 449 449 459 448 -11 -2.4% 

Transportation 290 293 270 270 0 0.0% 

Scenic & Sightseeing 145 140 113 125 +12 +8.3% 

Financial Activities 125 119 117 116 -1 -0.8% 

Professional & Business Services 173 177 187 203 +16 +9.2% 

Educational and Health Services 664 678 688 771 +83 +12.5% 

Educational Services 83 ND 78 80 +2 +2.4% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 581 ND 609 691 +82 +14.1% 

Leisure & Hospitality 521 522 518 521 +3 +0.6% 

Accommodations 138 149 157 148 -9 -6.5% 

Restaurants and Bars 357 341 332 343 +11 +3.1% 

All Other 241 260 257 264 +7 +2.9% 

Total Employment 4,229 4,283 4,241 4,311 +70 +1.7% 

Source: QCEW, DOLWD. 
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Wage Trends 

• Wages earned in Sitka in 2019 totaled $208.7 million, up 6% from the 2018 total of $196.6 million. The 

change included a drop in government wages and an increase in private sector wages, likely related to 

change in hospital management. 

• The average monthly wage in Sitka in 2019 was $4,033 (the equivalent of $48,396 annually). The average 

was higher in the government sector ($4,734; local, state, and federal combined) than in the private 

sector ($3,818). 

• Sitka’s average monthly wage in 2019 was about 15% below the statewide average of $4,748. 

Table 4. Sitka Monthly Wage and Total Annual Wages Trends, 2014-2019 

 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total Annual Wages ($millions)      

Government $61.9 $62.6 $62.1 $61.4 $63.4 $57.7 

Private industry $137.0 $133.1 $121.7 $124.1 $133.2 $151.0 

All Sectors $199.0 $195.6 $183.7 $185.5 $196.6 $208.7 

Avg. Monthly Wages       

Government $4,382  $4,433  $4,565  $4,521  $4,739  $4,734 

Private industry $3,402 $3,274 $3,271 $3,302 $3,550 $3,818 

All Sectors $3,656 $3,572 $3,617 $3,624 $3,862 $4,033 

Source: QCEW, DOLWD.  
 

Table 5. Average Monthly Wage, Statewide and  
Selected Communities, 2019 

 Average Monthly 
Wage 

Alaska $4,748 

Anchorage $5,002 

Juneau $4,397 

Ketchikan $4,047 

Sitka $4,033 

Petersburg $3,576 

Wrangell $3,546 

Source: QCEW, ADOLWD.  
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Wage/Salary Employment and Self-Employment 

• Wage and salary employment and self-employment together accounted for 6,530 jobs in Sitka in 2018, 

according to the latest available BEA data. 

• Wage and salary employment accounted for 4,452 jobs, or 68% of all employment in Sitka in 2018. Self-

employment accounted for 2,078 jobs (32%). 

• Self-employment accounts for a larger share of jobs in Sitka (32%) than in Juneau (21%), Ketchikan 

(24%), and Alaska overall (22%); the discrepancy is likely attributable to Sitka’s high number of 

commercial fishermen.  

Figure 7. Wage and Salary Employment and Self-Employment, 2018 
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Labor Force/Unemployment 

• Sitka’s labor force averaged 4,336 workers in 2019, ranging from 3,879 in January to 5,012 in July. The 

labor force includes employed and unemployed (but seeking employment) residents. It does not 

include seasonal nonresident workers. 

• Sitka’s average annual unemployment rate had been declining steadily over the past eight years, until 

2019.  

• COVID-19: Labor force statistics provide the first measures of the economic impact of the pandemic.  

o Sitka’s unemployment rate climbed to 12.8% in April, triple the March rate of 4.2%. In April, 519 

Sitka resident workers were unemployed, out of the total resident labor force of 4,063.  In a 

typical April, approximately 170 to 190 Sitka workers are unemployed.  

o The 505 Sitkans who received unemployment insurance payments in April 2020 received a total 

of $1.31 million in benefits for the month, including the $600 per-week federal supplement. 

Figure 8. Sitka Labor Force, 2010-2019 

 
Source: DOLWD.  
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Figure 9. Unemployment Rate (%), by Area, 2010-2019 

 
Source: DOLWD.  

 
Table 6. Unemployment Rates (%), by Area, 2010-2019 

 Sitka Rest of 
Southeast Alaska 

2010 6.3 7.7 7.9 

2011 6.1 7.7 7.6 

2012 5.7 7.3 7.1 

2013 5.5 7.2 7.0 

2014 5.1 7.4 6.9 

2015 4.6 6.9 6.5 

2016 4.6 6.5 6.9 

2017 4.5 6.3 6.9 

2018 4.1 6.1 6.5 

2019 4.2  6.2  6.1  

Source: DOLWD. 
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Nonresident Workers 

• In 2018, Sitka’s workforce included 1,993 non-

Alaska residents and 318 Alaskans from 

elsewhere in the state. 

• Nonresidents are an important source of 

labor for Sitka employers. Non-Alaska 

residents accounted for 34% of the local 

workforce in 2018. Including Alaska 

residents from elsewhere in the state, 39% 

of the workforce was non-local.  

• In the private sector, nonresidents 

represented 39% of the Sitka labor force in 

2018. Those workers took home 26% of the 

private sector wages earned in Sitka. 

• Sitka is more dependent on nonresident 

workers than Ketchikan and Juneau, as 

illustrated below. 

 

Figure 11. Share of Alaska Residents in the Sitka Workforce, 2010 to 2018 
 

 
Source: DOLWD. 
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Figure 10. Nonresidents in the Sitka Workforce, 2018 

Source. ADOLWD. 
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Figure 12. Share of Workers that are Local Residents 

 
Source: DOLWD. 

 

Seasonality of Employment 

Overall Seasonality  

• During the off-season months of October to March, Sitka has averaged 3,836 employees over the last 

four years. In the peak month of August, employment has averaged 5,209 over the same period, 36% 

higher than the off-season. This number does not include self-employment, such as commercial 

fishermen, or active duty military.  

Figure 13. Sitka Employment by Month  
(Averages for Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 
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Seasonality by Sector 

For the following analysis, Sitka employment is broken into four categories: 

• Seafood processing employment 

• Seasonal tourism-dependent employment 

• Moderately seasonal tourism-influenced employment 

• Non-seasonal employment.  

SEAFOOD PROCESSING EMPLOYMENT 

• Seafood processing is Sitka’s most seasonal sector, peaking at more than 900 employees during the 

summer months and dropping below 200 in the winter.  

Figure 14. Average Monthly Seafood Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations 
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Figure 15. Average Highly Seasonal Industry Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 

EMPLOYMENT IN MODERATELY SEASONAL SECTORS 

• A number of sectors are moderately dependent on tourism, increasing 15% to 30% during the summer 

months. These include retail, restaurants and bars, and other transportation. Other sectors are also 

somewhat seasonal, such as professional services. The winter average employment for these industries 

combined is 1,375 while the August peak climbs to more than 1,600.  

Figure 16. Average Moderately Seasonal Industry Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 
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NON-SEAFOOD/TOURISM EMPLOYMENT 

• Employment is generally consistent throughout the year for sectors not directly impacted by seafood 

or tourism. This includes local, state, and federal government, as well as health care. The slight dip in 

employment in June and July is related to school district employment. 

Figure 17. Non-Seafood/Tourism Employment in Sitka (Jan. 2016 – Sept. 2019) 

 
Source: QCEW, McDowell Group calculations. 

Personal Income 

• Sitka residents earned $622 million in total personal income in 2018. This is a measure of income from 

all sources, including from employment, investments, and transfers from government. 

• Between 2009 and 2018, total personal income increased by 48% in nominal dollars and 26% in “real” 

(inflation-adjusted) dollars.  
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Figure 18. Sitka Total Personal Income, 2009-2018 ($millions) 

 
Source: BEA, DOLWD, CPI. Real values calculated by McDowell Group using the Urban Alaska CPI. 

• Per capita income among Sitka residents was $71,972 in 2018. Nominal per capita income in Sitka 

increased each year between 2009 and 2018, except in 2016.  

• Per capita income increased 29% between 2009 and 2018, similar to the 26% growth in personal income. 

Figure 19. SItka Per-Capita Personal Income. 2009-2018 

 
Source: BEA, DOLWD, CPI. Real values calculated by McDowell Group using the Urban Alaska CPI. 

• Employment income represents 60% of Sitka resident income; investments account for 27%; and 

transfer payments (from government to individuals) account for the balance. Employment income 

includes both wage and salary income and proprietor’s income (including self-employed fishing).  

• Over the last 10 years, investment income has grown faster than employment income and has 

accounted for more than half of the growth in real personal income in Sitka.  
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• The 27% of Sitka’s income attributable to dividends, interest, and rent is higher than Ketchikan, Juneau, 

and the state as a whole. It has been a major driver of Sitka’s income growth over the last 10 years and 

has helped make Sitka’s per-capita income among the highest in the state.  

Figure 20. Sitka Personal Income Sources by Area. 2018 

 
Source: BEA. 
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Key Industry Conditions and Trends 

Seafood Industry 

• The seafood industry is a key source of jobs, income, and tax revenue in Sitka. Based on preliminary 

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) data, in 2019, 398 Sitka resident permit holders 

harvested 27.8 million pounds of fish with a total ex-vessel value of $38.5 million. 

• The ex-vessel value of all seafood landed (and processed) in Sitka in 2018 totaled $61 million (2019 

data is not yet available). 

Figure 21. Sitka Resident Commercial Fishing Earnings, 2009-2018 ($ Millions) 

 
Source: CFEC 

 
Figure 22. Estimated Seafood Landings Value in Sitka, 2009-2018 ($ millions) 

 
Source: CFEC 
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Table 10. Sitka Resident Participation, Harvest, and Earnings, Value of Sitka Landings, 2009-2019 

 Active Permit 
Holders 

Total Pounds 
Harvested 
(millions) 

Total Ex-vessel 
Earnings  

($ millions) 

Estimated Sitka Landings 
Value ($ millions) 

2009 468 29.4 30.5 51.3 

2010 458 33.9 42.7 62.2 

2011 467 37.4 48.5 86.5 

2012 481 25.5 43.4 66.2 

2013 456 50.2 47.2 84.3 

2014 456 35.7 43.6 71.3 

2015 445 36.5 36.4 59.4 

2016 450 24.3 38.0 55.0 

2017 425 33.5 47.8 75.4 

2018 414 23.9 42.7 61.0 

2019 (prelim.) 398 27.8 38.5 na 

Source: CFEC 

• Sitka resident harvest of sablefish (black cod) accounted for more than $11.4 million in ex-vessel income 

in 2019. Sitka power trollers earned $8.1 million. Local halibut fishermen earned more than $6.5 million 

in ex-vessel income, based on preliminary data. Seiners earned $5.3 million. 

Seafood Processing 

• Seafood processing accounted for an annualized average of 

462 jobs in Sitka in 2019. This includes peak monthly 

employment of 1,048 (August) and a monthly low of 170 

(January). 

• Sitka’s seafood processing sector generated total wages of 

$24.2 million in 2019. 

• Seafood processing generated $1.2 million in raw fish tax for 

the City and Borough of Sitka in FY2019. 

• Sitka’s largest property taxpayer and three of the top eight 

property taxpayers are seafood processors. Those three 

processors had a total combined assessed property valuation 

of $33 million in 2019.1  

 

1 City and Borough of Sitka FY2019 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. 
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Hatchery Impacts 

• Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (NSRAA), based in Sitka, produced commercially 

harvested salmon with a total ex-vessel value of $16 million in 2019. The year 2018 was a record high, 

with total ex-vessel value of $29 million. 

• According to a recent McDowell Group study focusing on the 2012-17 period: 

o Hatchery salmon accounted for $120 million in statewide ex-vessel value, representing 22% of 

total salmon value. 

o Hatchery salmon accounted for $361 million in first wholesale value, representing 24% of the 

statewide total. 

o Southeast Alaska hatcheries accounted for 2,000 jobs and $90 million in annual labor income 

• NSRAA generates approximately 30% of the regional economic impact of salmon hatcheries. 

Visitor Industry 

• Sitka cruise ship traffic reached a 10-year high in 2019, when passenger volume totaled 218,600. Pre-

COVID-19, the expectation for 2020 was just under 200,000 passengers. The 2020 cruise season has 

been essentially canceled due to COVID-19, although small cruise vessels are still planning some sailings 

in August and September. 

Figure 24. Sitka Cruise Passenger Visitation,  
2009-2019 Actuals, 2020 and 2021 (Pre-COVID-19 Forecasts) 

 
Source: Cruise Lines Agencies of Alaska 

Before COVID-19, cruise passenger traffic to Sitka was projected to reach slightly more than 300,000 passengers 

in 2021, topping Sitka’s previous peak of 290,000 passengers in 2008. 

• In 2019, Sitka captured 16% of Alaska’s total cruise market of 1.36 million passengers.  

• Though a large part of the local economy, there are no regularly published, comprehensive measures 

of the employment impact of Sitka’s visitor industry, as it is spread across many sectors of the economy. 
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• In 2016 (the most recent analysis available), $715 million in visitor spending generated 11,925 jobs and 

$445 million in total annual labor income in Southeast Alaska, including all direct, indirect, and induced 

economic effects. Visitor spending in Sitka accounted for 8% of regional spending. 

Health Care and Social Services 

• DOLWD reported 691 private-sector jobs in Sitka in health care and social assistance in 2019. Workers 

in these jobs earned $44.2 million in total annual wages in 2018. The significant increase over 2018 is 

due to Sitka Community Hospital, previously reported under local government employment, 

transitioning to SEARHC management. 

• With approximately 500 employees, SEARHC is the single largest source of employment (and wages) in 

the community. 

• DOLWD figures do not include the Pioneer Home, which is reported under state government 

employment.  

• The health care sector’s economic benefits to Sitka include year-round employment and comparatively 

high wages. Monthly wages are about one-third higher than average. 

• This sector included 97 workers and $2.6 million in annual wages associated with providing various 

forms of social assistance. There are 10 employers in this category, including the Center for Community, 

Sitka Counseling, and Youth Advocates of Sitka. 

• Private out-patient care providers accounted for an average of 49 jobs and $1.6 million in wages in 

2019. 
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Federal Government 

• The “national interest” sector is another important source of year-round employment and other 

economic activity in Sitka. BEA reported uniformed military employment in Sitka at 249 active duty and 

reservists in 2018, with $22.6 million in total annual wages and benefits. 

• Civilian federal government employment averaged 114 jobs and $13.8 million in wages and benefits in 

2018. The U.S. Forest Service is the largest component of federal employment in Sitka. Federal 

government workers earned a monthly average wage of $6,978 ($83,700 annually), making them among 

the highest paid workers in the community. 

• Federal employment has declined by about 10% over the past two years. 

 

Federal Employment in Sitka, 2014-2018 

 
Source: BEA. 
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Other Economic Activity 

While seafood, health care, tourism, and federal government form the foundation of Sitka’s economy, there are 

other important sources of economic activity.  

• Organizations focused on Alaska Native affairs are a powerful economic force in Sitka. This includes 

SEARHC (Sitka’s largest single employer), the region’s Indian Health Service provider. Sitka Tribe of 

Alaska (STA) is the federally recognized government entity representing the interests of 4,000 tribal 

citizens residing in Sitka and elsewhere. STA provides a broad range of services and operates a variety 

of tribal enterprises. Shee Atiká is Sitka’s urban corporation resulting from the Alaska Native Claims 

Settlement Act (ANCSA) and is the source of income, scholarships, and other benefits for local 

shareholders. 

• Manufacturing is big business in Sitka, mainly in the form of seafood processing. However, there is 

other manufacturing activity creating jobs and income. In 2019, there were 85 jobs and $4.7 million in 

wages in manufacturing (mainly boat building) not related to seafood. 

• Sitka’s Professional and Business Services sector accounted for 203 jobs and $7.3 million in total wages 

in 2019. This sector includes a wide variety of occupations, such as attorneys, accountants, and 

engineers; science and technology professionals; and a range of administrative and facility management 

services. Employment in this sector averaged 187 jobs in 2018, with total annual wages of $6.5 million. 

• In 2019 employment in the retail sector averaged 448 jobs, with total annual wages of $13.2 million. 

Fifty companies reported employment in the retail sector. Though a portion of this sector is visitor-

related, retail employment is fairly steady over the year, ranging from a monthly low of 417 to a high 

of 484 workers. The retail sector saw some decline in employment between 2018 and 2019 (from 459 

to 448 jobs); however, retail wages increased, from $12.9 million to $13.2 million.  

• Construction employment in Sitka averaged 156 jobs in 2019, with total annual wages of $12.5 million. 

These are high-wage jobs, averaging $6,651 per month, or just over $79,800 annually. Construction 

employment held steady between 2018 and 2019 (at 154 and 156 jobs, respectively), though total wages 

increased, from $10.1 million to $12.5 million.  
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AGENDA 
Sitka Economic Development Association 

June 4th, 2020 
Start 

   Time 
Call to Order Noon 

A. Roll Call & Recognition of Invited Participants
� 

B. Approve meeting minutes of March 12th, 2020

C. Financial / Budget Report
� Monthly Financials
� Fund Raising

D. Correspondence & Other Information

E. Additions to Agenda

F. Reports
� SEDA President’s Report
� STA Report
� CBS Report
� GPIP Report

G. Unfinished Business
1. No Named Mountain/Granite Creek Master Plan

H. New Business
1. SEDA Economic Resiliency Task Force
2. SEDA FY2021 Budget

I. Board or Directors Comments

J. Executive Session

L. Adjourn
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Sitka Economic Development Association 
329 Harbor Drive, Suite 202, Sitka, Alaska 99835 

March 12, 2020 
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 

 
CALL TO ORDER: The Chair, Trevor Harang, started the meeting 12:03pm. 
 
A.    ROLL CALL and Recognition of Invited Participants 
 
Members Present:  Trevor Harang, Nancy Davis, Rich Riggs, Joe Williams, Cory Baggen, Ken 

Cameron, Adora Dumag, Roger Hames  
 
Absent: Mike Venneberg, Joe Williams 
  
Staff:    Garry White, Brigette Klakring 
 
Other: Gary Paxton, John Leach, Richard Wein, John Holst, Zaide Allen 
 
  

John Leach - Mr. Leach introduced himself to the Board and gave a brief background of his work 
history and connection to the community. 

  
B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – February 13, 2020  

 
MOTION: M/S Davis/Dumag moved to approve the minutes of February 13, 2020 
 
ACTION: Motion PASSED (8/0) on a voice vote.   
 

C.  FINANCIAL/BUDGET REPORT – Garry White 
 

Mr. White reviewed the financials and fundraising which are all on track.  
 
D. CORRESPONDENCE AND OTHER INFORMATION – Garry White 
 

Mr. White announced the March Trends would be sent out next week with a highlight on the lack 
of childcare options in Sitka. He also updated the Board that a date of April 22 2020 at 3:00pm 
had been selected for the annual Sitka State of the Economy address.  

 
E. ADDITIONS TO AGENDA – None 

F. REPORTS 

STA Report  –  None 

CBS Report –  John Leach 

Mr. Leach explained the Haul Out RFP went live March 11, 2020 and will be advertised for 30 
days both in and out of Sitka. He also ensured he would be addressing the coronavirus needs of 
our community as the situation progressed. The group was concerned about the economic loss 
for the community and Mr. Leach ensured the group he would tap into any federal or state funds 
that became available. Additionally, he would be utilizing the lobbyist to help advocate for access 
to said funds. 
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       GPIP Report – Garry White 

DOCK – The dock saw tremendous use this summer and continues to receive business even in 
the off-season. The fleet is continuing to utilize this addition.  Revenues have been $20,000 so far 
this fiscal year. In fact, as it sees more use we need to get more serious about booking 4 days in 
advance he mentioned. 
 
MARINE SERVICES INDUSTRIES – GPIP Haul Out RFP is out. 
 
BULK WATER – Mr. White reported entities continue to be interested in bulk water.  
 
UTILITY DOCK – Mr. White reported Sitka Police were removing a car today that would allow a 
pillar to be driven into the ground completing the sale of this project.  
 
DELTA WESTERN – Fuel services are successfully being implemented.  

G. UNFINISHED BUSINESS – 

1. No Name Mountain/Granite Creek Master Plan 

Mr. White asked for feedback on the draft letter stating SEDA’s position on the No Name 
Mountain/Granite Creek Master Plan land use. Mr. White focused on the best return on property 
in a multi-use land suggestion. The letter includes utilizing the land for rock quarrying so long as 
it’s profitable to CBS, using waterfront property for marine use, industrial use, commercial use, 
housing and/or recreation, and that CBS investigates Tax Increment Funding to support baseline 
infrastructure creation. 

MOTION: M/S Hames/Baggen moved to approve the letter and send as is. 
 
ACTION: Motion PASSED (8/0) on a voice vote.   

 

H. NEW BUSINESS  

1. SEDA Strategic Plan – Mr. White explained the board needed to revisit our 5 Year Strategic 
Plan as the last one was created in 2016. The board decided they would like to hire a facilitator 
again and to include $6,000 in the FY2021 budget to account for this need. Mr. Hames suggested 
we consider Mr. Holst as a facilitator.  

 
 

2. Alaska Seaweed Farming Opportunities – Mr. White recently attended an Alaska Seaweed 
Farming Start Up Training Program Workshop. He shared the potential economic opportunities for 
coastal Alaska as seaweed can be used as bio fuel, pharmaceuticals and further innovation. The 
approval process is super extensive and lengthy. As this potential opportunities grows he will keep 
us updated.  
 

I. BOARD OF DIRECTOR COMMENTS - None 

J.  ACTION ITEMS – None  

L.  ADJOURN   1:21 

MOTION: M/S Harang/Hames 
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June 1st, 2020 
 
Board of Regents 
University of Alaska 
PO Box 755300 
Fairbanks, AK 99775 
 
Dear Board of Regents; 
 
The Sitka Economic Development Association (SEDA) respectfully objects to all options that 
would eliminate the University of Alaska Southeast (UAS) as a separate university within the 
UA system. 
 
Southeast Alaska greatly benefits with the education and training opportunities offered by UAS. 
 
The UAS Sitka Campus is an integral part of the Sitka community.  Besides the campus being an 
economic driver to all of southeast, it is a vital to the education of young people and adults in 
Southeast Alaska.  Educational programs offered by the UAS system are centered on local 
economic enterprises and helps allow these students to remain in Southeast Alaska and 
contribute to the local economies.    
 
I currently serve as the Chair of the UAS Sitka Advisory Board of Directors.  I volunteer on this 
board as I believe in the value of the UAS Sitka Campus and its mission to support our young 
people and the industries that support Southeast Alaska.   
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
 
 
Garry White 
SEDA-Executive Director  
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June 1st, 2020 
 
Economic Development Administration Grant Application  
 
RE: City and Borough of Sitka – Construction of a Critical Water Supply Facility 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This letter is written on behalf of the City and Borough of Sitka (CBS) to provide documentation 
of our support for the construction of a Critical Secondary Water Supply (CSW) facility. 
 
The Sitka Economic Development Association (SEDA) relies on the CBS water infrastructure 
system to maintain operations, safety and productive of our mission.  The mission of the Sitka 
Economic Development Association is: Foster a business climate that is receptive and conducive 
to existing and new business; Help promote the creation of family wage jobs and enhance the 
quality of life for Sitkans.  
 
We understand that the CBS is planning on constructing a secondary water supply so that when 
the existing hydropower penstock is out of service for inspection or maintenance, the CBS will 
continue to receive safe drinking water, and turbidity in the penstock water exceeds the 
maximums for filtration avoidance. Having reliable and fiscally affordable water delivery 
infrastructure is vital to the community and development of an economy in Sitka.   
 
Please contact me at either 907-747-26600 or garrywhite@gci.net with any questions regarding 
SEDA’s support for the CWSS Facility project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
 
 
Garry White 
SEDA-Executive Director  
 
 
cc: Dave Longtin, P.E. City and Borough of Sitka, david.longtin@cityofsitka.org 
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329 Harbor Drive, Suite 212, Sitka, AK 99385   

Phone: 907-747-2660 
 
 

 
Monday, June 1, 2020 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  SEDA Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Garry White, Director 
 
SUBJECT: Gary Paxton Industrial Park (GPIP) Management Report 
 
 
 

1. GPIP Dock   
 
The GPIP Dock is open for business.  The dock had a lot of traffic during the spring of 
2019.  Most use was related to the commercial fishing fleet with vessel moving nets and 
other fishing gear across the dock.   

 
Security cameras were installed in April, which allows for better management and 
tracking of use.  
 
Next steps are to continue to monitor uses and adjust the Port Tariff to accommodate 
users of the facility.  Additionally, prepayment or pay for use electric meters are being 
investigating to allow for better management of electric use.  (05/06/2019) 
 
Dock Revenues: FY2018 - $689, FY2019 - $10,464, FY2020 (as of 10/9) - $13,436 
(10/14/2019) 
 

 
2. Marine Services Industries at the GPIP.    

 
The CBS is moving forward with design, engineering and permitting of an access ramp to 
support the marine service sector. (03/27/2018) 
 
The Director is researching cost and management options for the storage of fishing gear 
on GPIP properties.  (07/24/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board held meetings on June 28th and July 26th to discuss the development of 
an access ramp at the GPIP to promote the marine service industry.  PND Engineers of 
Juneau is under contract with the CBS to design, engineer and permit an access ramp.  
PND presented different concepts for the development of an access ramp.  The consensus 
was to develop a ramp at an 8% grade to accommodate both barges and larger 
commercial vessels.  The existing gravel ramp constructed by Northline Seafoods is 
already at an 8% grade and could be improved to allow more use.  PND engineers 
provided a cost estimate of $6.7 million dollars to construct a fully operational concrete 
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access ramp, EPA approved wash down pad, and all the associated upland improvement 
for a fully operational haul out yard.  The Board is in the process of prioritizing 
development with current funds available.  (07/31/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board met and set the priority order for the development of a haul out as the 
following recommended priorities phases: 
 
1. EPA approved water treatment infrastructure. 
 
2. EPA approved wash down pad or water collection infrastructure. 
 
3. Ramp infrastructure improvements, including installing a concrete ramp. 
 
4. Upland improvements (Electric, water, lighting, etc.). 
 
5. Timber float. 
 
6. Potential CBS owned infrastructure to haul vessel (Hydraulic trailer or lift). 
(10/22/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board and Assembly approved additional funding of $22,000 for PND 
Engineers to provide detailed analysis for the phased development of the haul out 
facilities.  (05/06/2019) 
 
The Director has received word from CBS Administration that Halibut Point Marina will 
be transitioning out of the marine haul out business in the next few years.  (07/03/2019) 
 
The GPIP Board reviewed and discussed the phase development estimates for the 
construction of an access ramp and associated infrastructure to construct a haul out 
facility at the park.  Total project costs are estimated to be $7.5mm.  (11/12/2019) 
 
The CBS received a proposal from the owners of Halibut Point Marina (HPM) stating 
that it will be reducing service within the next two years.  HPM additionally submitted a 
proposal to the CBS to construct marine haul out infrastructure to include; haul out piers, 
an EPA approved wash down pad with a water treatment facility, and a 100 ton lift.  
HPM is requesting a trade of other CBS property to offset the cost of construction.  The 
GPIP Board has been unable to secure funding for the construction of haul out 
infrastructure to date.    
 
The GPIP Board held a meeting on December 4th to discuss the proposed haul out 
infrastructure.  Discussion from the public and board focused on travel lift capacity, pier 
width, upland improvements needed, access, and future management.  The Board 
recommended the Assembly move forward with negotiations with HPM for a facility that 
has a new 100 tons lift, piers that are 26’ apart, infrastructure to include a float to help 
vessel navigate into the lift, a larger or additional wash down pad be included, and that 
infrastructure is added to allow people to exit vessels before being lifted.   
(12/9/2019) 
 
Halibut Point Marina has withdrew with its proposal to construct a vessel haul out at the 
GPIP in exchange for other CBS property due the CBS general code that requires CBS 
property to be disposed of via competitive bid.  The CBS Assembly and GPIP Board held 
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a joint work session on January 30th to discuss next steps.  The CBS Assembly directed 
the CBS Administrator to prepare and release a RFP for private sector development of 
vessel haul out at the GPIP.  (02/10/2020) 
 
The GPIP Board met on Feb. 28th and approved a draft RFP for CBS Administration 
approval to be release to the public for private sector development of a vessel haul out at 
the GPIP.  (03/09/2020) 
 
The CBS received two proposals for development of a vessel haul out at the GPIP.  The 
GPIP Board met via Zoom on April 27th and vetted the proposals as part of a selection 
committee, containing the 5 members of the Board, the CBS Administrator and Public 
Works Director.  The Selection Committee scored a proposal from WC Enterprises as the 
best proposal.  The RFP Scoring results were presented to the Assembly on May 12th.  
The Assembly gave direction to the CBS Administrator to work with WC Enterprises to 
develop a detailed agreement to move forward with the development of the haul out.  The 
CBS Administrator, Public Works Director, and the GPIP Director have been meeting 
twice a week with WC Enterprises on the agreement.  (06/01/2020) 
 

3. Bulk Water       
 
The Director continues to work with entities interested in the export of Sitka’s water.  
(05/06/2019) 
 
The CBS Assembly met on April 30th to discuss needed repairs to the Raw Water 
delivery infrastructure.  No funding or repair plan was determined.  The CBS’s ability to 
delivery water will need to be fixed before the bulk water export venture can move 
forward.  The Assembly directed the GPIP Director to continue to work with potential 
investors and exports to find a funding solution to repair the system.  The CBS does not 
believe that the infrastructure can be repaired until the penstock is shut down and 
dewatered.  Estimate timeframe for penstock shut down is estimated to be the fall of 
2021.  (06/03/2019) 
 
The Director met with Eckert Fine Beverage’s engineering firm to finalize the design for 
the low volume water loading system.  The goal is to have Eckert design, engineer, 
construct, and fund the water loading station.  The water loading station will be 
strategically located on the GPIP properties next to the Raw Water Meter building.  The 
infrastructure will be turned over to the CBS upon completion for future use of all low 
volume water exporters.  Eckert wishes to have a project completed this summer and start 
exporting water for vodka production.  (06/03/2019) 
 

4. Bottled Water       
 

The Director continues to receive inquires for bottled water.  The Director has recently 
had conversations with entities from China, Costa Rica, and South Korea. (11/12/2019) 
 

5. Public Industrial Water 
 

The Director has met with both NSRAA and the Electric Department to find a way to 
ensure public industrial water is available to the park for economic development 
opportunities.  (06/03/2019) 
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The CBS and NSRAA have come to an agreement on a water delivery agreement to 
allow NSRAA to use public industrial water for raising salmon.  (02/10/2020) 
 

6. Blue Lake Dam Expansion Project    
 
The Blue Lake Dam Expansion Project has been completed.  Evacuated rock from the 
project is still being stored on park property.  Rock needs to be removed from the 
property for economic development to continue on the site.  The CBS is still working on 
a solution.  (05/12/2015) 
 
The CBS Electrical Department intends to release a request for proposals of entities 
interested in purchasing rock stored at GPIP.  (06/29/2015) 
 
The CBS Electrical Department has recently investigated several plans to remove rock 
from the property.  (09/22/2015) 
 
Rock is actively leaving the park via contracts between the CBS Electric Department and 
various entities.  (07/11/2016) 
 
The Director is currently working with various groups to continue to remove rock from 
the industrial site and bring the industrial site condition back to leasable condition.  
(05/31/2017) 
 
The CBS Electric Department reports that a contractor has purchase all the remaining 
rock left in the GPIP.  The rock will be barged out of the park for use in a private 
waterfront development.  The contractor anticipates that all rock will be removed from 
the park by the end of the calendar year.  (08/01/2017) 
 
A majority of the rock in the park has been removed. Rock remains on lots 15, 16b, 19, 
and 20.  (10/16/2017) 
 
More rock has left the park.  Rock only remains on lots 16b, 19, & 20.  The Assembly 
has approved funding to clean up the waterfront and interior lots to bring back to a usable 
state.  (01/18/2018) 
 
The GPIP Board met in September and agreed to allow the CBS another 6 months to 
store rock on lots 16b, 19, & 20.  (10/22/2018) 
 
The Assembly has approved a MOA between the GPIP and Electric Department to allow 
the GPIP to charge for use of Lots 16b and 20. Rock has been stored on these lots since 
the Blue Lake Dam Expansion project. (06/03/2019) 
  

7. Utility Dock 
 
The CBS Assembly met on April 22, 2019 and voted to reverse the condemnation notice 
the CBS Building Official issued for the Utility Dock in January 2019.  The Assembly 
directed staff to draft a purchase and sales agreement, using outside legal counsel, to 
include language specific to requiring Hanson Maritime to complete a conditional 
assessment of the facility and to repair for safe use of the facility.  (05/06/2019) 
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The Director and CBS Attorney has met with outside counsel and is preparing a term 
sheet of contract details for the Assembly to approve on lieu of preparing a full purchase 
and sales agreement.  (06/03/2019) 
 
The Assembly approved a term sheet with Hanson Maritime at its August 27th meeting.  
A detailed purchase and sales agreement is being drafted for Assembly approval.  
Additionally, the process to subdivide the lot for sale is moving forward with CBS 
planning.  (09/03/2019) 
 
The Assembly approved a purchase agreement between the CBS and Hanson Maritime to 
purchase the Utility Dock at the GPIP. 
(02/10/2020) 

 
8. GPIP Dock Fuel Sales 

 
Delta Western has received its build permit to establish a fueling operation on the GPIP 
Dock.  The fuel tanks will be relocated from the dock itself to the uplands above the 
dock.  (07/03/2019) 
 
Delta Western has completed its fuel delivery infrastructure on the GPIP dock.  
(11/12/2019) 
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Tuesday, June 2, 2020 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  SEDA Board of Directors 
    
From:  Garry White - Director   
 
Subject: No Named Mountain/Granite Creek Master Plan 
 
Introduction 
 
The SEDA Board heard a presentation from CBS Planning Department at its February 
13th, 2020 meeting regarding the No Named Mountain/Granite Creek Master Plan.  The 
Board discussed many development opportunities for this area and gave direction that a 
position paper be brought to the Board for further comment and direction.   
 
The SEDA Board met in March and approved the attached letter to be submitted to the 
CBS regarding the development of the Master Plan. 
 
There will a joint work session of the Assembly and Planning Commission on June 3rd to 
discuss next steps. 
 
Attached is the Draft Master Plan. 
 
Key Findings from Executive Summary 
 
1. Due to high construction costs, housing development in study area is unlikely to 
contribute to the supply of affordable housing within the near term; however, portions of 
study area have potential for high-value residential view lots 
 
2. Existing Sitka quarries (including Granite Creek) can meet foreseeable rock 
demand; however, some in the local construction community would like to open new 
quarries and/or modify City’s quarry lease agreement 
 
3. Development in the study area’s wetlands will likely require expensive wetland 
mitigation and permitting; however, some wetlands could potentially be set aside as 
mitigation 
 
4. Granite Creek Industrial Area can meet the demand for fleet storage and other 
commercial/industrial uses 
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5. The study area offers opportunities for recreational tourism activities and to 
disperse anticipated increase in cruise ship visitors 
 
6. Development of waterfront parcel for new cruise ship dock or marine-related 
industry is inadvisable 
 
Note:  Page 58 of the Draft Master Plan summarize community survey results. 
 
 
Action 
 

• Board discussion of Draft No Named Mountain/Granite Creek Master Plan.   
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EX E C U T I V E SU M MA RY

I

This Land Use Master Plan was initiated by the City 
and Borough of Sitka to support economic growth 
in Sitka by considering land use and development 
opportunities for 830 acres of City-owned property 
known as the No Name Mountain/Granite Creek Area. 
The property (hereinafter referred to as “the study area”) 
currently contains industrial and commercial activity 
on its southern end at the Granite Creek Industrial Area. 
However, most of the site remains undeveloped and 
occupied by extensive wetlands and steep forested 
terrain. The study area previously has been evaluated 
for rock quarrying, a by-pass road to the State Ferry 
Terminal, and further industrial development. This 
master plan considers Sitka’s needs and the property’s 
suitability for various uses including housing, recreation, 
expanded rock quarrying, tourism-related development, 
light commercial/industrial activity, wetland impacts 
mitigation, and open space. 

The recommendations in this report for land use and 
development are based on the study area’s existing 
conditions, Sitka’s economic needs, and the input of 
project stakeholders and local citizens. Upon talking with 
stakeholders and conducting a detailed Site Analysis and 
Market Analysis contained in this report, the following 
“key findings” were made:

• Due to anticipated high construction costs 
associated with challenging site conditions, 
residential development in the study area is unlikely 
to contribute to the supply of affordable housing 
in Sitka in the near future. However, portions of 
study area possess good potential for high-value 
residential view lots.  

• Existing Sitka quarries can meet foreseeable rock 
demand, and the Granite Creek Industrial Area is 
suitable for expanded rock quarrying; however, some 
in the local construction community are interested in 
either opening new quarries or modifying the City’s 
quarry leasing structure to increase rock supply and 
competition, and reduce rock costs.

• Development in the study area’s extensive wetlands 
will require costly wetland permitting and mitigation 
and expensive construction measures, thus 
putting most wetland areas off-limits to building 
development. However, it may be possible to put 
large wetland areas into conservation easements 
as mitigation for modest development impacts to 
wetlands outside of the easement area.     

• The study area offers an opportunity to meet the 
demand for outdoor recreational activities sought 
by cruise ship visitors, independent travelers, and 
local residents. Recreational activities and facilities 
for cruise ship visitors could be conveniently located 
near the Halibut Point Marine Cruise Ship Terminal, 
thereby reducing tour bus traffic on Halibut Point 
Road to and from downtown.

• Development of the study area’s waterfront parcel 
for a new cruise ship dock or for marine-related 
industry would be inadvisable as the demand for 
these uses can be met elsewhere for the foreseeable 
future. 

• The Granite Creek Industrial Area can accommodate 
light commercial/industrial activity along Granite 
Creek Road and on exhausted quarry sites. 
Warehousing, light manufacturing, fleet storage, 
outdoor equipment storage, and other similar uses 
would be appropriate here.

In preparing this master plan, the study area was divided 
into seven geographic areas or zones based on the 
predominant site conditions of each zone, and each zone 
was given a name. Predicated on economic demand and 
viability, community input, and site conditions (terrain 
features, road and utility accessibility, etc.) the following 
land uses are recommended for the various zones:

• Harbor Point: Residential – high-end shoreline view 
homes with perhaps smaller homes and apartments 
on the site’s interior, OR Recreational Tourism – 
outdoor recreational activities and facilities oriented 
to cruise ship visitors and others. 

EX E C U T I V E SU M MA RY
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• No Name Mountain: Open Space and Passive 
Recreation, OR Recreational Tourism – outdoor 
recreational activities and facilities oriented to cruise 
ship visitors and others.

• No Name Creek Terrace: Residential – single family 
detached homes.

• Sound View Ridge: Residential – mix of single-
family detached homes and multi-family attached 
apartments/condominiums. 

• Granite Creek Industrial Area: Industrial and 
Commercial – continued and expanded rock 
quarrying and light commercial and industrial 
activity.

• Muskeg Wetlands: Open Space, Passive Recreation 
and Wetland Banking – perpetuation of wetlands 
which are unsuited for building development, but 
suited for trails, subsistence gathering, wildlife, 
nature enjoyment, and mitigation for wetland 
impacts elsewhere.

• Saddle Mountain (west side): Open Space and 
Passive Recreation – perpetuation of steep forested 
terrain which is unsuited for building development, 
but suitable for trails, subsistence gathering, wildlife, 
and nature enjoyment.

This master plan provides choices and options for the 
highest and best use of land in the study area. Land 
use recommendations herein represent an informed 
assessment of what seems logical for a large site 
with conditions challenging to development and a 
community with challenging economic development 
needs. The master plan is intended to serve as a “living 
document” whereby its conclusions remain adaptable 
to changing conditions and viable for up to 15 years if 
necessary. 

Nex t  Steps

There are many moving parts to this master plan, 
and even more moving parts to actually developing 
portions of the study area. The following actions could 
be taken by the City in the short term to initiate project 
development:

• Residential: Verify whether the costs of utility 
infrastructure for new residential development 
would qualify for the USDA Rural Development Grant 
and Loan Program. Start with a small residential 
project with fewer site challenges, such as the area 
between Granite Creek and Harbor Mountain Road.

• Recreational Tourism: Begin negotiations with 
entities who may be interested in leasing City land 
on Harbor Point and/or No Name Mountain to 
develop facilities for outdoor recreational activities 
oriented to cruise ship visitors and others. 

• Quarrying, Commercial, Industrial: Begin 
preparations to expand rock quarrying into Saddle 
Mountain; modify or restructure the City’s leasing 
agreement to allow more operators to quarry 
rock. Promote availability of land at Granite Creek 
Industrial Area for commercial and industrial uses.

• Wetland Mitigation: Begin discussions with 
permitting agencies to confirm whether large tracts 
of wetlands in the study area could be placed into 
permanent conservation easements as mitigation for 
development impacts to wetlands elsewhere. 
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Today, Sitka remains existentially defined by its natural 
and scenic resources and cultural heritage. Although 
logging and timber processing have all but ceased 
around Sitka, the local commercial fishing industry 
remains strong, and hundreds of thousands visitors 
travel annually to Sitka and other southeast Alaska 
communities to experience the incredible natural 
splendor, outdoor recreational opportunities, and 
unique frontier-town history and culture. With much of 
southeast Alaska managed and protected by federal and 
state agencies and native corporations, including large 
areas of Baranof Island in the Tongass National Forest 
surrounding Sitka, the wild, unspoiled natural beauty 
of the Sitka area and larger region seems reasonably 
assured. 

With a population of just under 10,000 residents, 
and accessible only by airplane or boat, Sitka faces 
challenges not unlike those faced by other small remote 
communities formerly anchored by a natural resource-
based or manufacturing economy that is transitioning 
to an economy tied to visitation, government, medical 
care, and other services. The changing economic 
and environmental climate can be difficult for any 
community. Sitka, however, will find continued longevity 
in its citizens’ rugged individualism, self-reliance, 
entrepreneurial spirit, and resiliency coupled with their 
spirit of community cooperation and common cause. 
These values and traits have longed distinguished Sitka 
and have enabled it to adapt to change; these values 
will continue to characterize Sitka’s future. Sitka must 
draw from and bolster its attributes of a beautiful and 
healthy natural setting, small-town charm and character, 
cultural diversity and self-sufficiency, and community 
collaboration.

1 | IN T R O D U C T I O N

Sitk a:  Yesterday Today and 
Tomorrow
Sitka is located on the west side of Baranof Island within 
the Alexander Archipelago in Southeast Alaska, at the 
northern end of the Pacific Northwest’s famed Inside 
Passage. Here, land and water are interwoven with 
thousands of large and small coastal islands, straits, 
sounds, coves, bays, inlets and interconnecting channels 
that protect marine travel from the open Pacific Ocean. 
Southeast Alaska’s high coastal mountains push heavy 
precipitation from the atmosphere, giving rise to lush 
temperate rainforests dominated by Sitka spruce and 
western hemlock. The mild oceanic climate, dense 
forests, profusion of creeks, rivers and wetlands, and 
nutrient-rich coastal waters contribute to varied coastal 
and upland ecosystems with abundant marine, aquatic, 
and terrestrial wildlife. 

Ancestors of today’s Tlingit People settled Sitka over 
10,000 years ago. The ancient Tlingit village Shee At’ika 
eventually came under Russian control in the early 
1800’s as a trading and military outpost renamed New 
Archangel. Preceding and following Alaska’s purchase 
by the U.S. as a territory in 1846, successive waves of 
Euro-Americans seeking seal and sea otter pelts, whales, 
gold, timber, fish, and other resources throughout the 
region transformed Sitka into southeast Alaska’s largest 
settlement populated by people of many different 
nationalities. As a result, Sitka boasts a colorful history 
and rich cultural heritage derived from its Tlingit origins 
(and continued presence) infused with Russian, Swedish, 
Finnish, Asian, and other influences.
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Land Use M aster  Plan Purpose  
and G oals
This Land Use Master Plan (interchangeably termed 
“Land Use Master Plan” and “Master Plan” throughout this 
report) is intended to support economic growth in Sitka 
by identifying viable land use options and development 
opportunities for 830 acres of City-owned property 
located along Halibut Point Road about 4 ½ miles 
north of the city center. Land use recommendations in 
this report are based on the property’s conditions and 
characteristics, Sitka’s economic climate and needs, and 
community input. 

Development of the property is intended to:

• Foster economic development and prosperity  
in Sitka

• Fit with site’s existing landscape characteristics 

• Improve quality of life for Sitka residents

• Align with the City’s Comprehensive Plan

The Master Plan will ideally work as a “living document” 
whereby its implementation may be carried out 
over a period of up to 15 years if necessary, with its 
recommendations remaining viable throughout this 
time. The plan is intended to remain flexible and 
responsive to changing conditions and situations. 
Importantly, the Master Plan provides a long-range 
blueprint for site development, helping to ensure that 
what happens on the site in the short term will work with 
what happens on the site in the future.

M aster  Plan Process,  Tasks,  
and Organizat ion
Preparation of this Land Use Master Plan involved both 
sequential and concurrent tasks over a six-month time 
frame. Following is a summary of the major tasks and 
steps in the planning process:   

Data collection and analysis: Existing data and 
information were assembled and reviewed about the 
study area, larger setting, local demographics, and Sitka 
economy. Some of this information came from local and 
state agencies and other sources. Previously prepared 
plans, studies and reports relevant to the study area's 
land use are discussed in the Site Analysis and Market 
Analysis sections of this report. This material informed 
decisions about appropriate types of development and 
land uses for the 830-acre study area.  

Stakeholder engagement and input: Local business 
owners, building contractors, and staff with various 
local, state and federal agencies, were interviewed 
at the outset of the master plan project to gain their 
perspective on issues and conditions influencing 
potential use and development of the study area. 
The insights of several individuals, all of whom could 
be considered project stakeholders, contributed to 
determining options for how the study area might be 
used and developed. A list of interviewed stakeholders is 
contained in the Appendix of this report.
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Alternative land use schemes: Using information 
about the site and local economy, and from discussions 
with stakeholders, a range of potential land uses were 
identified for the study area. Because the study area is 
so large and varied, different land uses were attributed 
to different site zones or areas, with each zone having its 
own set of conditions and development potentials. The 
alternative land use schemes therefore show feasible 
land uses for separate distinct areas within the study 
area.

Public review and comment via website: Public 
meetings that had been planned to review and discuss 
the alternative land use schemes with Sitka residents had 
to be curtailed due to social distancing requirements 
related to the COVID-19 pandemic. Nevertheless, 
community ideas and input on how to develop and use 
the study area were considered crucial to the Master 
Plan’s development. Consequently, a website was 
created, advertised, and posted to explain the project 
and obtain public input on land use options for the study 
area. The website remained active for 2 ½ weeks, and  
included an opinion survey for website viewers 
to register their preferences and ideas about site 
development and land use. 

Synthesis  of  Website  Sur vey and Land 
Use Recommendations

Public comments and survey results from the project 
website were tabulated and reviewed to determine 
survey respondents’ preferences on the alternative land 
use schemes and any other ideas about development in 
the study area. This information, together with the site 
analysis and market analysis, stakeholder input, review 
of previous studies, and the consultant team’s best 
judgment, was used to formulate the recommendations 
for land use in the last chapter of this report.

M aster  Plan Organizat ion

This Master Plan Report is organized by chapters, each 
dealing with different aspects of data research and 
findings and the subsequent formulation of land use 
options and recommendations. The plan’s organization 
aligns with the performance of various tasks carried 
out in developing the plan. Thus, the second chapter 
of the Master Plan contains a Site Analysis discussion 
about the study area’s existing conditions and 
characteristics. This is followed by a Market Analysis 
of Sitka’s economy, including assessment of the site’s 
economic development opportunities, which was 
performed more-or-less concurrently with the Site 
Analysis. The Site Analysis and Market Analysis inform 
the Alternative Land Use Schemes in the next chapter. 
Upon vetting alternative schemes with the community, 
specific recommendations for development and land use 
within the study area are provided in the last chapter. 
Detailed information from the data research, stakeholder 
interviews, etc. are contained in the Appendix for 
reference.
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Review of  O ther  Relevant  Plans, 
Studies  and Repor ts
Several plans and studies, some dating back 20 years, 
had been previously prepared for all or portions of 
the study area. These previous studies address rock 
quarrying, routing and impacts of the Cross Trail, 
industrial development, utility and road improvements, 
and other project proposals for the site. Other reports 
and studies were reviewed that are not specific to the 
study area; these studies contain information about 
Sitka’s economy, tourism, local and regional land 
management and planning, etc. These earlier plans 
and studies were reviewed to glean information that 
could affect or influence the land use options and 
recommendations contained in this master plan.  A list of 
these reports, studies, and other reviewed documents is 
contained in the Appendix. 

The Sitka 2030 Comprehensive Plan addresses City-
wide growth management and urban development. The 
following goals, objectives, and actions under various 
sections of the Comprehensive Plan may be relevant to 
land use and development on the study area site:

• Economic Development

 » Support growth in manufacturing and maritime 
businesses

 » Support growth and diversification of cruise-
related and heritage tourism

 » Support public-private partnerships

 » Maintain a healthy natural environment

 » Maintain well-functioning infrastructure

• Housing

 » Expand range, affordability and quality of 
housing

 » Increase supply of affordable housing

 » Reduce allowed lot sizes and encourage higher 
density development

 » Provide clear standards for PUD’s and cluster-
home development 

• Historic, Cultural and Arts Resources

 » Integrate Tlingit place-names into community 
facilities and places

 » Support visual and performing arts

 » Expand heritage and cultural tourism
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• Borough Facilities

 » Provide community facilities and services in cost-
effective manner

 » Maximize use of existing infrastructure before 
building new

 » Improve water, wastewater, and electrical 
systems

 » Implement low impact design, construction and 
operation techniques

 » Recognize sale of public land for housing will 
require major road/utility costs

• Transportation

 » Maximize use of existing roads before building 
new

 » Improve land-based transportation infrastructure

 » Implement a Complete Streets Policy and 
encourage public transit

 » Extend Halibut Point Road to Katlian Bay

• Parks, Trails and Recreation

 » Recognize the use and value of trails for 
recreation and secondary access routes

 » Provide for trails, recreational and open space in 
new subdivisions

 » Expand community use of parks, trails and 
recreation

 » Recognize the link between recreation, tourism 
and a strong economy

• Land Use

 » Avoid incompatible mixes of residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses

 » Consider best ways to address development in 
high risk areas

 » Address challenges of declining and aging 
population with residential development

 » Focus on urban infill versus sprawl, making 
efficient use of underutilized or open land

• Future Growth and Focus Areas

 » Granite Creek-No Name Mountain: Develop 
master plan to determine best uses and 
development, including utilization of rock 
resource; commercial/industrial uses will 
drive area development; between Old Harbor 
Mountain Road and Granite Creek Road support 
residential and small scale agricultural uses

 » Starrigavan and North: Work with USFS and State 
of Alaska to focus on access and recreational 
improvements

 » Greater Downtown: Focus on residential infill and 
higher densities

 » Indian River: Encourage residential uses and 
consider other uses

 » Jarvis/Smith/Price and Jamestown Bay Areas: 
Maintain/allow heavy commercial & industrial 
waterfront development

 » Gary Paxton Industrial Park: Continue economic 
development, capitalizing on deep water, utility, 
road and land access.
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F I G U R E  1—P R O J E C T  A R E A  S E T T I N G
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Study Area looking South with No Name Mountain in foreground
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Site  Analysis  Purpose and 
Objec t ives
Decisions about what to develop on a site must be 
informed by the current conditions of the site. The 
existing conditions and qualities of the No Name 
Mountain/Granite Creek study area, including its 
surroundings, are varied and complex. Gaining an 
understanding of this complexity requires a process of 
looking at existing conditions as a set of separate but 
inter-related features and characteristics. Although these 
conditions and characteristics are evaluated individually 
in this chapter, it is important to recognize these 
characteristics are always associated with one other, with 
certain conditions affecting or affected by others.

This chapter discusses the following existing conditions 
and characteristics of the study area: 

• Study area location and setting

• Adjacent land use and development

• Site Geology and Surface Elevations

• Site Slopes and Gradients

• Site Plant Communities 

• Site Wetlands and Creeks

• Site Utility Infrastructure

• Site Rock Quarrying

• Commercial and Industrial Site Uses
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Study Area Location,  S ett ing,  
and Land Use
The study area is located just east of Sitka Sound, about 
4 ½ miles north of downtown Sitka. Most of the 830-
acre site lies on the east side of Halibut Point Road, 
which travels along Sitka Sound and terminates about a 
quarter-mile north of the study area at the Starrigavan 
Recreation Area. A 17-acre portion of the study area 
occurs on the west side of Halibut Point Road; this parcel, 
referred to as Harbor Point, offers shoreline frontage 
on Sitka Sound. Except for active rock quarries, a small 
golf course, and light industrial activity on its south end, 
the study area remains undeveloped, and occupied by 
wetlands, creeks, and forest across rugged terrain. 

As shown in Figure 2, land bordering the north and east 
sides of the site remain undeveloped forest and wetland 
within the Tongass National Forest or owned by the 
State. At the north end of the study area, the Starrigavan 
Recreation Area administered by the U.S. Forest Service 
offers hiking and nature trails, picnicking, camping, 
fishing and kayaking associated with Starrigavan Creek, 
Estuary and Bay. On the north side of Starrigavan Bay, 
the Old Sitka State Historical Park administered by Alaska 
State Parks commemorates the location of Sitka’s original 
Russian settlement and fort. The Alaska Marine Highway 
Ferry Terminal occupies the south side of Starrigavan Bay 
at the north end of the study area.

A combination of industrial, commercial, and residential 
waterfront development along Halibut Point Road  
borders  the western edge of the study area south of the 
above mentioned 17-acre waterfront parcel. Notably, 

just south of the waterfront parcel, Halibut Point Marine 
Services operates a cruise ship terminal adjacent to 
a barge dock, container yard, and small boat marina. 
The cruise ship terminal is expanding to accommodate 
two large cruise ships. Disembarking ship passengers 
will be bused to downtown Sitka or other destinations 
via Halibut Point Road. A large exhausted rock quarry 
referred to as the S&S Pit occurs across the road from the 
cruise ship terminal. 

South of the cruise ship terminal, development along 
Halibut Point Road consists of a mix single-family 
homes, mobile homes, and light commercial/industrial 
buildings either fronting the water or terraced into 
the lower slopes east of the road. Toward the south 
end of the study area on the west side of Halibut Point 
Road, Halibut Point State Recreation Site offers day-use 
picnicking, forest trails, and beach access on forty acres 
of State Parks land. Continuing southward, a mix of 
mostly residential and some light commercial/industrial 
development flank both sides of Halibut Point Road in 
a narrow band occupying the shoreline bench between 
Sitka Sound and the lower slopes of the Tongass National 
Forest. 

As mentioned, the south end of the study area currently 
hosts commercial and industrial activity. The Granite 
Creek Industrial Area is accessed by Granite Creek Road 
off Halibut Point Road. The area includes exhausted and 
active rock quarries, a small nine-hole golf course, and 
light commercial/industrial activity.
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Mt. Edgecumbe View from saddle-ridge looking west
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Site  G eology and Elevations
The study area’s geology is similar to the broader Sitka 
region. Typical bedrock consists of Sitka greywacke 
(metamorphosed sandstone), slate, conglomerate, and 
occasional felsic dikes (granitic intrusions). Bedrock is 
usually overlain by glacial till, alluvial deposits, volcanic 
ash, and organic peat. Glacial till deposits consist of 
mixtures of cobbles, gravel, sand, silt, and occasional 
boulders from 10 to 15 feet thick. Alluvial deposits (sandy 
gravel and cobbles) of 10 to 50 feet deep occur along 
creeks and waterways. Ash deposits, from now dormant 
Mt. Edgecumbe, can range from 1 to 20 feet deep across 
hills and knolls. Loamy surface soils overlie the till and/or 
ash substrata. Peat deposits, comprised of decomposing 
organic material and soil, can be anywhere from a few 
feet to 30 feet deep. Any of these soil horizons can be 
expected in the study area ranging from very thin lenses 
to thick deposits.

Volcanic ash and peat deposits are frequently found 
together and often overlie glacial till. Peat and soils 
with high organic content are considered inadequate 
foundation material for roads, buildings, or other 
structures. Sand and gravel deposits (glacial till), and 
underlying bedrock, are more favorable subgrade 
conditions for building development. For construction 
projects, the organic soil and peat layers, if present, 
usually must be stripped to expose suitable sand and 
gravel subgrade, or bedrock. Imported structural fill may 
be required to replace the stripped material. Depending 
on the depth of the peat layers, their excavation, 
removal, and replacement for a construction project can 
become prohibitively expensive.

The study area is characterized by two large steep 
knolls – No Name Mountain and Saddle Mountain – and 
a lower broad ridge, or “saddle”, running north-south 
between them. Lower lying wetlands and muskeg 
traversed by creeks occur on the east side or backside of 
the knolls and ridge. 

As shown in Figure 3, areas along Halibut Point Road lie 
just a few dozen feet above sea level, while No Name 
Mountain and Saddle Mountain rise to well over 400 
feet above sea level. In places where these abrupt 
elevation changes occur, lower elevation areas are 
generally easier to access with roads and utilities, while 
higher elevation areas are usually harder to service 
with infrastructure. This situation is usually due to the 
difficulty of construction on steep slopes (as discussed 
in the next section) and because existing road and 
utility infrastructure may currently be located in lower 
elevation areas, as is the case with Halibut Point Road 
and its associated utilities along the west side of the 
study area.

The dramatic elevation differences of the study area 
create compelling views and visual conditions. High 
elevation areas on No Name Mountain, Saddle Mountain, 
and the saddle-ridge between them offer panoramic 
views overlooking Sitka Sound to the west and Harbor 
Mountain and other Baranof Island mountains to the 
east. In addition, the high knolls are distinctive features 
themselves when seen from certain vantage points 
along Halibut Point Road and from boats on Sitka Sound. 
High terrain features like No Name Mountain typically 
command more attention than lower elevation features, 
thus becoming identifiable landmarks in the landscape.
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and severe erosion. Consequently, construction on 
slopes greater than 40% becomes difficult and often 
prohibitively expensive due to requirements for special 
building foundations, extensive slope stabilization 
and drainage systems, and significant excavation and 
earthwork. Most city and county jurisdictions prohibit 
or sharply limit construction and development on 
slopes of 40% and greater, and construction of roads 
and buildings on slopes above 30% often require 
geotechnical engineering for foundations, roadbeds, 
retaining walls, and other built elements.

Traversing a 20 – 40% surface gradient with an access 
road usually requires a road alignment that travels 
at a skew to the direction of the slope to achieve an 
acceptable road gradient of no greater than 12 – 15%. 
This means the road may have to travel quite a distance 
at an angle across the slope, and even “switchback” up a 
slope, to reach a higher elevation. Similarly, underground 
utilities, which are often associated with roads for 
maintenance access, will require longer runs to reach 
higher elevations on or above steeper terrain. Longer 
travel distances for roads and utilities, coupled with the 
challenges of construction on steeper slopes, always 
translates into higher site development and construction 
costs.

Site  Slopes and Gradients
The study area contains rugged terrain consisting of flat 
to moderate slopes across uneven ground that transition 
to extremely steep slopes with widespread surface 
irregularities. As shown in Figure 4, the site’s lower-lying 
areas, which are associated with wetlands and peat 
bogs, consist mostly of 0 – 20% slopes. However, upon 
moving onto the sides of No Name Mountain and Saddle 
Mountain, surface gradients quickly go from 20 – 40% 
slopes to grades of 40 – 100% or more. For reference, a 
30% slope has a 17-degree angle above the horizontal 
plane, and a 100% grade has a 45-degree angle. An 
agile human may be able to climb straight up a 100% 
(45-degree) slope, but a typical car or truck would have 
difficulty climbing a 30% road gradient for any distance, 
and traveling a 30% gradient downhill by vehicle can be 
dangerous. The City of Sitka sets the maximum gradient 
for a residential access road at 12%.  

When factoring only surface grades, the construction 
of roads and buildings on 0 – 20% slopes is usually 
straightforward and of average cost if there are no other 
limiting site conditions and constraints. Construction 
on 20 – 40% slopes is considered doable but more 
difficult and costly due to increased earthwork and grade 
stabilization requirements. Slopes greater than 40% are 
in many instances prone to soil sloughing, landslide, 
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View of Study Area looking South

N OT E  O N  L A N D S L I D E  R I S K
• Evaluating landslide risk was not part 

of the scope of this study
• A site-specific landslide risk 

analysis will be required before any 
development project takes place
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Site  Plant  Communit ies
A study conducted in 2000 identified six different biotic 
communities within the study area (Figure 5). Open 
muskeg wetlands occupy the lower-lying, flatter interior 
portions of the site. The larger muskegs are associated 
with a north-south branch of Granite Creek; however, 
pockets of muskeg are found on upper slopes. Muskegs 
are characterized by surface water and small ponds, 
deep peat and organic soils, sparse tree cover of shore 
pine, and dense ground cover of sedges and other 
wetland plants. 

The muskegs are surrounded by or transition to open 
hemlock forest wetlands across undulating land and 
moderate slopes (of 20 – 45 %). These areas are generally 
characterized by shallow saturated organic soils and an 
open tree canopy of 40 to 50 foot tall hemlock (Western 
or mountain), shore pine, red and yellow cedar, and a 
dense understory dominated by tall blueberry and rusty 
menziesia. Open hemlock forest wetlands and muskeg 
wetlands occupy more than half of the 830-acre study 
area.

Lower steep slopes associated with No Name Mountain 
and Saddle Mountain support open hemlock forests 

considered marginal wetlands. These areas support a 
vegetation community similar to the preceding open 
hemlock forest on undulating land, but steeper and 
higher slopes, less saturated soils, and other minor 
differences characterize these areas as marginal 
wetlands.

The high, steep slopes and uplands of No Name 
Mountain and Saddle Mountain are dominated by tall 
closed canopies of old-growth hemlock and spruce 
forest, with trees of up to 30 inches in diameter and 130 
feet tall. This biotic community does not exhibit wetland 
hydrology or hydric soils due to higher and drier steep 
terrain. 

Relatively small riparian areas associated with Granite 
Creek and No Name Creek are characterized by alluvial 
soils and a tree canopy of alder, hemlock and spruce, 
abutted by wetlands.

These plant communities provide wildlife habitat, 
scenery, soil stabilization, and places for subsistence 
gathering and outdoor recreation. The stability, diversity, 
and value of these ecosystems require consideration 
when exploring development options for the study area.
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& USFW National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)

T H E  C I T Y  A N D  B O R O U G H  O F  S I T K A ,  A L A S K A

2 | SI T E AN A LYS I S

1 6

131



N O  N A M E  M O U N T A I N  /  G R A N I T E  C R E E K  L A N D  U S E  M A S T E R  P L A N

2 | SI T E AN A LYS I S

1 7

Site  Wetlands and Creeks
A review of earlier wetland analysis and mapping of the 
study area reveals that a significant portion of the site 
is comprised of wetlands (Figure 6). Wetlands fall into 
three general categories: Type A, Open Muskeg; Type 
B, Forested Wetland on Undulating Land; and Type C, 
Forested Wetland (Marginal) on Steep Slope. Wetlands 
tend to occupy lower-elevation, gently to moderately 
sloping parts of the site. However, wetlands do extend 
up the lower slopes of No Name Mountain and Saddle 
Mountain, with pockets of muskeg on the broad ridge 
between these two high knolls. 

As the residents of Sitka know, wetlands are vital and 
productive natural ecosystems, and they contribute to 
Southeast Alaska’s natural beauty. However, wetlands 
present challenges to development partly because they 
can be expensive to prepare in the construction of roads 
and buildings. Soils beneath a wetland’s vegetation 
cover may consist of peat or other similar material with 
high organic content, which can be many feet deep. 
These organic “soft” soils are generally unsuitable as a 
base for buildings and roads, and must be excavated, 
hauled away, and replaced with good-quality fill material 
to accommodate structures and streets. One past study 
used a “peat probe” to estimate soft soil depths across 
the study area; areas of “deep peat” (or peat deposits 
greater than 4 feet) should be avoided if possible as they 
will likely be costly to develop from an earthwork and 
construction standpoint.

Beyond the physical challenges of building in wetlands, 
costly permitting and compensatory mitigation efforts 
are typically required to address development impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands. Wetlands and certain other water 
resources are considered “jurisdictional waters” under the 
Clean Water Act, and they are therefore subject to federal 

oversight and protection, usually by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers. State and local agencies also regulate 
wetland resources. 

Development in jurisdictional wetlands often require 
significant public agency involvement to delineate 
wetlands, determine wetland function and value, 
determine the extent and degree of development 
impacts, establish the level of compensatory mitigation, 
and settle on the means of compensatory mitigation. 
All these items are very site- and project-specific, and as 
such, building development in different wetland areas of 
the study area would likely have differing permitting and 
mitigation requirements based on the particular building 
activity, the wetland type, and the degree of adverse 
impact. Generally, the mitigation sequence consists of 
the following steps: avoidance of impacts to wetlands, 
minimization of unavoidable impacts, and lastly, if 
required, compensatory mitigation to offset significant 
unavoidable impacts. If residential, commercial, 
industrial, or quarry development in the study area’s 
wetlands were to occur, it would likely result in adverse 
impacts that warrant compensatory mitigation.

Wetland delineations are usually the first step in 
determining whether a project will have any wetland 
impacts. Delineations are performed by qualified 
personnel and involve conducting soil, vegetation, 
and water observations within the project site along 
regular transects. Delineations are usually valid for three 
to five years after they are conducted. If three to five 
years have lapsed since the delineation and the project 
has not begun, another delineation may be required. 
Considering the age of existing wetland information for 
the study area, updated or new wetland delineations 
would be required for any development project 
proposed to occur in or near wetlands.
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Site  Wetlands (Cont. )
Once the wetland delineation is complete and the 
project has progressed through the mitigation sequence, 
the actual project impacts are analyzed and a mitigation 
ratio is established. The ratio may be determined by the 
applicant in coordination with the Corps of Engineers 
or by a mitigation bank, depending on the type of 
mitigation and how the bank or in-lieu fee programs 
operate. The ratios are site- and project-specific, based 
on the existing wetland’s type and function, and the 
project impacts. In Alaska, mitigation ratios typically 
range from 2:1 to 3:1, which means that for every acre 
of wetland removed or severely impacted, 2 to 3 acres 
must be mitigated, or 2 to 3 wetland credits must be 
purchased as discussed below. There are some instances 
where these ratios may be higher. 

There are different options for compensatory mitigation; 
however, mitigation is generally required to be in-kind 
at the required ratio and within the impacted wetland’s 
watershed. One option is applicant-led mitigation. In this 
scenario the applicant is responsible for developing and 
implementing a mitigation plan, which might consist 
of performing restorative activities to other wetland 
areas impacted by human activities. The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers ultimately makes the determination as 
to whether or not the applicant’s proposed mitigation 
method is acceptable. 

For public projects with wetland impacts on public 
land, it is often possible to provide mitigation on public 
land near the project site or on public land elsewhere 
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within the project watershed. In this scenario, mitigation 
activities must be based on restoring, enhancing, and/
or protecting wetland functions that are over and above 
the wetland functions being impacted by the public 
project. For example, compensation credit could be 
generated by restoring or enhancing wetlands away 
from the project site where the off-site wetlands have 
been adversely affected by human activity. Or, this 
may be accomplished by providing additional levels 
of protection to publicly held wetland sites, such as 
by placing wetlands into a permanent conservation 
easements. 

Another mitigation option is to purchase credits from 
a mitigation bank or to pay into an in-lieu fee program, 
sometimes administered by a land trust. These programs 
are implemented differently, but the process for the 
applicant is generally the same. Basically, the applicant 
selects a mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program and 
submits the project details to the mitigation bank or 
program administrator. This entity then analyzes the 
impacts of the project on wetlands to determine the cost 
of a credit. Monies paid into in-lieu fee programs or to 
purchase mitigation credits go towards other mitigation 
projects being pursued by the program administrator. 

Several different mitigation banks currently operate in 
Southeast Alaska. Each has its own means of establishing 
credit cost, which can range from $35,000 to $75,000 
per credit in the Sitka area. Costs could be significantly 
higher depending on various factors like wetland type 
and project impacts. Further, the use of in-lieu fees or 
mitigation banks is subject to the availability of credits. 
In some cases, credits may be unavailable, and applicant-
sponsored mitigation will be required. The availability of 
credits fluctuates with the number and scale of project-
related wetland impacts in the program’s service area.

It is possible that unimpacted wetlands of comparable 
value and function within the study area could be placed 
into permanent conservation easements as mitigation 
for development impacts to other wetlands on the site. 
There is also the possibility of permanently conserving 
wetlands in the study area as mitigation for wetland 
impacts by projects on City-owned lands elsewhere. This 
approach has stipulations requiring further exploration, 
but it presents an intriguing way to potentially address 
both on-site and off-site wetland impacts by City 
projects. 

Finally, two major creeks course through the study area. 
No Name Creek flows westerly to Sitka Sound across 
the north end of the site around the north base of No 
Name Mountain. No Name Creek flows under a bridge 
in Halibut Point Road before its channel broadens to 
about 60 feet wide toward its mouth. Granite Creek flows 
westerly across the south end of the study area through 
and near the Granite Creek Industrial Area before 
crossing under Halibut Point Road and emptying into 
Sitka Sound. Portions of the Granite Creek channel are 
braided, and it appears that a major branch or tributary 
of Granite Creek drains south through the site’s low-
lying muskegs and wetlands to join the main stem of 
Granite Creek in the industrial area. Granite Creek and its 
tributary are known to provide habitat for salmon and 
other fish. Any development affecting these critical areas 
will need to be considered in tandem with potential 
wetland impacts.

In summary, given the high costs associated with 
construction in wetlands coupled with the costs for 
permitting and mitigating impacts to wetlands, it is 
advisable to avoid new residential, commercial or 
industrial development in wetlands in the study area to 
the greatest extent possible. However, conserving large 
portions of the study area’s extensive wetlands may offer 
opportunities to mitigate modest development impacts 
to wetlands both within the study area and at off-site 
City projects.
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Beach at Halibut Point State Recreation Area
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Exist ing Uti l i t y  I nfrastruc ture
As shown in Figure 7, existing City-owned utilities 
occur in the Halibut Point Road corridor along the west 
side of the study area. Potable water is conveyed in a 
12-inch diameter ductile iron pipe that reaches as far 
north as the State of Alaska Ferry Terminal. Wastewater 
is transferred in a network of gravity and forced mains 
generally consisting of 12-inch diameter pipe that only 
reaches as far north as Cove Marina. Utilities extending 
up Granite Creek Road consist of 8-inch diameter water 
and sewer lines. The 12-inch water main and sewer line in 
Halibut Point Road can support additional development 
in the study area with certain limitations and restrictions. 
However, the existing 8” water and sewer lines in Granite 
Creek Road would likely be undersized to support any 
significant new development.

Water pressure at a fire hydrant on Granite Creek Road, 
near the golf course and at about elevation 100 feet 
above MSL, was measured at 42 pounds per square inch. 
This is at the lower threshold for normal water pressure, 
and it would be inadequate for any development 
requiring a water supply much higher in elevation than 
100 feet above MSL. 

The capacity of the existing electrical infrastructure 
along Halibut Point Road just north of Kramer Avenue 
(roughly 2 miles southeast of the study area) becomes 
somewhat limited. The Sitka Electric Utility indicated 
that any more than 50-100 additional homes or any 
significant commercial development in the study area 
would put excess demand on the current electrical 
system that cannot be met, particularly during the winter 
months.

New residential, commercial, or industrial development 
in the study area will require water, sewer, and electrical 
infrastructure of some type, either from the City’s 
integrated utility systems or by alternative means.

Extending City water lines for new development on the 
study area will need to be evaluated for capacity and 
pressure. As mentioned, running a new water line from 
the main in Halibut Point Road to any development 
above 100 feet in elevation (which constitutes much of 
the study area) will likely require supplemental water 
pressure. This can be achieved in a couple of ways: a 
booster pump could be installed at a water main tie-
in, either on Granite Creek Road or Halibut Point Road, 
to boost flow and pressure to new development on 
the site; alternatively, an elevated high capacity water 
tank could be constructed at a high point on the site 
to supply adequate water volume and pressure to new 
development below it. This tank would need a water 
supply, presumably from the City water main in HPR via 
a small pump that keeps the tank filled. Or, there are 
alternative “decentralized” and less conventional water 
systems such as individual holding tanks requiring water 
delivery by truck or filling by an on-site water catchment 
system.

Wastewater lines will need to be extended into the 
study area if new development is to be connected to the 
municipal sewer system. This may require lift stations 
and forced-mains to transfer waste if the topography 
does not lend itself to a gravity flow system. A common 
alternative to a municipal sewer system are on-site 
septic systems. Soil and groundwater conditions in 
much of the study area are not favorable to typical 
buried septic systems; however, mound-type systems 
may work. An on-site “packaged” treatment plant may 
also prove a viable option depending on the size of the 
development. Packaged treatment plants operate very 
similar to a traditional central sewage treatment plant, 
albeit on a much smaller scale. Packaged plants typically 
discharge into a creek, river, or other agency-approved 
receiving water body. The level of effluent treatment 
can be tailored to the permitting requirements set by 
the jurisdictional agency. Waterfront properties have 
the option of private marine outfalls, a common system 
employed in Southeast Alaska.
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Completed section of Sitka Cross Trail
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Uti l i t y  I nfrastruc ture (Cont. )
Electrical service extensions to new development 
in the study area would require buried conductors 
and transformers. To reiterate, the existing municipal 
electrical system cannot support more than 50-100 new 
homes, or any significant new commercial development 
in the study area. If power demand for new development 
is found to be in excess of available supply, it may 
be necessary to install a new electrical substation at 
considerable cost. As an alternative, it may be worth 
considering supplemental energy options. However, 
economical detached electrical supply is difficult to 
implement in Southeast Alaska. Supplemental electric 
power generation, like solar-charged battery banks, 
may provide burden relief on the grid but are likely not 
viable as stand-alone systems since the adequacy of 
solar powered electrical systems in Southeast Alaska is 
questionable.

Existing utility infrastructure and methods for 
providing new utility service must be more thoroughly 
investigated prior to moving forward with any major 
development in the study area. There will likely be 
fairly high costs associated with providing utilities to 
significant development in the study area.

Cross  Trai l  Phase 6
Sitka's Cross Trail Extension connects the City's Indian 
River area to the Starrigavan Recreation Area north 
of the study area. Phase 6 of this important multi-use 
trail travels north-south through the east side of the 
study area. Phase 6 of the Cross Trail is currently under 
construction. 

Cultural  Resources
Based on earlier reports and studies, it is possible that 
cultural and archeological resources could be present 
in the study area. These resources could include sites 
important to "MBTLB�NativeT as well as PUIFS�IJTUPSJDBMMZ�
SFMFWBOU�TJUFT��As part of the initial planning of any 
building development or project in the study area, a 
thorough cultural resources investigation will need to 
be conducted to determine the presence of significant 
archeological or cultural resources. 
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area also includes the nine-hole Sea Mountain Golf 
Course across the lower slopes of Saddle Mountain. 
Small commercial/industrial facilities occur along Granite 
Creek Road. Granite Creek winds through the area, 
traversing forested wetlands between Granite Creek 
Road and Harbor Mountain Road, which travels along 
the study area’s south boundary.

Granite  Creek I ndustr ial  Area
With access from Granite Creek Road, the Granite 
Creek Industrial Area at the south end of the study area 
contains the study area’s only notable development. 
The industrial area is occupied by active and exhausted 
rock quarries owned by the City and leased by operators. 
One exhausted flat-floored quarry has been turned into 
a solid waste disposal site, and another is used to store 
construction materials and equipment. The industrial 
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Exist ing and Studied Q uarr y  Sites
The Granite Creek Industrial Area occupying the south 
end of the study area contains active and exhausted rock 
quarries that produce or have produced crushed rock 
for construction projects. Each quarry site is operated 
by a single user on a lease basis. Rock products sourced 
from Granite Creek have proven adequate for many 
construction projects in and around Sitka. However, 
the rock is not known to meet the criteria for “hard 
aggregate” as discussed in the Market Analysis. The 
remaining volume of extractable rock in the Granite 
Creek area, coupled with the Indian River Quarry 
owned by BIHA, can be expected to satisfy the general 
construction needs of Sitka for the foreseeable future.

Expanding the quarrying opportunities in the 
Granite Creek Industrial Area would seem to be a 
straightforward and cost-effective way for maintaining 
and increasing rock production. There appears to 
be significant remaining room and available rock for 
quarry expansion on the east and northeast sides of 
Saddle Mountain. Expanding quarry operations into 
Saddle Mountain would not impact site wetlands to 
any great degree based on existing mapping, although 
this will need to be verified prior to further expansion.  
Nearby exhausted quarries at Granite Creek could 
accept overburden stripped from the expanded quarry 
areas on Saddle Mountain. As discussed in the Market 
Analysis, alterations to the City’s quarry management 
and leasing protocol at Granite Creek quarries could 
spur competition and facilitate the expansion of rock 
production and supply. 

The lease lots immediately north of the Granite Creek 
area shown in Figure 9 were identified in past studies as 
potential quarry sites. The cost to access and develop 
these lots has historically proven prohibitive due to 
wetland and stream impacts and associated mitigation 
costs.

No Name Mountain has also been examined for rock 
extraction in past studies. The studies generally conclude 
that rock extracted from No Name Mountain would be 
suitable for many uses on many projects. However, there 
currently is no road access to the potential quarry areas 
on the east side of No Name Mountain, nor is there any 
proximate infrastructure or overburden disposal sites.

The potential for high-quality rock deposits of hard 
aggregate production at No Name Mountain, and 
ensuing region-wide export, was considered in one past 
study. However, this study did not perform one of the 
specific tests for hard aggregate determination. While 
there may be potential for hard aggregate in No Name 
Mountain, moving forward with quarrying intended to 
produce profitability from hard aggregate sales would 
be a significant gamble, particularly if the target is an 
export market. The data set of No Name Mountain rock 
samples tested to date is small, and comprehensive 
testing of these samples to qualify hard aggregate has 
not been performed. Further, the rock type encountered 
by prior investigations is not consistent with rock types 
typically associated with hard aggregate. In addition, 
a desktop study commissioned by DOT to identify 
potential hard aggregate sources across southern Alaska 
did not identify the Sitka area as a potential source 
based on geologic mapping and reconnaissance. Lastly, 
the demand for hard aggregate in Southeast Alaska is 
relatively low.

Quarrying at No Name Mountain may become more 
viable when other rock sources have been exhausted, or 
when road access into No Name Mountain is provided 
for other development discussed in this Master Plan. 
However, opening up a new quarry on the east side of 
No Name Mountain is not recommended to address 
Sitka’s rock material needs at this time.

Saddle Mountain rock quarry at Granite Creek Area 
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Purpose and M ethodology
The purpose of this market analysis is to describe 
local economic and market conditions as related to 
potential development and use of the study area, with 
the objective of determining how development would 
benefit Sitka's business growth, job creation, and City 
revenues. The analysis focuses on four main areas based 
on initial input from the City as well as previous research: 
rock quarrying, housing development, tourism, and 
commercial/industrial uses. 

Data informing this analysis was obtained from several 
sources:

• Site visit in January 2020, including a Planning 
Commission meeting

• Frequent discussions with project team and City staff

• Interviews with stakeholders and experts in housing, 
tourism, construction, quarrying, and Sitka’s 
economy

• Compilation of data on local demographics, 
employment, housing, and tourism. Sources 
included the U.S. Census Bureau, Alaska Housing 
Finance Corporation, Sitka Assessor’s Office, Bureau 
of Economic Analysis, and the Alaska Visitor Statistics 
Program, among others. 

Rock Q uarr ying

Local demand for quarry rock in Sitka is driven by 
various types of public and private construction projects.  
Currently, the average annual demand for rock in Sitka is 
estimated to be between 10,000 to 20,000 tons per year. 
Actual annual rock consumption varies, with some years 
requiring significantly more rock than others depending 
on the number and size of construction projects.

There are currently two established, active local rock 
sources in Sitka: the Granite Creek Industrial Area, and 
the Indian River area. The Granite Creek Industrial Area, 
located at the south end of the study area, is City-owned 
and consists of several active and exhausted quarries. 
Each quarry is operated by a single user on a lease basis. 
The Indian River Quarry, located north of downtown 
Sitka, is owned by the Baranof Island Housing Authority 
and managed by a single private entity. This quarry is 

located outside of the study area, but it was researched 
to gauge rock supply conditions in Sitka. Between 
the Granite Creek and Indian River quarry areas, there 
are likely hundreds of thousands of cubic yards of 
extractable rock remaining.

Long-term, single-user quarry leases may be hindering 
competition in Sitka’s rock supply market. Alterations to 
the City’s quarry management and leasing protocol at 
Granite Creek, such as allowing multiple users to operate 
in designated areas on an as-needed, project-specific 
basis, could create greater competition and increase 
rock production and supply. For example, Stabler’s Point 
Quarry, owned and managed by the City and Borough 
of Juneau, allows multiple operators within the quarry 
on an as-needed, project-specific basis. Prospective 
contractors approach the City of Juneau with a project, 
estimated rock volume, and blast pattern, and are then 
assigned an area within the quarry to work. The quarry 
is open to both public and private projects in Juneau. 
However, even with changes to the City of Sitka’s leasing 
structure at Granite Creek, expansion of the rock supply 
market in Sitka will still depend on investment by private 
operators in providing rock producing equipment. 

Quarried rock from the Granite Creek Industrial Area 
and Indian River Quarry is completely satisfactory for 
the vast majority of construction project around Sitka. 
However, the rock from these two sources is not known 
to meet the criteria of hard aggregate. Hard aggregate is 
a rock material with high durability meeting strict testing 
requirements specified by the Alaska Department of 
Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT). DOT typically 
specifies hard aggregate in the surface course of paving 
projects on roads with an average daily vehicle count 
greater than 5,000. Interviewed DOT personnel indicate 
that average annual demand for hard aggregate on 
DOT projects in Southeast Alaska totals approximately 
2,000 tons per year. Most of the hard aggregate used 
on projects in Southeast Alaska is sourced from the 
Pacific Northwest where there is substantial processing 
and export infrastructure in place for providing a high-
quality, reliable, and consistent product. Projects in 
other parts of Alaska frequently source from Cantwell, in 
Interior Alaska. The last DOT project in Southeast Alaska 
that sourced hard aggregate locally from Southeast 
Alaska had issues with quality and consistency. 
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Housing M arket

Housing I ndicators

• About one-half of Sitka’s housing stock (1,912 out of 4,175 units) is one-unit, detached.

• About one-half of Sitka’s housing stock is over 40 years old.
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• Sitka’s housing construction has been declining over the last five years. There were 32 units built in 2015, and only 
12 in the first three-quarters of 2019. (The fourth quarter typically shows few units.)
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New Housing Unit Construction, 2014-2019 

Source: Alaska Housing Finance Corporation. 
*First three-quarters only. 

• Sitka’s average single-family home price in 2018 was $425,100, up 17% from the 2016 average 

($362,100) (Sitka Assessor’s Office).   

• Sitka’s median owner-occupied home value ($349,300) is significantly higher than the statewide average 

($265,200), and among the highest in Southeast.  

• Sitka’s median rental costs were $1,241 in 2019 (Alaska Housing Finance Corporation).  

Median Owner-Occupied Home Value, 2014-2018 
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• Sitka’s average single-family home price in 2018 was $425,100, up 17% from the 2016 average ($362,100) (Sitka 
Assessor’s Office).  

• Sitka’s median owner-occupied home value ($349,300) is significantly higher than the statewide average 
($265,200), and among the highest in Southeast. 

• Sitka’s median rental costs were $1,241 in 2019 (Alaska Housing Finance Corporation). 
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• Sitka’s cost-burdened rate is about the same as the statewide rate (30% versus 31%). However, renters have a 
much higher cost-burdened rate than homeowners (38% versus 24%). (A cost-burdened household spends more 
than 30% of their income on housing.)

• Sitka’s over-crowded rate is about half of the statewide rate (3.0% versus 6.0%). The rate among renters is higher 
than the rate among homeowners (4.1% versus 1.6%). (Over-crowded households have more than one person per 
room.) 
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Demographic  I ndicators

• Sitka’s population has been declining over the last five years, dropping 6% between 2014 and 2019.

• If current trends continue, Sitka’s population is projected to decline another 17% between 2019 and 2045. 
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Over-Crowded Rates 

• Sitka’s population is projected to age significantly in future years. The percentage of the population 70 and over 
will increase from 11% to 18% of the population between 2019 and 2035. Over that time period, median age will 
increase from 40.1 to 44.4. Whether older residents will be able to “age in place” will depend on the availability of 
appropriate housing. (Older Alaskans often need to move out of the state to find suitable housing as well as health 
care.) 

Title of Report  McDowell Group yy Page 5 

• Sitka’s population is projected to age significantly in future years. The percentage of the population 70 

and over will increase from 11% to 18% of the population between 2019 and 2035. Over that time 

period, median age will increase from 40.1 to 44.4. Whether older residents will be able to “age in place” 

will depend on the availability of appropriate housing. (Older Alaskans often need to move out of the 

state to find suitable housing as well as health care.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Economic Indicators 

• Sitka employment has stayed fairly consistent over the last decade, fluctuating between a low of 6,328 

in 2009 and a high of 6,782 in 2014. Employment in 2018 (6,530) marked the second consecutive year 

of growth, but gains were incremental (43 new jobs in 2017 and 14 new jobs in 2018).   

• Per capita personal income fluctuated more than employment over the last 10 years, ranging from a 

low of $56,000 in 2009 to a high of $72,000 in 2018. The 2018 average represented an increase of 9% 

over a two-year period. 

 

0-19
24%

20-39
26%

40-59
26%

60-69
13%

70+
11% 0-19

19%

20-39
26%

40-59
28%

60-69
9%

70+
18%

Sitka Population by Age, 2019 Sitka Population by Age, 2035 

145



N O  N A M E  M O U N T A I N  /  G R A N I T E  C R E E K  L A N D  U S E  M A S T E R  P L A N

3 | MA R K E T AN A LYS I S

3 1

Economic I ndicators

• Sitka employment has stayed fairly consistent over the last decade, fluctuating between a low of 6,328 in 2009 
and a high of 6,782 in 2014. Employment in 2018 (6,530) marked the second consecutive year of growth, but gains 
were incremental (43 new jobs in 2017 and 14 new jobs in 2018).  

• Per capita personal income fluctuated more than employment over the last 10 years, ranging from a low of 
$56,000 in 2009 to a high of $72,000 in 2018. The 2018 average represented an increase of 9% over a two-year 
period.
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Sitka Employment and Per Capita Personal Income (Real$), 2009-2018 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

  

 -

 1,000

 2,000

 3,000

 4,000

 5,000

 6,000

 7,000

 8,000

$0

$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

$70,000

$80,000

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t

Pe
r C

ap
ita

 In
co

m
e

Per Capita Income (Real) Employment

146



T H E  C I T Y  A N D  B O R O U G H  O F  S I T K A ,  A L A S K A

3 | MA R K E T AN A LYS I S

3 2

• Nearly one-third of Sitka’s non-agricultural wage and salary employment is attributable to government (1,015 out 
of 4,311; includes school district employment). Other prominent sectors include education and health services 
(771), manufacturing (547; includes seafood processing), and leisure and hospitality (521).

• Wage and salary employment data do not include self-employed workers, such as commercial fishermen, or active 
duty Coast Guard personnel. Both are important sources of jobs and income in Sitka.  In 2018, 415 Sitka resident 
permit holders harvested 23.9 million pounds of fish with a total ex-vessel value of $41 million, according to 
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission data.  Approximately 200 active duty Coast Guard personnel are stationed 
in Sitka.
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• Between 2016 and 2019, Sitka’s employment grew by 1.9%. The sectors showing the largest growth over that time 
period were seafood processing (+27%), and health care and social assistance (+19%). The sectors showing the 
largest declines were construction (-17%), federal government (-14%), and scenic and sightseeing transportation 
(-14%).
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Sitka Wage & Salary Employment Trends, 2016-2019 

Industry 2016 2017 2018 2019 
2016 – 
2019 

Change 

2016 – 
2019 

Change % 

Government Sector             

Local Government* 681 692 679 592 -89 -13% 

State Government 326 320 323 315 -11 -3% 

Federal Government 126 120 113 108 -18 -14% 

Private Sector             

Educational and Health Services 664 678 688 771 +107 +16% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 581 nd 609 691 +110 +19% 

Educational Services 83 nd 78 80 -3 -4% 

Manufacturing 445 495 477 547 +102 +23% 

Seafood Processing 363 411 393 462 +99 +27% 

Leisure & Hospitality 521 522 518 521 0 -% 

Restaurants and Bars 357 341 332 343 -14 -4% 

Accommodations 138 149 157 148 +10 +7% 

Retail 449 449 459 448 -1 -<1% 

Transportation 290 293 270 270 -20 -7% 

Scenic & Sightseeing 145 140 113 125 -20 -14% 

Professional & Business Services 173 177 187 203 +30 +17% 

Construction 188 158 154 156 -32 -17% 

Financial Activities 125 119 117 116 -9 -7% 

All Other 241 260 266 264 +23 +10% 

Total employment 4,229 4,283 4,250 4,311 +82 +1.9% 

Source: QCEW, AKDOLWD, McDowell Group calculations. 
ND: Non-Disclosable 
*Includes school district. 

Additional Market Considerations 

• There are current efforts to address Sitka’s high housing costs. The following efforts may play a role in 

meeting some of Sitka’s demand for affordable housing. 

• BIHA is developing affordable housing on its Indian River Road property. Their current plan is 

for 14 units, but the site has significant additional capacity. 

• Sitka Community Land Trust has plans to construct seven homes, with a goal of 14 total. 

• SEARHC is applying for funding to construct a new facility on their campus. The scope of the facility, 

and any potential new residents that could result from new staffing, is uncertain and will not be known 
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Addit ional  M arket  Considerat ions

• There are current efforts to address Sitka’s high 
housing costs. The following efforts may play a role 
in meeting some of Sitka’s demand for affordable 
housing.

 » BIHA is developing affordable housing on its 
Indian River Road property. Their current plan is 
for 14 units, but the site has significant additional 
capacity.

 » Sitka Community Land Trust has plans to 
construct seven homes, with a goal of 14 total.

• SEARHC is applying for funding to construct a new 
facility on their campus. The scope of the facility, and 
any potential new residents that could result from 
new staffing, is uncertain and will not be known until 
their funding level is determined. Depending on 
new staffing needs, this development may increase 
housing demand, although the impact remains 
unknown at this time.

• The Coast Guard plans to station a new cutter in Sitka 
with delivery estimated in 2025. They are currently 
working on the infrastructure to accommodate the 
vessel. There will be 33 personnel associated with 
the vessel, with an associated impact on the housing 
market. 

I mplicat ions for  Study Area

• Sitka’s declining population will limit housing 
demand over the next several years, if current 
demographic trends continue.

• The projected increase in older residents will 
increase demand for senior housing, rather than 
single-family detached housing.

• There is a need in Sitka for more affordable 
housing, and there is interest in the study area 
providing the opportunity for development 
of affordable housing. However, the costs for 
constructing road access, utility infrastructure, and 
site prep within the study area could place the cost 
of homes well out of the “affordable” range unless 
less costly alternative infrastructure systems can be 
implemented.

• Tax increment financing (TIF) might be a tool that 
local government could use to support affordable 
housing development in the study area. This would 
involve creating a TIF district, issuing bonds to pay 
for infrastructure improvements, then repaying the 
bonds with property tax or other revenue derived 
from with the district. 

• In terms of other housing that falls outside of the 
affordable range, there is potential for “high-end” 
residential development on the waterfront parcel 
of the study area. Waterfront, view lots are always 
going to be desirable and highly valued in Sitka 
regardless of housing trends, and residential view 
lots could represent a significant source of property 
tax revenue for the City.

• Certain upland areas and other small areas within the 
study area may be suitable for development of more 
“market-rate” housing to meet longer-term needs. 
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Tourism
• Sitka welcomed 159,000 out-of-state visitors in 

summer 2016, the last season measured.  

• Of these, 82% were cruise passengers, 17% had 
traveled to and from Alaska by air, and 1% had used 
a ferry.

• Among non-cruise visitors, fishing lodge guests 
represented 82%.

• Sitka visitors reported spending an average of $353 
per person in Sitka. The high average is attributable 
to the large sportfishing lodge contingent; not 
counting lodge packages, visitors spent $137 per 
person. 

• Cruise passenger volume reached 218,600 in 2019, 
with 87% (191,000) of passengers disembarking at 
the Halibut Point Marine Cruise Ship Terminal near 
the study area site. The 2019 total volume was more 
than double the low point of 2014 (90,200).

• Before COVID-19, passenger traffic at the Halibut 
Point Marine Cruise Ship Terminal was projected 
to grow to over 300,000 passengers by 2021. The 
Halibut Point Marine Terminal is being expanded to 
accommodate up to two large ships or one large ship 
and two smaller ships at the same time.
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Additional Market Considerations 

• Unlike some other cruise regions in the world, cruise lines are heavily invested in Alaska. They own 

hotels, buses, trains, and docks. Dock infrastructure is being expanded and/or upgraded in several 
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Addit ional  M arket  Considerat ions

• Unlike other cruise regions in the world, cruise lines 
are heavily invested in Alaska. They own hotels, 
buses, trains, and docks. Dock infrastructure is being 
expanded and/or upgraded in several Alaska ports 
(Hoonah/Icy Strait Point, Seward, Ketchikan, Juneau), 
some of these with direct cruise line investment. 
While COVID-19 will hit the industry hard this year 
with perhaps impacts for several more years, cruise 
lines are expected to return to Alaska at previous 
levels.

• Sitka’s previous peak cruise traffic was in 2008, when 
nearly 300,000 passengers visited. Passengers were 
transported from their ship to downtown docks via 
lightering vessel, allowing them to disperse easily 
through the downtown area. With most future 
passengers likely to arrive via the Halibut Point 
Marine dock, passenger dispersal will present a 
challenge, as not all passengers can be transported 
at the same time on Halibut Point Road.

• Alaska cruise passengers have been seeking more 
outdoor/active experiences, leading to a growth in 
shore excursions that involve outdoor activities such 
as zip-lining, biking, kayaking, and rafting.

• While it may be physically feasible to construct a 
cruise ship dock at the study area's waterfront parcel, 
there is unlikely to be sufficient demand by cruise 
lines even in the long-term for this new dock. It will 
take years for the Halibut Point Marine docks to 
reach full capacity (particularly in light of COVID-19 
impacts), and volume would likely need to double 
before an additional dock could be justified. In 
addition, the uplands area and road system may not 
be able to accommodate a significantly increased 
volume of passengers. If another cruise dock is 
needed, it is more likely to be constructed in the 
downtown area than near the current Halibut Point 
Marine dock, according to industry experts. Contacts 
further noted that cruise lines are more likely to 
increase port calls in communities where they have 
significant investments, like Ketchikan, Skagway, Icy 
Strait Point, and Juneau. 
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Kayakers in Sitka Channel

Hoonah at Icy Point Strait 

Gary Paxton Industrial Park
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I mplicat ions for  Study Area

• The waterfront parcel within the study area 
is well suited for cruise-related development, 
offering opportunities for passenger dispersal and 
“recreational tourism” activities such as kayaking, zip-
lining, and hiking/trails. 

• The type of recreation-related infrastructure on the 
waterfront parcel could vary in scope and investment 
level depending on the investor. For example, Icy 
Strait Point incorporates retail shops, restaurants, 
performance venue, zip-line, and a gondola at 
their cruise ship port. However, less intensive 
development at the waterfront parcel  could consist 
of  an “adventure park” with  trails, an aerial ropes-
course or climbing wall, a kayak launch site, and an 
outdoor salmon-bake/crab-feed venue. 

• Generally, with more intensive development, there 
will be higher opportunity for local spending, as well 
as property and sales tax revenues. 

Commercial  /  I ndustr ial  Uses
• With the recent development of the Gary Paxton 

Industrial Park that appears to have capacity for 
increased industrial activity, particularly water-
related industry, there is no need for another major 
industrial-park development in Sitka. 

• Stakeholders noted some need in Sitka for sites 
appropriate for light commercial usage (such as 
sheds and workshops) and fleet storage. It was 
observed that some of the commercial activity 
currently occurring in the area near Price Street/
Hillside is not compatible with residential uses.

• Some light commercial activity occurs in the Granite 
Creek industrial area, and it has the capacity for more 
of this type of activity. 

• Some industrial uses may not be compatible 
with visitor-related development, depending on 
proximity, noise level, and impacts on scenery. 
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Study area forest
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Development Suitabi l i t y  
and Land Use
As discussed in Chapter 2 Site Analysis, large portions 
of the study area pose challenges to residential, 
commercial, or industrial development, as well as 
to opening new rock quarries. Development in the 
site’s extensive wetlands, particularly in muskegs, and 
in areas along salmon-bearing creeks, will require 
expensive permitting and mitigation, not to mention 
costly construction measures to remedy wet, organic 
soils. Steep slopes on No Name Mountain and Saddle 
Mountain will also be expensive to build on due to soil 
stabilization, landslide risk, and other factors. In addition, 
certain steeply sloping areas and wetlands would be 
difficult to reach by roads and utilities.  

However, some portions of the site appear marginally 
suitable for residential or commercial building 
development. These development-suitable areas tend to 
possess moderate to borderline steep slopes (10 – 40%) 
and fewer muskeg wetlands. The terrain in these areas 
may be rough, forested, or wet, but existing conditions 
are not as prohibitive to development as other steeply 
sloping or wetland areas of the site. Additionally, some 
development-suitable areas may be less difficult to 
access with new roads and utilities.  

This is not to say areas deemed unsuitable for 
conventional residential, commercial, or industrial 
development are without value or use. Wetlands and 
steeply sloping forest lands provide important wildlife 
habitat. These places allow opportunities for subsistence 
gathering and hunting and for passive recreation such 
as hiking, wildlife viewing, and nature enjoyment. High 
value wetlands can be conserved as potential mitigation 
for development impacts to wetlands elsewhere. 
Some of these areas may also lend themselves to 
commercialized forms of recreation as discussed later in 
this chapter.  

The Market Analysis in Chapter 3 suggests potential 
types of development for the study area based on 
Sitka’s economic conditions and needs. Upon looking at 
areas deemed both suitable and unsuitable for building 
development, a picture begins to emerge of where the 
types of development and activities discussed in the 
Market Analysis could conceivably occur in the study 
area. 

As shown on the plan in Figure 10, the study area 
has been divided into seven “land use zones”, with 
each zone given a name reflecting its geographic 
setting or dominant landscape characteristic. The plan 
identifies the type of development or land use that 
might be appropriate or suitable for that zone based 
on its site conditions and the development needs and 
opportunities discussed in the Market Analysis. Per the 
plan, certain land use zones are shown to be suitable 
for two or more different land uses, and other zones can 
accommodate only one. The following sections of this 
chapter discuss alternative land uses for each zone, and 
what this land use might consist of.
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Southeast Alaska waterfront home
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Harbor  Point
Harbor Point is the 17-acre parcel located along the 
waterfront side of Halibut Point Road (HPR). Harbor Point 
has shoreline frontage on its south, west, and north 
sides, and HPR frontage on its east side. The parcel is 
characterized by lower elevation, fairly rough terrain, but 
apart from shoreline areas, it contains no steep slopes. 
Much of the site is occupied by beautiful mature forest. 
The site is also close to a sanitary sewer line and water 
main in the HPR corridor. Harbor Point’s shoreline setting, 
lower elevation, proximity to utilities, direct access from 
HPR, and great views of Sitka Sound all contribute to a 
property with relatively high development potential. 

Two types of development are suggested for Harbor 
Point. For land use Option A (shown in Figure 11), the 
development of high-end, single family detached 
homes is proposed. The site’s water access and views, 

proximity to Halibut Point Road and utilities, and lower 
elevation would promote the development of shoreline 
and near-shore homes on this parcel. With residential 
development, City revenues would be increased through 
outright property sale and on-going property taxes, and 
new home building would bolster the local construction 
industry and jobs. 

However, costs to develop this property will be 
moderately high, and local demand for high-end 
waterfront homes may fluctuate . Also, new high-end 
housing here will do little to address Sitka’s need for 
affordable housing. One possibility in this respect 
would be to develop high-end homes along the parcel’s 
shoreline and to build more affordable smaller homes 
and multi-family apartments or condominiums close to 
Halibut Point Road and on the property’s interior.
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N O  N A M E  M O U N TA I N

Site Opportunities & Constraints

+  17 acres with waterfront and beach access

+  Mature vegetation

+  Views to Sitka Sound

+  Water line available in Halibut Pt. Road

–  May require sewer main extensions 
    or marine out-falls

–  Rugged topography, some steep slopes

F I G U R E  11—H A R B O R  P O I N T :  O P T I O N  A
Potential Land Use: High-End Residential

Key Plan
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Site Opportunities & Constraints

+  Proximate to expanding cruise ship terminal

+  17 acres with waterfront and beach access

+  Beautiful forest landscape

+  Water available in Halibut Pt. Road

–  Sewer may require extension or marine out-fall

–  Rugged topography, some steep slopes

*Recreational Tourism: revenue generating outdoor  
  recreational activities oriented to cruise ship  
  and other visitors

Potential Activities

• Tree ropes course

• Kayaking

• Nature trails

• Salmon bake

Key Plan

F I G U R E  12—H A R B O R  P O I N T :  O P T I O N  B
Potential Land Use: Recreational Tourism
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Aerial ropes course in trees Salmon bake (above), Mountain bike trail (below)
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An alternative land use Option B for Harbor Point would 
be to develop it for recreational tourism. Recreational 
tourism is defined as revenue-generating outdoor 
recreational activities oriented to cruise ship visitors and 
other recreationists. Use of Harbor Point for recreational 
tourism would compliment the expanding cruise ship 
terminal nearby. Harbor Point’s beautiful forested 
shoreline setting overlooking Sitka Sound could host 
a variety of outdoor recreational activities sought by 
cruise ship operators and visitors. A venue for outdoor 
activities here would also help to disperse cruise ship 
visitors to different attractions and destinations, thereby 
reducing bus traffic on Halibut Point Road to and from 
downtown. As shown in Figure 12, outdoor recreational 

activities might include an aerial ropes course, nature 
trails, kayaking, salmon bake venue, and so on. These 
activities would fit with rather than damage the natural 
landscape. With Option B, the City would maintain 
ownership of Harbor Point and lease it for recreational 
tourism development by others. 

As mentioned in the Market Analysis, the use of 
Harbor Point for marine-oriented industry appears 
inappropriate. Gary Paxton Industrial Park on the south 
side of Sitka has ample available waterfront area with 
deep water access. Also, Sawmill Creek Road, which 
extends from downtown Sitka to the industrial park, was 
recently improved and can handle increased commercial 
traffic better than Halibut Point Road.
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Aerial cable car Zipline
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No Name M ountain
No Name Mountain, along the east side of Halibut 
Point Road just across from Harbor Point, occupies the 
northwest part of the study area. The rugged forested 
terrain of this large knoll rises to over 400 feet above sea 
level, offering sweeping westerly views of Sitka Sound 
and easterly views into the mountains of Baranof Island. 
The extremely steep slopes of No Name Mountain 
would be difficult and expensive to develop for homes, 
commercial/industrial use, and associated access roads 
and underground utilities.

However, per land use Option A, No Name Mountain 
could be used for activities and facilities associated 
with recreational tourism, such as mountain biking and 
nature trails, ziplines, scenic overlooks, and perhaps a 
single-lane tram road, funicular, or aerial cable car to the 
summit. These facilities and activities would generally 
require light infrastructure that works with the steep 
terrain. Recreational tourism activities on No Name 
Mountain would be near the expanding cruise ship 
terminal and would increase the range of recreational 
tourism activities proposed for Harbor Point - Option B, 
creating a large outdoor venue that offers a variety of 
recreational activities for cruise ship visitors and others. 
Essentially, No Name Mountain would allow cruise ship 
visitors to experience a little bit of wild Alaska upon 

disembarking the boat. The land for recreational tourism 
activities and facilities on No Name Mountain could be 
leased from the City and developed by others for this 
use. 

An alternative land use  (Option B) for No Name 
Mountain would be to use it for passive recreation and 
open space, where it would remain largely undisturbed 
and natural. As such, the only facilities on No Name 
Mountain would be trails. Views of this impressive high 
green knoll for visitors arriving by cruise ship would be 
kept intact and unaltered. 

As noted in Chapter 2 Site Analysis, a previous study 
explored the possibility of opening up a new rock 
quarry on the east side of No Name Mountain. Because 
foreseeable rock demand can be met by current quarries 
in Sitka, and the supply of hard aggregate in No Name 
Mountain is questionable, the costly development of a 
new rock quarry on the east side of No Name Mountain 
is not recommended. However, if rock demand in the 
distant future cannot be met by current quarries, then 
opening a new quarry on the east side of No Name 
Mountain could be reconsidered. The use of No Name 
Mountain for recreational tourism or passive recreation 
open space would not necessarily prohibit future 
quarrying.
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Site Opportunities & Constraints

+  Proximate to expanding cruise ship terminal  
     (short travel distance by shuttle or tram)

+  Beautiful, rugged terrain and forest

+  Western waterfront-facing & Eastern range-facing

–  Steep slopes

–  No roads or utilities

Potential Activities

• Mountain biking

• Zipline

• Nature trails

• Scenic overlook

• Tram to summit

Key Plan

F I G U R E  13—N O  N A M E  M O U N TA I N :  O P T I O N  A
Potential Land Use: Recreational Tourism
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Site Opportunities & Constraints

+  Proximate to expanding cruise ship terminal 

+  Beautiful, rugged terrain and forest

+  Western waterfront-facing & Eastern range-facing

+  Views of undisturbed land from water

–  Steep, unbuildable slopes

–  Site interior lacks utility access 

Key Plan

F I G U R E  14—N O  N A M E  M O U N TA I N :  O P T I O N  B
Potential Land Use: Recreation & Open Space

T H E  C I T Y  A N D  B O R O U G H  O F  S I T K A ,  A L A S K A
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Site Opportunities & Constraints

+  Moderate slopes

+  Proximate to Halibut Point Road & Cross Trail Phase 6  
     Trailhead 

+  Proximate to existing water line, with extensions

–  Costly to extend sewer service

–  May require new electrical sub-station 

–  Distant from town and services 

Key Plan

F I G U R E  15—N O  N A M E  C R E E K  T E R R A C E

Potential Land Use: Residential
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No Name Creek Terrace
No Name Creek Terrace is a moderately sloping, slightly 
elevated land area north of No Name Mountain and just 
a little south and east Halibut Point Road. Because of 
its lower elevation, moderate terrain, and proximity to 
Halibut Point Road and water line, the Creek Terrace may 
be less costly to access and develop for housing than 
Sound View Ridge discussed below. However, the Creek 
Terrace is occupied by wetlands for which development 
impacts would have to be mitigated. Also, residential 
development here may require individual septic systems, 
which could be problematic near wetlands. Finally, the 
area could be in the shadow of No Name Mountain 
during a few weeks in winter, and the location is 
somewhat distant from town and services.
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S ound View R idge
Sound View Ridge occupies the broad north-south ridge 
between No Name Mountain and Saddle Mountain. 
Lower than the adjoining high knolls, Sound View 
Ridge contains moderately sloping, irregular terrain and 
forested wetlands with pockets of muskeg. As its name 
implies, portions of Sound View Ridge offer sweeping 
westward views of Sitka Sound. Moderately sloping 
terrain across higher ground, limited muskeg wetlands, 
and great views make Sound View Ridge marginally 
more suitable for housing development than many other 
parts of the study area. Housing development on the 
ridge was suggested in a previous study that addressed 
the opening of a new rock quarry on the east side of No 
Name Mountain. Sound View Ridge could host mixed 
residential development consisting of single-family 
detached homes, apartments and condominiums  
(Figure 16).

However, road access and utility service for residential 
development on Sound View Ridge could prove costly. 
An access road  from Halibut Point Road to the ridge 
would have to climb about 200 feet in elevation across 
steep terrain. An access road from the Granite Creek 
Industrial Area up to the ridge may be a less expensive 
alternative. The high cost of extending conventional 
City water and sewer utilities to residential development 
on Sound View Ridge could justify alternative utility 
systems, such as a package sewage treatment plant or 
individual septic systems for sewage, and individual 
holding tanks filled by water trucks or higher elevation 
community water tanks. Finally, development impacts 
to the forested wetlands on the ridge will require 
mitigation, perhaps accomplished by putting lower 
elevation muskeg wetlands and associated creeks into 
permanent conservation easements.   

Due to potentially high development costs, Sound 
View Ridge may not provide much if any affordable 
housing. Also, at the present time there may be other 
more suitable locations in Sitka for new residential 
development. However, Sound View Ridge could 
accommodate future demand in the local housing 
market for higher-priced view properties and perhaps 
some moderately-priced apartments or condominiums.
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Site Opportunities & Constraints

+  Undulating topography, moderate slopes 

+  Higher elevation with views to Sitka Sound

+  Less wetland areas than other parts of study area

–  Not proximate to existing utilities (water, sewer,  
    electrical); high cost to bring utilities to site

–  Not proximate to existing road infrastructure

–  Distant from town and services 

Other Considerations

• Other more suitable residential locations  
may exist in Sitka

 

Key Plan

F I G U R E  16—S O U N D  V I E W  R I D G E

Potential Land Use: Mixed Residential (Single family detached homes, apartments, and/or condominiums)
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Key Plan

F I G U R E  17—M U S K E G  W E T L A N D S

Potential Land Use: Passive Recreation, Wetlands Banking, Open Space
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Muskeg Wetlands
As mentioned in the Site Analysis, over half of the study 
area is occupied by various types of wetlands, including 
large muskegs which occur on flatter, low-lying site 
areas directly east of and below No Name Mountain and 
Sound View Ridge. A salmon-bearing tributary of Granite 
Creek flows southward through the muskegs. Due to 
their deep, saturated organic soils or peat, it is difficult 
to construct roads and structures in muskegs, and 
development impacts to muskeg wetlands are expensive 
to permit and mitigate. Therefore, it is suggested the 
muskegs and adjoining open hemlock wetlands be used 
for recreation and open space, and possibly set aside 
in a permanent conservation easement as mitigation 
for development impacts to wetlands elsewhere in the 
study area. The muskeg zone will also serve as a scenic 
natural buffer for the Cross Trail that travels through 
here.

165



NO NAM E 
MO U N TA I N

SA D D L E 
MO U N TA I N SO U N D VI E W 

RI D G E

GR A N I T E CR E E K 
IN D U S T R I A L 

AR E A EX I S T I N G 
QUA R R I E S

SE A MO U N TA I N 
GO L F CO U R S E

View of Study Area Facing North

Key Plan
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Potential Land Use: Passive Recreation & Open Space
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S addle M ountain ( West  Side)
The west side of Saddle Mountain and Sound View Ridge 
is made up of extremely steep forested terrain. It would 
be very expensive as well as inadvisable to develop and 
build in this steep rugged landscape. This area would be 
best suited for open space and passive recreation such as 
for trails and subsistence gathering. Additionally, these 
suggested uses would allow the waterfront-facing slopes 
to maintain their beautiful, natural visual character to 
visitors arriving by boat.
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Sea Mountain Golf Course Granite Creek quarry
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Granite  Creek I ndustr ial  Area
With direct access off Halibut Point Road, the Granite 
Creek Industrial Area at the south end of the study 
area is already occupied by commercial and industrial 
land uses. Increased industrial and commercial activity 
is appropriate here. Rock quarrying can continue and 
expand into Saddle Mountain to meet Sitka’s foreseeable 
rock demand. Exhausted quarry sites nearby will provide 
a convenient location to deposit overburden from 
expanded quarry operations. The flat floors of other 
exhausted quarry sites here can be leased for fleet 
storage and other light industrial or commercial uses. 

The existing nine-hole Sea Mountain Golf Course could 
conceivably grow to eighteen holes up the south slopes 
of Saddle Mountain. The area between Granite Creek 
Road and Harbor Mountain Road at the south-most part 
of the site could also be developed for commercial, light 
industrial, or residential uses . However, development 
near or along Granite Creek, which flows through this 
southern-most area, will need to address potential 
impacts to wetlands and the salmon-bearing creek. 
Existing water and sewer infrastructure at the Granite 
Creek area will have to be improved and expanded with 
increased development.
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Site Opportunities & Constraints

+  Existing quarry & commercial activity

+  Adequate rock source for foreseeable future

+  Overburden area is proximate to quarry  
     (minimizes trucking)

+  Area largely out of view from visitors arriving by ship

+  Existing golf course; could expand to 18-hole course

+  Ample flat land (former quarry)

+  Close to Halibut Pt. Road; existing access via  
     Granite Creek Road

−  Wetlands & Granite Creek are  
     critical areas

Key Plan

F I G U R E  19— G R A N I T E  C R E E K  I N D U S T R I A L  A R E A

Potential Land Use: Rock Quarry, Storage, Light Industrial/Commercial, Expanded Golf Course, Residential 
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Land Use S chemes for  Entire  Site
Three alternative land use schemes were considered for 
the entire study area. These schemes explore different 
combinations of the land use options discussed 
above for the seven separate areas or zones. The three 
schemes for the overall site and the land use options for 
individual areas were vetted with the community via 
the project website discussed in the next section. The 
following three land use schemes A – C offer ideas on 
how the entire site could be developed by merging or 
bringing together the suggested land uses for the seven 
individual site areas discussed above.

S cheme A

Per Scheme A (Figure 20), intensive site development 
would be confined to the Granite Creek Industrial Area 
where commercial and industrial activity would continue 
and increase with expanded quarrying, fleet storage, 
and other light industry and commercial development. 
The Harbor Point and No Name Mountain zones would 
be developed to accommodate outdoor recreational 
tourism activities for cruise ship visitors and others. 
However, housing and other land uses in the study area 
would be limited to perhaps only small residential areas 
near Halibut Point Road.  Financial return on the site 
would be obtained through land leased for recreational 
tourism and for continued and expanded commercial, 
industrial and quarrying activity at Granite Creek. 
Basically, Scheme A suggests most of the study area 
would remain undeveloped and used for open space and 
recreation.

S cheme B

Scheme B (Figure 21) suggests that areas deemed 
suitable for residential use – Harbor Point, Sound View 
Ridge, No Name Creek Terrace, and a small area at 
Granite Creek – all be developed for housing. Per this 
scheme, the light industrial, commercial, and quarrying 
activity at the Granite Creek Industrial Area would 
continue and expand. This scheme does not propose 
any recreational tourism development on the site; 
however, large areas of the site would remain for open 
space, passive recreation, and wetland banking. Financial 
return on the site would be obtained through continued 
and expanded industrial/commercial activity at Granite 
Creek, and through the sale of residential properties. 
However, high development costs and weak demand for 
housing could sharply diminish residential development 
and financial return on the site.

S cheme C

Scheme C (Figure 22) suggests a balanced combination 
of land uses for the study area. As with schemes A and 
B, the commercial, industrial, and quarrying activity at 
Granite Creek would continue and expand. Scheme 
C proposes Harbor Point and No Name Mountain be 
leased from the City for recreational tourism activities 
and uses. If the local demand for housing increases, 
and if development costs can be kept reasonable, then 
housing could be developed on Sound View Ridge and 
possibly at No Name Creek Terrace. Housing could also 
be developed in the distant future on Harbor Point 
since this area initially could be leased from the City for 
recreational tourism. The Muskeg Wetlands and Saddle 
Mountain areas would remain for open space, passive 
recreation, and wetlands banking as is shown with 
Schemes A and B. Financial return on the site would be 
generated by leasing land for recreational tourism and 
for ongoing and increased quarrying and industrial/
commercial activity at the Granite Creek Industrial Area. 
The development and sale of residential property on 
Sound View Ridge might offer a future return.
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• Keeps and expands industrial/
commercial uses at Granite Creek 
area

• Maximizes recreational tourism  
land use

• Allows for minimal, dispersed 
residential land use

• Provides generous areas for  
open space, passive recreation  
 Cross Trail buffering

• Provides large wetland banking 
areas

F I G U R E  20—L A N D  U S E  S U I TA B I L I T Y :  S C H E M E  A 
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• Keeps and expands industrial/
commercial uses at Granite Creek 
area

• Provides for no recreational 
tourism land use

• Maximizes residential 
development

• Provides areas for open space, 
passive recreation, wetland 
banking and Cross Trail buffering

F I G U R E  21—L A N D  U S E  S U I TA B I L I T Y :  S C H E M E  B 
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• Keeps and expands industrial/
commercial uses at Granite Creek area

• Maximizes recreational tourism land use

• Maintains some residential land use

• Provides areas for open space, passive 
recreation, wetland banking & Cross 
Trail buffering

F I G U R E  22—L A N D  U S E  S U I TA B I L I T Y :  S C H E M E  C 
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Projec t  Website  and Publ ic  Opinion 
Sur vey about  Alternatives
This planning study began with the intention of directly 
engaging Sitka residents in discussions about their ideas 
and concerns for developing the study area. However, 
because of restrictions resulting from the COVID-19 
pandemic, the originally planned public meetings and 
workshops could not be conducted. Instead, a project 
website was used to involve residents in decisions about 
land use and development on the study area site. The 
website remained active from April 29 through May 
17, 2020. A link to the project website was provided 
on the City’s website, and public notifications and 
announcements about the project website were 
provided through local public radio, the local newspaper, 
the City’s Facebook account, direct emails to various 
Sitka residents, and buffer mailings to 200 addresses 
adjacent to the study area. 

The website hosted a narrated video presentation 
discussing the site analysis and market analysis findings 
and the alternative land use schemes contained in this 
report. This video presentation provided information 
for the public to participate in an online survey, where 
viewers could register their preferences and opinions 
about the alternative land use schemes as well as on 
other land use issues and considerations. Eighty-eight 
Sitka residents viewed the website video and took the 
survey. The survey results are contained in the appendix 
and summarized as follows:

• A majority of respondents feel wetlands, particularly 
the low-lying muskegs on the east side of the study 
area, should be maintained for open space, passive 
recreation, cross trail buffer, and wetland banking.

• A substantial majority (59%) of respondents feel 
there is currently adequate supply of quarry rock in 
Sitka, and 47% indicated existing quarry sites should 
be expanded at the Granite Creek Industrial Area 
to meet demand. Some indicated that either new 
quarry sites should be opened in the study area, and/
or that leasing agreements at current/expanding 
quarry sites should be modified to increase 
competition and reduce rock costs. 

• Most respondents believe there is high demand for 
single family homes and multi-family apartments in 
Sitka.

• Only 25% of respondents support housing being 
developed on Harbor Point, while much of the 
remainder are either opposed (45%) or neutral (16%) 
about residential use of Harbor Point.

• A slight majority (51%) are supportive of housing 
development on Sound View Ridge.

• In light of the high cost of providing conventional 
(water and sewer) utilities, respondents are generally 
favorable to alternative utility systems for new 
housing development.

• A slight majority (51%) would support allowing 
land in the study area to be leased for recreational 
tourism.

• Just under 46% of respondents are in support of 
Harbor Point being used for recreational tourism.

• Respondents are almost evenly split on using No 
Name Mountain for recreational tourism (46%) or for 
open space and passive recreation (44%).

• A slight majority (51%) feel No Name Creek 
Terrace should be used for open space and passive 
recreation versus those who prefer residential 
development (44%) for this area.

• A majority (55%) favor mixed residential 
development (single-family houses and multi-family 
apartments and condominiums) on Sound View 
Ridge, while 41% feel the area should be used for 
open space and passive recreation. 

• Respondents favor continued use of the Granite 
Creek Industrial Area for quarrying, light commercial 
and industrial/storage uses.

• A vast majority (85%) feel the steep west side Saddle 
Mountain should be kept as open space for passive 
recreation.

• Of the three overall land use schemes presented 
in the preceding section of this chapter, 35% favor 
scheme C, 27% prefer Scheme A, and 19% favor 
Scheme B.
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Citizens’ comments provided with the opinion survey 
covered a wide range of topics and suggestions. Several 
survey respondents commented on the issue of using 
portions of the study area for recreational tourism 
by cruise ship visitors. Respondents indicated that 
recreational activities and facilities should also be made 
available to locals and independent (non-cruise ship) 
visitors and travelers, and that recreational opportunities 
should be broader in scope, perhaps including year-
round, winter-time activities, outdoor education, and 
cabins or camping. Some felt recreational activities 
in the study area for cruise ship visitors would take 
business away from downtown merchants, as well as 
be detrimental to other attractions in and near the 
downtown area. Others pointed out that catering to 
cruise ship visitors provides only seasonal jobs and 
financially rewards a select few, while some felt tourism 
boosts Sitka’s economy and renown for the benefit of all.  

The need for affordable housing in Sitka was reinforced 
by survey respondents’ comments. Many felt that 
housing for lower-income individuals and families 
should be a priority, and if affordable housing cannot 
be developed in the study area, then it should be built 
someplace else where development costs will not 
put housing out of the price range of lower to middle 
income residents. Some indicated high-end housing on 
the waterfront parcel should be ruled out for various 
reasons. Other suggestions included providing senior 
housing in the study area, and using off-grid, sustainable 
utility systems to mitigate development costs.

Based on comments, there seemed to be consensus that 
the cost of quarry rock for construction projects is far 
too expensive in Sitka. Reasons provided for the high 
costs ranged from insufficient quarries and inadequate 
supply to a lack of competition among the few current 
rock suppliers in Sitka and a flawed leasing system at the 
City’s Granite Creek quarries.

As supported by comments, survey respondents 
generally felt sensitive natural areas in the study area, 
such as wetlands, shorelines, and steep forested lands, 
should be kept in open space and used for recreation 
and nature enjoyment. However, a couple of folks 
indicated natural areas and nature are abundant around 
Sitka, and the entire study area should be developed, if 
possible, for maximum economic gain.
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O ver view
Information in the preceding chapters provide the 
basis for land use and development recommendations 
in this chapter. Generally, the land uses and types of 
development proposed for the study area site rest upon 
a foundation of the site’s existing conditions, Sitka’s 
economic and market conditions, consideration of 
potential alternative land uses, the local community’s 
ideas and preferences, and finally the consultant team’s 
professional judgment about what makes sense for 
development in the study area. 

The consultant team’s estimation of what is 
appropriate for the study area partly comes from the 
team’s familiarity with land use policy and planning 
and with development practices and standards 
elsewhere. Traditional land use planning and zoning 
mandate that same or similar types of development 
be contained within designated geographical areas; 
for example, houses and apartments are to be built 
in areas designated “Residential”, while factories 
and manufacturing plants are to be allowed only 
in areas zoned as “Industrial”. This segregation or 
compartmentalization of different types of development 
helps to avoid issues that arise when dissimilar or 
incompatible land uses and activities occur in close 
proximity to one another, such as a foundry in the 
midst of a residential area. Traditional land use zoning 
also yields efficiencies in transportation and utility 
infrastructure and delivery of services.

Contemporary approaches to land planning emphasize 
denser, more concentrated development patterns than 
the sprawl-type development that sometimes results 
from traditional planning and zoning. Referred to as 

smart growth, cluster development, new urbanism, 
transect-based planning, form-based code and other 
terms, the higher-density approach allows for a mixing 
of certain compatible land uses that may be discouraged 
by traditional planning and zoning. The value of 
higher densities coupled with mixing of compatible 
development types is found in more efficient land use, 
reduced costs for utility and road infrastructure, creation 
of a “walkable” environment, conservation of natural 
resources and farmland, and other benefits. 

Importantly, there is no one-size-fits-all approach or 
system to land use and development for a specific site or 
an entire municipal jurisdiction. Every community and 
place are different, with different geographical, socio-
economic, and environmental conditions that warrant 
unique, place-specific land use development plans, 
comprehensive plans, or zoning code and development 
standards. While examples of what has been done and 
practiced elsewhere are useful and valuable, often the 
more successful land use plans or comprehensive plans 
are those that are adapted to or spring from particular 
aspects of Place. 

The recommendations for land use and development 
in this study borrow from both traditional and 
contemporary land use and planning practices; however, 
the recommendations are also tailored to the study area’s 
site conditions, Sitka’s economic conditions and needs, 
and the local community’s ideas and preferences. Per the 
recommendations in this chapter, future development 
and land use in the study area are intended to have their 
own unique place-based character and qualities. 
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Residential  Areas
As discussed in Chapter 4, much of the study area site 
poses challenges to building development due to 
steeply sloping, higher elevation terrain and extensive 
wetlands. However, certain areas may be marginally 
suited to housing development as described below. 

S ound View R idge

The broad north-south ridge between No Name 
Mountain and Saddle Mountain within the study area 
was named Sound View Ridge during the preparation 
of this master plan. Moderately sloping terrain across 
higher ground, fewer muskegs, relatively shallower 
organic soils, and sweeping views make Sound 
View Ridge conditionally better suited to residential 
development than many other areas within the study 
area. Single-family detached homes, apartments, and/
or condominiums could potentially be developed on the 
ridge.

Per Figure 23, road access and utility service to Sound 
View Ridge could be brought in from Halibut Point 
Road via an access road that would climb about 200 

feet in elevation across steep terrain. An alternative or 
secondary access road from the Granite Creek Industrial 
Area may also be possible. Underground water and 
sewer lines to the ridge could be routed along either 
road. However, constructing an access road and 
conventional water and sewer utilities to and along the 
ridge will be costly. Alternative water and wastewater 
systems could reduce construction costs for utilities, but 
construction costs for roads, drives, house foundations, 
etc. will invariably be higher due to organic soils and 
other site conditions that are typically encountered on 
development sites in and around Sitka. Permitting and 
mitigation required to address development impacts to 
wetlands on Sound View Ridge will also add cost.  

Sound View Ridge may not supply much if any affordable 
housing due to higher development costs. There may 
also be other more suitable locations in Sitka for new 
residential development. However, future demand in 
the local housing market could make Sound View Ridge 
attractive for higher-priced view homes and perhaps 
moderately-priced apartments and condominiums. 
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Harbor  Point

During the preparation of this master plan, the 17-acre 
parcel along the waterfront side of Halibut Point Road 
within the study area was named Harbor Point according 
to the area’s designation on marine charts. Harbor Point 
has shoreline frontage on its south, west, and north 
sides, and it fronts Halibut Point Road (HPR) on its east 
side. The site’s terrain is rough and irregular, but it does 
not contain any mapped wetlands or steep slopes 
other than rocky drop-offs at the shoreline. Mature 
forest covers much of the site, with views of the water 
obscured by vegetation nearly up to the shoreline. The 
site is bordered by a water main in HPR, and the City’s 
sanitary sewer line in HPR ends just south of the site at 
Cove Marina. 

Harbor Point’s waterfront setting, lower elevation, 
proximity Halibut Point Road and utilities, lack of 
wetlands, and views of Sitka Sound all contribute to 
potential residential development of this waterfront 
parcel. High-end view-homes could be built on larger 
lots along and near the shoreline, while perhaps more 
affordable smaller homes on smaller lots, condominiums, 
or apartments could be developed on the property’s 
interior and close to Halibut Point Road. Community 
trails and paths would allow all Harbor Point residents 
to access the beach, and potentially connect to the 
Cross Trail on the east side of HPR. City revenues would 
be increased through outright property sale and 
on-going residential property taxes, and new home 
building would bolster the local construction industry 
and jobs. However, costs to develop this property will 
be moderately high, and local demand for high-end 
waterfront homes may fluctuate. 

No Name Creek Terrace

The area referred to as No Name Creek Terrace is located 
on slightly elevated land just north of No Name Creek 
and No Name Mountain, and just south and east of 
Halibut Point Road. Because of its lower elevation, 
moderately sloping terrain, and proximity to Halibut 
Point Road and water line, the Terrace may be less costly 
to access and develop for housing than Sound View 
Ridge. However, development impacts to wetlands 
over the entire Terrace area will require mitigation, and, 
due to the lack of a sewer line in the area, homes here 
may require individual septic systems which could be 
problematic near wetlands. Finally, the area may be 
partly in the shadow of No Name Mountain during a few 
weeks in winter, and the location is somewhat distant 
from town and services. 
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Granite  Creek Area

Sitka’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan calls for residential 
development to be developed or infilled at the south 
end of the study area on property bordered by Halibut 
Point Road, Granite Creek Road and Old Harbor 
Mountain Road. Portions of this area outside of the study 
area are already occupied by residential development 
between Halibut Point Road and the study area’s west 
boundary. Within the study area, there are perhaps 
small areas north and south of Granite Creek that could 
accommodate residential development. These areas 
are close to water and sewer utilities, and they are 
accessible from either Granite Creek Road or Harbor 
Mountain Road. However, these areas are occupied by 
wetlands, and a 60-foot building setback along Granite 
Creek will further limit developable area. In addition, 
much of the buildable area between Granite Creek Road 
and Granite Creek is currently occupied by the local 
electric utility, who may need on-going use of the area. 
However, a small, moderately sloping area between 
Granite Creek and Harbor Mountain Road may be suited 
to the development of a few new homes and apartment 
buildings. 

As discussed in the section on the Granite Creek 
Industrial Area, the Sea Mountain Golf Course offers site 
conditions that are more suitable to residential (and 
commercial) development than most other locations in 
the study area. 

Reducing Residential  Development Costs

As mentioned, challenging site conditions throughout 
the study area will complicate the construction 
of roads, utilities, building foundations and other 
structures, thereby increasing development costs. High 
development costs will limit the ability to develop 
affordable housing within the study area. However, 
various strategies ranging from the utilization of 
alternative utility and building systems to financing 
options could be explored to reduce development and 
home ownership costs, perhaps putting some housing 
in the study area within reach of median- to low-income 
residents. Some of the following approaches may be 
appealing to younger, modest-income individuals and 
families who would like to remain in Sitka, and appealing 
to older fixed-income residents inclined to age in place:

Financing Strategies

The City and Borough of Sitka may want to consider 
pursuing the following programs and strategies to 
finance utility and road infrastructure for potential 
residential development in the study area:

• USDA Rural Development offers programs and 
services to promote economic development and 
improve quality of life in rural communities. Namely, 
the USDA’s Water and Waste Disposal Loan and 
Grant Program makes available low-interest loans 
or provides outright grants to qualifying local 
governments, non-profits, and tribes to extend and 
improve water and sanitary sewer utilities to homes 
and businesses. Similarly, the Electric Infrastructure 
Loan and Loan Guarantee Program makes insured 
loans or loan guarantees to public agencies and 
other qualifying entities to finance construction 
of or improvements to electric distribution and 
transmission systems, including off-grid renewable 
energy systems.

• Tax Incentive Funding (TIF) is a mechanism that gives 
local jurisdictions (through state laws) the ability to 
partially fund site development or redevelopment, 
including infrastructure improvements, on the basis 
of future increases in property taxes resulting from 
said development and improvements. Variations 
in the TIF model allow jurisdictions to modify and 
adapt the financing structure to a particular situation 
or project.
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Off-grid house
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Alternative Uti l i t y  Systems

Bringing conventional buried water, sewer and electrical 
utilities to residential areas within the study area will 
be costly. As mentioned in Chapter 1, alternative utility 
systems could reduce construction and operation costs 
for utilities. 

• Wastewater disposal: Individual, on-site septic 
systems or a community package sewage treatment 
plant could prove less expensive to build and 
operate than providing underground sewer lines 
(with lift stations and force-mains) to distant and 
dispersed residential areas. Other innovative 
approaches to sewage disposal and treatment such 
as individual composting toilets with grey-water 
recycling or on-site release have been permitted in 
some jurisdictions. 

• Potable water supply: Constructing long-
distance underground water mains to residential 
development on Sound View Ridge, coupled with 
likely pump stations or elevated water tanks to 
provide adequate water pressure, will be expensive. 
Less costly alternatives to supply water may include 
individual water tanks or cisterns supplied by roof or 
ground surface run-off or by water trucks. Although 
not necessarily cheap, individual water purification 
systems can convert residential gray water (from 
laundry, bathing, washing) into potable water, 
creating a nearly closed, water recycling system. 

• Electrical supply: According to knowledgeable 
sources, solar-powered battery banks can 
supplement a home’s electrical needs, but these 
systems are inadequate in supplying a typical 
home’s entire electrical needs due to Southeast 
Alaska’s cloudy weather and shorter periods of 
winter daylight. Conventional buried or overhead 
electrical service by the local utility provider will 
therefore be required to supply homes’ electricity. 
In addition, a new electrical substation will be 
required at significant cost to supply electricity 
to any substantial new residential or commercial 
development in the study area. Although expensive, 
electrical infrastructure is typically less costly than 
conventional water and sewer mains, especially in 
rough terrain.  

• Total “off-grid”: There are myriad examples of 
comfortable, safe and healthy homes employing 
some combination of high-tech and low-tech 
alternative water, sewage, heat and power systems 
that enable self-sufficient, off-grid residences 
totally divorced from public utilities. For example, 
wood combustion is an ancient, low-tech, and 
efficient way to heat a home, and to even cook, 
while a combination of high-tech solar panels, 
wind or water-driven kinetic energy generators, 
and advanced battery storage systems can provide 
enough electricity to supply a few energy-efficient 
household devices even in areas where sunlight 
is scarce. Water supply and wastewater disposal 
can be as simple as taking water from the land and 
putting treated wastewater back into the land, or 
handled by a high-tech self-contained, closed-loop 
water treatment and recycling systems. Total “off-
grid” residences could prove less costly than homes 
served by conventional utilities.
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" I ntentional  Communit y"  Development 

Every community is intentionally created, but the term 
“intentional community” applies to a type of planned 
community where residents are united by a common 
set of beliefs, philosophies, living standards, lifestyles, or 
interests. The physical form and operation of intentional 
communities embody or support their residents’ 
societal, environmental, spiritual, or economic values. 
As such, these communities may be characterized 
by self-sufficiency, shared resources and facilities, 
alternative building and utility systems, resource and 
energy conservation, unique ownership structure, and 
almost always a focus on economical development 
to keep housing costs low or affordable for residents. 
Intentional communities can be composed of single-
family detached homes and multi-family attached units. 
Following are examples of intentional communities that 
might be applicable to residential development at Sound 
View Ridge, Harbor Point, or Granite Creek:

• Co-housing community: Made up of residences 
closely clustered around or integrated with 
shared spaces and facilities, such as a communal 
house and kitchen, gardens, and recreation areas. 
These communities are intended to foster social 
interaction and cooperation. Co-housing residents 
collaborate on child and elder care, community 
meals, maintenance, events, celebrations, and 
entertainment, and even business and income 
ventures. Clustered housing and shared facilities 
tend to reduce development costs.

• Housing cooperative: Typically, a legally incorporated 
entity that owns, manages, and perhaps develops 
a residential community property. Residents 
are considered fee-paying shareholders in the 
cooperative corporation, with each shareholder 

granted a right to occupy a residence in the co-op. 
Cooperatives enable members or shareholders to 
pool their resources, thus increasing their buying 
power and lowering an individual member’s costs 
for home ownership. Operated as non-profit entities, 
housing co-ops have been around for a long time, 
and the co-op ownership structure is often applied 
to various types of intentional communities.

• Ecovillage: Cohousing with a strong emphasis on 
environmental stewardship and sustainability. 
Ecovillage residents are united by lifestyle and 
habitation having the least adverse effect on the 
natural environment. Ecovillage housing employs 
“sustainable”, sometimes lower-cost, construction 
and utility technologies. Anti-consumerist attitudes 
compel eco-villagers to make-do for themselves and 
their community, for everything from growing their 
own food (through permaculture) and constructing 
their own dwellings to producing their own energy. 
Ecovillages are world-wide, and their members 
network and collaborate on making the eco-lifestyle 
more mainstream.  

• Other types of intentional communities include 
commune, kibbutz, monastery, and even some 
assisted-living communities where residents share 
a set of values and principles manifested by both 
individual dwellings and the community’s overall 
physical form. 

Housing cooperative in Seattle, WA
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Ecovillage with multi-family attached units, Ithaca, NY
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Housing Type and Form

In developing an area for residential use, the type of 
housing will be an important consideration. Single-
family detached homes, duplexes, multi-family 
attached apartments, attached condominiums and 
townhomes, mobile homes, tiny-houses, and assisted 
living centers are all housing types, each with their 
own spatial aspects, densities, ownership structure, 
and cost. Generally, costs for housing construction and 
occupancy decline with higher densities with smaller 
and closer units and improved efficiencies in land use, 
access, and utility infrastructure. Higher density housing 
types include apartments, condos, and townhomes. 
While certain housing types may be incompatible 
with each other, most can comfortably co-exist within 
close proximity or intermixed when elements of scale, 
massing, architectural style, and other issues are carefully 
considered. In the development of any of the potential 
residential locations in the study area, a mix of housing 
types should be considered to increase density and 

reduce per unit development costs, perhaps putting 
some housing within reach of lower to middle income 
residents.

The siting, form and aesthetic quality of housing are also 
important considerations with economic implications. As 
discussed throughout this report, site conditions within 
the study area strongly influence where housing might 
be built. Within those residential areas, housing of any 
type should be integrated with existing site conditions 
to the greatest extent possible. Pockets of muskeg 
should be dodged, big trees or stands of trees should be 
preserved, streams and natural drainages should be kept 
intact, and other major terrain features should generally 
be respected, all with the goal of integrating housing 
with the intrinsic landscape rather than damaging or 
destroying it. Doing so will reduce construction costs 
and make residential areas and residences feel like they 
are an integral, harmonious part of the land. Attractive 
dwellings in natural settings will also command higher 
property values. 
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Granite  Creek I ndustr ial  Area
The Granite Creek Industrial Area at the south end of 
the study area currently hosts commercial and industrial 
activity. Granite Creek Road provides convenient access 
from Halibut Point Road, and water and sewer lines in 
Granite Creek Road serve the area. The Granite Creek 
Industrial Area is occupied by active and exhausted rock 
quarries, storage areas for construction materials and 
equipment, a solid waste disposal site, and a nine-hole 
golf course across the south base of Saddle Mountain. 
Granite Creek, a salmon-bearing creek, meanders 
through the area.

Rock quarrying in the Granite Creek Industrial Area 
should continue and expand into Saddle Mountain to 
meet Sitka’s ongoing needs for structural fill material for 
construction projects. The City's lease agreement should 
be modified to increase competition and production 
among contractors who are quarrying rock. Exhausted 
quarry sites nearby will provide a convenient location to 
deposit overburden from expanded quarry operations in 
Saddle Mountain, and the flat floors of other exhausted 
quarry sites can be leased for fleet or equipment storage 
and other light industrial or commercial uses. 

Sea Mountain Golf Course, across the south base of 
Saddle Mountain, may not represent the “highest and 
best use” for this site in looking to the future. With its 
slightly sloping terrain, lower elevation, absence of 
wetlands and forest, and proximity to Halibut Point 
Road and utilities, the golf course site contains the most 
development-suitable land in the entire study area. 
The existing nine-hole golf course could conceivably 
be expanded from nine to eighteen holes by terracing 
additional fairways up the south slopes of Saddle 
Mountain. However, given the difficulty and high cost of 
developing other lands in the study area, the golf course 
site may need to be considered for housing and/or 
commercial development where the financial return on 
the site for these uses would be significantly higher than 
the revenue generated by the golf course lease. A broad 
open space zone could be created to buffer residential/
commercial development on the south side of Saddle 
Mountain from continued rock quarrying on the east 
side of the Mountain   

Limited existing water and sewer infrastructure at the 
Granite Creek Industrial Area could limit development if 
utility capacity is not increased. 

Sea Mountain Golf Course
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Recreational  Tourism Areas
Recreational tourism is broadly defined as revenue-
generating outdoor recreational activities oriented to 
cruise ship visitors and other recreationists. Recreational 
tourism activities are often set in a natural landscape and 
range from less intense to more physically demanding 
pursuits, including but not limited to the following:

• Hiking, nature, and mountain biking trails 

• Water sports such as kayaking and fishing 

• Zipline and/or aerial-ropes challenge course in trees 

• Rock climbing and/or rappelling 

• Tram, funicular, or aerial cable car up steep terrain to 
scenic promontory

• Gravity-coaster down through steep forested or 
open terrain

• Outdoor performances, educational talks, and local 
arts/crafts demonstrations

• Outdoor salmon bake/crab feed

• Nature-based “glamping” or cabin lodging

Instead of being developed for housing, Harbor Point’s 
beautiful forested shoreline setting overlooking Sitka 
Sound could host various recreational tourism activities 
that are being sought by cruise ship visitors and 
independent travelers. Outdoor recreational tourism 
activities on Harbor Point would be conveniently located 
near the current and expanding Halibut Point Marine 
Cruise Ship Terminal just south of Harbor Point. Bringing 
visitors to recreational activities at Harbor Point would 
therefore reduce bus traffic on Halibut Point Road to 
and from the downtown. Potential recreational activities 
and facilities (such as aerial-ropes course, kayaking, and 
salmon bake venue) at Harbor Point would generally fit 
with rather than damage the natural and scenic qualities 
of the site. Moreover, the City would maintain ownership 
of Harbor Point, leasing to others for development and 
operation. 

Offering panoramic views of Sitka Sound and the 
Baranof Island mountains, No Name Mountain could also 
host activities and facilities associated with recreational 
tourism, such as mountain biking and nature trails, 
ziplines, scenic overlooks, and a tram road, funicular, 

or aerial cable car to its summit. These facilities and 
activities would generally require lower impact, light-
on-the-land infrastructure that would fit with the site's 
steep, forested terrain. Recreational tourism activities 
on No Name Mountain would be near the expanding 
Halibut Point Marine Cruise Ship Terminal and would 
increase the range of activities proposed for Harbor 
Point. The land for recreational tourism activities and 
facilities on No Name Mountain would be leased from 
the City and developed by others for this use. 

Recreational activities and facilities at Harbor Point 
and/or No Name Mountain should be made available 
and accessible to all Sitka residents and independent 
travelers, and not just limited to cruise ship visitors. By 
the same token, recreational activities and facilities for 
locals, such as the Cross Trail, should be accessible to 
visitors. In addition, providing year-round recreational 
opportunities in the study area would appeal to both 
locals and independent travelers. It’s important that 
recreational tourism areas and facilities in the study 
area do not take on the character of a theme park or 
amusement park. Instead, recreational facilities and 
activities should be carefully integrated with the natural 
landscape to enable a bit of wild Southeast Alaska to be 
experienced and enjoyed through recreational activities 
by locals and visitors alike. 

Tree to tree aerial ropes course
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Open Space,  Passive Recreation, 
and Wetland M it igation Areas
As discussed in Chapter 2, over half of the study area 
is occupied of different types of wetlands, including 
large muskegs that occur on the flatter, lower-lying site 
areas directly east of and below No Name Mountain 
and Sound View Ridge. A salmon-bearing tributary of 
Granite Creek drains southward through these muskegs. 
Due to their deep, organic soils and peat, it would be 
difficult and expensive to build roads and structures in 
muskegs, and development impacts to muskegs would 
be expensive to permit and mitigate. The muskegs and 
adjoining open hemlock wetlands should therefore 
be set aside for open space, passive recreation, and 
wildlife habitat. The muskeg and wetlands area shown 
in Figure 27 could be put into a permanent conservation 
easement as potential mitigation for development 
impacts to wetlands elsewhere in the study area or on 
other City owned properties off-site. The muskeg and 
wetlands area will also provide a scenic natural buffer for 
the Cross Trail that travels through here.

The west sides of Saddle Mountain and Sound View 
Ridge are characterized by extremely steep, forested 
terrain. Due to severe site conditions, including landslide 
risk, it would be expensive and inadvisable to develop 
and build in these areas. These areas should remain as 
open space to be used for passive recreation such as 
hiking trails and subsistence gathering. Maintained as 
open space, these waterfront-facing slopes will keep 
their beautiful, natural visual qualities for cruise ship 
visitors and local boaters on Sitka Sound.

No Name Mountain rises to over 400 feet above sea level 
on the northwest part of the study area. The extremely 
steep, forested slopes of No Name Mountain would 
also be difficult and expensive to develop for homes 
or commercial buildings. The high steep knoll should 
therefore remain undeveloped open space used for 
passive recreation and wildlife habitat. As such, views of 
this impressive high green knoll will be kept intact and 
unaltered for cruise ship visitors and locals out on Sitka 
Sound. However, as discussed in the previous section, 
No Name Mountain could also host more intensive or 
active outdoor recreational activities associated with 
recreational tourism. 
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Development Costs
High development costs or high construction costs are 
a recurring issue with respect to proposed land use and 
development in the study area. However, projecting 
actual costs for road and utility construction on the 
site, and for tangential items such as environmental 
permitting and engineering, is difficult. Specific site 
conditions (like depth to firm substrata) are unknown, 
the layout of roads and utilities is undetermined, 
and the location, density, and type of structures 
remain undecided. All these factors and others affect 
construction costs which can still be hard to estimate 
even when these things are better known or understood.

Nevertheless, “high costs” need a point of reference. The 
following rough order of magnitude (ROM) unit costs 
have been assembled to assist the City in considering 
construction costs for potential development in the 
study area. These ROM unit costs have been derived from 
recent public construction bids, correspondence with 
various suppliers and manufacturers, and experience 
with construction in the region. These costs represent 
what CBS may expect to receive from bidders if 
applicable aspects of any future development were put 
out to general solicitation.

Roads will provide access, and potentially utility 
corridors, to various types of development in different 
areas. Most of the undeveloped portions of the study 
area are overlain by organic peat and ash of various 
thickness. Neither of these materials are typically 
considered suitable subgrade for roads supporting 
vehicle traffic, and these unsuitable materials should 
be excavated and replaced with granular structural fill. 
Gravel roads are surfaced with surface course, while 
paved roads are capped with base course and, typically, 
asphalt concrete pavement. Paved roads may also be 
accompanied by concrete curb and gutter at the edge 
of pavement. All roads should be either elevated above 
the adjacent ground elevation, or have either ditches or 
curb and gutter to channel surface runoff away from the 
driving lanes. General illustrations of roadway typical 
sections can be found in the City and Borough of Sitka 
Standard Specifications and Drawings.

The following earthwork costs can be used as a starting 
point for estimating basic gravel road construction ROM 
estimates. These may also be useful in estimating other 
work items using similar materials, such as building pads 
and trails.

Item Unit Estimated 
Unit Cost

Unusable Excavation 
(disposed of nearby)

Cubic Yard $10

Usable Rock Excavation Cubic Yard $30
Backfill (Subbase, Selected 
Material)

Cubic Yard $40

Surface Course Cubic Yard $50

Utilities are frequently encapsulated in road corridors 
when servicing development projects. These include 
potable water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and 
electricity. Unit prices for conduits conveying these 
services varies substantially depending on size, material, 
depth of bury, and other factors. The table below 
presents common costs for a given utility. The costs 
include furnish and install efforts.

Item Unit Estimated 
Unit Cost

10-inch HDPE Potable 
Water Pipe

Linear Foot $100

10-inch HDPE Sanitary 
Sewer Pipe

Linear Foot $100

18-inch HDPE Storm Sewer 
Pipe

Linear Foot $75

Electrical Conduit and 
Conductors

Linear Foot $70
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Example Multi-Unit Package Treatment Plant  
(Photo from: http://www. purestream.com
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Utilities may have ancillary or supplemental components 
for proper operation. For example, providing City water 
to Sound View Ridge will require supplemental pressure 
such as from a booster pump station or elevated water 
tank. Sanitary sewer systems may require lift stations 
if the topography is not favorable for a strictly gravity 
system. Gravity sewer systems require manholes at 
horizontal turns, vertical grade breaks, and typically 
at regular intervals along straight runs. The electrical 
system will require a transformer per certain number of 
homes (a transformer can accommodate approximately 
10 homes). If any proposed development consists of 
more than 50-100 homes, or any significant commercial 
development, a new electrical substation may be 
required. ROM unit costs for these items are presented 
below. 

Item Unit Estimated 
Unit Cost

Water Booster Pump 
Station

Each $400k-500k

Sanitary Sewer Lift Station Each $400k-600k
Sanitary Sewer Manhole Each $10,000
Electrical Transformer Each $6,000
Electrical Substation Each $20M

Alternative utility systems may be worth exploring 
depending on the type and location of development. 
Many of these can fall on private property owners and 
include: individual septic systems or private marine 
outfalls for sanitary sewer, holding tanks with delivery 
and/or catchment systems for potable water, or solar 
arrays and battery banks for supplemental electricity. 
CBS would not likely be responsible for the costs of these 
systems and they will not be discussed further. However, 
a decentralized or “packaged” wastewater treatment 
plant may prove economical in providing municipal 
sanitary sewer collection to certain developments, 
particularly residences on Sound View Ridge. Packaged 
wastewater treatment plants operate similarly to a 
typical central treatment plant, although on a smaller 
scale. They are capable of meeting stringent treatment 
requirements for discharging into streams, rivers or 
other receiving water bodies. A quote from one supplier 
for providing equipment, system start-up and training 
services for a plant capable of supporting approximately 
100 homes totaled approximately $300,000. The actual 
installed construction cost, including site and electrical 
work, is expected to be 2-3 times this quote. 

These ROM, budgetary-level unit costs represent a 
fraction of what is typically compiled on unit price 
construction bid schedules. Utility service connections, 
pavement, concrete hardscapes, street lighting and 
miscellaneous contractor work items like mobilization, 
erosion and sediment control, and traffic control, to 
name just a few, all contribute significantly to overall 
project costs. Publicly available construction bids are 
an excellent reference for project budgeting. Further, a 
healthy contingency should be applied to cost estimates 
at the concept level to account for the high number of 
unknowns yet to be resolved.

Planners should also consider professional services 
including pre-design (project scoping, topographic 
surveying, permitting, and geotechnical investigations), 
design and construction administration/inspection when 
budgeting for a project. Pre-design services are difficult 
to predict. Design services can usually be estimated as a 
percentage of the construction cost, which varies based 
on project size and complexity. These percentages are 
published by various professional entities, including the 
American Society of Civil Engineers.
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Rough Order  of  M agnitude Costs  for 
S ound View R idge and Harbor  Point 
Residential  Areas

ROM cost projections for residential development of two 
areas within the study area have been prepared with 
some assumptions. These estimates are tailored to the 
costs that may be incurred by CBS based on past project 
experience, and generally consist of access and limited 
utility services to residential subdivisions. Estimates have 
not been prepared for areas dedicated to recreational 
tourism, light commercial/industrial, or quarrying as 
it is anticipated that these areas will be accessed and 
improved by future private landowners or lessees.

For the proposed Sound View Ridge residential area, the 
ROM estimate assumes the following:

• CBS will provide road access, electrical primary 
conductors/transformers, and potable water and 
sanitary sewer mains. Driveways, lot development 
and utility connections will be the responsibility of 
developers and individual property owners.

• Sanitary sewer and potable water connections will 
be at Granite Creek Road. (Alternatively, connections 
with the mains in Halibut Point Road near the north 
end of Sound View Ridge could be evaluated if the 
access road is to connect to the existing road system 
at the north and south ends.)

• Sanitary sewer within the housing development and 
approximately halfway to the connection point on 
Granite Creek Road will be gravity, with manholes 
at turns and spaced at 400 feet maximum along 
straight runs. One lift/pump station will be required 
to complete the connection to Granite Creek Road. 
(An alternative may be connecting to the Harbor 
Point subdivision sewer system, which could pump 
sewage to a connection with the existing gravity 
pipe near Cove Marina; this may be worth a cost/
benefit analysis as pursuit of this master plan 
advances.)

• A 3-foot cut will be required to remove unsuitable 
soils and reach competent subgrade for the access 
road

• A 4.5-foot-thick backfill section capped with a 6-inch 
thick surface course will be the road structural 
section.

• Rock material will be sourced from the Granite Creek 
Area, and unusable excavation will be disposed of at 
the Granite Creek Area or wasted onsite.

• The road will have two lanes, each 12 feet wide with 
1-foot wide shoulders, and a gravel surface

• A culvert will be required every 300 feet and the 
culverts will each be 30 feet long

By taking the Total Project ROM Design and Construction 
figure, and dividing it by the total length of road 
(approximately 10,000 linear feet), the unit cost per 
linear foot of road and utilities is approximately $1,100 
per linear foot at Sound View Ridge.
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Granite Area Sound View Ridge Estimated 
Construction Costs for Utilities and Access Road 
    
Item 
No. Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost 
1 Mobilization All Req'd Lump Sum $650,000 $650,000 
2 Clearing and Grubbing All Req'd Lump Sum $70,000 $70,000 
3 Unusable Excavation 30,000 Cubic Yard $10 $300,000 
4 Backfill 50,000 Cubic Yard $40 $2,000,000 
5 Surface Course 5,000 Cubic Yard $60 $300,000 
6 Storm Drain Culvert 1,000 Linear Feet $75 $75,000 
7 Water Pipe, 10-inch HDPE 8,000 Linear Feet $100 $800,000 
8 Water Booster Pump Station 1 Each $450,000 $450,000 
9 Sanitary Sewer Pipe, 10-inch HDPE 8,000 Linear Feet $100 $800,000 
10 Sanitary Sewer Manhole 30 Each $10,000 $300,000 
11 Sanitary Sewer Lift/Pump Station 1 Each $500,000 $500,000 
12 Electrical (Primary Conductor) 10,000 Linear Feet $70 $700,000 
13 Electrical Transformer 8 Each $6,000 $48,000 
14 Erosion and Sediment Control All Req'd Lump Sum $50,000 $50,000 
15 Traffic Control All Req'd Lump Sum $20,000 $20,000 
16 Construction Surveying All Req'd Lump Sum $85,000 $85,000 

      
 Subtotal Construction Cost    $7,148,000 

 Recommended Contingency (20%)   $1,429,600 

 Total Construction Cost with Contingency (20%)   $8,577,600 

     
 

Professional Services 
    

 

 Pre-Design Services (5% of Total Construction)   $428,880 

 

Permitting, Surveying, Geotechnical 
 
    

 

 Design Services (10% of Total Construction)   $857,760 

 

Final Design, Bid Phase Assistance 
 
    

 

 Contract Administration/Construction Inspection (10% of Total Construction) $857,760 

     
 

 Total Project ROM Design and Construction Cost Estimate  $10,722,000 

*Does not include wetland mitigation costs 
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For the proposed Harbor Point residential area, the ROM 
estimate assumes that:

• CBS will provide road access, electrical primary 
conductors/transformers, and potable water and 
sanitary sewer mains. Driveways, lot development 
and utility connections will be the responsibility of 
developers and individual property owners.

• The potable water connection will be with the 
existing main in Halibut Point Road; an alternative 
connection may be a “spur service” outside of Halibut 
Point Road, near Cove Marina. Sanitary sewer will 
connect with an existing gravity main outside of 
Halibut Point Road near Cove Marina via a force 
main.

• Sanitary sewer within the housing development will 
be gravity, with manholes at turns and spaced at 400 
feet maximum along straight runs. One lift/pump 
station will be required to complete the connection 
to Cove Marina.

• A 2-foot cut will be required to remove unsuitable 
soils and reach competent subgrade for the access 
road.

• Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of bedrock 
excavation will be necessary to achieve the desired 
road profile and alignment; the excavated bedrock 
will be re-used on site as fill.

• A 4.5-foot-thick backfill section capped with a 6-inch 
thick surface course will be the road structural 
section.

• Rock material will be sourced from the Granite Creek 
Area, and unusable excavation will be disposed of at 
the Granite Creek Area or wasted onsite.

• The road will have two lanes, each 12 feet wide with 
1-foot wide shoulders, and a gravel surface

• Eight culvert crossings will be required, each 30 feet 
long.

Again, taking the Total Project ROM Design and 
Construction figure and dividing by the total length of 
road (approximately 2,500 linear feet), the unit cost per 
linear foot of road and utilities is approximately $1,400 
per linear foot at Harbor Point.

It should be noted that the combined new housing units 
of Sound View Ridge and Harbor Point in the proposed 
land use plan is likely near or exceeding the 50-100 new 
housing unit threshold before a new electrical substation 
may be required. The cost of a new substation has not 
been included in either construction estimate, and it 
will drive project costs up substantially. This should 
be carefully evaluated before proceeding with the 
recommendations and options in this land use plan.

These costs have been provided as ROM, budgetary-level 
tools to assist with broad-scale planning, and do not 
encompass all aspects of any given project.

 

Harbor Point Estimated Construction Costs for 
Utilities and Access Road 
    
Item 
No. Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost 
1 Mobilization All Req'd Lump Sum $120,000 $120,000 
2 Clearing and Grubbing 2 Acre $10,000 $20,000 
3 Unusable Excavation 5,000 Cubic Yard $20 $100,000 
4 Usable Rock Excavation 1,000 Cubic Yard $10 $10,000 
5 Backfill 11,000 Cubic Yard $40 $440,000 
6 Surface Course 1,200 Cubic Yard $60 $72,000 
7 Concrete Road Patch, 8-inch Thick 30 Square Yard $200 $6,000 
8 Storm Drain Culvert 240 Linear Feet $75 $18,000 
9 Water Pipe, 10-inch HDPE 2,500 Linear Feet $100 $250,000 
10 Sanitary Sewer Pipe, 10-inch HDPE 2500 Linear Feet $100 $250,000 
11 Sanitary Sewer Manhole 16 Each $10,000 $160,000 
12 Sanitary Sewer Lift/Pump Station 1 Each $500,000 $500,000 
13 Electrical (Primary Conductor) 2500 Linear Feet $70 $175,000 
14 Electrical Transformer 4 Each $6,000 $24,000 
15 Erosion and Sediment Control All Req'd Lump Sum $20,000 $20,000 
16 Traffic Control All Req'd Lump Sum $20,000 $20,000 
17 Construction Surveying All Req'd Lump Sum $50,000 $50,000 

      
 Subtotal Construction Cost    $2,315,000 

 Recommended Contingency (20%)   $463,000 

 Total Construction Cost with Contingency (20%)   $2,778,000 

     
 

Professional Services 
    

 

 Pre-Design Services (5% of Total Construction)   $138,900 

 

Permitting, Surveying, Geotechnical 
 
    

 

 Design Services (10% of Total Construction)   $277,800 

 

Final Design, Bid Phase Assistance 
 
    

 

 Contract Administration/Construction Inspection (10% of Total Construction) $277,800 

     
 

 Total Project ROM Design and Construction Cost Estimate  $3,472,500 

*Does not include wetland mitigation costs 
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This study’s comprehensive approach to data gathering, 
community input, and collaborative planning has 
yielded a flexible and responsive Master Plan that will 
serve as a “living document” to guide development 
in the study area over the next 15 years. This land use 
study aims to resolve historic assumptions about the 
study area and its use by setting the stage for timely, 
appropriate, and environmentally sound development 
that contributes to Sitka’s economic vitality. Based on 
the study area’s existing conditions, Sitka’s economic 
needs, and the contribution of project stakeholders and 
the public, the recommendations in this land use master 
plan will foster constructive activity in the study area for 
the near and distant future.

The Executive Summary of this report outlines “Next 
Steps” to be pursued in the short term to initiate 
development in parts of the study area. It is strongly 
suggested that initial efforts focus on the following two 
key actions: 

• Recreational Tourism: The City should prepare and 
issue a “Request for Proposals” to parties interested 
in leasing land and developing facilities in the study 
area (at Harbor Point and/or No Name Mountain) for 
outdoor recreational activities oriented to cruise ship 
visitors and others.

• Quarrying, Commercial, and Industrial activity at 
Granite Creek: The City should begin planning the 
expansion of rock quarrying into Saddle Mountain, 
in conjunction with modifying the City’s quarry lease 
agreement to allow more operators to extract rock. 
The City should also promote availability of land at 
the Granite Creek Industrial Area for commercial and 
industrial uses.

In addition to the efforts discussed above, the City may 
want to pursue funding and development of a small 
residential area, such as at Granite Creek. Although small 
in scale, a residential project such as Granite Creek would 
need to address most of the same issues, from mitigation 
of wetland impacts to providing utility service, that 
would require resolution in the development of a larger 
residential area. Alternative housing and ownership 
structures could also be considered with the objective of 
providing affordable housing at Granite Creek.

Most of all, planning and development efforts within the 
study area should remain responsive to Sitka’s economic 
needs and the community’s input and preferences. 
Community support will be crucial to anything taking 
shape and happening in the No Name Mountain/Granite 
Creek area.

CO N C LU S I O N
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Previous Studies  Referenced
The planning team referenced the following studies and 
publications relating to the development of land in and 
around the study area:

Sitka Gravel Resource and Management Study (1982)

Evaluation of Solid Waste Landfill Alternatives for 
Kimsham Street & Granite Creek (1999)  

Granite Creek Soils Probe and Wetlands Investigations 
Final Report (2000)

Map: Kean Study Composite Topography & Wetlands 
(2000)

Granite Creek Master Plan (2002)

Sitka Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (2002)

Sitka Trail Plan (2003)

Draft Geotechnical Report, Quarry Site Investigation (aka 
FAA Geotech Report) (2006)

Assembly presentation on quarries in Sitka (April 2008)

GCIS Overburden Sites Discussion (2008)

Request for Assembly Discussion and Direction re: Sale/
Lease of Rock Quarry Sites (2008)

Rock quarry status memo (2009)

Sitka Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (2010)

Foundation Geology Report for Granite Creek Bridge and 
No Name Creek Bridge (2011)

Sitka Sustainable Outdoor Recreation Action Plan (2012)

Granite Creek Quarry Subdivision Wetlands Delineation 
(2012)

No Name Mountain Quarry Access - Preliminary 
Reconnaissance Report (2016)

Cross Trail Environmental Studies (2017/2018)

Sitka Economic Profile Report (2019)

2030 Sitka Comprehensive Plan & Technical Document

Map: Study Area DEM

Map: Locations to Access 3-Phase Power

Map: Water & Wastewater Utilities

City and Borough of Sitka GIS

200



T H E  C I T Y  A N D  B O R O U G H  O F  S I T K A ,  A L A S K A

AP P E N D I X

8 6

Stakeholder  Engagement
The planning team, including consultants and staff 
from the CBS Planning Department, conducted a 
comprehensive stakeholder engagement effort, including 
interviews and written comment. Stakeholders contacted 
included the following:

Stakeholder  I nter viewees
Mic Tisher, Tisher Construction

Adam McLeod, K&E

Joe Williams, K&E

Jeremy Twaddle, Island Enterprises

Pete Weiland, construction

Jason Keith, construction

Jim Way, construction

Marty Johnson, construction

Kris Karsunky, construction

Ron Davison, construction

Ron Waldron, construction

Sam Smith, construction

Scott McArthur, construction

Brian Schmidt, construction

Adam Chinalski, construction

Jamal Floate, construction

Troy Bayne, earthwork 

Harry Greene, CBS Streets Superintendent, former 
earthwork contractor

Tim Eddy, earthwork 

Chris McGraw, Halibut Point Marine

Chuck McGraw, Halibut Point Marine

Chuck McGraw, Jr, McGraw Construction

Chris Pearson, construction/earthwork

Connor Nelson, earthwork/construction

Garry White, SEDA

Keith Brady, realty

Mike LaGuire, realty

Candi Barger, realty

Travis Vaugh, realty

Trevor Harang, Arrowhead 

Kerri O’Toole, Baranof Realty

Stacy Mudry, Ready Mix

Roger Hames, Hames Corporation

Marty Martin, construction and land owner

Mim McConnell, Sitka Community Land Trust

Roger Sudnikovich, former quarry operator, earthwork

Del Stengle, earthwork

Jerome Mahoskey, earthwork

Michael Eich, City and Borough of Juneau (Stabler’s Point 
Quarry)

Jeff Wheeler, Sitka Electric Department

Brian Doyle, Sitka Wastewater Department

Joe Swain, Sitka Water Department

Bob Trousil, Alaska Department of Transportation and 
Public Facilities

Lynne Brandon, Sitka Trail Works

Rob Allen, formerly Allen Marine

Kirby Day, Princess Cruises

Mike Tibbles, Cruise Line Industry Association – Alaska

Lyle Kessler, United States Coast Guard

Maegan Bosak, SEARHC

Keith Perkins, USDA Rural Development

Richard Doland, construction

Perry Edwards, USFS

Lynne Brandon, Sitka Trail Works

James Poulson, Parks and Rec Committee

Charles Horan, Horan and Co Appraisals

Karl Potts, CEO Shee Atika

Ralph Vigilante, SECON

Michael Harmon, CBS
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Organizat ions Contac �ted

Sitka Tribe of Alaska

Sitka Tribal Enterprises

Sitka Economic Development Association

Sitka Golf Association

Sitka Chamber of Commerce / Visit Sitka

Sitka Community Land Trust 

Sitka Sound Science Center

Allen Marine

Shee Atika, Inc

Sitka Water Dept

Sitka Sewer Dept

Sitka Electric Dept

State of Alaska Dept. of Transportation and Public 

Facilities

City and Borough of Juneau

Southeast Alaska Land Trust

Sealaska

United States Army Corps of Engineers

O �ther  Publ ic  Engagement Effor �ts

M eetings held/attended
Kickoff meeting – January 22, 2020

SEDA

Natural Resources Committee, Sitka Tribe of Alaska – 
March 10�BOE�.BZ���

Public  S er �vice Announcements  and/or  
Publ ic  Notice

Raven Radio – morning interview (Planning Director and 
Special Projects Manager)

Raven Radio – public service announcement -2 weeks�

Sitka Sentinel – public notice ad – 8 dates

Sitka Soup – full page display ad – 2 weeks

Facebook – city page

City website home page – notice and link to interactive 
website

Planning Department website home page – notice and 
link to interactive website

Letter to Editor – Sitka Sentinel

Sur �vey Form Dropoffs�

Petro Marine

Chocolate Moose

Harry Race

Silver Basin

The Cellar

Old Harbor Books

Russells

BIHA office

LFS Marine

Computer Store

STA main office

STA Healing House

8JOUFSTPOH�Soap�$PNQBOZ

Galanin Gallery

Artists Coop

Tongass threads

Sitka Public Library

Ben Franklin (remaining small shop)

Spenards

True Value

NAPA

Work and Rugged Gear Store

�%VF�UP�TPDJBM�EJTUBODJOH�BOE�CVTJOFTT�DMPTVSFT
�OPU�BT�NBOZ�
GPSNT�XFSF�GJMMFE�PVU�SFUVSOFE�BT�IPQFE�

Direc �t  mai l ing 

Approximately 200 addresses of properties adjacent to 
the study area received direct mail advising of project 
and requesting comment.

Public  Comment Forms

Public Comment forms were available in three locations 
at city hall, at the library, and online since February 2020.
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Sur vey Results
The below section includes the complete results of the 
online survey that was active from April 29 through May 
17, 2020.

5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 1/13

88 responses

Not accepting responses

Message for respondents

Site Inventory & Analysis

1. How important is it to keep parts of the site as open space for a Cross Trail buffer,
passive recreation, and/or wildlife habitat?

86 responses

This form is no longer accepting responses

Summary Question Individual

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

9 (10.5%) 1 (1.2%)1 (1.2%)1 (1.2%)
5 (5.8%)

18 (20.9%)

53 (61.6%)

NNMGC MP - Survey

Questions Responses 88

5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 2/13

2. Given the costs and challenges of developing in wetlands, rank the suitability of using
wetlands for the following activities or types of development:

3a. Do you think there is currently adequate supply and availability of quarry rock for
construction projects in Sitka?

88 responses

Housing Recreational 7ourism Open Space 	 Passive
Recreation

4uarrying/RocN
([traction

'on¶t develop�
conserve Zetland

areas

0

20

40

60
Not at all SuitableNot at all SuitableNot at all Suitable SomeZhat SuitableSomeZhat SuitableSomeZhat Suitable 9ery Suitable9ery Suitable9ery Suitable UnsureUnsureUnsure

/ess than AdeTuate Supply 	
Availability
AdeTuate Supply 	 Availability
More than AdeTuate Supply 	
Availability
Unsure

17%

23.9%
21.6%

37.5%
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5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 3/13

3b. If you answered "Less than Adequate Supply & Availability" above, please explain why below:

14 responses

4. What area should be developed for expanded quarry production?

87 responses

Market Analysis

There are no viable revenue generating sources left to the city, granite creek played out and the only
other quarry is owned by biha and leases to K&e

Prices for rock available now are too high!

Less than if several future large projects

The rock is there, but the process for obtaining leases needs to be streamlined and more leases
granted to prevent periods of unavailability

Too few providers cause shortages and drive up prices

expensive rock/ no competition

There may be adequate supply, but a bit of a monopoly, which creates unreasonable costs for those
needing it.

Rock for home sites/driveways/roads is currently not allowed to be removed from Granite Creek area.

Granite CreeN Industrial Area - ([pan«
No Name Mountain - NeZ 4uarry 'ev«
Granite CreeN /ease /ots - NeZ 4uar«
Unsure
NON(
None
I thought that the Tuarry operators sai«
No further development at this point

1/2

21.8%

16.1%

47.1%

• There are no viable revenue generating sources left to the city, granite creek played out and the only other  
 quarry is owned by biha and leases to K&E
• Prices for rock available now are too high!
• Less than if several future large projects
• The rock is there, but the process for obtaining leases needs to be streamlined and more leases granted to   
 prevent periods of unavailability
• Too few providers cause shortages and drive up prices
• Expensive rock/ no competition
• There may be adequate supply, but a bit of a monopoly, which creates unreasonable costs for those needing it.
• Rock for home sites/driveways/roads is currently not allowed to be removed from Granite Creek area. Rock has  
 not been removed from Saddle Mountain for years now. The operators of the Indian River pit may have told you  
 they had plenty of rock because they have the only viable pit and will have a monopoly on rock if no  other  
 sources are developed.
• NO additional rock for out of town companies to develop or additional companies in town to develop if they are  
 interested.
• We are barging rock into Sitka for at least road but probably building too.... We live on a rock.
• Need more choices and competition
• The cost for crushed aggregate has gone through the roof and all the contractors i have spoken with have said  
 this is due to a continually reduced supply and increased demand
• Have spoken with folks in various industries that have concerns --very spendy to ship rock in and that is what  
 has been happening recently
• Very hard to find "wall rock" and just not enough for larger projects.
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• Granite Creek Industrial Area - Expanded Lease   
  Lots into Saddle Mountain
• No Name Mountain - New Quarry Development
• Granite Creek Lease Lots - New Quarry   
  Development
• Unsure
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1/2

21.8%

16.1%

47.1%

Other:
• NONE
• I thought that the quarry operators said our rock supplies are adequate?
• No further development at this point
• Granite Creek Industrial area, but without expanding the lease lots into Saddle Mountain.
• I also think that while the rock pit at granite creek should be expanded.  I also think that overburden should be 
relocated soon.  Old rock pits could make a suitable area for residential development with a nice view from up 
there.
• Leave it alone. Why on earth are you bound and determined to DESTROY our town?
• No further development at this time.
• None 
• Out Katlian Bay road
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5. For each of the following types of housing, please indicate the level of demand you
believe exists in Sitka:

6. How supportive are you of allowing housing to be developed on the waterfront parcel of
the site?

88 responses
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7. How supportive are you of allowing housing development on the Sound View Ridge
upland area of the site?

88 responses

8. In light of the anticipated high costs of providing conventional utility service for new
housing development, how appropriate are the alternative utility options below? (i.e. do
you think they are reasonable and attractive options for new development Sitka?)

9ery Supportive
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5. For each of the following types of housing, please indicate the level of demand you
believe exists in Sitka:

6. How supportive are you of allowing housing to be developed on the waterfront parcel of
the site?

88 responses

Single-family Homes Multi-family Apartments Condominiums Mobile Homes Other
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14.8%
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7. How supportive are you of allowing housing development on the Sound View Ridge
upland area of the site?

88 responses

8. In light of the anticipated high costs of providing conventional utility service for new
housing development, how appropriate are the alternative utility options below? (i.e. do
you think they are reasonable and attractive options for new development Sitka?)
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9. How supportive are you of allowing land to be leased for cruise visitor activities (i.e.
recreational tourism) on the study area? (Note: the graphic below depicts a potential
development scenario; cruise visitor activities could vary depending on the potential
developer)

88 responses

Development Suitability and Land Use Zones

10. Which land use do you prefer for the Harbor Point area?

83 responses
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9. How supportive are you of allowing land to be leased for cruise visitor activities (i.e.
recreational tourism) on the study area? (Note: the graphic below depicts a potential
development scenario; cruise visitor activities could vary depending on the potential
developer)

88 responses

Development Suitability and Land Use Zones

10. Which land use do you prefer for the Harbor Point area?

83 responses

9ery Supportive
Supportive
Neutral
Opposed
9ery Opposed
Unsure
7here should be a mi[ of high end ho«
For God¶s saNe�� Seriously"" 7ourist e«

1/2

22.7%

23.9%
8%

9.1%

28.4%

High-(nd Residential
Recreational 7ourism (revenue genera«
Mi[ of both. Something for sitNans and«
/eave it alone
/eave it alone.
Natural habitat
/eave it�
/eave alone

1/3

45.8%

28.9%

Other:
• For God’s sake!! Seriously?? Tourist entertainment?? Seriously appalling.
• Supportive but with restrictions. Low impact. E.g. no ziplines. Emphasis on trails
• Supportive if it was owned by the city and the use benefited the city financially. i.e. I don't think it should be sold 
to cruise companies. 
• There should be a mix of high end housing and rec tourism
• Unclear what arrangement this would be who would develop etc.

Very Supportive
Supportive
Neutral
Opposed
Very Opposed
Unsure

207



N O  N A M E  M O U N T A I N  /  G R A N I T E  C R E E K  L A N D  U S E  M A S T E R  P L A N

AP P E N D I X

9 3

5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 6/13

9. How supportive are you of allowing land to be leased for cruise visitor activities (i.e.
recreational tourism) on the study area? (Note: the graphic below depicts a potential
development scenario; cruise visitor activities could vary depending on the potential
developer)

88 responses

Development Suitability and Land Use Zones

10. Which land use do you prefer for the Harbor Point area?

83 responses
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Other:
• 1) City owned barge dock to ship rock from No Name Mountain. 2) Lease/sell parcel to cruise ship line to build 
hotel.
• Again...ridiculousness. No. No. No.
• I think it should be used for recreational tourism but not just for cruise ship passengers as I believe that industry 
will never recover. You need to look at the next generation of tourism. They will want to stay for a week or two and 
learn things. Give them opportunities to volunteer at the Raptor Center, Sitka History Museum, Fortress of the Bears 
and Sheldon Jackson Museum!
• Leave alone
• Leave it alone 
• Leave it alone.
• Leave it as is. People appreciate a taste of the real Alaska and this is the last undeveloped waterfront on HPR
• Leave it!
• Mix of both. Something for sitkans and the tourism 
• Natural habitat
• New boat launch
• Park
• Passive recreation 

Question 9, "Other" continued:
• I think that the opportunities are boundless but feel that you are wrong in aiming at cruise ship visitors only. I 
think that industry will decline and you should be looking at pleasing independent travelers. Baby Boomers want 
cruises but what about the younger generations that want experiences? I think we need to rework Old Sitka and 
enhance it. A ghost town perhaps. Provide a place for tourists to buy or rent camping gear for the campgrounds so 
they can "sleep with the bears". Build more cabins in the campground so the tourists do not get eaten by the bears!. 
Make it easy to fly in and stay there. I think our future needs to support independent travelers that want to stay for 
a week or two. I also think that we need to be better than our SE neighbors, for example: Hoonah has the longest 
zipline in the world. Can we beat that? I think we can! Have you considered a ferris wheel on Japonski Island?
• Unsure

High-End Residential
Recreational Tourism
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9. How supportive are you of allowing land to be leased for cruise visitor activities (i.e.
recreational tourism) on the study area? (Note: the graphic below depicts a potential
development scenario; cruise visitor activities could vary depending on the potential
developer)

88 responses

Development Suitability and Land Use Zones

10. Which land use do you prefer for the Harbor Point area?
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11. Which land use do you prefer for the No Name Mountain area?

87 responses

12. Do you think the No Name Creek Terrace area is suitable for residential development,
or should it be used for passive recreation & open space?

86 responses

Recreational 7ourism (revenue genera«
Passive Recreation 	 Open Space
RocN e[traction Tuarry
Revenue generating 7rap � SNeet and«
Recreation� public use cabin(s). 7rails«
I thinN it should be left as is for the tou«
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t«
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Single-family 'etached Residential
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Commercial activity. 7oo far out� better
residential opportunities closer to toZn
Same thoughts as for the previous
Tuestion.
/eave it alone
:e really need single family homes but
can it be mi[ed use"

51.2%

44.2%

Other:
• Combination of the two options above (passive rec/open space & some rec tourism
• Generate activities towards all visitors not just cruise ships
• I think it should be left as is for the tourists who want to see what our environment is really like. That might be 
passive recreation and open space, but I'm not really clear of your definitions of those areas. 
• No. No. No. Greedy. Greedy.Greedy.
• Recreation, public use cabin(s). Trails for everyone. 
• Recreational tourism is fine, but I don't think just focusing on cruise ship visitors is a good idea.  This year is a good 
example of why.  The waterfront property should be developed for high end residential which will provide Sitka 
property tax revenue for decades and the mountain can be developed for not only cruise ship visitors but Sitka 
really needs to explore year round tourism opportunities.  Ski area with snow making capabilities?  (We have plenty 
of water)  Cross country skiing?  Snow shoeing?  Ice skating rink?  There are some things that would be nice that 
were available for year round residents instead of forgetting about us and just focusing on summer tourists.  
• Revenue generating Trap , Skeet and Sporting Clays park
• Rock extraction quarry 
• Study said No Name Mountain would supply 100 year source of rock exportable to other locations in Alaska.

Recreational Tourism
Passive Recreation & Open Space
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9. How supportive are you of allowing land to be leased for cruise visitor activities (i.e.
recreational tourism) on the study area? (Note: the graphic below depicts a potential
development scenario; cruise visitor activities could vary depending on the potential
developer)

88 responses

Development Suitability and Land Use Zones

10. Which land use do you prefer for the Harbor Point area?

83 responses
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Question 10, "Other" continued:
• Passive recreation use & scenery. No amusement adventure park or high-end residential development.
• Protected wildlife area; passive recreation.
• Public access to the beach areas, mixed use in the cove area, low density large lots upland .
• Public recreation
• Recreational tourism coupled with an oceanographic learning center and trails for electric ATV's
• Recreational, but not oriented toward cruise ship visitors
• Walk-in public use cabin(s) with waterfront access. 
• Walking trails, picnic sites and fishing spots for locals
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11. Which land use do you prefer for the No Name Mountain area?
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12. Do you think the No Name Creek Terrace area is suitable for residential development,
or should it be used for passive recreation & open space?
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13. Which land use do you prefer for the Sound View Ridge area?

86 responses

14. Do agree or disagree with the proposed land uses for the Granite Creek Area?
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15. Which land use is most suitable for the Muskeg Wetlands area?

88 responses

16. Considering the severe slopes and difficult construction conditions associated with the
Saddle Mountain area, do you think this area should remain undeveloped and used for
passive recreation/open space?

87 responses
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17. Select which overall land use scheme you prefer for the entire study area site.

85 responses

Please consider answering the following optional questions.

1. Are you a resident of Sitka?

87 responses

Scheme A
Scheme B
Scheme C
:hy is this study ruling out Tuarrying«
B is best but no housing at No Name«
None of them.
i prefer a hybrid use option for Harbor«
/eave it alone

1/3
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<es
No
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([tensive land oZner
Currently ZorNing aZay from SitNa.

94.3%

Other:
• All of the land should be open for development. It's the best area in Sitka that is safe from landslides. If the city put 
a thousand residential lots on the market the utilities in the area would be developed. One thousand new homes 
would paying property taxes and for utility services would cover the cost of development. 
• At this time and with the financial situation the city will be in after the events of 2020 I feel it best to shelve this 
whole project and focus on keeping the city solvent by keeping people here in Sitka and doing everything possible 
to create new full time jobs here in Sitka
• B is best but no housing at No Name and mixed high end waterfront property and recreational tourism
• Combination - harbor point residential use, mix of rec tourism & open for passive rec in suitable areas, develop 
granite creek area further for the listed objectives.
• Do not expand the golf course.
• I do not support any development of the waterfront area
• I like Scheme b with limited residential if at all on sound view ridge. Development costs for residential would be 
prohibitive in any case. Better to develop residential in other, more suitable areas
• I prefer a hybrid use option for Harbor point and no name mountain where harbor point is high end residential 
and the no name mountain is developed for tourism/local recreational use.  This could include zip line, mountain 
bike trails, view points, etc.  Tourism is only a 4 month activity in Sitka, but outdoor rec trail improvements on no 
name mountain  could  enhance quality of life for locals year round. look at HPR rec area!  One of the residential lost 
could be set aside for public waterfront access and connect to the trails on no name mountain during the off season.
• Land use C with conditions. See other comments at the bottom.
• Leave it alone
• No development except quarry expansion in Granite Creek & some other light uses there. No golf course 
expansion.
• None of them.
• None. Stop sucking up to the greedy cruise cows.
• See above comments.  I like A, but with waterfront single family home development, like in B, but I don't like the 
Sound ridge housing in B.  With option C, again the waterfront should be single family housing and no Sound ridge 
housing.  As with all, winter time recreational opportunities are being missed.
• These areas should remain undeveloped at this time.
• Why is this study ruling out quarrying no name mounting?!

Scheme A
Scheme B
Scheme C
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9. How supportive are you of allowing land to be leased for cruise visitor activities (i.e.
recreational tourism) on the study area? (Note: the graphic below depicts a potential
development scenario; cruise visitor activities could vary depending on the potential
developer)
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Please share any other comments you would like the planning team to consider:

• Something that will generate revenue for this town besides tourism...
• The cost to properly set up water, sewer, and utilities now will be beneficial in the long run because housing 
without 21st century amenities will not draw as much interest. See housing in Fairbanks... prices for homes without 
water don’t sell for much.
• Thank you for considering the opinions of those who live and work here.
• More recreation area. Leave wetlands alone. Thank you.
• As i get older (I am in my mid 70s) the idea of a condo becomes more attractive. That is one reason I picked 
option 3, because there could be some nicely sited condos that people who are selling larger homes can move into. 
Perhaps a senior campus that combines condos, assisted living and long term care in one location where people 
can move "up" as care needs change, on the Sound View Ridge. Many seniors can afford the development costs, 
especially if the sell their homes which have increased in value. That would free up their current homes. for instance, 
ours could easily be made into two apartments that may help alleviate median cost housing problems. // I think 
developing more high end waterfront residential property is not appropriate given the fall in population forecast. 
A better use would be for tourism development. The development of canopy walks, a tram, mountain bike trails, 
zip line would also provide recreational opportunities for reside ts as well as visitors. // What is the status of the 
proposed swap with McGraw, land for a haul-out. Allowing McGraw to expand the cruise facility may be the best 
use of that land and get us a haul-out, I think given the bids we got for the haul-out at the Paxton Park we may want 
to go back to that. // Support use of Granite creek for gravel, rock quarry and expansion of the golf course, if they 
want to. // One other option, could this land be swapped for land that may be appropriate for mobile home parks. 
Mobile homes seem to be a way to provide affordable housing. When we first moved here we had a mobile home. 
When we could afford it we moved "up" to a stick built view home. Affordable housing is still a need, even though 
it may not be appropriate for this site is there any way this site can be leveraged to provide for affordable housing 
elsewhere. This is one of the main obstacles to our kids moving back. (If we could get a nice view condo perhaps 
we could sell our house on very generous terms to our kids.) // Finally, thank you for the PDF. I found the video very 
difficult to work with. I could not move the cursor to where I wanted to look at something again. When I wanted to 
stop the video to look at a map there would be a YouTube pop up covering the map part i wanted to look at. I wish 
you had better highlighted the PDF at the top of the page for those of us who do not learn or absorb material well 
from video. I did not see it until after I had slogged through the video. // Thanks for the opportunity to go through 
this and comment. 
• Consider taking cruise ship passengers via boat to mitigate Halibut Point Rd disintegration. If ground 
transportation is used, make transfer to Electric Vehicles a requirement.
• For Harbor Point—mixed combination of high end residential and tourism.
• I appreciate this thorough study. I do want to state that it would be a win-win for Sitka if we could create an 
activities area for cruise passengers. The caveat is that if we pursue this at harbor Point we need to control the traffic 
on HPR, and we need to move people without creating noise and air pollution for the residents. I suggest more 
water transport to the downtown area, and requiring the use of electric or hybrid buses as opposed to the outdated 
diesel rigs presently being used.
• Why on earth do we need to expand a golf course that is already underutilized? More tourism-related spaces? How 
about new ideas that create year-round jobs.
• I really like the video and the survey as a means of input for this planning decision. Good job!!
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• The one critical aspect I think that was overlooked is that development of the Harbor Point and no-name 
mountain areas for tourism (option A?) means that the benefits of increased tourism only flow to the one or two 
businesses leasing the property. The remote location of this area from downtown and the fact that tourists may 
focus on the new areas and not enter downtown was never mentioned. The economic impact of diverting tourists 
from the downtown area where many local businesses benefit from their spending to a theme park out the road 
where a few businesses benefit was completely overlooked.
• For residential, I would prefer we look at pockets on Kramer Ave that are suitable as well as up Indian River. These 
are both much closer to town and utilities. I would hope that with expanding tourism out HPR, that we don't kill our 
downtown area.
• Easy does it on this one, We're just now opening this up with the continuation of the cross trail.
• If sound view rest ridge was kept off the grid and eco-friendly, that would be ideal. Internet availability would 
be helpful though. Seems like less need for high end housing than low end housing and economic funds to city a 
priority, if tourism continues.
• Leave it alone.
• Affordable homes is of prime importance, , there is all kinds of benefits, when people can afford their own place. 
Also I don't know for sure , but it seems that area wouldn't be a great site for solar, as it seems to be in the shade a lot 
of the year
• The city needs to stay out of the real estate business, the mill site management has been ridiculous, sell the land to 
the highest bidders and use the money to keep costs down. Stop spending resources on “planning”.
• Natural green spaces make sitka better its not all about tourism or high end or expensive housing areas .
• What is needed in Sitka isn't more high-end residential, but affordable homes for small families and couples. // 
Consider adding in-stream hydropower for electricity in the area.
• Quarry the top of Saddle Mountain then turn that area into residential once quarrying was over with. Good view, 
sunny most of the year and close proximity to overburden sight and town.
• This seems like a piece of land that probably is most valuable remaining in the "bank," held for the future and well 
being of the environment.
• What would be the tragedy in leaving our little oasis alone? You are desperately trying to destroy Sitka and turn it 
into yet another ugly tourist garbage dump. The CHARM and DRAW of Sitka is that she is what she is! Destroy that 
and we are nothing more than another ugly tourist trap on the all important schedule. THAT would be the tragedy.
• There is a noticeable need for low priced single family dwellings.
• As I've mentioned earlier I feel that it is a big mistake to put all our eggs in the cruise ship tourism basket, with 
this year a prime example of why. I understand that tourism is a huge business that is here to stay, but this area 
has a prime opportunity to expand to year round tourism with the exploration of winter time outdoor activities. I 
understand that some of this study area may not be suitable for such things, but when you consider the possibilities 
of Harbor Mountain, other areas, along with this study area and there is opportunity here to have a more 
comprehensive plan for the whole area. I did like the Gondola idea early in the presentation. I have had more folks 
than I can mention from Outside ask me if Sitka has a winter recreation park, ski area, or other such attractions and 
I have to sadly tell them no. Plus, as a year round resident, it would be nice to have future development with an eye 
and ear to things that will stay open all year. It's frustrating and insulting that so many businesses just cater to the 
tourists and then give the residents the middle finger during the shoulder/off season. Just sayin'.....
• I'm not going to actively support any development until the city cleans up the old landfill/golf course water runoff 
to Granite Creek. This large ditch and down slope ponds are smelly, unsightly and has yet to be correctly sampled. 
We can't move forward if we are going to create more situations like this! The unsightly drainage issues are viewable 
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by going up to the golf course and observing the runoff to the west and south. I will actively (media exposure/
municipal assembly attendance/third party support) oppose any golf course/industrial expansion plans until we can 
see mitigation for existing runoff. For more information please call 907 414 0556.
• I Like the presentation. You should be proud of this planning effort. Amy and Scott did a great job. I also like at 
least 5 waterfront residential lots to defray costs.
• I really hope you will broaden your views and not bank our future on the profitability of cruise ship passengers. I 
was born at the end of the Boomer generation. Cruises were my parents dream. I want more adventure. You could 
not pay me enough to take a cruise on a large ship however I might consider an Alaskan Dream cruise. I truly think 
we could excel as a destination but you need to think about independent travelers. They may want cheap hostels, 
all inclusive campgrounds or luxury accommodations but they will all want experiences such as deck hands on a 
fishing boat for a week or the best zip line in the world or digging for clams. Maybe they want to be a volunteer at a 
museum or learn about SE flora and fauna. Think outside of the box people!
• I don't think Sitka needs more highly expensive, waterfront homes. Sitka does need more affordable housing and 
as far as recreational use for cruise ships it would be nice to keep traffic directed towards that side of town. The open 
spaces around the Cross Trail should be protected.
• I am concerned about the high growth of heavy vehicle traffic (buses and trucks) on HPR and the lack of 
enforceable rules as to speed and adequate containment of loads (have had auto windshield damaged repeatedly 
with gravel and no way to recoup replacement costs). I do think these issues need to be addressed and corrected. 
Also, just the "beating" the state highway takes from the heavy vehicles; there should be an equitable way to 
reimburse the city from businesses which depend on the route while still controlling use!
• I would also support overall land use suitability Scheme B as my second choice
• Other areas are better suited to these development ideas. please leave some undisturbed areas nearby for 
residents recreation. not everything has to be about making a buck.
• If you are going to develop, consider doing so in order to keep the housing market and job opportunities available 
for the younger generations. We would all love to make Sitka home, so we need more revenue and more affordable 
housing. I believe improving our tourism is key in creating more revenue. If housing is built, it MUST be suitable for 
a low-medium income family to purchase. Please, no more high-end residential areas until the housing problem is 
balanced.
• Scheme A is the best, but do not want residential development on Sound View Ridge.
• The city needs to create projects that will generate long term income rather than raising rates and taxes to meet 
their needs. No Name Mountain has already been identified by a study the city did a number of years ago as a 
100 year source of hard rock that can be exported for state and federal jobs all over the state (breakwaters/shore 
protection). Rock for these projects is now being barged in from British Columbia, Canada so the City of Sitka could 
easily compete with them. // This study also leaves out the strip of land along the upland side of HPR (base of No 
Name Mountain) that could be used for high end residential home view lots and commercial development. Putting 
a road up into this area from HPR would be easy, and the development costs would be less the anywhere else. (That 
is if the city decides to sell the waterfront area for housing). Once the waterfront area is used for housing the city will 
never be able to extract rock from No Name Mountain. // Since this plan will affect this area for decades to come, 
remember that once Saddle Mountain has been leveled that level area will be suitable for commercial and industrial 
development. // I agree the population of Sitka is dropping, but you fail to consider the main reason for that is a 
lack of housing. Not just affordable housing, but housing in general. If the city would develop some of this land for 
housing people would move here. Rich folks would build expensive homes that would increase the city property tax 
base. Leaving this land locked up makes no sense if we are to grow.
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• Sitka needs mountain biking. It's one of the very few towns in the USA that doesn't have ANY mountain bike 
single-track trails.
• Contiguous shoreline is a rare and precious commodity. Once subdivided, it will remain subdivided. Tourism may 
or may not be the best use of the land right now, but added to the equation must be the future potential of the 
property as a contiguous whole against future needs. // Private homes may be beneficial for the tax base, but so is 
economic activity. It will be a while before tourism reaches pre-coronavirus days, and during that time we will need 
to get as much from each tourist as possible. With Alaska's economic future profoundly challenged, it is likely the 
housing market will be soft at the same time every potential job will be precious.
• I'm all for many of the ideas presented here, but I think we can come up with better uses for land than golfing.
• This is NOT the time to be determining the fate of the study area and its parts. Set this development project aside; 
it arose only because the McGraw business wanted to acquire a parcel. The future of the cruise ship industry is highly 
questionable, contrary to the video. Post-Covid ridership is questionable, and globally the industry likely will have 
to greatly downsize to mitigate climate change. Don't mar this scenic asset of Sitka's for this unnecessary and likely 
ill-advised development. I CONTEST both the video's conclusion that, for the water front parcel, the 'highest and 
best use' is commercial or high-end residential development, and that no other explicit option was given for the 
related survey question. Concerning the high-end waterfront residential option, let's not continue widening the 
wealth gap in Sitka, especially with a development like this which most likely will just attract Lower-48 baby-boomer 
retirees, who after a year here won't pay sales tax or a big chuck of the property tax. Considering that parcel and the 
other potential residential parcels, the growth is unlikely to pay for its development costs - as has widely been true 
in much of the U.S. for decades. Sitka is at a point of crisis -- considering the high cost of living, the Covid shutdown 
which may recur, and uncertainties of climate change and ocean acidification on our economy -- such that we 
should be worrying about houses getting boarded up instead of trying to get yet more built in the proposed 
locations, must less for a clientele that mainly has yet to move here. I regret the study and its recommended options 
have prodded this negative reaction; however, I think my assessment is closer to the reality of the situation and what 
should be decided.
• I am open to any development that doesn't infringe on the current golf course.
• I am unclear on what the priority level of this proposed project is for the city. In the context of current overall 
development in the city, this doesn’t seem like where the city should be putting its energy. It is not a viable area for 
“affordable” housing, and given that the city’s population isn’t growing, high end single family home development 
doesn’t seem like it needs to be a high priority either. If the goal is economic development, the city would be better 
of developing a marine haulout and seeking to grab market share in the marine services sector. Regardless of the 
fact that we would be late entrants into that field, Sitka has a lot to offer. // This presentation doesn’t talk about 
funding. If this is just going to be a giveaway of public lands to private entities in the hopes that there will be some 
trickledown positives for the city in the form of employment and tax receipts, this too seems ill conceived. Overall, 
unless by “long term development”, you mean 100 years from now, I’m not seeing this as being a viable avenue of 
investigation for the city.
• Tourism will be a stable/necessary income source for Sitka again, but it may take a few years. - Keep the scenic 
view from a tour ship natural - The existing spent S&S rock quarry, upland form the deep water dock, is ugly from the 
water
• This site too expensive to develop for residential use - Others areas closer to town are still available
• Rock is necessary to develop building pads/site prep on the remaining steep sloped lands and as the existing 
60+ year homes are demolished and new structures built - the granite creek rock source area can be expanded and 
should be kept hidden from the tourists/visitors view

216



T H E  C I T Y  A N D  B O R O U G H  O F  S I T K A ,  A L A S K A

AP P E N D I X

1 0 2

• Sitka needs wetlands credits/bank for development of other city owned property closer to town with existing 
utilities/infrastructure close by
• These are uncertain times for Sitka and Sitkans. With the Covid-19 scare, the low price of a barrel of crude oil, 
the high bond dept for raising the blue lake hydro dam project, the aging infrastructure, etc., I think Sitkans will 
procrastinate on making any decisions and will let your group select the best us of the lands. // The existing utility 
diagram shows the CBS water main extending to Starrigavan - I think it stops at the Ferry terminal as stated in the 
verbiage
• I suggest to consider better utilization of quarry materials. Don’t allow waterfront residential lots to fill in the 
ocean. Make lots big enough to suit the topography. Quarries should be better planned to avoid the huge eyesore 
like the one upland of the cove area. After a quarry is exhausted the land use should be set up for future uses, not a 
hazard for the surrounding land owners. // Thank you for Conducting this survey.
• Great form and format to provide info and get feedback. thanks
• Focus on keeping the main street store fronts open and employing citizens year round rather than such a strong 
focus on tourism which employs some locals but only part-time while the majority of those employed live out of 
Sitka and most out of state. So those wages have little to no multiplier effect on our economy. If our main street 
dies we soon will look like downtown Ketchikan, Skagway, or all the other cities in SE Alaska. The fact that we are a 
functional city and not just a main street of tourist trinket shops has been noted time after time by visitor surveys 
on which city is your favorite and why. I think this is a fine project to consider, but at this time we have much greater 
issues to plan for and this is currently not the time for this project.
• Hello, // Thank you for this comprehensive approach to a beautiful parcel of land on this island home. I have a lot 
to say about this moving forward so I’m attempting to keep this short… // Positives from a business standpoint I 
think development of additional “excursions” for our cruise ship passengers is always a plus-it adds depth to Sitka 
as an active, interesting port; and therefore more valuable to the cruise ship industry. It also will be fun for our 
local friends and neighbors (Zip line, hiking trails, etc) to have additional recreation opportunities. Concerns from 
a business standpoint include the health of our downtown. Not just the businesses but the history, the church, the 
museums, the ability to maintain a healthy community; whether you are a profit or non-profit entity. This may not 
seem to directly affect that concern however with the plan for expanded dock facilities it is a concern that “bussing” 
people in will not happen in the numbers previously realized. // As for housing opportunities it is hard to imagine 
that happening at any cost that would help our current housing situation. Investors/big money would have to 
be involved here and that would be great for our community if done so that it opens up real estate for everyone..
hard to imagine. // I will continue to keep up on this-after all we do have plans for an ice cream shop in this very 
neighborhood!
• I am confused by the "recreational tourism" development. Would it be to sell the land? But with restrictions to 
keep it mostly natural? or to lease it, but allow some permanent development? It seems like an option could be to 
develop an area as a public park, like the state parks and Forest Service, that would be public access, but would also 
allow commercial use by permit? // Was there any analysis of costs/revenues for zip lines etc. - it seems like that sort 
of thing could just as well happen upland, and not on the waterfront, and in any case, it seems like the value of the 
land should be put pretty high, as it is a vanishingly small resource in Sitka, undeveloped waterfront. // I recall seeing 
back when McGraw/Halibut Point Marine proposed trading the tract of waterfront Harbor Point in exchange for 
building a haul out at the Industrial Park, a map that showed how there was a condition on the property that there 
had to be a public easement to allow public access to the water. Is that the case? It seems like that would be very 
important no matter how it is developed. // I think the highest and best use of that Harbor Point waterfront would 
be public, just because there is so little available, and there are plenty of high end waterfront homes already. If they 
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did sell it for houses, there should be public access and the strip of waterfront/beach should all be public. I think 
that could make the entire development more valuable, if all the homes (or rental cabins, or zipline concession) 
had access to the shoreline. But I think it would be better as a park (that could be used for tourism) than as housing. 
// Another concern is cultural and archaeological, it seems likely that there are cultural sites there. // In general it 
looks like the best thing for Sitka is to let this place in general stay natural, the wetland bank idea is great, and to 
take great care in decisions on the waterfront, so that it is in best interests of the community - when Shee Atika 
developed Alice Island I think they missed an opportunity, to have all the houses have access to the shore. So if there 
was houses built at Harbor Point, they would be inland and the shore all around would be public access. // Then 
Granite Creek, seems like keeping industrial type activities focused. Golf course is great.
• We have open space - recreation everywhere around Sitka. We need more housing , more land to put on Tax role.
• Thank you for this comprehensive approach to a beautiful parcel of land on this island home.  I have a lot to 
say about this moving forward so I’m attempting to keep this short. Positives from a business standpoint I think 
development of additional excursions for our cruise ship passengers is always a plus-it adds depth to Sitka as an 
active, interesting port; and therefore more valuable to the cruise ship industry.  It also will be fun for our local 
friends and neighbors (Zip line, hiking trails, etc) to have additional recreation opportunities.  Concerns from a 
business standpoint include the health of our downtown.  Not just the businesses but the history, the church, the 
museums, the ability to maintain a healthy community; whether you are a profit or non-profit entity.  This may not 
seem to directly affect that concern however with the plan for expanded dock facilities it is a concern that bussing 
people in will not happen in the numbers previously realized.     As for housing opportunities it is hard to imagine 
that happening at any cost that would help our current housing situation.  Investors/big money would have to 
be involved here and that would be great for our community if done so that it opens up real estate for everyone..
hard to imagine.   I will continue to keep up on this-after all we do have plans for an ice cream shop in this very 
neighborhood!  
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Demographic  Sur vey Responses

The following optional questions were provided at the 
end of the land use survey.

5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 10/13

17. Select which overall land use scheme you prefer for the entire study area site.

85 responses

Please consider answering the following optional questions.

1. Are you a resident of Sitka?

87 responses

Scheme A
Scheme B
Scheme C
:hy is this study ruling out Tuarrying«
B is best but no housing at No Name«
None of them.
i prefer a hybrid use option for Harbor«
/eave it alone

1/3

35.3%

18.8% 27.1%

<es
No
One business
([tensive land oZner
Currently ZorNing aZay from SitNa.

94.3%

5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 11/13

Do you rent or own your home?

86 responses

Do you own your own business?

85 responses

Rent
OZn

20.9%

79.1%

<es
No52.9%

47.1%

5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 11/13

Do you rent or own your home?

86 responses

Do you own your own business?

85 responses

Rent
OZn

20.9%

79.1%

<es
No52.9%

47.1%
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5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 12/13

If you are employed, please specify the sector in which you work:

75 responses

Please specify your age range:

88 responses

7ourism
Construction (including Tuarrying)
Government 	 Public Administration
Commercial retail/Food Service
Professional services
(ducation
Healthcare
Fishing Industry

1/3

12%

18.7%

10.7%

10.7%

8%

10.7%

Under 20
21-30
31-45
46-65
66�

27.3%

42%

26.1%

5/18/2020 NNMGC MP - Survey - Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1IBcfggOub03AGBB5hH68JR61sCIU17iIXAf6JraKKus/edit#responses 12/13

If you are employed, please specify the sector in which you work:

75 responses

Please specify your age range:

88 responses

7ourism
Construction (including Tuarrying)
Government 	 Public Administration
Commercial retail/Food Service
Professional services
(ducation
Healthcare
Fishing Industry

1/3

12%

18.7%

10.7%

10.7%

8%

10.7%

Under 20
21-30
31-45
46-65
66�

27.3%

42%

26.1%

Other:

• Affordable housing, real estate, boat broker
• Art and writing
• Logistics
• Media consultant
• None of your business 
• Non-profit - mixed animal welfare and tourism
• Retail community pharmacy with 30+ employees that are struggling to live and raise families in Sitka.  We would 
like to start a frozen food business but cant see how with all the utility expenses and lack of a good labor pool
• Retired
• Retired
• Retired
• Retired, but still active in construction, fishing, and professional services
• Small business owner
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O ther  Feedback 
The following feedback was received during the open 
survey period, but separately from the web-based 
collection:

Respondent  1:

Contiguous shoreline is a rare and precious commodity.  
Once subdivided, it will remain subdivided.  Tourism may 
or may not be the best use of the land right now, but 
added to the equation must be the future potential of 
the property as a contiguous whole against future needs.  
Keeping the shore property in city hands and leasing it 
(presumably for tourist interests) allows future choices.

Private homes may be beneficial for the tax base, but 
so is economic activity.  It will be a while before tourism 
reaches pre-coronavirus days, and during that time we 
will need to get as much from each tourist as possible.  
With Alaska's economic future profoundly challenged, it 
is likely the housing market will be soft at the same time 
every potential job will be precious.

There appears to be a good size chunk of property along 
Sand View Ridge that might make a good senior citizen 
complex with a number of apartments or stand-alone 
homes for active folks, assisted living for folks who need 
some help, and a nursing home for folks who need more.  
Sitka appears to be "aging in place" so that such a facility 
will be appreciated by elders who don't need the large 
homes that they're currently living in, but don't want to 
leave Sitka and their friends and family who live here.  
This might give a living density that would justify the 
higher development cost and the need for some sort of 
transport into downtown (a loop of "the ride"? a van from 
the facility, whatever.)

Respondent  2 :

1. First, I thought the on-line video presentation was an 
innovative way to present the project effort to date.

The drone footage was also interesting and flying the 
area when there was some snow on the ground helped 
create ground cover contrast that would not be visible if 
the flight was done during the summer. 

2. Point #7 in the Key Concepts regarding the lack of 
water depth for a dock at Harbor Point confused me. The 
marine chart shows a 25 to 45 foot shelf immediately 
offshore that drops sharply to 100 feet of water. This is an 
ideal layout for a trestle dock that reaches deep water. I 
believe Harbor Point has great potential for a cruise ship 
terminal and that option was not discussed at all in the 
draft plan.

3. Another thing that is missing is the identification of 
a road corridor between Granite Creek and No Name 
Creek. Road access would open up the entire study area 
to tourism options as well as options for self sustained 
housing. Many, in fact, most of Sitka's island homes are 
self sustaining, so it is not a huge leap to create similar 
options within the study area. During one of my previous 
stints at CBS a Ketchikan logger proposed building a one-
lane road with turnouts through the study area in return 
for rights to helicopter log cedar trees from CBS lands 
in the same area. I heard not long ago that he was still 
interested. He proposed doing the permitting as well for 
the road.

4. The draft plan states that adequate rock resources 
presently exist in Sitka which may be true. However, 
those resources are controlled by one or two companies 
which effectively cuts off small contractors. The lack 
of competition also drives up construction costs, both 
private and public. I believe the plan should identify a 
potential quarry site that could be developed for use by 
any party that has the capacity to operate in the quarry 
according to set safety standards. Petersburg does this, if I 
remember correctly.

5. As a general statement I liked Land Use Scheme A with 
the addition of a road corridor through the study area.

I would also support an RFP to sell Harbor Point for 
waterfront commercial activity that could include 
high end housing development in addition to a cruise 
terminal.
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Open comment form responses – were available online, 
delivered to businesses/organizations, and available at 
City Hall and Library from early February – end of March:

Comments  for  B est  Uses  of  Study Area:

1. Sell lots, make affordable housing/affordable lots

2. I think this area should remain as wilderness/
recreational use. Keep the support for existing 
business/industry intact by not opening up more 
areas for development. With Sitka’s financial 
struggles, let’s put the infrastructure money into 
maintaining what we already have instead of creating 
more expenses. 

3. Leave it alone for recreational use, no business!

4. Subdivide for affordable housing. 

5. Sitka needs affordable housing and also more 
support services for boats. There is a lack of services 
for fishing boats such as life raft and survival suit 
inspections, we also need places more than one place 
for buying skiffs and motors, as well as more places 
that provide welding and machine shop services. It 
seems kind of pointless to have another rock quarry 
because once you dig it up the land is probably 
useless. Also, what can be done with the rock? Now 
that the airport expansion is completed is there really 
any use?  We also need more stores for buying food in 
bulk.

6. Leave it be. 

7. The SCLT would like to see some land set aside for a 
SCLT neighborhood, or even a lot here and there in a 
subdivision.

8. 1) Large waterfront section: city must retain 
ownership of this property. A large commercial dock 
should be built on this parcel of land. This dock would 
be used by large ocean going barges that haul away 
rock removed from No Name Mountain as well as 
cruise ships. These actives would generate revenues 
for the city for decades. 2) No Name Mountain: 

city needs to maintain ownership of this large rock 
source because it will generate revenue for the city 
for decades to come. The type of hard rock at this 
location would be exported all over the state for 
state and federal jobs such as harbors, breakwaters, 
shore protection, etc. 3) North Benchlands on town 
side: small lots of 5,000-7,500 sq. ft should be sold 
to the public by lottery drawing. LID would be used 
to construct homes. People would be allowed to 
build their own homes, cabins, tiny homes, or place 
manufactured homes on these lots. 4) Area near 
Granite Creek: should be used for commercial and 
industrial uses.

9. Really open to any possibilities for adding land and 
commerce to our community. 

10. Set aside some industrial zoning area's in places with 
Quarry potential. Surround those areas with light 
commercial (smaller commercial lots) and then move 
into residential zones.  The industrial areas should 
be surrounded by commercial areas to buffer the 
residential areas. Some greenbelt areas should also 
be disbursed throughout to create a natural buffer 
between zones.  If possible, keep quarry sites further 
uphill away from the waterfront. Maybe use the 
greenbelts as easements for utilities where possible 
to eliminate any need to escheat those easements 
later from private owners. This end of town is our 
new first impression of our town.  It's the first thing 
the tourists off the ships at the new dock will see. 
Keep the heavier commercial and industrial zones out 
of their view and create a more welcoming lighter 
commercial and residential zones closer to their view. 
Maybe even incorporate CCR's for facade's in direct 
sight of passengers. We have to remember that like it 
or not we rely on them to come back and tell others 
about our wonderful town.  We need them to brag 
about us and their experience.

11. Housing development and rock quarry.  I also want 
to note there should be a cultural resource survey 
done and part of the planning process for any 
development as there are known cultural resources in 
the project area.  
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Late Comments
Comments received after the close of the online survey period are included below:

 
Sitka Conservation Society 
P.O. Box 6533 
Sitka, AK, 99835 
(907) 747-7509 
info@sitkawild.org 
www.sitkawild.org 
  

PPrrootteeccttiinngg  tthhee  nnaattuurraall  
eennvviirroonnmmeenntt  ooff  tthhee  TToonnggaassss  
wwhhiillee  ssuuppppoorrttiinngg  tthhee  
ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  ssuussttaaiinnaabbllee  
ccoommmmuunniittiieess  ssiinnccee  11996677..   

 

           May 20, 2020 
To Planning Director Amy Ainslie and Special Proects Manager Scott Brylinski:  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the No Name Mountain Master Land Use Plan. The 
Sitka Conservation Society is making these comments on behalf of our membership of over 300 
Sitkans that use, depend on, and care about the integrity of the Sitka Community Use area and the 
No Name Mountain area. We would respectfully offer a few considerations and suggestions in 
regards to the city’s proposal to find the best use of the No Name Mountain area. Out of the 
proposed schemes for the master land use plan, SCS supports scheme A. We hope that the 
comments below provide additional points of consideration that can be used to enhance the 
suitability of this scheme for the area. 
  

• Affordability: It is clearly demonstrated and communicated that the area of study will not 
help with the home affordability crisis in Sitka. We do not believe that development of the 
waterfront area will increase affordability in Sitka and discourage the use of this area to 
provide more high-end housing that remains out of reach for so many Sitkans, while 
simultaneously increasing property value and rates around town to higher standards as well.  

• If any high-end housing development is to be pursued in any of the study area, the 
City should evaluate the costs of investment needed to develop the area by the City 
(including utilities, site prep, roads, etc.) in comparison with the long-term property 
tax revenue generated. Included in this calculation should be the assumption that any 
development or construction of high-end housing would most likely be done by an 
older population, and this population does not - or after a few years, will not - pay 
taxes on property because of state tax relief for Seniors and the sales tax exemption 
for seniors in Sitka. These tax relief breaks do not contribute to the community’s 
overall financial needs.  

• One avenue for the City to address the affordable housing crisis in Sitka is to 
evaluate the potential development of the golf course area. This area is flat, has good 
materials underneath for building on, and is adjacent to roads and infrastructure 
(water, electric, sewer). Acquisition of the site would have to be pursued either as a 
purchase or trade. Sitka Conservation Society does not have an opinion on the golf 
course as a housing site right now, and respects that the property is private. Pursuit of 
this area for affordable housing is perhaps one of the more logical areas in Sitka, but 
this idea would need to be pursued by a discussion with the current property owners 
and with the community as a whole. This suggestion comes from a question raised 
by the consultant’s report, where there is mention of expanding the golf course to be 
an 18 hole golf course. Where did the interest or demand for golf course expansion 
come from?  

• Economic Diversification: Any plans pursued should consider economic diversification 
especially making sure that a variety of local business has opportunities in new tourism 
development.  The ideas of the semi-industrial areas for workshops, boat storage, and light 
manufacturing may offer some opportunities. 
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• We are concerned that potential development of a recreational tourism operation by a 
large cruise ship corporation out Halibut Point Road would have negative impacts 
for local businesses in Sitka. Recreational tourism development should happen 
through an equitable process and ensure that a variety of local businesses have the 
ability to bid on and compete for development opportunities. The COVID19 crisis 
has demonstrated that cruise ship corporations are unreliable and do not consistently 
conform to high standards for human health, community and public engagement at 
large. Furthermore, cruise ship corporations are all registered in foreign countries 
where they can influence and corrupt local governments and avoid paying taxes that 
contribute to overall well-being in the United States. They have also demonstrated a 
proneness to litigation with local communities that they visit, as per the lawsuits that 
the city of Juneau has repeatedly been engaged with.  

• In order to maximize local community benefits and return, we support leasing of city 
land rather than sale of parcels to individual tourism operators.  

• Wetlands Mitigation Banking: The City of Sitka should look at setting aside wetlands that 
are not easily developed in a mitigation bank as a revenue-generating source. Mitigation 
banking is a way to offset ecological loss from development projects by compensating for 
the preservation and restoration of a different area. The City should assess whether the 
significant wetland acreage that is unsuitable for development in the area behind No Name 
and Saddle Mountain could be suitable in a mitigation banking program. This has the 
potential to provide the city with a much-needed revenue source.  

• Rock Pits: Rather than developing new rock pits, we recommend that the utilization and 
expansion of existing rock pits should be considered. Development of a rock pit at No Name 
Mountain is completely infeasible due to development costs, infrastructure investment 
needs, and the already available alternative sources of rock. Local rock pit operators 
describe the proposal to develop a rock pit at No Name Mountain as “not worth the air spent 
talking about it”. We recommend that the City heed the recommendations of the consultants 
to expand the Granite Creek rock pit area.  

• Alternative sources of rock that should be developed include the rock pits along the 
Green Lake Road system. These areas are already adjacent to the road infrastructure 
and there are many “pocket-pits” that have already been developed for supply that 
could be expanded and meet current and future rock needs. Another alternative 
source is the Katlian Bay road project, which will create an ample rock supply from 
the road cut construction.  

  
Sincerely,  

 
Katie Riley  
Policy Engagement Director  
 

 
Andrew Thoms  
Executive Director  
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Sitka Trail Works, Inc 
801 Halibut Point Road, Sitka AK 99835    
Phone: 747- 7244     email: trail@sitkatrailworks.org 
Lynne Brandon,  Executive Director 
 
 

May 26. 2020 
 
RE:  Granite Creek Master Plan 
 
Dear Planning Department: 
 
Sitka Trail Works’ Board of Directors met on May 21 and discussed the information presented 
by the planning team for the future development of the Granite Creek area.  Sitka Trail Works’ 
mission is to work efficiently and supportively with our partners to create, maintain and promote 
a beautiful, diversified and accessible trail system. The Board appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on development which may affect public use of the Cross Trail. 
   
The Board broadly stated that their priority for use of the area is for outdoor recreation and open 
space and for uses that clearly provide benefits to the community.  This includes land uses that 
enhance local health, are multiuse and available year-round.  Further improvements should be 
ADA accessible to the greatest extent possible and help people learn about and appreciate the 
outdoors.  Development should be structured in a way that both visitors and locals can use.  
Trails and protection of the Cross Trail’s viewshed are priorities.   
 
Specific recommendations include the following: The economics of any land development seems 
impracticable for housing.  No additional quarries should be developed until the need is proven.  
If additional rock is needed in the future this work should take place in the Granite Creek area.  
 
Outdoor recreation-oriented land use is important since this will support health, contribute to a 
high quality of life and drive spending that helps business, creates jobs and generates tax revenue 
that pay for schools and other public services. Investing in outdoor infrastructure attracts 
employers, residents, retirees, and a skilled workforce, ensuring that Sitka will thrive 
economically and socially. Smart investments can further grow this dynamic sector; good 
planning will make sure we grow while maintaining the quality of our natural setting and 
community. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Lynne Brandon, Executive Director 
Sitka Trail Works, Inc. 
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THANK YOU

A R C H I T E C T S
L A N D S C A P E  A R C H I T E C T S
P L A N N E R S

1 0 5  S O U T H  M A I N  S T R E E T,  S U I T E  3 0 0
S E AT T L E ,  WA   9 8 1 0 4
P H O N E :   2 0 6   6 2 4   5 7 0 2
w w w . j o n e s a n d j o n e s . c o m
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Wednesday, June 3, 2020 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  SEDA Board of Directors 
    
From:  Garry White - Director   
 
Subject: Sitka Economic Resiliency Task Force 
 
Introduction 
 
SEDA established and organized the Sitka Economic Resiliency Task Force (SERTF) in 
March 2020 when the projected economic realities due to the lock down measures to 
attempt to halt the spread of Covid-19 became apparent.   
 
A diverse group has been established.  Please see attached task force members list. 
 
The goal of the task force is to help connect local business with Federal Stimulus funding 
and resources, investigate best practices in conducting business during the lock down and 
social distancing requirements, and to discuss other issues important to the community in 
the relation to Covid. 
 
Action 
 

• Board discussion on the SERTF and other Covid related issues. 
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Sitka Economic Resiliency Task Force  

• Local Government – CBS Administrator or designee and STA General Manager or designee 
o Focused on funding streams for local government. 

• Economic Development  - Camille Ferguson (STA) and Garry White (SEDA) 
o Focused on funding streams for City/Tribal Economic Development Funding  

• Health Care - Dirk White (White’s) and Maegan Bosak (Searhc) 
o Focused on programs for health care. 

• Workforce support - Fran Schwuchow (job center) 
o Focused on financial and employee support. 
o Provide data 

• Education – Mary Wegner (SSD)/ Sitka Tribe of Alaska Education designee 
o Focused on funding for education. 

• Fishing - Rich Riggs 
o Focused on programs to support fishermen. 

• Tourism and Commerce- Rachel Roy (Chamber) and Laurie Booyse (Visit Sitka) 
o Sub-committee 

� Food and Beverage 
� Lodging accommodations 
� Charter fishing 
� Retail 

o Focused on programs to help businesses associated with tourism and commerce. 

• Construction - Joe Williams (K&E) 
o Focused on programs and issues in the construction sector. 

• Military - USCG/National Guard reps 
o Focused on programs to support military and families. 

• Transportation - Cory Baggen 
o Focused on programs and issues in the transportation sector. 

• Housing - Nancy Davis 
o Focused on programs and issues for homeowners. 

• USDA - Keith Perkins 
o Provide information on USDA and other Federal funding program 

 
• Non-Profit Sector – Robin Sherman 

o Focused on programs and issues for non-profits 
• Banking – Shauna Thornton 

o Focused on stimulus money opportunities via lending. 
• Youth – Cora Dow 

o Focused on youth perspective 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: /inda %ehnNen <alfafishaN@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 2�, 2020 11:�� AM
To: -ohn /each
&c: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)� .evin .no[ (Assembly)� Alicia *assman
Subject: 5e: seafood distribution

�ůů ĨŝŶĞ͘  �>&� ĂŶĚ DƵƚƵĂů �ŝĚ ǁŝůů ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ƚŽ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ ŶĞĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ŽŶĐĞ ƉĞƌ 
ǁĞĞŬ͘  ^d� ĐĂŶ ĐĂƌƌǇ ŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘ 
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
 
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
 
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
 
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
 
 

KŶ ^ĞƉ Ϯϵ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϴ͗ϱϯ �D͕ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 
 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ 
  
dŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ƵƉ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ��Z�^ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐ ĂƐ Ă ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ͕ ďƵƚ ŽƵƌ ĨŽŽĚ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ ƚŽ 
ĚƵƉůŝĐĂƚĞ ĂŶǇ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ǁŚĞŶ ǁĞ ĞŶƚĞƌĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƐƵďƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ^d�͘  �ƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ϱϬй ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ ĨƵŶĚƐ ǁĞŶƚ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁĂƐ ŵĞĂŶƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂŶ ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ 
ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘ 
  
ͬƌ 
ũŵů 
  

From͗ 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх  
^ent͗ dƵĞƐĚĂǇ͕ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ Ϯϵ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϳ͗ϱϯ �D 
do͗ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх͖ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
�c͗ <ĞǀŝŶ <ŶŽǆ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇŬŶŽǆΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ ZĞ͗ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ 
  
>ŝŶĚĂ͕ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ Ă ďǇ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ŽĨ ��Z�^ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ ŝŶ 
ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐ ĨƵŶĚƐ ŝŶ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ ϯ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĞ ƵƐĞĚ ^d� ĚŽ ĨŽŽĚ͘ :ŽŚŶ ĐĂŶ ǁĞ ŚĞůƉ͍ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
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KŶ ^ĞƉ Ϯϴ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϭ͗ϰϮ WD͕ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

  
'ĂƌǇ ĂŶĚ <ĞǀŝŶͲ 
  
^ŽͲ  ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ĞǆĂĐƚůǇ ǁŚĂƚ ŝ ǁĂƐ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚĞĂĚ ŽĨĨ ǁŚĞŶ / ƐĞŶƚ ǇŽƵ ĂŶ ĞŵĂŝů ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ƚŚŝƐ 
ƐƵŵŵĞƌ ŽŶ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ͘  �>&�͕ ^W� ĂŶĚ ^^^ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƌƵŶŶŝŶŐ Ă ůŽĐĂů ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ 
ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ĞǀĞƌǇ ǁĞĞŬ ƐŝŶĐĞ �Ɖƌŝů ĨƵŶĚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ŐƌĂŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĨŝƐŚ 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽůĚ ƐƚŽƌĂŐĞ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ǁŝŶƚĞƌ͘  dŚĞ ĨŝƐŚ ǁĂƐ 
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶǇŽŶĞ ǁŚŽ ƐĞůĨ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ĂƐ ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĞǆƚƌĂ ĨŝƐŚ ǁĂƐ ƚĂŬĞŶ ƚŽ 
^d�͘  EŽǁ͕ ǁŝƚŚ �ŝƚǇ ŵŽŶĞǇ͕ ^d� ŚĂƐ ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ Ă ŶĞǁ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ĨŽƌ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĂŶĚ 
ďŽƵŐŚƚ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ͘  / ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĚƵƉůŝĐĂƚĞ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͕ ďƵƚ / 
ŐƵĞƐƐ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ƐŚƵƚ ĚŽǁŶ ǁŚĂƚ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƐĞŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚ ǁĞ ŚĂĚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ 
^ŝƚŬĂ ƚŽ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘   
  
hŶůĞƐƐ ǇŽƵ ƐĞĞ Ă ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͍  tŚĂƚ Ăŵ / ŵŝƐƐŝŶŐ ͍ 
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
  
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
  
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
  
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
  
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
 
 
 

�ĞŐŝŶ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĞĚ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͗ 
  
)rom� �Ferguson, Camille� �camille.ferguson#sitkatribe-
nsn.gov! 
SubMect� Re� seafood distribution 
Date� September 28, 2020 at 8�46�35 AM A.DT 
To� /inda Behnken �alfafishak#gmail.com! 
Cc� �Gary Paxton �Assembly�� 
�assemblypaxton#cityofsitka.org!, �.evin .nox �Assembly�� 
�assemblyknox#cityofsitka.org!, stephen Rhoads 
�srhoads#spcsales.com! 
  
�ĞĂƌ >ŝŶĚĂ͕  
�Ŷ Z&Y ǁĞŶƚ ŽƵƚ ĨŽƌ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ  ƚŚĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĨŽƌ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ͘ 
KƵƚƌĞĂĐŚ ǁŚĞŶ ŽƵƚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ WĂĐŝĨŝĐ EŽƌƚŚǁĞƐƚ ĂŶĚ ůŽĐĂů>Ǉ ƚŽ 
^ŝƚŬĂ �ĂƚĐŚ ĂŶĚ ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ŽƵŶĚ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ͘ WĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ĂŶĚ 
ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŽ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ŵŽŶƚŚůǇ ŽŶ ǁŚŽ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ĨŝƐŚ ǁĂƐ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ 
ĨƌŽŵ͕ ůŽĐĂů ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ƌĞƚĂŝŶĞĚ ĂŶĚ ůŽĐĂů ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ŚŝƌĞĚ͘ / 
ĐĂŶ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ǇŽƵ ƚŚĂƚ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ŽŶĐĞ / ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ŝƚ ĂƐ ŝƚ ǁŝůů ďĞ ǁŚĂƚ / 
ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ͘  
^ŝƚŬĂ �ĂƚĐŚ͘ � ůŽĐĂů ƐŵĂůů ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ǁĂƐ ĂǁĂƌĚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů 
ďĞ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚŝŶŐ ǁŚŽ ƚŚĞǇ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĨŝƐŚ ĨƌŽŵ͘ ^d� ǁŝůů ďĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ 
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ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ͘ / ŚĂǀĞ ŐŝǀĞŶ ǇŽƵƌ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŽǁŶĞƌ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ �ĂƚĐŚ 
ĂƐ Ă ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ͘  
�ĞƐƚ ƌĞŐĂƌĚƐ͕  
�ĂŵŝůůĞ  
  
KŶ ^ƵŶ͕ ^ĞƉ Ϯϳ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϱ͗ϰϵ WD >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

dŚĂŶŬƐ �ĂŵŝůůĞ͘  tŝůů ǇŽƵ ƉůĞĂƐĞ ůĞƚ ŵĞ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚŽ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ 
ĨŝƐŚ ĨƌŽŵ͍  ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ŽƵŶĚ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ĂŶĚ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ WƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ �ŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ 
ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĚĞĞƉůǇ ŐĞŶĞƌŽƵƐ ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ ŝŶ ĚŽŶĂƚŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ƐŝŶĐĞ 
DĂƌĐŚ͖ / ŚŽƉĞ ǇŽƵ ǁŝůů ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƉůĂŶƚƐ 
ŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ �ŝƚǇ ŵŽŶĞǇ ŝƐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘ 
  
  

>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
  
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
  
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
  
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
  
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
  

  

 
 
 

KŶ ^ĞƉ Ϯϳ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϰ͗ϯϵ WD͕ &ĞƌŐƵƐŽŶ͕ �ĂŵŝůůĞ 
фĐĂŵŝůůĞ͘ĨĞƌŐƵƐŽŶΛƐŝƚŬĂƚƌŝďĞͲŶƐŶ͘ŐŽǀх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 
  
,ŝ >ŝŶĚĂ͕ 
>Ğƚ ŵĞ ĐŚĞĐŬ ǁŝƚŚ /ƐƐĂĂŵ ĂŶĚ ƐĞĞ ŝĨ ŚĞ ŚĂĚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ 
ǁŚĂƚ ŚĞ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ƚŽ ƉĂĐŬĂŐĞ ĨŽƌ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŐĞƚ 
ďĂĐŬ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ͘ 
�ĞƐƚ͕ 
�ĂŵŝůůĞ 
  
KŶ ^ƵŶ͕ ^ĞƉ Ϯϳ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϭϭ͗ϰϵ �D >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

,ŝ �ĂŵŝůůĞͲ 
  
/ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ŚĂƐ ŐŝǀĞŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ dƌŝďĞ ��Z�^ �Đƚ 
ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĂŶĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ͘  tĞ ŚĂǀĞ 
ϯϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ĐŽŚŽ ĂŶĚ ϮϬϬϬ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƌŽĐŬĨŝƐŚ 
ĐĂƵŐŚƚ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ůŽĐĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶͬƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ 
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ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŚĂĚ ƉůĂŶŶĞĚ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƚŚŝƐ 
ĨĂůůͬǁŝŶƚĞƌ͘  ,ĂǀĞ ǇŽƵ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚ ǇŽƵ 
ƉůĂŶ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ͍ /Ĩ ƐŽ͕ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ / ǁŝůů ƐĞŶĚ ƐŽŵĞ Žƌ 
Ăůů ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĨŝƐŚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŚĂĚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƚŽ 
ŽƚŚĞƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ͘  EŽ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŝŶ 
ŽǀĞƌƐƵƉƉůǇŝŶŐ ^ŝƚŬĂ ǁŚĞŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ 
ƵŶŵĞƚ ŶĞĞĚ͘  /Ĩ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽƚ ǇĞƚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ĨŝƐŚ͕ 
ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ŶĞĞĚ 
ŚĞƌĞ͘  tŝůů ǇŽƵ ƉůĞĂƐĞ ůĞƚ ŵĞ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ 
ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĨƌŽŵ ǁŚŽŵ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ͍   
  
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ͊  / ŚŽƉĞ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ƐƚĂǇŝŶŐ ƐĂĨĞ ĂŶĚ ĚƌǇ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ 
ĐƌĂǌǇ ƐƚŽƌŵ͊ 
  

>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
  
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
  
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
  
  

 
 
 

 
 
  
ͲͲ  
Gunałchéesh (Thank you) 
  
~Camille  
  
  
Camille Ferguson, Economic Development 
Director 
Sitka Tribe of Alaska  
456 Katlian Street, Sitka Alaska 99835 
Phone: 907-747-7394 / Fax: 907-747-4915 
  
ǁǁǁ͘^/d<�dZ/��͘ŽƌŐ  
ǁǁǁ͘�/�Ed�͘ŽƌŐ  ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ  �ƚͲ>ĂƌŐĞ �ŽĂƌĚ ŽĨ 
�ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ  
ǁǁǁ͘h^dZ�s�>͘ŽƌŐ  ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ �ƚͲ >ĂƌŐĞ �ŽĂƌĚ ŽĨ 
�ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ 
ǁǁǁ͘�>�^<�d/�͘ŽƌŐ �ŽĂƌĚ ŽĨ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ  
CONFIDENTIA/ITY NOTICE�  This message and any attachments 
included are from the Sitka Tribe of Alaska and are for sole use by the 
intended recipient�s�. The information contained herein may include 
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confidential or privileged information. Unauthorized review, forwarding, 
printing, copying, distributing or use of such information is strictly 
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you received this message in error, or 
have reason to believe you are not authorized to receive it, please contact 
the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. 
  

  

ͲͲ  
Gunałchéesh (Thank you) 
  
~Camille  
  
  
Camille Ferguson, Economic Development Director 
Sitka Tribe of Alaska  
456 Katlian Street, Sitka Alaska 99835 
Phone: 907-747-7394 / Fax: 907-747-4915 
  
ǁǁǁ͘^/d<�dZ/��͘ŽƌŐ  
ǁǁǁ͘�/�Ed�͘ŽƌŐ  ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ  �ƚͲ>ĂƌŐĞ �ŽĂƌĚ ŽĨ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ  
ǁǁǁ͘h^dZ�s�>͘ŽƌŐ  ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ �ƚͲ >ĂƌŐĞ �ŽĂƌĚ ŽĨ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ 
ǁǁǁ͘�>�^<�d/�͘ŽƌŐ �ŽĂƌĚ ŽĨ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ  
CONFIDENTIA/ITY NOTICE�  This message and any attachments included are from the Sitka 
Tribe of Alaska and are for sole use by the intended recipient�s�. The information contained 
herein may include confidential or privileged information. Unauthorized review, forwarding, 
printing, copying, distributing or use of such information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
If you received this message in error, or have reason to believe you are not authorized to receive 
it, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: .evin Mosher (Assembly)
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2020 6:2� PM
To: Stephen 5hoads� *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)� /inda %ehnNen
&c: -ohn /each
Subject: 5e: fisheries� *overnment assistance � other

>ŝŶĚĂ Θ ^ƚĞƉŚĞŶ͕ 
 
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ Ăůů ǇŽƵƌ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͘ /ƚ ƐŽƵŶĚƐ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ƐŽŵĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ůŝŬĞ ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŶŽǁ͕ ŝƚ͛Ɛ 
ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ƚŽ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ͕ ĞƚĐ͘  
 
/ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ĂďŽƵƚ Ă ƵƚŝůŝƚǇ ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ͘  ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ / ĐĂŶ ƚĞůů ǇŽƵ ƚŚĂƚ / ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůǇ Ăŵ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ Ă ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ƌŽƵŶĚ ŽĨ 
ŐƌĂŶƚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ĨĞĞů ƚŚĂƚ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĂŶ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ͘   
 
�ŶĚ ǇĞƐ͕ / ĨƵůůǇ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ Ă ďŽĂƚ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ͘  tĞ ĂƌĞ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ĚŝůŝŐĞŶƚůǇ ŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĨƌŽŶƚ͘ 
 
:ŽŚŶ͕ ŝƚ ƐŽƵŶĚƐ ůŝŬĞ �: ŝƐ ĚŽŝŶŐ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ŚĞ ĐĂŶ ĂƐ ĨĂƌ ĂƐ ůĞƚƚŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŽŶ ĐĂƉŝƚĂů Śŝůů ŬŶŽǁ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŽƐĞ 
ŽĨ ^� �<͘  �Ž ǇŽƵ ƚŚŝŶŬ Ă ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ ĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŽƵůĚ ŚĞůƉ͕ ŝƚƐ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ďĞŝŶŐ ŚĂŶĚůĞĚ͍ 
 
'Ğƚ KƵƚůŽŽŬ ĨŽƌ ŝK^ 

From͗ ^ƚĞƉŚĞŶ ZŚŽĂĚƐ фƐƌŚŽĂĚƐΛƐƉĐƐĂůĞƐ͘ĐŽŵх 
^ent͗ dŚƵƌƐĚĂǇ͕ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϭϮ͗ϯϱ͗ϬϬ WD 
do͗ 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͖ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх 
�c͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͖ <ĞǀŝŶ DŽƐŚĞƌ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇŵŽƐŚĞƌΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ Z�͗ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐͬ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ͬ ŽƚŚĞƌ  
  
Dƌ DĂǇŽƌ͕ 
  
dŚĞ ƉŝŶŬ ƐĂůŵŽŶ ĨŝƐŚĞƌǇ ŵĂǇ ďĞ Ăƚ Ă ϲϬ ǇĞĂƌ ůŽǁ͘ dŚĞ ĐŽŚŽ ĨŝƐŚĞƌǇ ŝƐ Ăƚ Ă ϯϬн ǇĞĂƌ ůŽǁ͘ ,ĂƚĐŚĞƌǇ ĐŚƵŵ ƌƵŶƐ ĂƌĞ Ă ĨƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ 
ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ϱ ǇĞĂƌ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ͘ ^ĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĐƌƵƐŚĞĚ ďǇ ƚĂƌŝĨĨƐ ĂŶĚ ĐůŽƐƵƌĞ Žƌ ƌĞƐƚĂƵƌĂŶƚƐ͘ DŝůůŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ 
ƐĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ ĂƌĞ ďĞŝŶŐ ůĞĨƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁĂƚĞƌ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ďŽĂƚƐ ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ďƌĞĂŬ ĞǀĞŶ ĂĨƚĞƌ ƉĂǇŝŶŐ ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ͘ ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ŽƵŶĚ ŝƐŶ͛ƚ ďƵǇŝŶŐ 
ĐƵĐƵŵďĞƌƐ ƚŚŝƐ ĨĂůů͘ �ƌĂď ƉƌŝĐĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŚĂůĨ ŽĨ ůĂƐƚ ǇĞĂƌ͘ �ĞƌŽ ƐĂĐ ƌŽĞ ŚĞƌƌŝŶŐ ĨŝƐŚĞƌǇ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƚŚŝƐ ǇĞĂƌ͘ EŽ ĚŝƌĞĐƚĞĚ ƌŽĐŬĨŝƐŚ 
ĨŝƐŚĞƌǇ ŝŶ &ĞďƌƵĂƌǇ͘  
  
^W� ŝƐ ƐƵĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ ůŽǁĞƌ ǀŽůƵŵĞƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƌĞĚƵĐĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ͘ tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ϰϬ ĨĞǁĞƌ ƚƌŽůůĞƌƐ Ăƚ ŽƵƌ ƉůĂŶƚ ƚŚŝƐ ǇĞĂƌ ŽǀĞƌ ůĂƐƚ 
ǇĞĂƌ͘ dŚĞƐĞ ŵŝƐƐŝŶŐ ďŽĂƚ ƐƉĞŶĚ Ă ůŽƚ ŽĨ ŵŽŶĞǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘ / Ăŵ ƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂŶĐŝůůĂƌǇ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŽǁŶ ĨĞĞů ŝƚ ĂƐ ǁĞůů͘  
  
/ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĚƌĂŵĂƚŝĐ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƚƐ ƉƌĞƚƚǇ ďĂĚ͘  
  
^ůƌ 
  
  

From͗ 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх  
^ent͗ dŚƵƌƐĚĂǇ͕ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϭϮ͗Ϯϵ WD 
do͗ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх 
�c͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͖ <ĞǀŝŶ DŽƐŚĞƌ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇŵŽƐŚĞƌΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͖ ^ƚĞƉŚĞŶ 
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ZŚŽĂĚƐ фƐƌŚŽĂĚƐΛƐƉĐƐĂůĞƐ͘ĐŽŵх 
^Ƶďũect͗ ZĞ͗ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐͬ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ͬ ŽƚŚĞƌ 
  
<ĞǀŝŶ͕ ƚŚĂŶŬƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ͕ >ŝŶĚĂ͕ ƚŚĂŶŬƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ůŝĨĞƚŝŵĞ ǁŽƌŬͬ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ŽƵƌ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͘ ZŝĐŚ ZŝŐŐƐ 
ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ Ă ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌ ĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ^� ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ͘ tŚĂƚ ŝƐ ǇŽƵƌ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ĂŶ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͍ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ  
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 

KŶ ^ĞƉ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϭϭ͗ϬϮ �D͕ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

 :ŽŚŶͲ  dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ <ĞǀŝŶͶƚŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ͘  
  
zĞƐͲ  ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ŝƐ ƌĞĞůŝŶŐ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŶŽǁ͘  tĞ ĂƌĞ ƐĞĞŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ ĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚĞĚ ďǇ ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͘ ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ ůŽǁ ƉŝŶŬ ĂŶĚ ĐŚƵŵ ƌƵŶƐ͕ ůŽǁͬůĂƚĞ ĐŽŚŽ ƌĞƚƵƌŶƐͶĂůů ĂƌĞ ƋƵŝƚĞ ůŝŬĞůǇ Ă ƌĞƐƵůƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ 
ǇĞĂƌ ŽĐĞĂŶ ΗǁĂƌŵ ďůŽďΗ͕ ŚŝŐŚ ƐƚƌĞĂŵ ƚĞŵƉƐ ůĂƐƚ ǇĞĂƌ͕ ĞƚĐ͘  KŶ ƚŽƉ ŽĨ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞƐƚĂƵƌĂŶƚƐ ĐůŽƐĞĚ ĚƵĞ 
ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ͕ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ƚĂƌŝĨĨƐͲͲĂŶĚ ƌĞƚĂůŝĂƚŽƌǇ ƚĂƌŝĨĨƐ ŽŶ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚͶƉƌŝĐĞƐ ĨŽƌ ŵŽƐƚ ůŽĐĂů ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ 
ĚŽǁŶ ϰϬͲϲϬй͘  dŽƵŐŚ ǇĞĂƌ ĨŽƌ ƐƵƌĞ͘ 
  
�Ɛ ĨĂƌ ĂƐ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐͶ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ Ă �Ks/� ƉĂŐĞ ŽŶ ŽƵƌ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŬĞƉƚ ƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇ ƵƉĚĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ 
ƐŚĂƌĞ ǁŝƚŚ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ďŽƚŚ ƐƚĂƚĞ ŝŵƉŽƐĞĚ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ĂŶĚ 
ƐƚĂƚĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ͘  tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ĞŵĂŝůƐ ĂŶĚ ƚǁŝĐĞ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĞƌ 
ŚĂŶĚŽƵƚƐͬďƵůůĞƚŝŶƐ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƌďŽƌ͘  ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ WƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ �ŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ďĞĞŶ ǀĞƌǇ ƉƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ ŝŶ 
ŶŽƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ŽĨ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘  hŶĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇ͕ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ 
ǁĞƌĞ ŶŽƚ ŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇ ǁŽƌŬĂďůĞ ĨŽƌ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂƐ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ͖ ĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇ ŽƵƌ ^ĞŶĂƚŽƌƐ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ŚĂƌĚ ƚŽ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ 
ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ ďĞĨŽƌĞ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ǁĂƐ ŐŽŶĞ͘ dŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ ŝƐ Ɛƚŝůů ĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ƐŚĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ΨϱϬ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ 
ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌ ƌĞůŝĞĨ ĨŽƌ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ďƵƚ ŝŶƚĞŶĚƐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ƚŚŝƐ ĨĂůů͘ 
  
�Ɛ / ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ŝŶ ĂŶ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ĞŵĂŝů͕ �>&�ͬ�^&d ŚĂƐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐĞĚ Ψϭ͘Ϯ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ŐƌĂŶƚ ĨƵŶĚƐ ƚŽ 
ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ůŽĐĂů ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ͕ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƉƌŝĐĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŽ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƚŽ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ŝŶ 
ŶĞĞĚ ďŽƚŚ ŝŶ �ůĂƐŬĂ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůŽǁĞƌ ϰϴ͘  tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ WƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ �ŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ 
EŽƌƚŚůŝŶĞ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ƚŽ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ ǁŚĂƚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ŚĂĚ ůŽƐƚ ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ �Ks/� ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ƚĂƌŐĞƚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞƐ 
ŽĨ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ĨŽƌ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ͘  tĞ ĂƌĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ŽŶ ŽŶĞ ůĂƐƚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞͬĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ 
^ŽƵƚŚĞĂƐƚ �ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞ ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ ǁŝƚŚ ^ĞĂůĂƐŬĂ͘ �Ɛ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ͕ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ 
ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐ ^ĞĂDĂƌƚ ŐŝĨƚ ĐĂƌĚƐ ƚŽ ƚƌŽůůĞƌƐ ĚĞůŝǀĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ ůŽĐĂů ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ͕ ƵƐŝŶŐ Ă ŐƌĂŶƚ  ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ �ůĂƐŬĂ 
�ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ &ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ;ƚƌŽůůĞƌƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ ƚƌŽůů 
ĐĂƵŐŚƚ ĨŝƐŚ ĨŽƌ ĨŽƌ ďŽƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ �ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ ŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇ ďĂƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ^ŽƵƚŚĞĂƐƚ �ůĂƐŬĂ ƌƵƌĂů 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐͿ͘ tĞ ĂƌĞ ĂůƐŽ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ ĐŚĂŶŶĞůƐ ƚŽ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ ŶĞǁ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇͬƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨŽƌ 
ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ h^�� ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ƐŽ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ďƵŝůĚ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ǁŽƌŬ ŽŶĐĞ ƚŚĞ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ 
ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƌƵŶƐ ŽƵƚ͘ 
  
�ůů ƚŚĂƚ ƐĂŝĚͶ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂƌĞ ƐƚƌƵŐŐůŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ Ăůů ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ǁŝůů ďĞ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞĚ͘  ,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ 
ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ŝƐͶƐƚŝůůͶĂ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚͬďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚůǇ ƐĞƌǀĞƐ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ĨůĞĞƚ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ǁŽƌŬ 
ƐƉĂĐĞ ĨŽƌ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƚƌĂĚĞƐ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ͘  / ĞǆƉĞĐƚ ƋƵŝƚĞ Ă ĨĞǁ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ŵŝƐƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŐƌĂŶƚ ƉĞƌŝŽĚ ĨŽƌ �ŝƚǇ 
ďƌĞĂŬƐ ŽŶ ƵƚŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŵŽŽƌĂŐĞ͕ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ƐĞĂƐŽŶͶŝĨ / Ăŵ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ / ŚŽƉĞ 
ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ǁŝůů ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ĂůůŽǁŝŶŐ ĂŶ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƉĞƌŝŽĚ ĨŽƌ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ͘  ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ 
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ ƌĞůŝĞĨ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇ ďĞ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞĚ 
;ƚŚĞ ,��>^ �Đƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ΨϱϬϬ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂƐ ĂŐĂŝŶ ƐƚĂůůĞĚͿ͘  �Ɛ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ ǁƌĂƉ ƵƉ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĂƐŽŶ͕ 
/ ĞǆƉĞĐƚ / ǁŝůů ŚĞĂƌ ŵŽƌĞ ĨƌŽŵ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĨĂĐŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ŝĚĞĂƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚƐ 
ĨŽƌ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ / ǁŝůů ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ ƐŚĂƌĞ ƚŚŽƐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ͘   
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dŚĂŶŬƐ ĂŐĂŝŶ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ <ĞǀŝŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŶŐ ŵĞ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ :ŽŚŶ͘  KƵƌ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ 
ĂƌĞ ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ƚŽ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŝŵĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŽƵŐŚ͘  ^ƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ďǇ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ 
ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŚĞůƉ ŽƵƌ ĨůĞĞƚ ŐĞƚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚŝƐ͘ 
  
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
  
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
  
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
  
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
  
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
 

KŶ ^ĞƉ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϴ͗ϱϵ �D͕ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 
  
<ĞǀŝŶ͕ 
  
tĞ ĐĂŶ ƚĂůŬ Ăƚ ŽƵƌ t' ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ŵŽƌŶŝŶŐ͕ ďƵƚ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ Ăůů ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ 
ĨůĞĞƚ͘ 
  
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ ŝƐ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ͕ ďƵƚ / ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ŚĞƌ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ƌĞĂĚŝůǇ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘  /͛ǀĞ ĐĐ͛Ě 
ŚĞƌ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŵĂŝů͘ 
  
/͛ǀĞ ĂůƐŽ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ĂŶ ĞŵĂŝů ĨƌŽŵ <ĞŝƚŚ WĞƌŬŝŶƐ ǇĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ ŽƵƚůŝŶŝŶŐ Ă ŶĞǁ &^� ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ 
ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘ 
  
ͬƌ 
ũŵů 
  

From͗ <ĞǀŝŶ DŽƐŚĞƌ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇŵŽƐŚĞƌΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх  
^ent͗ dŚƵƌƐĚĂǇ͕ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϴ͗ϰϱ �D 
do͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͖ 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ 
фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ �ůĂŶŬ ZŽŵĞ Ͳ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ͬ ŽƚŚĞƌ 
  
,ĞůůŽ ŐĞŶƚůĞŵĞŶ͕ 
 
/ ũƵƐƚ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŚĂƌĞ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ ďŽƚŚ͘  / ŚĂĚ Ă ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ 
ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ ũƵƐƚ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ƐŚŽŽŬ ŵĞ͘  / ǁĂƐ ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ǁŚŽ ŝƐ 
ŵĂƌƌŝĞĚ ƚŽ Ă ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĂŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ƐŚĞ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ 
ĨůĞĞƚ ŝƐ ƌĞĞůŝŶŐ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŶŽǁ͘  DŽƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚŝŵĞ Ăƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉŽŝŶƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞǇ 
ŚĂǀĞ ŐĂŝŶĞĚ Ă ůĂƌŐĞ ŶĞƐƚ ĞŐŐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝůů ŐĞƚ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ǁŝŶƚĞƌ͘ 
  
dŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŝŵĞ͘  DŽƐƚ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĂŶ ŚĂǀĞ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ďƵƚƚƐ ŽĨĨ Ăůů 
ƐƵŵŵĞƌ͕ ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƉĂŝĚ ŚĂƌĚůǇ ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘  dŚŝƐ ǁŝůů ƚĂŬĞ Ă 
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ŚƵŐĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů Θ ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ƚŽůů ŽŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ Ăƚ 
ůĂƌŐĞ͘  /ƚ  ũƵƐƚ ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ŵĞ ďĂĐŬ ƚŽ ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ Ă ďŝƚ͘   
  
^Ž ŵǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŚŝƐ͗ 
  

ϭ͘  /Ɛ �: Ăƚ �ůĂŶŬ ZŽŵĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ŚĞ ĐĂŶ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ŝƚ ŬŶŽǁŶ ƚŚĞ 
ŶĞĞĚ  ŚĞƌĞ ŝŶ ^� �ůĂƐŬĂ͍ 

Ϯ͘ �Ž ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ĂŶǇ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ƚŽ ĂƐƐŝƐƚ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ĨůĞĞƚ 
ƚŚĂƚ / ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ŬŶŽǁ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵ͍   

ϯ͘ :ŽŚŶ͕ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĂƚ ůĂĚǇ ǁŚŽ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ͍  / 
ŵŝŐŚƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƌĞĂĐŚ ŽƵƚ ƚŽ ŚĞƌ͕ ĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ ŽŶ ǁŚĂƚ / ĨŝŶĚ ŽƵƚ ĨƌŽŵ ǇŽƵ 
ŐƵǇƐ͘͘͘ŵĂǇďĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕ / ĚŽŶΖƚ ŬŶŽǁ͘  tŚĂƚ / ĚŽ ŬŶŽǁ ĂŶĚ 
ƐĂǁ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ůŽŽŬ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ǇŽƵŶŐ ǁŽŵĂŶΖƐ ĞǇĞƐ ǁĂƐ  ĨĞĂƌ͘  �ŶĚ ŝƚ ƐŚŽŽŬ ŵĞ 
Ă ůŝƚƚůĞ͘ 

dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ďŽƚŚ ĨŽƌ Ăůů ǇŽƵƌ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘  dŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ŵƵĐŚ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞĚ͊ 
  
<ĞǀŝŶ DŽƐŚĞƌ 
фDĂŝů �ƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚ͘Ğŵůх 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: -ohn /each
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2020 �:�� AM
To: .evin Mosher (Assembly)� *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
&c: /inda %ehnNen
Subject: 5E: %lanN 5ome - *overnment assistance � other
$ttachments: )W: Seafood Trade 5elief Program

<ĞǀŝŶ͕ 
 
tĞ ĐĂŶ ƚĂůŬ Ăƚ ŽƵƌ t' ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ŵŽƌŶŝŶŐ͕ ďƵƚ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ Ăůů ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ͘ 
 
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ ŝƐ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ͕ ďƵƚ / ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ŚĞƌ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ƌĞĂĚŝůǇ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘  /͛ǀĞ ĐĐ͛Ě ŚĞƌ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŵĂŝů͘ 
 
/͛ǀĞ ĂůƐŽ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ĂŶ ĞŵĂŝů ĨƌŽŵ <ĞŝƚŚ WĞƌŬŝŶƐ ǇĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ ŽƵƚůŝŶŝŶŐ Ă ŶĞǁ &^� ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘ 
 
ͬƌ 
ũŵů 
 

From͗ <ĞǀŝŶ DŽƐŚĞƌ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇŵŽƐŚĞƌΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх  
^ent͗ dŚƵƌƐĚĂǇ͕ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϴ͗ϰϱ �D 
do͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͖ 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ �ůĂŶŬ ZŽŵĞ Ͳ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ͬ ŽƚŚĞƌ 
 
,ĞůůŽ ŐĞŶƚůĞŵĞŶ͕ 
 
/ ũƵƐƚ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŚĂƌĞ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ ďŽƚŚ͘  / ŚĂĚ Ă ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ ũƵƐƚ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ƐŚŽŽŬ 
ŵĞ͘  / ǁĂƐ ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ǁŚŽ ŝƐ ŵĂƌƌŝĞĚ ƚŽ Ă ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĂŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ƐŚĞ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ 
ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ĨůĞĞƚ ŝƐ ƌĞĞůŝŶŐ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŶŽǁ͘  DŽƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚŝŵĞ Ăƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉŽŝŶƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂǀĞ ŐĂŝŶĞĚ Ă ůĂƌŐĞ 
ŶĞƐƚ ĞŐŐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝůů ŐĞƚ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ǁŝŶƚĞƌ͘ 
 
dŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŝŵĞ͘  DŽƐƚ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĂŶ ŚĂǀĞ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ďƵƚƚƐ ŽĨĨ Ăůů ƐƵŵŵĞƌ͕ ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƉĂŝĚ 
ŚĂƌĚůǇ ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘  dŚŝƐ ǁŝůů ƚĂŬĞ Ă ŚƵŐĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů Θ ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ƚŽůů ŽŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ Ăƚ ůĂƌŐĞ͘  /ƚ  ũƵƐƚ ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ŵĞ ďĂĐŬ ƚŽ ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ Ă ďŝƚ͘   
 
^Ž ŵǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŚŝƐ͗ 
 

ϭ͘  /Ɛ �: Ăƚ �ůĂŶŬ ZŽŵĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ŚĞ ĐĂŶ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ŝƚ ŬŶŽǁŶ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ  ŚĞƌĞ ŝŶ ^� �ůĂƐŬĂ͍ 
Ϯ͘ �Ž ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ĂŶǇ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ƚŽ ĂƐƐŝƐƚ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ĨůĞĞƚ ƚŚĂƚ / ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ŬŶŽǁ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ 

ĂƌĞ ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵ͍   
ϯ͘ :ŽŚŶ͕ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĂƚ ůĂĚǇ ǁŚŽ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ͍  / ŵŝŐŚƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƌĞĂĐŚ ŽƵƚ ƚŽ 

ŚĞƌ͕ ĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ ŽŶ ǁŚĂƚ / ĨŝŶĚ ŽƵƚ ĨƌŽŵ ǇŽƵ ŐƵǇƐ͘͘͘ŵĂǇďĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕ / ĚŽŶΖƚ ŬŶŽǁ͘  tŚĂƚ / 
ĚŽ ŬŶŽǁ ĂŶĚ ƐĂǁ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ůŽŽŬ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ǇŽƵŶŐ ǁŽŵĂŶΖƐ ĞǇĞƐ ǁĂƐ  ĨĞĂƌ͘  �ŶĚ ŝƚ ƐŚŽŽŬ ŵĞ Ă ůŝƚƚůĞ͘ 

dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ďŽƚŚ ĨŽƌ Ăůů ǇŽƵƌ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘  dŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ŵƵĐŚ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞĚ͊ 
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<ĞǀŝŶ DŽƐŚĞƌ 
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1

Melissa Henshaw

From: PerNins, .eith - 5', SitNa, A. <Neith.perNins@usda.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September �, 2020 1:�� PM
To: *arry White� -ohn /each
Subject: )W: Seafood Trade 5elief Program

^ŽŵĞ ŚĞůƉ ĨŽƌ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ h^�� ʹ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĂŐĞŶĐǇ ʹ &Ăƌŵ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ �ŐĞŶĐǇ͘  / ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶĨŽ ǁŝƚŚ �>&� ůŽĐĂůůǇ 
ĂŶĚ / ƐƵƐƉĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ ƐĞŝŶĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƐ ǁĞůů͘ 
 
Due to the current national situation, our SE Alaska Area Office staff will be working remotely from home.  Please feel free 
to use the office number as it should reach us on our computers.  If that has technical glitches, please call my agency cell 
phone at (907)229‐2423. 
 
<ĞŝƚŚ WĞƌŬŝŶƐ͕ �ƌĞĂ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ 
^� �ůĂƐŬĂ �ƌĞĂ KĨĨŝĐĞ Ͳ h^�� ZƵƌĂů �ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ 
ϮϬϰ ^ŝŐŝŶĂŬĂ tĂǇ͕ ^ƵŝƚĞ � 
^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �ůĂƐŬĂ  ϵϵϴϵϯϱ 
;ϵϬϳͿϳϰϳͲϯϱϬϲ WŚŽŶĞ ͬ ;ϴϱϱͿϳϭϭͲϵϭϬϰ &Ăǆ 
ǁǁǁ͘ƌĚ͘ƵƐĚĂ͘ŐŽǀ 
ǁǁǁ͘ƌĚ͘ƵƐĚĂ͘ŐŽǀͬĂŬ 
 
͞�KDD/dd�� dK d,� FhdhZ� KF ZhZAL �KDDhE/d/�^͟ 
 
hS�� is an eƋual opportunitǇ Wroǀider͕ �mploǇer͕ and >ender 
 

From͗ WĞƌŬŝŶƐ͕ <ĞŝƚŚ Ͳ Z�͕ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  
^ent͗ tĞĚŶĞƐĚĂǇ͕ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϵ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϭ͗ϱϱ WD 
do͗ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх 
^Ƶďũect͗ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ dƌĂĚĞ ZĞůŝĞĨ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ 
 
,ŝ >ŝŶĚĂ͕ 
 
/ ŐŽƚ Ă ĨĞǁ ĞŵĂŝůƐ ƚŚŝƐ ĂĨƚĞƌŶŽŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽƉŝĐ ʹ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ dƌĂĚĞ ZĞůŝĞĨ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ʹ ĨƌŽŵ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ 
ǁĂŶƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĂƉƉůǇ͘   
 
/ ŚĂĚ ŶŽƚ ŚĞĂƌĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ ĚŝĚ ƐŽŵĞ ĚŝŐŐŝŶŐ͕ ĂŶĚ ĨŽƵŶĚ ŽƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŝƐ ŝŶƐŝĚĞ h^��͕ ĨƵŶĚĞĚ ďǇ Ă h^�� 
ĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĐĂůůĞĚ ƚŚĞ �ŽŵŵŽĚŝƚǇ �ƌĞĚŝƚ �ŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ďĞ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ &Ăƌŵ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ �ŐĞŶĐǇ ǁŚŽƐĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ ŝƐ 
ŝŶ WĂůŵĞƌ͘  ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĨƐĂ͘ƵƐĚĂ͘ŐŽǀͬƐƚĂƚĞͲŽĨĨŝĐĞƐͬ�ůĂƐŬĂͬŝŶĚĞǆ  
 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ͘ŐŽǀͬ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ Ͳ / ǁĂƐ ŐŝǀĞŶ ƚŚŝƐ ůŝŶŬ ďǇ ƚŚĞ �ůĂƐŬĂ &Ăƌŵ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ �ŐĞŶĐǇ ƐƚĂĨĨ ;�ƌŝŶ ^ƚƵƌĚĞǀĂŶƚͿ͘   ^ŚĞ 
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ŬŶŽǁ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƵŶƚŝů ϭϬ͗ϯϬĂŵ d,/^ DKZE/E' সহ঺঻  
 
dŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ƐĐƌĂŵďůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĨŝĞůĚ ĐĂůůƐ͘  >ŽŽŬƐ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĞ ŽŶůŝŶĞ ĂƉƉ ǁŝůů ďĞ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ŽŶ ϵͬϭϰ ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ &^� ŚĂƐ 
ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘ 
 
tĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŚĂƌĞ ǁŚĂƚ / ŬŶŽǁ Ăƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉŽŝŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ͘ 
 
�ŚĞĞƌƐ͕ 
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Due to the current national situation, our SE Alaska Area Office staff will be working remotely from home.  Please feel free 
to use the office number as it should reach us on our computers.  If that has technical glitches, please call my agency cell 
phone at (907)229‐2423. 
 
<ĞŝƚŚ WĞƌŬŝŶƐ͕ �ƌĞĂ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ 
^� �ůĂƐŬĂ �ƌĞĂ KĨĨŝĐĞ Ͳ h^�� ZƵƌĂů �ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ 
ϮϬϰ ^ŝŐŝŶĂŬĂ tĂǇ͕ ^ƵŝƚĞ � 
^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �ůĂƐŬĂ  ϵϵϴϵϯϱ 
;ϵϬϳͿϳϰϳͲϯϱϬϲ WŚŽŶĞ ͬ ;ϴϱϱͿϳϭϭͲϵϭϬϰ &Ăǆ 
ǁǁǁ͘ƌĚ͘ƵƐĚĂ͘ŐŽǀ 
ǁǁǁ͘ƌĚ͘ƵƐĚĂ͘ŐŽǀͬĂŬ 
 
͞�KDD/dd�� dK d,� FhdhZ� KF ZhZAL �KDDhE/d/�^͟ 
 
hS�� is an eƋual opportunitǇ Wroǀider͕ �mploǇer͕ and >ender 
 
 
 
 
 
dŚŝƐ ĞůĞĐƚƌŽŶŝĐ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ h^�� ƐŽůĞůǇ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ ƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ͘ �ŶǇ 
ƵŶĂƵƚŚŽƌŝǌĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ Žƌ ƚŚĞ ƵƐĞ Žƌ ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƚ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ ŵĂǇ ǀŝŽůĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ůĂǁ ĂŶĚ 
ƐƵďũĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ǀŝŽůĂƚŽƌ ƚŽ Đŝǀŝů Žƌ ĐƌŝŵŝŶĂů ƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ͘ /Ĩ ǇŽƵ ďĞůŝĞǀĞ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ŝŶ ĞƌƌŽƌ͕ ƉůĞĂƐĞ ŶŽƚŝĨǇ ƚŚĞ 
ƐĞŶĚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĚĞůĞƚĞ ƚŚĞ ĞŵĂŝů ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ͘  
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Sunday, -uly 26, 2020 1:01 PM
To: -ohn /each� %rian +anson
Subject: )Zd: A* Opinion on /ocal Control of )ace Covering Mandates

/ ďĞůŝĞǀĞ / ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ƐĞŶƚ ƚŚŝƐ͕ / Ăŵ ũƵƐƚ ƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ ŵǇ ĞŵĂŝůƐ͘ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
�ĞŐŝŶ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĞĚ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͗ 

From͗ EŝůƐ �ŶĚƌĞĂƐƐĞŶ Ͳ �D> фŶŝůƐΛĂŬŵů͘ŽƌŐх 
�ate͗ :ƵůǇ Ϯϰ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϵ͗ϭϮ͗ϰϭ �D �<�d 
do͗ Η'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿΗ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ A' KƉinion on Local �ontrol oĨ Face �oǀering DanĚates 
ZeƉlǇͲdo͗ ŶŝůƐΛĂŬŵů͘ŽƌŐ 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

  

:Ƶst the Dessenger 
 
dŚĞ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ĂƐŬĞĚ ŵĞ ƚŽ ũŽŝŶ Ă ĐĂůů ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ �ƚƚŽƌŶĞǇ 'ĞŶĞƌĂů ĂŶĚ ŚŝƐ ůĞŐĂů ƚĞĂŵ ƚŚŝƐ 
ǁĞĞŬ͘ dŚĞ ƚŽƉŝĐ͍ >ŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͕ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŶƚƌŽů͕ ĂŶĚ �Ks/�Ͳϭϵ Ͳ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ ůŽĐĂů 
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚ Ă ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞ ƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐ ĨĂĐĞ ĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐƐ ĂŶĚ 
ŽƚŚĞƌ ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ͘  
 
dŚĞ �ƚƚŽƌŶĞǇ 'ĞŶĞƌĂů ĨŝƌŵůǇ ďĞůŝĞǀĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ Ăůů ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ ŽĨ ĐŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ďŽƌŽƵŐŚƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ 
ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ƐƵĐŚ Ă ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ƉĞƌ ďŽƚŚ dŝƚůĞ Ϯϵ Ͳ ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝĐĞ ƉŽǁĞƌƐ͕ 
ĂŶĚ Ăůů ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉŽǁĞƌƐ ŶŽƚ ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ƉƌŽŚŝďŝƚĞĚ ďǇ ůĂǁ Ͳ ͖ ĂŶĚ dŝƚůĞ Ϯϲ Ͳ ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽ 
ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ Ăůů ƉŽǁĞƌƐ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ƵŶĚĞƌ Ă ĚĞĐůĂƌĞĚ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ͘  
 
dŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ ǁĂƐ ŵĂĚĞ ĨŽƌ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ʹ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ Ăůů 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂǇ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ĐĂƐĞƐ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞďǇ ƵŶĚƵůǇ ďƵƌĚĞŶŝŶŐ 
ƚŚŽƐĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͘ /ƚ ŝƐ ĐůĞĂƌ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ĨĞĞůƐ ƚŚĂƚ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŚĞ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ 
ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ƚŚŝƐ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͕ Žƌ ŶŽƚ͕ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ůŽĐĂů ŝŶƉƵƚ͕ ƵŶĚĞƌ ůŽĐĂů ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͘ 
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/ ŚĂǀĞ ĂƐŬĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ �ƚƚŽƌŶĞǇ 'ĞŶĞƌĂů͛Ɛ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ŝŶ ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ 
ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽŶĐĞ ǁĞ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ Ă ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘ tĞΖůů ďĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ƵƉ ǁŝƚŚ 
ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽĚĂǇ ŽŶ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ͘ 

 

/mƉlications 
 

�ŝƚŚĞƌ ǁĂǇ͕ ůŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ŵƵƐƚ ŐƌĂƉƉůĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ �ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ Ͳ 
ĂƐ ŝƚ ƐƚĂŶĚƐ Ͳ ŚĂƐ ƉůĂĐĞĚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŽŶ ůŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐ͘ 
hůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ǁŝůů ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ůŽĐĂů ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ 
ŽŶĞ ǁĂǇ Žƌ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ͘ 
 
tĞ ƐĞĞ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽƐ ƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ŽƵƚ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͛ ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ͗ 

• zŽƵƌ ŵƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů ĂƚƚŽƌŶĞǇ ĚŝƐƉƵƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶ͕ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĂĚǀŝƐĞ 
ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƉŽǁĞƌ͕ ŶŽƌ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ŝƚ ĂĐĐĞƉƚ ƚŚĞ 
ůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂǇ ĐŽŵĞ ǁŝƚŚ ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ͖ 

• zŽƵ ĂĐĐĞƉƚ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ͕ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ĂŶ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ ŽƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞ ƵŶĚĞƌ 
ǇŽƵƌ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ ĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚͬŽƌ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ 
ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ ĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ʹ ŝƚ ƐƚĂŶĚƐ Žƌ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŝŶƉƵƚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ 
�ŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛͬ�ƐƐĞŵďůǇ͛Ɛ ǀŽƚĞƐ͖ 

• zŽƵ ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ ĂĐĐĞƉƚ ŶŽƌ ƌĞĨƵƚĞ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚĂŬĞ ŶŽ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͖ Žƌ 
• �ƚ ƐŽŵĞ ƉŽŝŶƚ ƚŚĞ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ŚŝƐ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ Ă ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞ͕ ĂŶĚ 

ĂƐƐĞƌƚƐ ŽŶĞ͕ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ƉƌĞĞŵƉƚŝŶŐ ůŽĐĂů ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞƐ͘ 
 
dŽ ƐŽŵĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ͕ ĂŶĚ / ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚŝƐ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĚŽǁŶƉůĂǇĞĚ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ůĞƐƐ Ă 
ƉŽǁĞƌƐ ŝƐƐƵĞ ĂŶĚ ŵŽƌĞ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͘ hůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ͕ ĂƌĞ ůŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ 
ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ŚĂǀĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ƉŽǁĞƌƐ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͕ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ 
ǁŚĂƚ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ Žƌ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ĂƌĞ ƚŚĞǇ ƚŽ ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞ ƚŚĞŵ͍ 

 

^ƵƉƉort Ĩor Local �ontrol 
 
�D> ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ǇŽƵ ŵĂŬĞ͕ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌŝŶŐ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ŝŶ 
ĞǆĂĐƚůǇ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŬŝŶĚƐ ŽĨ ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͘ �ƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ͕ ǁĞ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ 
ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ǇŽƵ ŶĞĞĚ ĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ǇŽƵ ŵĂŬĞ͘ 
 
'ŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ůŝƚƚůĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ͕ ǁĞ ƚŚĞŶ ďĂƐĞ 
ŽƵƌ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͘ dŽ ŵĂŬĞ Ă ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ǇŽƵ ŶĞĞĚ ϭͿ 
ĚĂƚĂ͕ ϮͿ ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĚĂƚĂ͕ ĂŶĚ ϯͿ ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ĚĂƚĂ͘ &ŝŶĂůůǇ͕ ϰͿ ĂƌĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ 
ŵŽĚĞůƐ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ ĨƌŽŵ͘ 
 
ϭ͘ dŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ ŵĂŬĞƐ ƉƵďůŝĐůǇ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ƚŚĞ ĚĂƚĂ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂǀĞ Ͳ ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬĐŽƌŽŶĂǀŝƌƵƐͲ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞͲĂůĂƐŬĂͲĚŚƐƐ͘ŚƵď͘ĂƌĐŐŝƐ͘ĐŽŵͬ  

•  
 
Ϯ͘ �ŽƚŚ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ��� ŚĂǀĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ĂŶ ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚĂƚĂ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ 
ƚŚƌĞĂƚ ůĞǀĞůƐ͘  
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• ,ĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŚŽǁ �,^^ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝǌĞƐ ƚŚƌĞĂƚ ůĞǀĞůƐ Ͳ 
ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬĚŚƐƐ͘ĂůĂƐŬĂ͘ŐŽǀͬĚƉŚͬ�ƉŝͬŝĚͬWĂŐĞƐͬ�Ks/�ͲϭϵͬĂůĞƌƚůĞǀĞůƐ͘ĂƐƉǆ  

• ��� ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĂƐƐĞƐƐ ƌĞĚ Žƌ ǇĞůůŽǁ ǌŽŶĞƐ ʹ  
• ZĞĚ �ŽŶĞ͗ dŚŽƐĞ ĐŽƌĞͲďĂƐĞĚ ƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂů ĂƌĞĂƐ ;��^�ƐͿ ĂŶĚ ďŽƌŽƵŐŚƐ ƚŚĂƚ 

ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ůĂƐƚ ǁĞĞŬ ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ďŽƚŚ ŶĞǁ ĐĂƐĞƐ ĂďŽǀĞ ϭϬϬ ƉĞƌ ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ 
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ Ă ĚŝĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐ ƚĞƐƚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ ƌĞƐƵůƚ ĂďŽǀĞ ϭϬй͘  

•  zĞůůŽǁ �ŽŶĞ͗ dŚŽƐĞ ĐŽƌĞͲďĂƐĞĚ ƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂů ĂƌĞĂƐ ;��^�ƐͿ ĂŶĚ ďŽƌŽƵŐŚƐ 
ƚŚĂƚ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ůĂƐƚ ǁĞĞŬ ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ďŽƚŚ ŶĞǁ ĐĂƐĞƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ϭϬͲϭϬϬ ƉĞƌ 
ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ Ă ĚŝĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐ ƚĞƐƚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ ƌĞƐƵůƚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ϱͲ
ϭϬй͕ Žƌ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƚǁŽ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ŽŶĞ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ ƋƵĂůŝĨǇŝŶŐ ĂƐ 
ďĞŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ΗZĞĚ �ŽŶĞ͘Η 

• dŚĞ EĞǁ zŽƌŬ dŝŵĞƐ ƚĂŬĞƐ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ��� ĚĂƚĂ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƚŚŝƐ 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ Ă ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ǁĂǇ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ Ͳ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŶǇƚŝŵĞƐ͘ĐŽŵͬŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀĞͬϮϬϮϬͬƵƐͬĂůĂƐŬĂͲĐŽƌŽŶĂǀŝƌƵƐͲĐĂƐĞƐ͘Śƚŵů  

 
ϯ͘ dŚĞ ��� ŚĂƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ŐƵŝĚĂŶĐĞ ŚĞƌĞ ĂƐ ƚŽ ǁŚĂƚ ŬŝŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ 
ŵĂĚĞ ŝŶ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƚŚƌĞĂƚ ůĞǀĞůƐ͘ dŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĂƌǇ ŽĨ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ 
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͗ 

• ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚ ĐůŽƚŚ ĨĂĐĞ ĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐƐ ĂŶĚ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ϲ Ĩƚ ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƉĞŽƉůĞ 
ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŚŽŵĞƐ͘ �ŵƉŚĂƐŝǌĞ ŵĂƐŬ ǁĞĂƌŝŶŐ͕ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ ŝŶ ũƵƌŝƐĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ 
ǁŚĞƌĞ ĐĂƐĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐ͘ 

• DĂŶĚĂƚĞ ŵĂƐŬ ǁĞĂƌŝŶŐ ŝŶ ďŽƌŽƵŐŚƐ ǁŝƚŚ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ ĐĂƐĞ ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͘ 
• �ŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ĨŽƌ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ͘ 
• �ŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ĨŽƌ ŶƵƌƐŝŶŐ ŚŽŵĞƐ ĂŶĚ ůŽŶŐͲƚĞƌŵ ĐĂƌĞ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͘ 

ZĞƋƵŝƌĞ Ăůů ƐƚĂĨĨ ŝŶ ŶƵƌƐŝŶŐ ŚŽŵĞƐ ƚŽ ǁĞĂƌ ĨĂĐĞ ŵĂƐŬƐ͘ 
• /ŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞ ŽƵƚďƌĞĂŬƐ ĂŐŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞůǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ĨŽĐƵƐ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ ƚƌĂĐŝŶŐ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ŽŶ ŬŶŽǁŶ 

ŽƵƚďƌĞĂŬƐ͘ 
 
ϰ͘ dŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ �ŝůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ ĂŶĚ �ŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ �ŽƌŽƵŐŚ ŽĨ :ƵŶĞĂƵ͕ ĂŵŽŶŐ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͕ ŚĂǀĞ ƉĂƐƐĞĚ 
ŵĂƐŬ ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞƐ͘ ,ĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞƐ͕ ŝŶ ĐĂƐĞ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ͘  

 

Dillingham 

  

 

Juneau 

  

 

AĚĚitional ZesoƵrces 
dŚĞ ��� ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ĐŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ďŽƌŽƵŐŚƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĚ ĂŶĚ 
ǇĞůůŽǁ ǌŽŶĞ͘ dŚĞƐĞ ĂƌĞ ŽŶ ƉĂŐĞ ϰ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͕ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ��� 
ǀŝĂ ƚŚĞ tŚŝƚĞ ,ŽƵƐĞ dĂƐŬ &ŽƌĐĞ ŽŶ �ŽƌŽŶĂǀŝƌƵƐ ŽŶ :ƵůǇ ϭϰ͘ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĐĚĐ͘ŐŽǀͬĐŽƌŽŶĂǀŝƌƵƐͬϮϬϭϵͲŶĐŽǀͬĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇͬĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇͲ
ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ͘Śƚŵů  
 
^ŵĂƌƚ ^ƚĂƌƚ ʹ ŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ǁŚĂƚ ����ͬ�,^^ ŚĂƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƐĐŚŽŽů ĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚƐ͘ /ƚ ŐŝǀĞƐ ǇŽƵ 
ƐŽŵĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ƐĐĂůĞ ƵƉ Žƌ ĚŽǁŶ ŝŶ ǇŽƵƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĂƚ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŵŝŐŚƚ 
ďĞ ƚĂŬĞŶ ŝŶ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƚŚƌĞĂƚ ůĞǀĞůƐ͘ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘ĂůĂƐŬĂ͘ŐŽǀͬŶĞǁƐͬ�Ks/�Ͳ
ϭϵͬ�ůĂƐŬĂйϮϬ^ŵĂƌƚйϮϬ^ƚĂƌƚйϮϬϮϬϮϬйϮϬ&ƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬйϮϬ'ƵŝĚĂŶĐĞ͘ƉĚĨ͘ dŚŝƐ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ Ă 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 6:03 AM
To: -ohn /each
Subject: 5e: boatyard

EŽƚĞĚ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
 

KŶ DĂǇ Ϯϱ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϯ͗ϭϯ WD͕ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

  
>ŝŶĚĂ͕ 
  
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞƐƐ ƚŽ ĂƐƐŝƐƚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘ 
  
�Ɛ ǁĞ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ǁĞ͛ůů ŵĂŬĞ ĞǀĞƌǇ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ĨůĞĞƚ ĂƌĞ ŵĞƚ͘  tĞ 
ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ t� Ăƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉŽŝŶƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ ǁŝůů ďĞ ĨŝŶĂůŝǌĞĚ ƵŶƚŝů ǁĞ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ 
ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ŵĞƚ͘  /Ĩ ƚŚĞǇ ĐĂŶΖƚ ďĞ ŵĞƚ͕ ǁĞΖůů ŐŽ ďĂĐŬ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐ ďŽĂƌĚ͘ 
  
dŚĞ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŬĞĞƉ ŝŶ ŵŝŶĚ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ĨŝƌƐƚ͘  /͛ŵ ƐƵƌĞ 
ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌ͕ ďƵƚ ŝĨ ǁĞ ĂĚǀĞƌƚŝƐĞ ĂŶ Z&W ǁŝƚŚ Ă ĚĞĂĚůŝŶĞ ĨŽƌ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ Ă ƋƵĂůŝĨǇŝŶŐ ďŝĚ ďǇ 
ƚŚĞ ĚĞĂĚůŝŶĞ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĞŶ ďĞŐŝŶ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŶŐ Žƌ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝǌŝŶŐ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĂǀĞŶƵĞƐ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĨŽƌŵĂůůǇ ĂĐĐĞƉƚŝŶŐ Žƌ 
ĚĞĐůŝŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ďŝĚ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ĂĚǀĞƌƚŝƐĞĚ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ǁĞ ŽƉĞŶ ŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ ƵƉ ƚŽ ůĂǁƐƵŝƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ 
ƉƌŽƚĞƐƚƐ͘  /Ĩ ǁĞ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ Z&W ƚŽ ƌĞũĞĐƚ Ăůů ďŝĚƐ͕ ǁĞ ǁŝůů 
ĚŽ ƐŽ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŶĞĞĚƐ ƚŽ ĨŝŶŝƐŚ͘ 
  
dŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ĂŶ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ Ă ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ Žƌ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ͕ ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ǁĞ ĨĞĞů ŝƚ ŝƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ 
ƚŽ ŽĨĨĞƌ �ŝƚǇ ůĂŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌ ůĞĂƐĞ ƚĞƌŵƐ ƚŽ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŽƌƐ ƐŝŶĐĞ Ă ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ŝƐ ƐŽ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů 
ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ĨůĞĞƚ͘  /ƚ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ŶŽƚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ƚŽ ĚĞƐŝŐŶ Žƌ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ ƐĂŝĚ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ǁŚǇ 
ǁĞ ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ ƚŽ ĚŽ ŝƚ͘  �ŶǇ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ďŝĚĚĞƌ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ǁĞůĐŽŵĞ ĂŶĚ ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŽůŝĐŝƚ 
ŝŶƉƵƚ ĂŶĚ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĨƌŽŵ ůŽĐĂů ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĨŽƌ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ƚŽ ƐĞƌǀĞ 
^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ĨůĞĞƚ͘   
  
'ƌĂŶƚ ŵŽŶĞǇ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ ďĞ ͞ƉĂƐƐĞĚ ƚŚƌƵ͟ ƚŽ Ă ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ ĞŶƚŝƚǇ ƵŶůĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ ŐƌĂŶƚ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ 
ĂůůŽǁƐ ŝƚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ƐƵďŐƌĂŶƚ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ ƉůĂĐĞ ʹ ŝƚ͛Ɛ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘  tĞ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ 
ƐĞĞŬŝŶŐ ĂŶǇ ĨƵŶĚƌĂŝƐŝŶŐ Žƌ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ͕ ďƵƚ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ǁŝůůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ůĞĂƐĞ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ƚŽ Ă 
ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ƋƵĂůŝĨǇŝŶŐ ďŝĚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͘ 
  
WůĞĂƐĞ ƐƚĂǇ ƚƵŶĞĚ ĂƐ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͘  /Ĩ ŝƚ ŝƐ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ƌĞƐŽůŝĐŝƚ͕ /͛ůů ůŽŽŬ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ƚŽ 
ŽƚŚĞƌ ďŝĚƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ŽĨĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ ĚĞƐŝŐŶ͕ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ Ă ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ͘  /Ĩ ŐƌĂŶƚ 
ŵŽŶĞǇ ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ Ă ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ƌĞĂĐŚ ĂŶ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ďŝĚĚĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů 
ƚŚĂƚ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĐŽƵůĚ ĚĞƐŝŐŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƵůŽƵƚ͕ ďƵƚ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ƚŚĞ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ 
ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ͘ 
  
�ĞƐƚ͕ 
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:ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ 
  

From͗ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх 
�ate͗ DŽŶĚĂǇ͕ DĂǇ Ϯϱ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ Ϯ͗ϯϵ WD 
do͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
�c͗ :ĞĨĨ &ĂƌǀŽƵƌ фũĞĨĂƌǀΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх 
^Ƶďũect͗ ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ 
  
,ŝ :ŽŚŶ͕ 
  
tĞ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ Ă ĨƵŶĚƌĂŝƐŝŶŐ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚͬďŽĂƚ ǇĂƌĚ͘  �ĞĨŽƌĞ ǁĞ ŐŽ ĂŶǇ 
ĨĂƌƚŚĞƌ͕ / ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂƐŬ ǇŽƵ ŚŽǁ Ă ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ ŵŝŐŚƚ ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ ǇŽƵƌ 
ŐƌĂŶƚͬĨƵŶĚƌĂŝƐŝŶŐ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͍   
  
,ĂƉƉǇ ƚŽ ƚĂůŬ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝĚĞĂƐ Ă ƚŝŵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŽƌŬƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵ͘  / Ăŵ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ƚŽŵŽƌƌŽǁ ĂŶĚ ǁĞĚŶĞƐĚĂǇ͖ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ 
&ƌŝĚĂǇ͘ 
  
dŚĂŶŬƐͲ 
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
  
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
  
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
  
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
  
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
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ŐŽŽĚ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĐŚŽŽů ǇĞĂƌ͕ ĂƐ ĞĂĐŚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉƐ ƚŚĞŝƌ 
ŽǁŶ ƉůĂŶ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ͘ 

 

CDC Alaska Report 

  

 

ADL AĚǀocacǇ 
 
^Ž͕ ǁŝƚŚ Ăůů ƚŚĂƚ ƐĂŝĚ͕ ǁĞ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĐůĞĂƌ ĂďŽƵƚ Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ ŽƵƌ ŶĞǆƚ ƐƚĞƉƐ͘ 

ϭ͘ tĞ ǁŝůů ĂƌƌĂŶŐĞ Ă �ŽŽŵ ĐĂůů ǁŝƚŚ �ƌ͘ �ŝŶŬ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ǁŝƚŚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ 
ĂďŽƵƚ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ĚĂƚĂ͕ ƚŽŽůƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚƌĞĂƚ ůĞǀĞůƐ ŝŶ ǇŽƵƌ ƌĞŐŝŽŶ 

Ϯ͘ dŚŝƐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽĚĂǇ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ŽƵƌ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ 
ůĞŐĂů ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ ʹ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ĐŽůůĞĐƚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ ĨƌŽŵ ŵƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů 
ĂƚƚŽƌŶĞǇƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ �'͛Ɛ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ ƚŽ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ 
ƌĞŵĂŝŶ͘ 

ϯ͘ /Ĩ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚĞĚ ďǇ ŵĞĚŝĂ͕ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ŵĂŬĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ůŽĐĂů 
ĐŽŶƚƌŽů͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ĐŽŵĞ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ 
^ƚĂƚĞ ƚŽ ĂƵŐŵĞŶƚ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ĂŶĚ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ůĞǀĞů͘ tĞ ǁŝůů ĂůƐŽ ďĞ 
ĐůĞĂƌ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂŶǇ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ƌĞŵĂŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ͕ 
ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƚĂƚĞͲůĞǀĞů ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĂŶĚ 
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĐƌŝƐŝƐ͘  

 
�ŐĂŝŶ͕ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ŽŶĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ Žƌ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ͕ Žƌ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ŽŶĞ 
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŽǀĞƌ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ͘ KƵƌ ĨŽĐƵƐ ŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŽŶ ŚŽǁ ďĞƐƚ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ǇŽƵ ŶŽ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ǁŚĞƌĞ 
ǇŽƵ ƐƚĂŶĚ͖ ǁĞΖůů ƐƚĂŶĚ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ͘  

 

  

  

    

     

  

AML | One Sealaska Plaza, Suite 200, Juneau, AK 99801  

Unsubscribe assemblypaxton@cityofsitka.org

Update Profile | About our service provider  

Sent by nils@akml.org powered by  
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Melissa Henshaw

From: /inda %ehnNen <alfafishaN@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 10:�� PM
To: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)� -ohn /each
&c: alfastaff@gmail.com
Subject: )Zd: Compensation for 8S trade tariffs on seafood
$ttachments: Seafood-Trade-5elief-Program-ST5P-)A4s.pdf

&z/͙ĂůƐŽ ǁŝůů ŚĂǀĞ Ă ƐƵŵŵĂƌǇ ŽŶ ŽƵƌ ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ  
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
 
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
 
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
 
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
 
 

�ĞŐŝŶ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĞĚ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͗ 
 
From͗ �>&� ^ƚĂĨĨ фĂůĨĂ͘ƐƚĂĨĨΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх 
^Ƶďũect͗ �omƉensation Ĩor h^ traĚe tariĨĨs on seaĨooĚ 
�ate͗ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϲ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϵ͗ϯϱ͗Ϯϰ WD �<�d 
do͗ �ůĨĂ KĨĨŝĐĞƉĞƌƐŽŶ фĂůĨĂƐƚĂĨĨΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх 
 

�>&� D�D��Z^Ͳ 
 
dŚĞ h͘^͘ �ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ �ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ dƌĂĚĞ ZĞůŝĞĨ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŚĂƐ ƐĞƚ ĂƐŝĚĞ 
ΨϱϯϬ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ŚƵƌƚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ h͘^͘Ͳ�ŚŝŶĂ ƚƌĂĚĞ ǁĂƌ͘ 
�ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƐ ĐĂŶ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ƵƉ ƚŽ ΨϮϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ͘ dŚŝƐ ŝƐ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ 
ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ŝƐ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ ƚŝŵĞůǇ ŐŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨĂůůŽƵƚ ĨƌŽŵ �Ks/�Ͳϭϵ͘ 
 

Y͗ tho is eligiďle to ƉarticiƉate in the ^eaĨooĚ draĚe ZelieĨ Wrogram 
;^dZWͿ͍  
�͗ h͘^͘ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ǀĂůŝĚ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů Žƌ ƐƚĂƚĞ ůŝĐĞŶƐĞ Žƌ 
ƉĞƌŵŝƚ ƚŽ ĐĂƚĐŚ 
ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ǁŚŽ ďƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐĂƚĐŚ ƚŽ ƐŚŽƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƐĞůů Žƌ ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ 
ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ƉĂƌƚǇ͘ dŚĂƚ ŽƚŚĞƌ 
ƉĂƌƚǇ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ Ă ůĞŐĂůůǇ ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ůŝĐĞŶƐĞĚ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚĞĂůĞƌ͘ �ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞůǇ͕ 
ƚŚĞ ĐĂƚĐŚ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ Ăƚ ƐĞĂ ĂŶĚ ƐŽůĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ůĞŐĂůůǇ ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚĞĚ ĞŶƚŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ 
ŚĂƌǀĞƐƚĞĚ Žƌ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ 
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Seafood Trade Relief Program 
Frequently Asked Questions 

September 9, 2020 
 
Eligibility 
 
Q:  Who is eligible to participate in the Seafood Trade Relief Program (STRP)? 
A:   U.S. commercial fishermen who have a valid federal or state license or permit to catch 

seafood who bring their catch to shore and sell or transfer them to another party. That other 
party must be a legally permitted or licensed seafood dealer. Alternatively, the catch can be 
processed at sea and sold by the same legally permitted entity that harvested or processed 
the product. 

 
Q:  I don’t participate in any USDA programs.  Can I apply for STRP? 
A:  Yes. Prior participation in USDA programs is not a prerequisite. 
 
Q:  Is there an Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) limit to participate in STRP? 
A:  Yes. To participate, a person or legal entity’s AGI cannot exceed $900,000 (using the 

average for the 2016, 2017, and 2018 tax years).  However, the AGI limit does not apply if 
75 percent or more of an eligible person’s or legal entity’s AGI comes from seafood 
production, farming, ranching, forestry, or related activities. 

 
 
Eligible Seafood 
 
Q:  What seafood is eligible? 
A:  Eligible seafood species must have been subject to retaliatory tariffs and suffered more than 

$5 million in retaliatory trade damages.   
 
Eligible species are Atka mackerel, Dungeness crab, King crab, Snow crab, Southern 
Tanner crab, Flounder, Geoduck, Goosefish, Herring, Lobster, Pacific Cod, Pacific Ocean 
Perch, Pollock, Sablefish, Salmon, Sole, Squid, Tuna and Turbot. 
 

 
Q:  What aquaculture species are eligible under STRP? 
A:  In general, seafood grown in controlled conditions are not eligible for STRP.  However, 

geoduck and salmon grown in controlled conditions are eligible. 
 
 
Application 
 
Q:  When does STRP sign up start and end? 
A:  Program sign up will begin September 14, 2020 and ends December 14, 2020. 
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Q:  Do all producers need to apply through the Farm Service Agency? 
A:  Yes. Producers of all eligible seafood must apply for assistance through their local USDA 

Farm Service Agency (FSA) Service Center.  Fishermen can locate their Service Center,    
download application forms, and find addition information at farmers.gov/seafood. 

 
Q:  How can I prepare to apply for STRP? 
A:  If you are a new customer to USDA, your local FSA staff will work with you to apply for the 

program, and will ask for this type of information: 
 

• Name and address 
• Personal information, including your Tax Identification Number 
• Farm operating structure 
• Adjusted Gross Income compliance certification to ensure eligibility 
• Direct deposit information to enable payment 

 
Q:  My local USDA Service Center is not open for walk-in service. How do I apply for STRP? 
A:  USDA Service Centers are open for business, including some that are open to visitors to 

conduct business in person by appointment only. All Service Center visitors wishing to 
conduct business with FSA should call ahead and schedule an appointment. While program 
delivery staff will continue to come into the office, they will be working with producers in 
office (where available), by phone and using online tools. You can find the phone number 
and the location of your local USDA Service Center at farmers.gov/seafood and view the 
status of your local Service Center at farmers.gov/coronavirus. 

 
Q:  Where can I get a STRP application? 
A:  Applicants can download application forms at farmers.gov/seafood starting September 14, 

2020.  Producers also have the option of signing and sharing their STRP applications using 
our new document signature solutions initiated by Service Center staff. 

 
Q:  Are STRP funds a loan that must be repaid?  Is there a fee to apply? 
A:  No. STRP is not a loan program and there is no cost to apply. 
 
 
Q:  Is STRP a first-come, first-served program? Will the funds run out once a certain number of 

applications are received?  
A:  No, STRP is not a first-come, first-served program. The average domestic landings reported 

between 2017 and 2019 were used to determine payment rates per pound of eligible 
seafood commodities. The total amount of estimated damage was used to determine how 
much funding would be needed, and knowing payments are limited to $250,000 for all 
seafood commodities combined per person or legal entity.  

 

Payments 
 
Q:  How much is USDA spending to directly support fishermen negatively impacted by unfair 

retaliatory tariffs? 
A:  STRP will provide up to $530 million in direct support for commercial fishermen. 
 
Q:  When are payments expected to begin? 
A:  Program approval is handled at the local level and FSA county offices process applications 

as they receive them. The timeline for this approval process, including required internal 
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controls and data validation, varies from county to county and applications are paid as they 
are approved. 

 
Q:  What are the payment limits for STRP? 
A:  There is a payment limitation of $250,000 per person or entity for all seafood combined.   
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Funding and Payment Calculations 
 
Q:  How will STRP help commercial fishermen impacted by unfair retaliatory tariffs? 
A:  STRP will provide commercial fishermen with direct financial assistance that gives them the 

ability to absorb sales declines and increased marketing costs associated with retaliatory 
tariffs. 

 
Q:  How were payment rates determined? 
A:  Payment rates were calculated using USDA’s assessment of the expected trade damage by 

the 2019 landings for each species. 
 
 
For more information on the Seafood Trade Relief Program, visit farmers.gov/Seafood.  
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ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ͘ 
 

Y͗ that seaĨooĚ is eligiďle͍  
�͗ �ůŝŐŝďůĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ŵƵƐƚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƐƵďũĞĐƚ ƚŽ ƌĞƚĂůŝĂƚŽƌǇ ƚĂƌŝĨĨƐ ĂŶĚ 
ƐƵĨĨĞƌĞĚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ 
Ψϱ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƌĞƚĂůŝĂƚŽƌǇ ƚƌĂĚĞ ĚĂŵĂŐĞƐ͘ 
�ůŝŐŝďůĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ �ƚŬĂ ŵĂĐŬĞƌĞů͕ �ƵŶŐĞŶĞƐƐ ĐƌĂď͕ <ŝŶŐ ĐƌĂď͕ ^ŶŽǁ ĐƌĂď͕ 
^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ 
dĂŶŶĞƌ ĐƌĂď͕ &ůŽƵŶĚĞƌ͕ 'ĞŽĚƵĐŬ͕ 'ŽŽƐĞĨŝƐŚ͕ ,ĞƌƌŝŶŐ͕ >ŽďƐƚĞƌ͕ WĂĐŝĨŝĐ �ŽĚ͕ 
WĂĐŝĨŝĐ KĐĞĂŶ 
WĞƌĐŚ͕ WŽůůŽĐŬ͕ ^ĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ͕ ^ĂůŵŽŶ͕ ^ŽůĞ͕ ^ƋƵŝĚ͕ dƵŶĂ ĂŶĚ dƵƌďŽƚ͘ 

 
,ĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ h^�� ƉĂŐĞ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 
ĨŽƵŶĚ͘ �ƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽƉĞŶĞĚ ŽŶ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϰ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ďĞ ŽƉĞŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ 
�ĞĐĞŵďĞƌ ϭϰ͘ 
 
�ƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ŝƐ Ă ĨĂĐƚ ƐŚĞĞƚ ƚŽ ŚĞůƉ ǇŽƵ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ 
 
�Ăůů ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͊ 
>ŝŶĚĂ 

 
ͲͲ  
ALFA ^ƚĂĨĨ 
ϯϬϰ �ĂƌĂŶŽĨ ^ƚ͘ 
^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �< ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: /inda %ehnNen <alfafishaN@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 �:2� PM
To: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
&c: -ohn /each
Subject: 5e: 8S'A Seafood Trade 5elief Program

dŚĂŶŬƐ 'ĂƌǇ͘  / ŚĂǀĞ ƐĞŶƚ ŽƵƚ ŽŶĞ ĞŵĂŝů ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽ ŽƵƌ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͕ ĂƐ ŚĂƐ ^W�͘  tĞ ĂƌĞ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŽ ƐĞŶĚ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ 
ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƉĞƌŝŽĚ ŝƐ ŽƉĞŶ͘  �ůů ŚĞůƉ ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĨŽ ƐŽ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ŬŶŽǁ ƚŽ ĂƉƉůǇ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŚĞůƉĨƵů͘  
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
 
ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
 
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
 
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
 
 

KŶ ^ĞƉ ϭϲ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϳ͗ϯϴ �D͕ 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 
 
>ŝŶĚĂ͕ / Ăŵ ƐƵƌĞ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ŽŶ ƚŽƉ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ͕ ŝƐ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ĐĂŶ ĚŽ ƚŽ ŚĞůƉ͘ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ  
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
�ĞŐŝŶ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĞĚ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͗ 

From͗ <ĞǀŝŶ DĐ'ŽǁĂŶ ф<ĞǀŝŶ͘DĐ'ŽǁĂŶΛĂŬůĞŐ͘ŐŽǀх 
�ate͗ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϲ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϳ͗Ϯϴ͗Ϭϴ �D �<�d 
do͗ <ĞǀŝŶ DĐ'ŽǁĂŶ ф<ĞǀŝŶ͘DĐ'ŽǁĂŶΛĂŬůĞŐ͘ŐŽǀх 
^Ƶďũect͗ h^�A ^eaĨooĚ draĚe ZelieĨ Wrogram 

  
,ŝ �ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ ϯϱ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐ͕ 
 
tĞΖƌĞ ƐĞŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ ĂƐ Ă ŚĞĂĚƐ ƵƉ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ ǇŽƵƌ ƌŽůĞƐ ŝŶ ǇŽƵƌ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘ WůĞĂƐĞ ŚĞůƉ ƐƉƌĞĂĚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌĚ ƚŽ ĨŽůŬƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŵĂǇ ŚĞůƉ͘  
 
dŚĞ h͘^͘ �ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ �ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ dƌĂĚĞ ZĞůŝĞĨ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŚĂƐ ƐĞƚ ĂƐŝĚĞ 
ΨϱϯϬ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ŚƵƌƚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ h͘^͘Ͳ�ŚŝŶĂ ƚƌĂĚĞ ǁĂƌ͘ 
�ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƐ ĐĂŶ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ƵƉ ƚŽ ΨϮϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ͘ dŚŝƐ ŝƐ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ 
ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ŝƐ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ ƚŝŵĞůǇ ŐŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨĂůůŽƵƚ ĨƌŽŵ �Ks/�Ͳϭϵ͘ 
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Y͗ tho is eligiďle to ƉarticiƉate in the ^eaĨooĚ draĚe ZelieĨ Wrogram 
;^dZWͿ͍  
�͗ h͘^͘ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ǀĂůŝĚ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů Žƌ ƐƚĂƚĞ ůŝĐĞŶƐĞ Žƌ 
ƉĞƌŵŝƚ ƚŽ ĐĂƚĐŚ 
ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ǁŚŽ ďƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐĂƚĐŚ ƚŽ ƐŚŽƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƐĞůů Žƌ ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ 
ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ƉĂƌƚǇ͘ dŚĂƚ ŽƚŚĞƌ 
ƉĂƌƚǇ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ Ă ůĞŐĂůůǇ ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ůŝĐĞŶƐĞĚ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚĞĂůĞƌ͘ �ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞůǇ͕ 
ƚŚĞ ĐĂƚĐŚ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ Ăƚ ƐĞĂ ĂŶĚ ƐŽůĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ůĞŐĂůůǇ ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚĞĚ ĞŶƚŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ 
ŚĂƌǀĞƐƚĞĚ Žƌ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ 
ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ͘ 

 
Y͗ that seaĨooĚ is eligiďle͍  
�͗ �ůŝŐŝďůĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ŵƵƐƚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƐƵďũĞĐƚ ƚŽ ƌĞƚĂůŝĂƚŽƌǇ ƚĂƌŝĨĨƐ ĂŶĚ 
ƐƵĨĨĞƌĞĚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ 
Ψϱ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƌĞƚĂůŝĂƚŽƌǇ ƚƌĂĚĞ ĚĂŵĂŐĞƐ͘ 
�ůŝŐŝďůĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ �ƚŬĂ ŵĂĐŬĞƌĞů͕ �ƵŶŐĞŶĞƐƐ ĐƌĂď͕ <ŝŶŐ ĐƌĂď͕ ^ŶŽǁ ĐƌĂď͕ 
^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ 
dĂŶŶĞƌ ĐƌĂď͕ &ůŽƵŶĚĞƌ͕ 'ĞŽĚƵĐŬ͕ 'ŽŽƐĞĨŝƐŚ͕ ,ĞƌƌŝŶŐ͕ >ŽďƐƚĞƌ͕ WĂĐŝĨŝĐ �ŽĚ͕ 
WĂĐŝĨŝĐ KĐĞĂŶ 
WĞƌĐŚ͕ WŽůůŽĐŬ͕ ^ĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ͕ ^ĂůŵŽŶ͕ ^ŽůĞ͕ ^ƋƵŝĚ͕ dƵŶĂ ĂŶĚ dƵƌďŽƚ͘ 

 
,ĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ h^�� ƉĂŐĞ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 
ĨŽƵŶĚ͘ �ƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽƉĞŶĞĚ ŽŶ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϰ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ďĞ ŽƉĞŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ 
�ĞĐĞŵďĞƌ ϭϰ͘  
 
/Ζŵ ĂůƐŽ ĂƚƚĂĐŚŝŶŐ Ă &�Y ƐŚĞĞƚ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘ 
 
WůĞĂƐĞ ůĞƚ ŵĞ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĂŶǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͘ 
 
�ĞƐƚ͕ 
 
<ĞǀŝŶ DĐ'ŽǁĂŶ 
KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ ZĞƉ͘ <ƌĞŝƐƐͲdŽŵŬŝŶƐ 
ϵϬϳ͘ϳϯϴ͘ϬϵϰϮ 
 

ф^ĞĂĨŽŽĚͲdƌĂĚĞͲZĞůŝĞĨͲWƌŽŐƌĂŵͲ^dZWͲ&�YƐ͘ƉĚĨх 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: 1ils Andreassen <nils@aNml.org>
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2020 3:�� PM
To: mayor@cityofangoon.com� calvin.casipit@gustavus-aN.gov� Mhill@haines.aN.us� 

mayor@cityofhoonah.org� beth.Zeldon@Muneau.org� citymanager@cityofNaNe.org� mayor@Ntn-aN.us� 
mayorZeller@pelicancity.org� fvtZilight3�0��@gmail.com� *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)� AndreZ Cremata� 
citytNe@gmail.com� stephenprysunNa@gmail.com� mayor@cityofcordova.net� mayor@ci.homer.aN.us� 
Moneil@valdezaN.gov� Moe.beresNin@aNutanaN.us� chigniNcitymayor@gmail.com� 
administratorcoldbay@gci.net� mayor@falsepass.net� hmacNmayor@gmail.com� 
oldharborcitycouncil@gmail.com� mayor@ouzinNie.us� cityofportlions@gmail.com� 
5odneyd@NgbaN.us� pbranson@city.NodiaN.aN.us� reginald@metlaNatla.com

&c: rorie.Zatt@Muneau.org� citymanager@cityofNaNe.org� Narla@Ntn-aN.us� 'connie@metlaNatla.com'� 
cityhall@pelicancity.org� sgiesbrecht@petersburgaN.gov� -ohn /each� %rad 5yan� citytNe@gmail.com� 
lvonbargen@Zrangell.com� manager@yaNutataN.us� citymanager@cityofcordova.net� 
citymanager@cityofseldovia.com� mdetter@valdezaN.gov� citymanager@ZhittieralasNa.gov� 
tuna.scanlan@aNutanaN.us� chigniNcitymayor@gmail.com� administratorcoldbay@gci.net� 
cityoffalsepass@aN.net� amberM@NingcoveaN.org� oldharborcitycouncil@gmail.com� 
cityclerN@ouzinNie.org� cityofportlions@gmail.com� MNeeler@sandpointaN.org� rubend@NgbaN.us� 
mtvenge@city.NodiaN.aN.us� AleNNa )ullerton� 'ianne %lumer� +eather %raNes� Portland +ighbaugh� 
5obert 'umouchel

Subject: AM+S planning - ne[t steps
$ttachments: 5ES 0�-20-1�3� 'EC/A5I1* A1 ECO1OMIC 'ISASTE5.pdf

� ŵŽŶƚŚ ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽǁ ǁŝůů ďĞ ƚŚĞ ĚĂǇ ĂĨƚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĞĂƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŶĂů ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ �D,^ ZĞƐŚĂƉŝŶŐ 
tŽƌŬŝŶŐ 'ƌŽƵƉ͘ 
 
/ ǁŽŶĚĞƌ ŝĨ ǁĞ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƐĂǇ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĂƚ ǁĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ƐĂǇ͘ ͞tĞ͟ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ĐĂƐĞ 
ŶŽƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ďĞŝŶŐ �D>͕ ďƵƚ ŵƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐ ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ Ă ĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞĚ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ͘ dŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ 
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ͗ 

ϭ͘ � ƉƌĞƐƐ ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ǀŝĂ �ŽŽŵ ǁŚĞƌĞ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ǇŽƵ ĐŽƵůĚ ŵĂŬĞ ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŝŶ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ĨŝĞůĚ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ďǇ 
ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞƌƐ͘ tĞ͛Ě ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŚĂĚŶ͛ƚ ďĞĞŶ ĞŶŽƵŐŚ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŽ ŐŽ ŽǀĞƌ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ĚĞƚĂŝů͕ ďƵƚ ŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ŽƵƌ 
ŝŶŝƚŝĂů ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ͙ dŚŝƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĂŶ ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ ǁĂǇ ƚŽ ĚŽ ŝƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂƐƐƵŵĞƐ ǁĞ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ŐĞƚ Ă ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ŽŶ ƚŝŵĞ͘ 

Ϯ͘ � ƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ ǁĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƉůĂŶ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŽǁŶ͕ ĂƐƐƵŵŝŶŐ ǁĞ ĐŽƵůĚ ĐŽŵĞ ƵƉ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƉůĂŶ͘ dŚĞ ŐŽĂů ŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƚŽ 
ĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŶŽƚ Ăůů ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ŵƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ŵĂǇ ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ ƚŚĞ 
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ tŽƌŬŝŶŐ 'ƌŽƵƉ͘  

 
dŽ ƚŚŝƐ ůĂƚƚĞƌ ƉŽŝŶƚ͕ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͘ /Ĩ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ŽĨĨĞƌ Ă ĐƌĞĚŝďůĞ ƉůĂŶ͕ ŝƚ ŝŶƐĞƌƚƐ Ă ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ ƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ 
ŽǀĞƌĂůů ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŐŝǀĞƐ ƵƐ ƌŽŽŵ ƚŽ ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞ ŵƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͘ tŚĂƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƉůĂŶ ůŽŽŬ ůŝŬĞ͍ tĞůů͕ /͛Ě 
ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ƚĂůŬ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ͘ 

• / Ăŵ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝŶŬ ǁĞ ĐŽƵůĚ ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞ ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ĨŽƌ ƐǇƐƚĞŵͲǁŝĚĞ͕ ůŽĐĂůůǇ ĚƌŝǀĞŶ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ 
ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĂŶ ZdWK 
o ^ĞĞ ŵŽƌĞ ŚĞƌĞ Ͳ ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘ĚŽƚ͘ŐŽǀͬĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐͬZdWKͺĨĂĐƚƐŚĞĞƚͺŵĂƐƚĞƌ͘ƉĚĨ 

• �ǀĞŶ ŝĨ ǁĞ ĂƌĞŶ͛ƚ ϭϬϬй ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ŝƚ ŐĞƚƐ ƵƐ ƚŽ Ă ŐŽŽĚ ƉŽŝŶƚ ĨŽƌ ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ŵƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů 
ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƚĂďůĞ͕ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ ƉůƵƐ ďƌŝŶŐƐ ŝŶ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ĨƵŶĚƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ 

• &ŝƚƚŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƌŽŽŵ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ ŽĨ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ƉŽƌƚ ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͕ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ďĞĞŶ ŽĨ 
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ŵŽǀŝŶŐ �D,^ ƚŽ Ă ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŵŽĚĞů ʹ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ƚĂŬĞ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ 
ŽĨĨ ƚŚĞ ƚĂďůĞ 

• dŚŝƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞ ŽƵƌ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŶŐ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ Ă ŐŽŽĚ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ  
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• /ƚ͛Ɛ ʹ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ʹ ĂŶ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ƉƵƐŚĞƐ ďĂĐŬ ŽŶ �Kd ƚŽ ƐŽŵĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ͕ ŽŶ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞǇ 
ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ďĞ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ďĂƐŝƐ ŽĨ ďƵĚŐĞƚ 

• tĞ ĐŽƵůĚ ŵĞĞƚ Ă ĐŽƵƉůĞ ƚŝŵĞƐ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ ŶĞǆƚ ƚǁŽ ǁĞĞŬƐ͕ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ͕ ƚŽ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ ĂŶĚ ůĞĂƌŶ ŵŽƌĞ͕ ĂŶĚ 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ŵŽƌĞ ŽĨ Ă ƉůĂŶ 

 
>Ğƚ ŵĞ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ϭͿ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƉƵƌƐƵŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ZdWK ŝĚĞĂ Ăƚ Ăůů Žƌ ũƵƐƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ ĂŶĚ ϮͿ 
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ŵŽƌĞ ůŝŬĞ Ă ƉƌĞƐƐ ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕ Žƌ ϯͿ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ǁĂǇ͕ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ Žƌ ŶŽƚ ŝŶ ƐŽŵĞ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ŶĞǆƚ ƐƚĞƉ͘ 
>ŽŽŬŝŶŐ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ƚŽ ƐƚĂǇŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŽƵĐŚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͘  
 
KŶ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ŶŽƚĞ͕ / ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŚĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ͕ ĨƌŽŵ tƌĂŶŐĞůů͕ ŝŶ ĐĂƐĞ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ƐƵĐŚ Ă ĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘  
 
EŝůƐ �ŶĚƌĞĂƐƐĞŶ 
�ǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞ �ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ͕ �ůĂƐŬĂ DƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů >ĞĂŐƵĞ 
KŶĞ ^ĞĂůĂƐŬĂ WůĂǌĂ͕ ^ƵŝƚĞ ϮϬϬ͕ :ƵŶĞĂƵ͕ �< ϵϵϴϬϭ 
�ŝƌĞĐƚ ;ϵϬϳͿ ϳϵϬͲϱϯϬϱ Žƌ �Ğůů ;ϵϬϳͿ ϯϱϭͲϰϵϴϮ 
͞^ƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶŝŶŐ �ůĂƐŬĂ DƵŶŝĐŝƉĂůŝƚŝĞƐ͟ 
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CITY AND BOROUGH  OF WRANGELL

RESOLUTION NO. 08-20-1539

A  RESOLUTION  OF THE ASSEMBLY  OF  THE  CITY AND  BOROUGH  0F
WRANGELL,  ALASKA  DECLARING  AN  ECONOMIC  DISASTER  IN  THE
CITY AND BOROUGH  OF WRANGELL, ALASKA DUE TO COVID-19 AND
POOR REGIONAI. RETURNS OF ALL SALMON SPECIES

WHEREAS,  Wrangell  has  two  seafood  processing  plants  which
operate seasonally each year; and

WHEREAS, in January 2020 the City and Borough of Wrangell was
notified  by Trident  Seafoods  they would  not  be  opening  the  Wrangell
plant based on poor salmon return projections; and

WHEREAS, in response to federal and state disaster declarations,
the City and Borough of wrangell passed Ordinance No. 976 on March 17,
2020 declaring a COVID-19 Emergency in Wrangell; and

WHEREAS, on March 21, 2020 the President of the United States issued Disaster
Declaration No. 16386, Disaster No. AK-00046, freeing up economic assistance
through the Small Business Administration for businesses impacted by COVID-19;
and

WHEREAS, numerous federal and state economic programs have been
established for business assistance due to impacts from COVID-19; and

WHEREAS, the City and Borough of wrangell has seven different grant
programs for businesses and agencies to help mitigate the economic impacts of
COVID-19; and

WIIEREAS, the June 2020 Wrangell Business Climate and COVID-19 Impacts
Survey revealed Wrangell business revenue was down 53% in 2020 through June,
compared to the same period in 2019; and

WHEREAS, the June 2020 Wrangell Business Climate and COVID-19 Impacts
Survey also revealed more than one-third (36%) of respondents said that they are at
risk of closing permanently; and

WHEREAS,  the  June  2020  Wrangell  Business  Climate  and  COVID-19  Impacts
Survey further revealed responding Wrangell employers have already laid off 28% of
their total workforce due to the COVID-19 virus, and cancelled hiring an additional
124 workers. More than two-fifths of businesses  (41%)  of expect to out more staffi
and

263



WHEREAS, the 2020 Southeast Jobs COVID Impacts Report, issued August 21,
2020  confirms Wrangell  has  a  10.8%  unemployment rate  as compared to  7.7%  in
2019; and

WHEREAS, the  2020  Southeast Jobs  COVID  Impacts  Report also outlines the
regional change in Southeast )obs from April to July 2020 compared to 2019 including
a 50% drop in Transportation jobs; a 38% decline in Leisure and Hospitality jobs; and
loss of 27% in Seafood Processing jobs; and an 11% reduction in Retail jobs; and

WHEREAS,  Southeast  Alaska,  including  Wrangell  is  enduring  the  complete
cancellation of the summer cruise season, the impact of which to Wrangell is a loss of
21,000 visitors roased on 2019 numbers in the May 2020 Wrangell, Alaska Economic
Conditions Report),. and

WHEREAS, annual summer visitor spending in Wrangell exceeds $5.16 million
roased  on  2018  numbers  in  the  May  2020  Wrangell  Alaska  Economic  Conditions
Report) , including visitors arriving by cruise ship, ferry, yacht and air, all of which
have seen catastrophic declines due to COVID-19; and

WHEREAS, though the fishing season has not yet concluded, reports from the
Commercial Fishing Fleet indicate an abysmal year for salmon returns in the region,
along with a significant drop in the prices paid to fishermen by processors; and

WHEREAS,   the   COVID-19   Pandemic   and   related   economic   impacts   are
expected to continue for the foreseeable future; and

WHEREAS, poor regional salmon returns suggest the fishing season could be
worse than 2016 when a Presidential Disaster Declaration for the Pink Salmon fishery
was issued,

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY THE ASSEMBLY  OF THE  CITY AND
BOROUGH OF WRANGELL, ALASKA, THAT:

SECTION 1.  An Economic Disaster is hereby declared in the City and Borough
of wrangell due to COVID-19 and Poor Regional Returns of AII Salmon Species.

SECTION  2. The Assembly of the City and  Borough of wrangell, Alaska urges
the State of Alaska and United States Secretary of Commerce to issue two Economic
Disaster Declarations:

A)   2020  Statewide  Tourism  Disaster  resulting  from  the  COVID-19
Pandemic;

8)   2020  Southeast Alaska  Salmon  Fisheries  Disaster  resulting  from
poor returns and harvests of all salmon species.

SECTION  3.  This  resolution  and  Economic  Disaster  Declaration  take  effect
immediately upon passage and approval.
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PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE ASSEMBLY 0F THE CITY & BOROUGH OF
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2020 �:�� AM
To: /inda %ehnNen
&c: -ohn /each
Subject: 5e: +aul out ZorN group

>ŝŶĚĂ͕ ƚŚĂŶŬƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ŝŶƉƵƚ͕ ƐŽƵŶĚƐ ŐŽŽĚ ƚŽ ŵĞ͘ ZĞŐĂƌĚƐ͕ ƉĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
 

KŶ �ƵŐ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϭϬ͗ϯϱ WD͕ >ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ фĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚĂŬΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

 �ĞĂƌ DĂǇŽƌ WĂǆƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ DĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ͕ 
 
/ Ăŵ ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĂƉƉŽŝŶƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ <ĞǀŝŶ <ŶŽǆ ĂŶĚ dŚŽƌ �ŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶƐŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ǁŽƌŬ 
ŐƌŽƵƉ͘   
 
tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ĐůŽƐĞůǇ ǁŝƚŚ <ĞǀŝŶ ŽŶ ŐŽĂůƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ĨŽƌ ƐŽŵĞ ŵŽŶƚŚƐ ĂŶĚ ŬŶŽǁ Śŝŵ ƚŽ ďĞ 
ƌĞĂƐŽŶĞĚ ŝŶ ŚŝƐ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ůŝƐƚĞŶ ƚŽ ŝŶƉƵƚ ĨƌŽŵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ďŽĂƚ ŽǁŶĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ 
ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ŽǁŶĞƌƐ͘  dŚŽƌ ŚĂƐ ůŝŬĞǁŝƐĞ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ŚŝƐ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐ Ă ůŽŶŐͲƚĞƌŵ ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ 
ŵĞĞƚƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ĨůĞĞƚ͘  tĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ǇŽƵƌ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĨŽƌŵ Ă ǁŽƌŬ ŐƌŽƵƉ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉŽŝŶƚŵĞŶƚ 
ŽĨ ďŽƚŚ <ĞǀŝŶ ĂŶĚ dŚŽƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŽƌŬ ŐƌŽƵƉ͘ tĞ ĂƐŬ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĂůƐŽ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŽƌŬ ŐƌŽƵƉ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ 
ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ͘  dŚĞ ĂĚ ŚŽĐ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ŐƌŽƵƉ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĞƚ 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ůĂƐƚ ǁŝŶƚĞƌ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ǀŝƐŝŽŶ͕ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ĚĞĞƉ 
ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘ 
 
�Ɛ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ͕ �>&� ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă ^ŝƚŬĂ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ĂŶĚ ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƚŚĞ ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ 
ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ĨůĞĞƚ͘  dŚĂƚ ƐĂŝĚ͕ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ƚŚĞ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ŵƵƐƚ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů 
ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ĨůĞĞƚ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ Ă ŚĞĂůƚŚǇ ǁŽƌŬ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ĨŽƌ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ŵĂŶǇ ƚĂůĞŶƚĞĚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ 
ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͘  tĞ ƵƌŐĞ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇ ƌĞƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ůĂŶĚ ŽŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ŝƐ ďƵŝůƚ ďƵƚ 
ĂůƐŽ ĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐ Ă ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ũŽď ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞ ǇĂƌĚ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ ƚŽ ŵĂǆŝŵŝǌĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ 
ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĂŶĚ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ĨůĞĞƚ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŝŵĞ͘  tĞ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ďƵĚŐĞƚ ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ŵĂŬĞ ƚŚŝƐ Ă ůĞƐƐ 
ĨĂǀŽƌĞĚ ŽƉƚŝŽŶ͕ ďƵƚ Ă ǁĞůů ƌƵŶ ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ŚĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ƉĂǇ ĨŽƌ ŝƚƐĞůĨ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŵƵůƚŝͲůĞǀĞů 
ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘  WůĞĂƐĞ ŬĞĞƉ ƚŚŝƐ ŽƉƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƚĂďůĞ ĂƐ ǇŽƵ ŵŽǀĞ ĂŚĞĂĚ͘ 
 
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ŝƐƐƵĞ͘  �ŐĂŝŶ͕ ǁĞ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ǁŽƌŬ 
ŐƌŽƵƉ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉŽŝŶƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ DĞŵďĞƌƐ dŚŽƌ ĂŶĚ <ĞǀŝŶ ƚŽ ŚŝƐ ǁŽƌŬ ŐƌŽƵƉ͘ 
 
^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕ 
>ŝŶĚĂ �ĞŚŶŬĞŶ 
 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association 
WK �Žǆ ϭϮϮϵ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ �<  ϵϵϴϯϱ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϰϳ͘ϯϰϬϬ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ 
ϵϬϳ ϳϯϴ͘ϯϲϭϱ ĐĞůů 
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ǁǁǁ͘ĂůĨĂĨŝƐŚ͘ŽƌŐ 
 
ZĞĂĚ ŽƵƌ ϮϬϭϴ �>&� �ŶŶƵĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ 
 
2016 Champion of Change for Sustainable Seafood 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: .atie 5iley <Natie@sitNaZild.org>
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2020 10:1� AM
To: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
&c: -ohn /each� 5enee Wheat� Chandler O'Connell� Cora 'oZ
Subject: 5e: Invitation to tour the Summer )ood Service Program

DĂǇŽƌ WĂǆƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ Dƌ >ĞĂĐŚ͗  
 
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŵƉƚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ͘ tĞ ůŽŽŬ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ƚŽ ŚŽƐƚŝŶŐ ǇŽƵ ƚŚŝƐ &ƌŝĚĂǇ͊  
WůĞĂƐĞ ŵĞĞƚ ŵĞ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞ ƚŽ ^ǁĞĞƚůĂŶĚ ,Ăůů ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ &ŝŶĞ �ƌƚƐ �ĂŵƉƵƐ Ăƚ ϳ͗ϯϬ �D͘ zŽƵ ĐĂŶ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ ŵĞ Ăƚ ϵϬϳͲ
ϮϬϵͲϮϬϭϵ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĂŶǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐͬĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘  
 
�ĞƐƚ 
<ĂƚŝĞ ZŝůĞǇ  
 
KŶ DŽŶ͕ �ƵŐ ϭϬ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϳ͗ϭϳ �D 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 
�ŝƚŚĞƌ &ƌŝĚĂǇ ǁŽƌŬƐ ĨŽƌ ŵĞ͕ ƐŽ͘ >Ğƚ͛Ɛ ĚŽ ŝƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ϭϰƚŚ͘ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ  
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
 

KŶ �ƵŐ ϵ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϴ͗ϰϳ WD͕ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

  

dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŝŶǀŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ <ĂƚŝĞ͘ 

  

/͛ŵ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ĚĂǇ͕ ƐŽ /͛ůů ĚĞĨĞƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ DĂǇŽƌ ŽŶ ŚŝƐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ͘ 

  

From͗ <ĂƚŝĞ ZŝůĞǇ фŬĂƚŝĞΛƐŝƚŬĂǁŝůĚ͘ŽƌŐх 
�ate͗ &ƌŝĚĂǇ͕ �ƵŐƵƐƚ ϳ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϴ͗Ϭϭ �D 
do͗ Η'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿΗ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͕ �ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ 
фĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
�c͗ ZĞŶĞĞ tŚĞĂƚ фƌĞŶĞĞ͘ǁŚĞĂƚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͕ �ŚĂŶĚůĞƌ KΖ�ŽŶŶĞůů 
фĐŚĂŶĚůĞƌΛƐŝƚŬĂǁŝůĚ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ /ŶǀŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŽƵƌ ƚŚĞ ^ƵŵŵĞƌ &ŽŽĚ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ 

  

,ĞůůŽ DĂǇŽƌ WĂǆƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ Dƌ͘ >ĞĂĐŚ͕  
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/ ǁŽƵůĚ ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ĞǆƚĞŶĚ ĂŶ ŝŶǀŝƚĞ ƚŽ ƚŽƵƌ ^ŝƚŬĂΖƐ ůŽĐĂů h^�� ^ƵŵŵĞƌ &ŽŽĚ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ďĞŝŶŐ 
ŚŽƐƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ �ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ^ŽĐŝĞƚǇ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ǁŝƚŚ <ŝĚƐ <ƵƉďŽĂƌĚ͕ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ dƌŝďĞ ŽĨ �ůĂƐŬĂ͕ 
ĂŶĚ zŽƵƚŚ �ĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƐ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ͘ dŚŝƐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŝƐ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ŽĨ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ 
ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵƚŚ ƐƚƌƵŐŐůŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ĨŽŽĚ ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ĂůƐŽ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ 
ĂĚĚ ǀĂůƵĞ ƚŽ ŽƵƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ďǇ ƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ ůŽĐĂů ĨŽŽĚƐ ĂŶĚ ĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ĨŽƌ 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵƚŚ͘ dŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ĐŚŽŽů �ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ ǁĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇ ŚĞůƉĨƵů ŝŶ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ 
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŽĨĨ ƚŚĞ ŐƌŽƵŶĚ ĂŶĚ ĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐ Ă ƐĞĂŵůĞƐƐ ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƐŽ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ŬĞĞƉ ^ŝƚŬĂΖƐ ŬŝĚƐ ǁĞůůͲ
ŶŽƵƌŝƐŚĞĚ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĞƌ ŵŽŶƚŚƐ͘  

  

dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĂŵĂǌŝŶŐ ĂŵŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŝŵĞ͕ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ŐŽĞƐ ŝŶƚŽ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐ ƐŽŵĞ ϱϲϬϬ 
ŵĞĂůƐ Ă ǁĞĞŬ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ůŽǀĞ ĨŽƌ ŽƵƌ DĂǇŽƌ ĂŶĚ �ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ƚŚŝƐ 
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ŽĨ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶĐĞ ŝŶ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͘ tĞ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĂůƐ ŽŶ dƵĞƐĚĂǇ ĂŶĚ &ƌŝĚĂǇ ŵŽƌŶŝŶŐƐ͕ 
ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŝƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ϳ͗ϯϬ ĂŶĚ ϴ �D͘ tĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ŝŶǀŝƚĞ 
ǇŽƵ ƚŽ ǀŝƐŝƚ ŽŶ Ă &ƌŝĚĂǇ ŝĨ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͕ ƐŽ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĞ ŵĞŶƵ ƐƉĞĐŝĂů ĨĞĂƚƵƌŝŶŐ ůŽĐĂů ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ 
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ďǇ �>&�͊ 

  

WůĞĂƐĞ ůĞƚ ŵĞ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ďŽƚŚ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ĨŽƌ Ă ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŽƵƌ ŽŶ &ƌŝĚĂǇ͕ �ƵŐƵƐƚ ϭϰƚŚ Žƌ &ƌŝĚĂǇ͕ 
�ƵŐƵƐƚ ϮϭƐƚ ĨƌŽŵ ϳ͗ϯϬͲϴ͗ϭϱ͘  

  

�ĞƐƚ͕ 

<ĂƚŝĞ ZŝůĞǇ  

ͲͲ  

Katie Riley  

Policy Engagement Director  

Sitka Conservation Society  

katie@sitkawild.org 

(907) 209-2019 (cell)  

 
 
 
ͲͲ  
Katie Riley  
Policy Engagement Director  
Sitka Conservation Society  
katie@sitkawild.org 
(907) 209-2019 (cell)  
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Sunday, August �, 2020 �:�� AM
To: Stephen 5hoads
&c: -ohn /each
Subject: 5e: local food needs draft

^ƚĞƉŚĞŶ͕ ƚŚĂŶŬƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ŐŽŽĚ ǁŽƌŬ ĂŶĚ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ ƐĞĂ ĨŽŽĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŽƐĞ ŝŶ ŶĞĞĚ͘ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
 

KŶ �ƵŐ ϴ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϵ͗Ϯϵ �D͕ ^ƚĞƉŚĞŶ ZŚŽĂĚƐ фƐƌŚŽĂĚƐΛƐƉĐƐĂůĞƐ͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

  
  
Dƌ DĂǇŽƌ ĂŶĚ DĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ͕ 
  

^W� ĂŶĚ ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ŽƵŶĚ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƋƵŝĞƚůǇ ďĞĞŶ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ ůŽĐĂů ĐŚĂƌŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĂŝĚ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ŝŶ 
^ŝƚŬĂ ĨŽƌ ŵĂŶǇ ǇĞĂƌƐ͘ /ƚ ŝƐ ŚĂƌĚ ƚŽ ƋƵĂŶƚŝĨǇ ŚŽǁ ŵĂŶǇ ĨŝƐŚ ƚĂĐŽƐ ĂŶĚ ĨŝƐŚ ĐŚŽǁĚĞƌƐ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƐĞƌǀĞĚ ŽǀĞƌ 
ƚŚĞ ǇĞĂƌ Ăƚ ůŽĐĂů ĞǀĞŶƚƐ͘ tŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ŽŶƐĞƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ͕ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ůŽĐĂů ĨŽŽĚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ 
ĨƵŶĚƌĂŝƐŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĨŽŽĚ ŝŶƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘  

^ŝƚŬĂ DƵƚƵĂů �ŝĚ ĂŶĚ �>&� ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ Ă ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ƌŽůĞ ŽĨ ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ 
ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚ͘ �Ɛ Ă ǁŚŽůĞƐĂůĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͕ ŝƚ ŝƐ ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ ƐŵĂůů ǀŽůƵŵĞƐ ŽĨ ĨŝƐŚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŽƐĞ ŝŶ 
ŶĞĞĚ͘ �ůĨĂ ǁĂƐ ĂǁĂƌĚĞĚ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ ƚŚŝƐ ůĂƐƚ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ƐƚĞƉ͘ tĞ ƐĞŶƚ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ŽƵƚ ŽŶ 
ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ ƌƵŶƐ ŝŶ :ƵŶĞ͘ /ƚ ǁĂƐ ƌĞǁĂƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨƌŽŵ ^W� ĂŶĚ ŽƵƌ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ 
ǁĞƌĞ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ŝƚ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ƚŽ ŚƵŶŐƌǇ ^ŝƚŬĂŶƐ͘ �Ɛ ǁŽƌĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŚĂƐ ƐƉƌĞĂĚ͕ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ 
ĚŽŶĂƚŝŶŐ ĨŝƐŚ ƚŽ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƐ ǁĞůů͘ ZŝĐĐŽ DƵůůŝŐĂŶ ŶĞĞĚƐ ƐƉĞĐŝĂů ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶ͘ ,Ğ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ 
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŶŐ ŽƵƌ ĨŝƐŚ ĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞƌĞ ŶŽƚ ďĞŝŶŐ ƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ Ăƚ ĨŝƌƐƚ͘ ,Ğ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůǇ ŚĂƐ 
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚ ĨŝƐŚ ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ �ůŬƐ >ŽĚŐĞ͕ ^ŝƚŬĂ �ĂƚŚŽůŝĐ ĂŶĚ >ƵƚŚĞƌĂŶ ĐŚƵƌĐŚĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ^ĂůǀĂƚŝŽŶ ĂƌŵǇ͘ ZŝĐĐŽ͛Ɛ 
ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ Ă ŶĞǁ ƚŚŝŶŐ͘ ,Ğ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌŝŶŐ ŚŝƐ ƚŝŵĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ĨŽƌ ŵŽƐƚ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ 
ůŝĨĞ͘   

KƵƌ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŚĂƐ ƌĞǀŽůǀĞĚ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĨĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ůĞĂƐƚ ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ͘ /Ŷ DĂƌĐŚ͕ 
ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐŶ͛ƚ ĂŶǇ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů Žƌ ůŽĐĂů ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘ tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƵƐŝŶŐ ƌŽĐŬĨŝƐŚ ŽǀĞƌĂŐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ 
ĞŶƚĞƌ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐĞ ƚŽ Ĩŝůů ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ͘ �>&� ĂŐƌĞĞĚ ƚŽ ƉĂǇ ĨŽƌ ŽƵƌ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ĐŽƐƚƐ ŽĨ Ψϭ͘ϬϬ ƉĞƌ ƉŽƵŶĚ͘ tĞ 
ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽƚ ĂŶĚ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ŝŶƚĞŶĚ ƚŽ ďŝůů ĂŶǇŽŶĞ ĨŽƌ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĨŝƐŚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŐŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘  

/Ĩ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĚĞĐŝĚĞƐ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ ĂŶǇ �ĂƌĞƐ ĂĐƚ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĂŶĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ 
ĐĂƵŐŚƚ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͕ ǁĞ ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ ǇŽƵ ƚŽ ĨŝƌƐƚ ŚĞůƉ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ ŐƌĂƐƐƌŽŽƚƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ 
ĂƌĞ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ŝŶ ƉůĂĐĞ͘ /Ĩ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŵŽŵĞŶƚƵŵ ƚŽ ĞǆƉĂŶĚ ĨŝƐŚ ĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĨŝƐŚ ĨƌŽŵ 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ Ăƚ ǁŚŽůĞƐĂůĞ ƉƌŝĐĞƐ͕ ǁĞ ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ ǇŽƵ ƚŽ ƌĞĂĐŚ ŽƵƚ ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽƌƐ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ůĞĂĚ ƚŚĞ 
ǁĂǇ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŶĚĞĂǀŽƌ͘ 

/ƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ŵǇ ƉůĞĂƐƵƌĞ ƚŚŝƐ ǇĞĂƌ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ ǁŝƚŚ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ĂŶĚ ^ŝƚŬĂ ^ŽƵŶĚ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ŝŶ 
ŽƵƌ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ƚŽ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ ĨŽƌ ĂŶĚ ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ ŽĨ �ŽǀŝĚͲϭϵ͘ KƵƌ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ŚĂǀĞ ŵŽǀĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ 
ĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŽƌƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƐ͘ dŚĞ ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ŐĞŶĞƌŽƵƐ 
ĨƌŽŵ Ăůů ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͘ /ƚ ŝƐ ŽƵƌ ŚŽƉĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ǁŝůů ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ĂŶĚ ^ŝƚŬĂ ƉĂƐƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ͘ 

^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ WƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ �ŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ůŽŽŬƐ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ^ŝƚŬĂ dƌŝďĞ ŽĨ �ůĂƐŬĂ͕ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ 
�ŽƌŽƵŐŚ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ƚŚŝƐ 
ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ͘  
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Stephen Rhoads 
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ϱϬϳ <ĂƚůŝĂŶ ^ƚ 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Tuesday, -une �, 2020 �:3� AM
To: 'an Cooper
&c: -ohn /each� *arry White
Subject: 5e: Shipyard at *PIP

�ĂŶ͕ ƚŚĂŶŬƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ƵƉĚĂƚĞ ŽĨ ǇŽƵƌ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ǀŝƐŝŽŶ͘ / ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƌĚ ǁŽƌŬ ǇŽƵ ĂŶĚ <ĞůůǇ ĂƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
 

KŶ :ƵŶ ϴ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϵ͗ϰϮ WD͕ �ĂŶ �ŽŽƉĞƌ фƐŝƚŬĂŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂůŵĂƌŝŶĞƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚΛŐŵĂŝů͘ĐŽŵх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

 
�ĞĂƌ Dƌ͘ DĂǇŽƌ ͕ 
   
tĞ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ǁƌŝƚĞ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ ŝŶ ĂŶ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ ƚŽ ďƌŝŶŐ ǇŽƵ ƵƉ ƚŽ ĚĂƚĞ ŽŶ ŽƵƌ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŽǁĂƌĚ Ă ŶĞǁ 
ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ ŚĞƌĞ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ͘ tĞ ĂůƐŽ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ůĞƚ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŽǀŝŶŐ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ͕ t� 
�ŶƚĞƌƉƌŝƐĞƐ ǁŝůů ďĞ ĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ Ă ŶĞǁ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĂƐ ^ŝƚŬĂ /ŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů DĂƌŝŶĞ ^ŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ Žƌ 
^/D^͘ dŚŝƐ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ŵĂĚĞ ƚŽ ďĞƚƚĞƌ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ǁŚŽ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĂƚ 
ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ŚŽƉŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚŝƐ ŶĞǁ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ͘ 
  
/Ŷ ŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŽƵƌ ůŽĐĂů ĨůĞĞƚ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁŝůů ďĞ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ǁŝƚŚ͕ ǁĞ 
ƐƉŽŬĞ ǁŝƚŚ ŵĂŶǇ ďŽĂƚ ŽǁŶĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚ ƚŽ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁŽƵůĚ ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ŝŶ Ă ŶĞǁ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ͘ 
tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞŵ ŽƵƌ ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƉůĂŶ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ŚŽǁ ĂŶĚ ǁŚǇ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ŵŽǀŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 
ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĐŚŽƐĞŶ͘ tĞ ĂůƐŽ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŚĞĂƌ ĂŶǇ ĂŶĚ Ăůů ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ƚŚĞǇ 
ŵĂǇ ŚĂǀĞ͘ tĞ ĨŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂůŵŽƐƚ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƌĚ͕ ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ ĂŐƌĞĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ^ŝƚŬĂ ŶĞĞĚƐ Ă ŶĞǁ 
ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ͘  tĞ ůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĂŶǇ ŐŽŽĚ ŝĚĞĂƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŵĂǇ ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ƚŽ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĞŶĚ ƌĞƐƵůƚ͘ 
  
tĞ ŚĞĂƌĚ ŵĂŶǇ ŐŽŽĚ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ Ă ůŽƚ ŽĨ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚ ƚŽ ƋƵŝƚĞ Ă ĨĞǁ 
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘ �ĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ŝƐ ŽƵƌ ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ŝƐ ƚŽ ďƵŝůĚ Ă ŶĞǁ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ĐĂƉĂďůĞ ŽĨ ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ͕ ǁĞ ƚĂŬĞ ĞǀĞƌǇ ŐŽŽĚ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŚĞĂƌƚ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚ ƚŽ Ăůů ŽĨ 
ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ ĚŽ ƐŽ͘ �ĞŝŶŐ ĂŶ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ĂŶĚ ŵŽƐƚ ůŝŬĞůǇ ŚĞĂƌŝŶŐ Ă 
ůŽƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƐĂŵĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͕ ǁĞ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ Ă ĨĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĂƌŐĞƌ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ĂŶĚ ůĞƚ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ 
ǁŚĂƚ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚƌǇ ƚŽ ĂůůĞǀŝĂƚĞ ƚŚĞŵ͘ 
  
�ĞůŽǁ ŝƐ Ă ůŝƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵ͘ 
  

•       te haǀe ďeen accƵseĚ oĨ ǁorking to eǆƉanĚ ^ilǀer �aǇ ^eaĨooĚs 
tĞ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐƚĂƌƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚŝƐ ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ŚŽŶĞƐƚůǇ ŚĂƐ ŶŽ ŵĞƌŝƚ͘ <ĞůůǇ tĂƌƌĞŶ 
ŚĂƐ ďŽĂƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŽ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ǁŽƌŬ ĨŽƌ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͘ dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ŬŶĞǁ ǀĞƌǇ 
ǁĞůů ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĐŽƵůĚ ŚĂǀĞ ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ Ă ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĨŽƌ Ă ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ŝĨ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂĚ ƐƵĐŚ Ă 
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ĚĞƐŝƌĞ͘ tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽ ŚŝĚĚĞŶ ĂŐĞŶĚĂ͕ ŶŽ ƉůĂŶƐ ƚŽ ĞǆƉĂŶĚ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ 
ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ĂƌĞĂƐ͘ dŚĞ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ǁŝůů ŶĞĞĚ Ăůů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĂĐĞ ŵĂĚĞ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ Z&W ƚŽ 
ŵĂŬĞ ŝƚ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů͘  
  
•       te haǀe ďeen criticiǌeĚ Ĩor the tǇƉe oĨ machine that ǁill ďe aǀailaďle to haƵl the 
ďoats͘ 
,ĂǀŝŶŐ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ĨƵŶĚƐ ƚŽ ƚĂĐŬůĞ ƐƵĐŚ Ă ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ ǁĞ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ŝƚ ďĞƐƚ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ Ă ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞ 
ĐĂƉĂďůĞ ŽĨ ŚĂƵůŝŶŐ ďŽĂƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ƵƚŝůŝǌĞ ƚŚĞ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ƌĂŵƉ ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͘ �Ƶƚ ƚƌǇ ĂƐ 
ǁĞ ŵŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƚ ŽǁŶĞƌƐ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ Ă ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ďŽĂƚ ƐůŝƉ ĂŶĚ ƐůŝŶŐ 
ůŝĨƚ ƚŽ ŚĂƵů ƚŚĞŝƌ ďŽĂƚƐ͘ dŽǁĂƌĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŶĚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŵĂĚĞ Ă ůŽƚ ŽĨ ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ ŝŶ ǁĂǇƐ ƚŽ ďƵŝůĚ 
ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ŽƵƌ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ŐŝǀĞ ƚŚĞ 
ĨůĞĞƚ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƚ ĚĞƐŝƌĞƐ͘ 
  
•       /t has ďeen sƵggesteĚ that ǁe ǁill onlǇ haǀe leasaďle sƉace Ĩor oƵr oǁn ^erǀice 
WroǀiĚers 
tĞ ŚĞĂƌĚ Ă ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ŽŶůǇ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƐƉĂĐĞ ĨŽƌ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ 
ůŝŬĞĚ Žƌ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ĨƌŽŵ ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůůǇ͘ dŽ ďĞ ŚŽŶĞƐƚ ǁĞ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ŽĨ Ă ƐŝŶŐůĞ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ 
ƚŚĂƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ŝŶ ƐƵĐŚ Ă ǁĂǇ͘ dŚŝƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ĞǆĐůƵĚĞ ƚŚĞ ǀĞƌǇ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂŶĚ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ 
ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ŵŽƐƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽ ƐƵĐĐĞĞĚ͘ zŽƵ ĐĂŶ ƌĞƐƚ ĂƐƐƵƌĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ǁŽŶ͛ƚ ƚƵƌŶ ĂǁĂǇ 
Ă ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂŶƚƐ ƚŽ ƐĞƚƵƉ Ă ƐŚŽƉ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ Ă ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƚŽ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ĨůĞĞƚ͘ tĞ 
ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽ ĂƐ ŵĂŶǇ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂƐ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ 
ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ ƐŽ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĂǁĂƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ 
ƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬŝŶŐ͘ ^ƉĂĐĞ ǁŝůů ďĞ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ ǁŝůů ďĞ ŽŶ Ă ĨŝƌƐƚͲ
ĐŽŵĞͲĨŝƌƐƚͲƐĞƌǀĞ ďĂƐŝƐ͘   
tĞ ĂůƐŽ ŚĞĂƌĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ĐŚĂƌŐĞ ŽƵƚƌĂŐĞŽƵƐ ĨĞĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƐŚŽƉ ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘ tĞ 
ŚĂǀĞ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƉƌŽĨŝƚ ĨƌŽŵ 
ƚŚĞ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ Ă ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ͘ dŽǁĂƌĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŶĚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŽƉĞŶůǇ 
ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ŶŽƚ ĐŚĂƌŐĞ Ă ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ŽƵƌ ĐŽƐƚ ĨŽƌ ĂŶǇ ůĞĂƐĞĚ 
ƐƉĂĐĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ƐƵĐŚ ŝŶ ĞǀĞƌǇ ůĞĂƐĞ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶǇ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ŽǁŶĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ 
ĚĞƐŝƌĞƐ ƚŽ ƐĞƚƵƉ Ă ƐŚŽƉ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ͘ dŚŝƐ ǁŝůů ŚĞůƉ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ďǇ ƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐ 
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ ĐŽƐƚƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŚŽƉĞĨƵůůǇ ƚŚĞǇ ǁŝůů ƉĂƐƐ ŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ͘ 
  
•       ZƵmors ǁere ĨloateĚ aďoƵt the small anĚ large siǌe caƉaďilities oĨ the haƵl oƵt 
machine͕ anĚ not ďeing aďle to haƵl smaller ďoats͘ 
dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ďŝƚ ŽĨ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ŽŶůǇ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ŚĂƵůŝŶŐ ůĂƌŐĞƌ ďŽĂƚƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ 
<ĞůůǇ tĂƌƌĞŶ ŚĂƐ ďŝŐ ďŽĂƚƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĂŶƚƐ ƚŽ ŚĂƵů ƚŚĞŵ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ͘ /ƚ ŝƐ ƚƌƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ <ĞůůǇ ŚĂƐ 
ďŝŐŐĞƌ ďŽĂƚƐ ŶŽǁ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂƐ ŶŽƚ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ďĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ͘ ,Ğ ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ϯϴĨƚ ƚƌŽůůĞƌ 
ĂŶĚ ŚĂƐ ŚĂĚ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ďŽĂƚƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ϰϬ ƚŽ ϱϬͲĨŽŽƚ ƌĂŶŐĞ ĂŶĚ ŬŶŽǁƐ Ăůů ƚŽŽ ǁĞůů ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ 
ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ŚĂƵů ďŽĂƚƐ ŽĨ Ăůů ƐŝǌĞƐ͘  
tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƚŚĂƚ ďŝŐŐĞƌ ďŽĂƚƐ ŽŶůǇ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ Ă 
ƐŵĂůů ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ͕ ƐŽ ƚŽ ďƵŝůĚ Ă ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐĂŶ ŽŶůǇ ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ Ă ƐŵĂůů 
ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ Ă ŚƵŐĞ ŵŝƐƚĂŬĞ ĂŶĚ Ă ƉŽŽƌ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ĨŽƌ ĂŶǇ 
ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ŝŶ Ă ƐŵĂůů ƚŽǁŶ͘ �ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇ͕ ŝƚ ŵĂŬĞƐ ŶŽ ƐĞŶƐĞ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ 
ŝŶ ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ Ă ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŚĂƵů ƚŚĞ ƐŵĂůůĞƌ ďŽĂƚƐ͘ 
  
tĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ůŝŶŬƐ ƚŽ ďŽĂƚ ůŝĨƚ ǀŝĚĞŽƐ ƚŽ ŐŝǀĞ ĂŶ ŝĚĞĂ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ 
ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘ WůĞĂƐĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ǀŝĚĞŽƐ ĂƌĞ ĨŽƌ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ŽŶůǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞ ǁĞ 
ĞŶĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŵĂǇ ďĞ Ă ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ůŝĨƚ ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐ͘ 
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tĞ ĂƌĞ ŚŽƉŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă &ĂĐĞďŽŽŬ ƉĂŐĞ ƵƉ ƐŽŽŶ ƐŽ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ŚĞĂƌ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĂƐ 
ǁĞůů ĂƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂďŽƵƚ ƵƐ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĂƚ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ 
^ŝƚŬĂ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ŶĞǁ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ͘ �Ɛ ƐŽŽŶ ŽƵƌ ƉĂŐĞ ŝƐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͕ ǁĞ ǁŝůů ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ 
ǇŽƵ ƚŚĞ ůŝŶŬ ƐŽ ǇŽƵ ĐĂŶ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŝƚ ƚŽ ĂŶǇŽŶĞ ǁŚŽ ŚĂƐ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ Žƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘ 

  
tĞ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞ ǇŽƵƌ ƚŝŵĞ ĂŶĚ ŚĂƌĚ ǁŽƌŬ ƐƉĞŶƚ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ ůŽŽŬ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ƚŽ ŚĞĂƌ ĂŶǇ 
ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ ǇŽƵ ŵĂǇ ŚĂǀĞ ĨŽƌ ƵƐ͘ 
  
^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕ 
�ĂŶ �ŽŽƉĞƌ 
<ĞůůǇ tĂƌƌĞŶ 
^ŝƚŬĂ /ŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů DĂƌŝŶĞ ^ŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ 
  
�ƐĐŽŵ ϮϬϬ dŽŶ WĂƌĂůůĞů dŝƌĞ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ǇŽƵƚƵďĞ͘ĐŽŵͬǁĂƚĐŚ͍ǀс�ŚǇϴyͲǌ<z:ϴ 
�ŽĂƚ tŽƌŬƐ ϭϬϬ dŽŶ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ǇŽƵƚƵďĞ͘ĐŽŵͬǁĂƚĐŚ͍ǀсů��ǇtƚƌŚϬƋϬ 
�ƐĐŽŵ ϮϱϬ dŽŶ /ŶůŝŶĞ dŝƌĞ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ǇŽƵƚƵďĞ͘ĐŽŵͬǁĂƚĐŚ͍ǀсtũ�ϬϮĨŝ�ϯzĐ 
�ƌŽĐ >ŝĨƚ ϭϲϬ dŽŶ �ŵƉŚŝďŝŽƵƐ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ǇŽƵƚƵďĞ͘ĐŽŵͬǁĂƚĐŚ͍ǀсŵƋŶϰhYĚK&ϯh 
�ƌŽĐŬ >ŝĨƚ �ŵƉŚŝďŝŽƵƐ ^ůŝŶŐ 
ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ǇŽƵƚƵďĞ͘ĐŽŵͬǁĂƚĐŚ͍ǀсŐǌƌzϳϲϬŶƉǌY 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Tuesday, -une 2, 2020 �:10 AM
To: -ohn /each
Subject: )Zd: 'raft-*PIP boatyard stragic planning, comments for Special Meeting.doc[

,Ğ ŝƐ ƐƵĨĨŽĐĂƚŝŶŐ͘ WĂǆ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
�ĞŐŝŶ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĞĚ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͗ 

From͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
�ate͗ :ƵŶĞ ϭ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϴ͗ϭϴ͗ϯϭ �D �<�d 
do͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ Ft͗  �raĨtͲ'W/W ďoatǇarĚ stragic Ɖlanning͕ comments Ĩor ^Ɖecial Deeting͘Ěocǆ 

  
&z/ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ĂůŽŶŐ͘ 
  

From͗ ũĞƌĞŵǇ ^ĞƌŬĂ фũƐĞƌŬĂΛĂŬ͘ŶĞƚх  
^ent͗ ^ƵŶĚĂǇ͕ DĂǇ ϯϭ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϵ͗ϬϬ WD 
do͗ �ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ фĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ ZĞ͗ �ƌĂĨƚͲ'W/W ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ƐƚƌĂŐŝĐ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ĨŽƌ ^ƉĞĐŝĂů DĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘ĚŽĐǆ 
  
,ŝ :ŽŚŶ͕ 
  
/ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬůŽĂĚ͘ tĞ ƚŽŽ ĂƌĞ ǀĞƌǇ ďƵƐǇ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŶŽǁ͘ �ůů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ƐĞĂƐŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ŝŶ ĨƵůů ƐǁŝŶŐ ďǇ :ƵůǇ ϭƐƚ ƐŽ ƚŚĞ ŵŽŶƚŚ ŽĨ :ƵŶĞ ŝƐ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ŽƵƌ ďƵƐŝĞƐƚ ƚŝŵĞ 
ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǇĞĂƌ͘  
  
/ ǁŽƵůĚ ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ĐůĂƌŝĨǇ ŵǇ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĂŶƐǁĞƌ Ă ĨĞǁ ŽĨ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͘  
  
&ŝƌƐƚ͕ ĂƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ͞ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ͟ ƚŚĂƚ / ƐĞĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ t� ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ Z&W͗  
  
͘  tŚĞŶ ǇŽƵ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ 'W/W ďŽĂƌĚ ŐƌĂĚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ͕ ƚŚĞ t� ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ ǁŚĂƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ Ă �Ͳ 
ĂŶĚ ^^/ ŐŽƚ ĂŶ & ͘ �ŽĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĂƚ Ă �Ͳ ŝƐ ĂƐ ŐŽŽĚ ĂƐ ŝƚ ŐĞƚƐ͍  
  
͘ /Ŷ ƚŚĞ Z&W ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ŝƚ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͗ ͞ ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ �͘ Ͳ ͞ dŚĞ ŐŽĂů ŽĨ ��^ ŝƐ ƚŽ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ Ă ƉriǀatelǇ ĨƵnĚeĚ ĂŶĚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ 
marine serǀice shiƉǇarĚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ 'W/W͘͟ dŚŝƐ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ůŝŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ Z&W ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŵĂŝŶ ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ƉƵƚ ŽƵƚ 
ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƉůĂĐĞ͘ dŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ Ă ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ƚŽ ĨƵŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǇĂƌĚ͘ 
dŚŝƐ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ƚŚĞ ŵĂŝŶ ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ƐĞĞ Ă ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĨƌŽŵ ŵĞ Žƌ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ŵǇ ĂĨĨŝůŝĂƚĞƐ͘ �ůƐŽ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ 
ƐĂŵĞ ŝŶŝƚŝĂů ƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ Z&W ŝƚ ĂƐŬƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ Ă ͞ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ͟ ͘ /Ŷ ŵǇ ŵŝŶĚ͕ 
͞ Ă ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƐŚŝƉǇĂƌĚ͟ ŝƐ Ă ƉůĂĐĞ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚƌĂĚĞƐŵĂŶ ǁŽƌŬ ŽŶ ďŽĂƚƐ͕ ŶŽƚ ƐŝŵƉůǇ Ă ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ ůŝŬĞ ,WD 
ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽ ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌƐ ǁŚŽ ĐĂŶ ƌĞƉĂŝƌ ƚŚĞ ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ͘  
  
^ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ͞ ŐŝǀŝŶŐ ĂǁĂǇ ͟  ƚŚĞ ůĂŶĚ͗  
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͘DŽƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 'W/W ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ƐŽůĚ Žƌ ůĞĂƐĞĚ ŽƵƚ Ăƚ ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ůŽǁ ƌĂƚĞƐ͘ dŚĞ ĐĞŶƚĞƌ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ 
ǁŝůů ďĞĐŽŵĞ ƚŚĞ ͞ǇĂƌĚ͟ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƚƐ ǁĂƐ ƐŽůĚ ƚŽ ^ŝůǀĞƌďĂǇ ĨŽƌ ŚŽǁ ŵƵĐŚ͍  
  
͘dŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ Ă ŚĂƵů ͲŽƵƚ ƉŝĞƌ ĨŽƌ Ă ƚƌĂǀĞů ůŝĨƚ ǁĂƐ ĚŽǁŶ ƚŚĞ ĐĞŶƚĞƌ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŶŽǁ >ĞĞ ,ĂŶƐĞŶ͛Ɛ 
ĚŽĐŬ͘  �ůŽŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐŬ͕ >ĞĞ ,ĂŶƐĞŶ ŚĂƐ ǁĂƚĞƌĨƌŽŶƚ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ĞǆƚĞŶĚŝŶŐ ϮϬ ĨĞĞƚ ŽĨĨ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
ĚŽĐŬ ĂŶĚ ϲϬ ĨĞĞƚ ŽĨĨ ƚŚĞ ĨƌŽŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐŬ͘ EŽ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĚŽ ŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŶĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ǇŽƵ ǁŝůů 
ďĞ ŝŶĨƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ ŽŶ ŚŝƐ ǁĂƚĞƌ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ƚŚĞ Ěŝƌƚ ƌĂŵƉ ƚŚĂƚ t� ĂŶĚ 'W/W ŚĂǀĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ ĂƐ 
Ă ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ͘  
  
͘ dŚĞ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ ǁĂƐ ƐŽůĚ ĨŽƌ Ϯϱ͕ϬϬϬΨ ; ǁŚĂƚ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŚŽƵƐĞ ^ŝůǀĞƌďĂǇ ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ͘ 
�ůƐŽ / ŚĞĂƌ dƌŝĚĞŶƚ ŝƐ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ŝƚ ƚŽŽͿ 
  
͘ dŚĞ ůĂŶĚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĨƌĂŐŵĞŶƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƐƵďĚŝǀŝĚĞĚ͘ dŚĞ ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ ŚĂƌĚůǇ ƉĂǇ ƚŚĞ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĐŽƐƚƐ͘ 
�ŽĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ŚŽŶĞƐƚůǇ ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚŝƐ ůĂŶĚ ; ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĂƐ ŽŶĐĞ ƚŚĞ ĞƉŝĐĞŶƚĞƌ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ďĂĐŬͲďŽŶĞ ŽĨ 
ƚŚŝƐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ Ϳ ŝƐ ǁŽƌƚŚ ŽŶůǇ ƉĞŶŶŝĞƐ ͍ dŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ĐƌĞĂƚĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ǁĞůĨĂƌĞ ĂŶĚ 
ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ŝƐ ŚƵŐĞ͘  
  
  
:ŽŚŶ͕ / ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ǇŽƵ ďƵƚ /͛ǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƚŽůĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ĂŶ ŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶƚ ŵĂŶ ǁŝƚŚ ŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇ͘ / ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ǁĂƐƚĞ 
ŵǇ ƚŝŵĞ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŵǇ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŝĨ / ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ďĞůŝĞǀĞ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƚƌƵĞ͘ / ƐƚƌŝǀĞ ƚŽ ƌƵŶ ŵǇ ŚŽƵƐĞ ĂŶĚ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ŽŶ 
ŚŽŶĞƐƚǇ͕ ŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇ͘ / ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ĚƵƚǇ ƚŽ 
ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ůŝĂďůĞ ĨŽƌ ĂŶǇ ǁƌŽŶŐ ĚŽŝŶŐ͘ / ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ ŚŽŶŽƌ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ƐŽ / ǁŝůů  ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ŵǇ 
ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƐŽ ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞŶ͛ƚ ůĞĨƚ ŐƵĞƐƐŝŶŐ͘  
  
ϭ͘ / Ăŵ Ă ĨĂƚŚĞƌ ŽĨ ƚǁŽ ďŽǇƐ͕ ŽŶĞ ůŽǀĞƐ ƚŽ ĨŝƐŚ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬ ǁŝƚŚ ŚŝƐ ŚĂŶĚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ 
Ăƚ Ăůů ďƵƚ ŚĂƐ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ƐŚĂƌƉ ŵŝŶĚ͘ / ǁĂŶƚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƚǁŽ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŚĞƌĞ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ͘  
  
Ϯ͘ / ŐƌĞǁ ƵƉ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐŚŝƉ ǇĂƌĚ͘ dŚƌĞĞ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ŵǇ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ŚĂǀĞ ĚŽŶĞ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ͘ / 
ƐĞĞ ƚŚĂƚ / Ăŵ ƚŚĞ ŽŶůǇ ǁĞůĚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĨĂďƌŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ŝŶ ^ŝƚŬĂ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŵŽǀĞ ƐŚŽƉ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ 
ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů ĐĞŶƚĞƌ͘ dŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ƚŚƌŝǀŝŶŐ ƐŚŝƉ ǇĂƌĚ ǁĞ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŽŵĞŶ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ 
ǁŚŽ ĐĂŶ ĚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬ͘ / ƐĞĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŵǇ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͕ ƚŚĞ �ŽǀĞ WĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ Ă ĐŽͲŽƉ ŽĨ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ 
ƚƌĂĚĞƐŵĞŶ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŽŶůǇ ǁĂǇ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ͘ /ƚΖƐ ƐŝŵƉůǇ ƵŶƌĞĂůŝƐƚŝĐ ƚŽ ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ 
ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ŝƐ ŐŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ďƵŝůĚ Ă ƐŚŽƉ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ 'W/W͘ �ůů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌƐ ǁŚŽŵ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŽǁŶ 
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ĂĨĨŽƌĚ ƚŽ ďƵŝůĚ Ă ƐŚŽƉ ŽƵƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ͘ /ƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ƚĂŬĞ ϱ Ͳ ϭϬ ǇĞĂƌƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ǇĂƌĚ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ŝƚƐ ĨŝƌƐƚ 
͞ƋƵĂůŝĨŝĞĚ͟ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌ͘ �Ǉ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŝŵĞ͕ tƌĂŶŐĞůů ǁŝůů ŚĂǀĞ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŶĞǁ ƉƵůƉ ŵŝůů ƐŝƚĞ ŝƚƐ 
ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ͘  
  
ϯ͘ / ƐĞĞ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚƐ ;^�^Ϳ ĂƐ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇ Ă ƐŽƵƌĐĞ ŽĨ ĨŝƐŚ ƚĂǆ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ 
ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ Ă ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ǁŚŽ ŚĂƐ ŐŽƚƚĞŶ ŵŽƐƚ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ĂƐƐĞƚƐ Ăƚ ĨŽƌĞĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ƉƌŝĐĞƐ͘ dŚĞǇ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ǀĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ 
ŝŶ ͞ ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ ͞ ƚŚĞ 'W/W ůĂŶĚ ĂŶĚ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ͘ <ĞůůǇ tĂƌƌĞŶ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ĨŽƌ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ĂŶĚ 
ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ǁŽƌŬƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŵ ĂŶĚ �ĂŶ �ŽŽƉĞƌ ũƵƐƚ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ ŵŽǀĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ ĂƐ Ă ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ŽĨ Ă ĐŽůĚ 
ƐƚŽƌĂŐĞ ; ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ tĂƌƌĞŶͿ͘  �ŽƚŚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŐƵǇƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ƚŝĞĚ ƚŽ ^ŝůǀĞƌ �ĂǇ ͘ tŚŝůĞ 
^�^ ŝƐ Ă ǀĂůƵĂďůĞ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĐŝƚǇ͕ ŝƚ ƉĂůĞƐ ŝŶ ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐ ŽĨ ƐŵĂůů ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ 
ŶĞǁ ƐŚŝƉ ǇĂƌĚ ǁŝůů ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ͘  
  
ϰ͘ / ƐĞĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĂŶǇ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ĚĞĂů ǁŝƚŚ t� ƚŽ ĨƵŶĚ ĂŶĚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ Ă ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ ǁŝůů ĞŶƚĂŝů ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ 
ŐŝǀŝŶŐ ĂǁĂǇ ƚŚĞ ůĂŶĚ ŝŶ Ă ĨŽƌŵ ŽĨ Ă ďĞůŽǁ ŵĂƌŬĞƚ ůĞĂƐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ŽƉƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ďƵǇ͕ Žƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĞŶƚŝƌĞ 
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ͘ / ďĞůŝĞǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ĐĂŶ ŬĞĞƉ ŝƚƐ ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĂŶĚ ; ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ĐƌƵĐŝĂů ĨŽƌ 
ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͕ ĂƐ WƌŝǀĂƚŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ŚĞƌĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƉůĂĐĞ Ϳ ĂŶĚ 
ŵĂŬĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ƚŽ ůĞĂƐĞ ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ǌŽŶŝŶŐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŽĨĨĞƌ ŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƐ ƚŽ ŶĞǁ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͘ /Ĩ ƚŚĞ 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ ŽĨ ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ ǁĂƐŶ͛ƚ ƐŝŵƉůǇ ƌĞůǇŝŶŐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŵŽŶĞǇ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ 
ŚĂƵůŝŶŐ͕ ǁĂƐŚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƐƚŽƌŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ ƚŽ ƉĂǇ ƚŚĞŝƌ ůĞĂƐĞ ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŝŶ Ă 
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ďĞƚƚĞƌ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ŵŽŶĞǇ ĂŶĚ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌŬ͘  >ĞƚƐ ƐĂǇ ĨŽƌ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕ Ă 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŚĂĚ Ă ǀĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƚƐ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ͘ dŚŝƐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ 
ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŐŝǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞĞĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁĂƐŚ ĚŽǁŶ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƐƚŽƌĂŐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ͘ dŚŝƐ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂůƐŽ ďĞ Ă ŵƵĐŚ ƐƚƌŽŶŐĞƌ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌŬ ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞǇ 
ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĂĚĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƐŚŝƉ ƌĞƉĂŝƌ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĂŬĞ Ă ǇĂƌĚ Ă ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ Ă ƉůĂĐĞ ƚŽ ũƵƐƚ 
ƉĂŝŶƚ ƚŚĞ ďŽƚƚŽŵ ŽĨ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ďŽĂƚ͘  
  
ϱ͘ / Ăŵ ŶŽƚ ĂƌŐƵŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŚĂŶĐĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƌƵŶƐ ƚŚĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ͘ / ũƵƐƚ ǁĂŶƚ ǇŽƵ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ 
ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘ �ŶǇ ŐŽŽĚ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŽƌ ŶĞĞĚƐ ƚŽ ŬŶŽǁ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘  
  
dŚŝƌĚ͗ �Ɛ ĨŽƌ ͞ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ůĞĨƚ ƵŶĐŚĞĐŬĞĚ͟  
  
tĞ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ŬĞĞƉ ŝŶ ŵŝŶĚ ŚŽǁ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĨƉ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞ t� ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ŐŽƚ ĂƐ ĨĂƌ ĂƐ ŝƚ ŚĂƐ͘ 
,ƵŐŚ �ĞǀĂŶ ŚĂĚ Ă ĐŽƵƉůĞ ŽĨ ŵŽŶƚŚƐ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ƚŚĞ ďĂůů ƌŽůůŝŶŐ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ǇŽƵ ĂƌƌŝǀĞĚ͘ /ƚ ǁĂƐ ĂŶ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ 
ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ƚĂŬĞ Ă ŶĞǁ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ Ă ůŽŶŐ ǁŚŝůĞ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ĂĐƋƵĂŝŶƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ďĞĨŽƌĞ 
ŚĞ ǁĂƐ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ Ă ŶĞǁ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ͕ ƐŽ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ŚĞ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉůĂŶ ŝŶ ƉůĂĐĞ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ǇŽƵ 
ĂƌƌŝǀĞĚ ƐŽ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐŶ͛ƚ ĂŶǇ ͞ ŐƵĞƐƐ ǁŽƌŬ ͞ ŽŶ ǇŽƵƌ ĞŶĚ͘ /ƚ ǁĂƐ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ Ăƚ Ă 'W/W ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ �ĞǀĂŶ 
ĚƌĂĨƚ ĂŶ ƌĨƉ ƚŽ͕ / ƋƵŽƚĞ ͕ ͞ ƚŽ ũƵƐƚ ƐĞĞ ǁŚĂƚ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ ŽƵƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ͘͟ ,ƵŐŚ ǁĂƐ ƌĞůŝĞǀĞĚ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ 
ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ũƵƐƚ Ă ĨĞǁ ĚĂǇƐ ĂĨƚĞƌ ĚĞůŝǀĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƌĨƉ͘ KŶůǇ ĨŽƵƌ ǁĞĞŬƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŐŝǀĞŶ ƚŽ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ĂŶǇ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ 
ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƌĨƉ͘ dŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ ,ĂƵůŽƵƚ 'ƌŽƵƉ ; ϮϬ Žƌ ƐŽ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĂŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌƐͿ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƉƵƚƚŝŶŐ 
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ͞ƐƚĞĞƌ͟ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ͕ 'W/W ĂŶĚ ƌĨƉ ƚŽ ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ Ă ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ ĐĞŶƚĞƌ͘ / ƐŚĂƌĞĚ 
ƚŚŝƐ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ ĞŵĂŝů͕ ŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ŐĞƚ ŵƵĐŚ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ 
�ĞǀĂŶ ĂŶĚ 'ĂƌǇ tŚŝƚĞ͘ 
  
zŽƵ ǁŝůů ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ͕ Ăƚ Ă 'W/W ŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ͕ ǇŽƵ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƌĚ ǀŽƚĞĚ ŽŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ 
ďĞƐƚ͕ �Ƶt Ͳ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ Ăƚ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůǇ taskeĚ ƚŚĞ 'W/W ďŽĂƌĚ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŚŽŽƐŝŶŐ 
ƚŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ƚŽ ŐŽ ĨŽƌƚŚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůǇ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘ EŽǁ͕  ƚŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůǇ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ 
ĂƐƐĞƌƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂĚ ƚŽ ǀŽƚĞ ƚŽ acceƉt the ƉroƉosal ďecaƵse the 'W/W ďoarĚ haĚ recommenĚeĚ it͕ ǁŚĞŶ 
ŝŶ ĨĂĐƚ ƚŚĞ 'W/W ďŽĂƌĚ ŽŶůǇ ĚŝĚ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ǁĂƐ ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚůǇ ĂƐŬŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ĚŽ͘ dŚŝƐ ŝƐ Ă ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ 
ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨŽƌ Ă �Ͳ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů͘ �ůƐŽ͕ ŽŶĐĞ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ŝŶǀĞƐƚĞĚ Ă ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞ ƚŝŵĞ ŝŶ ďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ t� 
ƵƉ ƚŽ ƐƉĞĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƌĂŶŐŝŶŐ Ă ͞ƚĞƌŵƐ͟ ƐŚĞĞƚΗ ƚŽ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůǇ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ǁŝůů ĨĞĞů 
ŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂĐĐĞƉƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů͘ �ůů ƚŚĞ ǁŚŝůĞ͕ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĂŶ͕ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ǁŚŽŵ 
ǁŝůů ďĞ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ĞĨĨĞĐƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ŬŶŽǁ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ Žƌ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ǀŽŝĐĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ 
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůǇ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞǇ ǁŽƵůĚ ŽŶůǇ ŚĂǀĞ ϯ ŵŝŶƵƚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĨĂĐĞ Ă ƉĂŶĞů ǁŚŽŵ 
ŚĂĚ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ŵĂĚĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŵŝŶĚƐ ƵƉ͘ �ŐĂŝŶ͕ Ă ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ůĞĨƚ ƵŶĐŚĞĐŬĞĚ͘ 
  
 tĞ ĐĂŶ ŽŶůǇ ŚŽƉĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇ ǁŝůů ĚĞĐŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ĨĂƚĞ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͘ /ƚ ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞ 
ƚŚĂŶ ũƵƐƚ Ă ďŽĂƚ ŚĂƵůͲŽƵƚ͘ /Ĩ ĚŽŶĞ ƌŝŐŚƚ͕ ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ ĐĂŶ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ 'W/W ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͘ :ƵƐƚ ĂƐŬ ŵĞ ŚŽǁ 
ƚŚŝƐ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ǀĞŶƚƵƌĞ ĐĂŶ ƚŚƌŝǀĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ͕ ĂŶĚ / ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŚĂƉƉǇ ƚŽ ƐŚĂƌĞ ƚŚŝƐ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ͘  
  
dŚĂŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĨŽƌ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ŵǇ ŝĚĞĂƐ ďĞƚƚĞƌ :ŽŚŶ͕ / ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ĚŽ ĨŽƌ ŽƵƌ ĐŝƚǇ͘  
  
ZĞƐƉĞĐƚǇĨƵůůǇ͕  
  
:ĞƌĞŵǇ ^ĞƌŬĂ  
  
  
From͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх  
^ent͗ ^ƵŶĚĂǇ͕ DĂǇ ϯϭ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϯ͗Ϯϰ WD 
do͗ :ĞƌĞŵǇ ^ĞƌŬĂ фũƐĞƌŬĂΛĂŬ͘ŶĞƚх 
�c͗ ŐĂƌƌǇǁŚŝƚĞΛŐĐŝ͘ŶĞƚ 
^Ƶďũect͗ ZĞ͗ �ƌĂĨƚͲ'W/W ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ƐƚƌĂŐŝĐ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ĨŽƌ ^ƉĞĐŝĂů DĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘ĚŽĐǆ 
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:ĞƌĞŵǇ͕ 
  
/ƚ͛Ɛ ďĞĞŶ Ă ďƵƐǇ ǁĞĞŬ ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ďƵƐǇ ǁĞĞŬ ĐŽŵŝŶŐ͊  ^ŽƌƌǇ ŝƚ ƚŽŽŬ ŵĞ ƐŽ ůŽŶŐ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ďĂĐŬ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ͘ 
  
dŚĞ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŶŐ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ƉůĂĐĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ŝƐ͗ 
  

Ͳ EĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ĐĂƉŝƚĂů ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇ ;ŝĨ ĂŶǇͿ 
Ͳ dŚĞŝƌ ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŚĂƵů ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ Z&W ʹ ͞^ŝƚŬĂ ŚĂƐ Ă ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌ ďĂƐĞ͘ 

�ƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ϲϲϱ ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ϯϮ ĨĞĞƚ ĂŶĚ ϴϲ ĨĞĞƚ ĂƌĞ ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚůǇ ŵŽŽƌĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
ŚĂƌďŽƌ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘ KĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ ϲϲϱ ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ϵϳй ĂƌĞ ϱϴ ĨĞĞƚ Žƌ ůĞƐƐ͘ �ĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌ ŝƐ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ ƚŽ 
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ǀĞƐƐĞů ŚĂƵů ŽƵƚ ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝůů ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ ^ŝƚŬĂ ĨůĞĞƚ͘͟ 

Ͳ dŚĞŝƌ ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ ĂŶ �W� ĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚ ǁĂƐŚĚŽǁŶ ĂƌĞĂ 
Ͳ �ĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ Ă ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽƉƚŝŽŶ ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͕ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞǇ ŵƵƐƚ ƉƌŽǀĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ 

ĂŶĚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞĞƚ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĐĂŶ ŽĐĐƵƌ 
Ͳ dŚĞ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶ ĐĂŶ ƚĂŬĞ ĂƐ ůŽŶŐ ĂƐ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ͘  / ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ϯϬ ĚĂǇƐ ƵƉ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞ ƚŽ ĐŽŵĞ ďĂĐŬ 

ƚŽ ƚŚĞ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƚĞƌŵƐ ƐŚĞĞƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘  /ƚ͛Ɛ ƉůĂŶŶĞĚ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŶŽǁ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ϲͬϮϯ 
ĂŐĞŶĚĂ͕ ďƵƚ ĂŐĂŝŶ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝůů ũƵƐƚ ďĞ Ă ƚĞƌŵƐ ƐŚĞĞƚ͘ 

  
tŚŝĐŚ ĐŽƌĞ ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ĂƌĞ ǇŽƵ ĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐ ĂƌĞ ͞ŝŶ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ͍͟  dŚĞ Z&W ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞĚ 
ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ͕ ƚŚĞ 'W/W ďŽĂƌĚ͕ ŽƵƌ >ĞŐĂů ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ͘  EŽ 
ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŶŽƚĞĚ͘ 
  
dŚĞ �ƐƐĞŵďůǇ ǁŝůů ŶŽƚ ďĞ ŐŝǀŝŶŐ ĂǁĂǇ ĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĂŶĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘  tĞ ǁŝůů ůĞĂƐĞ ůĂŶĚ 
ƚŽ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐ Ăƚ Ă ĨĂŝƌ ŵĂƌŬĞƚ ǀĂůƵĞ ůĞĂƐĞ ƌĂƚĞ͘  dŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƌĂƚĞ ĂŶǇ ŽƚŚĞƌ ďŝĚĚĞƌ ǁŽƵůĚ ŐĞƚ 
ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞ ƌĂƚĞ ŝƐ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ Ă �ŝƚǇ �ƐƐĞƐƐŽƌ͛Ɛ ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͘ 
  
tŚĂƚ ĚŽ ǇŽƵ ŵĞĂŶ ďǇ ͞ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ůĞĨƚ ƵŶĐŚĞĐŬĞĚ͍͟ 
  
ͬƌ 
ũŵů 
  
  
  
  
  
  

KŶ DĂǇ Ϯϰ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϲ͗ϱϯ WD͕ :ĞƌĞŵǇ ^ĞƌŬĂ фũƐĞƌŬĂΛĂŬ͘ŶĞƚх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 
  
,ŝ Dƌ͘ >ĞĂĐŚ͕  
 
dŚĞ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ǁĂƐ ƉƵƚ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ͞^ŝƚŬĂ ŚĂƵůŽƵƚ ǁŽƌŬŐƌŽƵƉ͟ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ƚŚĞ 
ŝŶŝƚŝĂů Z&W ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ͘ dŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ǁĂƐ ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ ďǇ :ĞĨĨ &ĂƌǀŽƵƌ ǁŚŽ ǁĂƐ ƚĂƐŬĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ 
ƐƵŵŵĂƌŝǌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ĚĂƚĂ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ǀĞƐƐĞů ŚĂƵůŽƵƚ 
ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ĐĞŶƚĞƌƐ͘  
 
/ ŚŽƉĞ ǇŽƵ ǁŝůů ƚĂŬĞ ƚŚĞ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŽ ĂŶĂůǇǌĞ ƚŚŝƐ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͘ /ƚ͛Ɛ ŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĂƌĞ ƵƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ ĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ƐĞƚ ƵƉ ^ŝƚŬĂ͛Ɛ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ŚĂƵůŽƵƚ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ͘ 
tĞ ŽŶůǇ ŐĞƚ ŽŶĞ ĐŚĂŶĐĞ Ăƚ ƚŚŝƐ͘ �ůůĞŶ DĂƌŝŶĞ ĂŶĚ ,WD ǁŝůů ĂůƐŽ ďĞ ŚĂƵůŝŶŐ ďŽĂƚƐ ǁĞůů 
ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵŵĞƌ ŽĨ ϮϬϮϭ͘ dŚĞ ĐŽƌŽŶĂ ǀŝƌƵƐ ŚĂƐ ĚĞůĂǇĞĚ ŵĂŶǇ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ƉůĂŶƐ͘ dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ 
ǁĞ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ŶŽƚ ŵĂŬĞ ĂŶǇ ŚĂƐƚǇ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͘  
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^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕ :ĞƌĞŵǇ ^ĞƌŬĂ  
 
ф�ƌĂĨƚͲ'W/W ďŽĂƚǇĂƌĚ ƐƚƌĂŐŝĐ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ĨŽƌ ^ƉĞĐŝĂů DĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘ĚŽĐǆх 
 
^ĞŶƚ ĨƌŽŵ ŵǇ ŝWŚŽŶĞ 
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Melissa Henshaw

From: *ary Pa[ton (Assembly)
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 12:31 PM
To: Sara Peterson
Subject: 5e: 8S'A Seafood Trade 5elief Program

ZŽŐĞƌ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
 

KŶ ^ĞƉ ϭϲ͕ ϮϬϮϬ͕ Ăƚ ϳ͗ϰϳ �D͕ ^ĂƌĂ WĞƚĞƌƐŽŶ фƐĂƌĂ͘ƉĞƚĞƌƐŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх ǁƌŽƚĞ͗ 

  
ThanNs, *ary.  I·ll spread the Zord. 
  
From͗ 'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ ;�ƐƐĞŵďůǇͿ фĂƐƐĞŵďůǇƉĂǆƚŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх  
^ent͗ tĞĚŶĞƐĚĂǇ͕ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϲ͕ ϮϬϮϬ ϳ͗ϯϲ �D 
do͗ :ŽŚŶ >ĞĂĐŚ фũŽŚŶ͘ůĞĂĐŚΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх͖ ^ĂƌĂ WĞƚĞƌƐŽŶ фƐĂƌĂ͘ƉĞƚĞƌƐŽŶΛĐŝƚǇŽĨƐŝƚŬĂ͘ŽƌŐх 
^Ƶďũect͗ &ǁĚ͗ h^�� ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ dƌĂĚĞ ZĞůŝĞĨ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ 
  
&Ǉŝ 

'ĂƌǇ WĂǆƚŽŶ 
DĂǇŽƌ͕ �ŝƚǇ ŽĨ ^ŝƚŬĂ 
 
�ĞŐŝŶ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĞĚ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͗ 

From͗ <ĞǀŝŶ DĐ'ŽǁĂŶ ф<ĞǀŝŶ͘DĐ'ŽǁĂŶΛĂŬůĞŐ͘ŐŽǀх 
�ate͗ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϲ͕ ϮϬϮϬ Ăƚ ϳ͗Ϯϴ͗Ϭϴ �D �<�d 
do͗ <ĞǀŝŶ DĐ'ŽǁĂŶ ф<ĞǀŝŶ͘DĐ'ŽǁĂŶΛĂŬůĞŐ͘ŐŽǀх 
^Ƶďũect͗ h^�A ^eaĨooĚ draĚe ZelieĨ Wrogram 

  
,ŝ �ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ ϯϱ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐ͕ 
  
tĞΖƌĞ ƐĞŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ ĂƐ Ă ŚĞĂĚƐ ƵƉ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ ǇŽƵƌ ƌŽůĞƐ ŝŶ ǇŽƵƌ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘ WůĞĂƐĞ ŚĞůƉ ƐƉƌĞĂĚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌĚ ƚŽ ĨŽůŬƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŵĂǇ ŚĞůƉ͘  
  
dŚĞ h͘^͘ �ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ �ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ^ĞĂĨŽŽĚ dƌĂĚĞ ZĞůŝĞĨ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŚĂƐ ƐĞƚ ĂƐŝĚĞ 
ΨϱϯϬ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ŚƵƌƚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ h͘^͘Ͳ�ŚŝŶĂ ƚƌĂĚĞ ǁĂƌ͘ 
�ƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƐ ĐĂŶ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ƵƉ ƚŽ ΨϮϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ͘ dŚŝƐ ŝƐ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ 
ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ŝƐ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ ƚŝŵĞůǇ ŐŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨĂůůŽƵƚ ĨƌŽŵ �Ks/�Ͳϭϵ͘ 
  

Y͗ tho is eligiďle to ƉarticiƉate in the ^eaĨooĚ draĚe ZelieĨ Wrogram 
;^dZWͿ͍  
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�͗ h͘^͘ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ǀĂůŝĚ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů Žƌ ƐƚĂƚĞ ůŝĐĞŶƐĞ Žƌ 
ƉĞƌŵŝƚ ƚŽ ĐĂƚĐŚ 
ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ǁŚŽ ďƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐĂƚĐŚ ƚŽ ƐŚŽƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƐĞůů Žƌ ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ 
ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ƉĂƌƚǇ͘ dŚĂƚ ŽƚŚĞƌ 
ƉĂƌƚǇ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ Ă ůĞŐĂůůǇ ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ůŝĐĞŶƐĞĚ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ĚĞĂůĞƌ͘ �ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞůǇ͕ 
ƚŚĞ ĐĂƚĐŚ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ Ăƚ ƐĞĂ ĂŶĚ ƐŽůĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ůĞŐĂůůǇ ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚĞĚ ĞŶƚŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ 
ŚĂƌǀĞƐƚĞĚ Žƌ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ 
ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ͘ 

  

Y͗ that seaĨooĚ is eligiďle͍  
�͗ �ůŝŐŝďůĞ ƐĞĂĨŽŽĚ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ŵƵƐƚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƐƵďũĞĐƚ ƚŽ ƌĞƚĂůŝĂƚŽƌǇ ƚĂƌŝĨĨƐ ĂŶĚ 
ƐƵĨĨĞƌĞĚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ 
Ψϱ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƌĞƚĂůŝĂƚŽƌǇ ƚƌĂĚĞ ĚĂŵĂŐĞƐ͘ 
�ůŝŐŝďůĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ �ƚŬĂ ŵĂĐŬĞƌĞů͕ �ƵŶŐĞŶĞƐƐ ĐƌĂď͕ <ŝŶŐ ĐƌĂď͕ ^ŶŽǁ ĐƌĂď͕ 
^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ 
dĂŶŶĞƌ ĐƌĂď͕ &ůŽƵŶĚĞƌ͕ 'ĞŽĚƵĐŬ͕ 'ŽŽƐĞĨŝƐŚ͕ ,ĞƌƌŝŶŐ͕ >ŽďƐƚĞƌ͕ WĂĐŝĨŝĐ �ŽĚ͕ 
WĂĐŝĨŝĐ KĐĞĂŶ 
WĞƌĐŚ͕ WŽůůŽĐŬ͕ ^ĂďůĞĨŝƐŚ͕ ^ĂůŵŽŶ͕ ^ŽůĞ͕ ^ƋƵŝĚ͕ dƵŶĂ ĂŶĚ dƵƌďŽƚ͘ 

  
,ĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ h^�� ƉĂŐĞ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 
ĨŽƵŶĚ͘ �ƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽƉĞŶĞĚ ŽŶ ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ϭϰ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ďĞ ŽƉĞŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ 
�ĞĐĞŵďĞƌ ϭϰ͘  
  
/Ζŵ ĂůƐŽ ĂƚƚĂĐŚŝŶŐ Ă &�Y ƐŚĞĞƚ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘ 
  
WůĞĂƐĞ ůĞƚ ŵĞ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ŚĂǀĞ ĂŶǇ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͘ 
  
�ĞƐƚ͕ 
  
<ĞǀŝŶ DĐ'ŽǁĂŶ 
KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ ZĞƉ͘ <ƌĞŝƐƐͲdŽŵŬŝŶƐ 
ϵϬϳ͘ϳϯϴ͘ϬϵϰϮ 
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